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CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST

This Report to the Congress sets forth a Five-Year Plan for the implementation of the
U.8, Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Noise Control Program. In respense to a
Congressional request, this Plan has been developed during the first year following the
passage of the Quiet Communities Act in November of 1978, It covers Fiscal Years
1981 through 1985,

The 1978 Act amended the Noise Control Act of 1972 and provided new authorization
and direetion to EPA's noise control efforts. During the intervening year EPA
implemented the new Act by initiating a small financial assistance program for States
and loealities, and by giving greater emphasis to health effects research as called for by
the new Aet, The Agency has also completed longer range plans for carrying out its
noise ¢ontrol responsibilities. EPA welcomes this opportunity to present these plans to
the Congress. ‘

This Five-Year Plan has three volumes: (1) EPA's Quiet Communities Five-Year Plan,
whiech comprises this volume, covering all of EPA's noise control efforts; (2) a special
report on aviation noise (Volume II); and (3) a speclal report on health effects research
(Volume I1). The eonclusions of these special reports are summarized in this volume as
well,

Baecause the Conhgressional request for this Five-Year Plan came relatively close to its
Mateh 1, 1980 due date, EPA has had less time than usual to solicit public comment in
the development of this document. Nevertheless, EPA did consult with Committees
formed for this purpose by the National League of Cities (elected offleials) and the
Natlonal Association of Noise Control Officials (State and local noise control profes~
sionals), For the aviation portion of this Plan, EPA consulted with air frame and engine
manufacturers and also requested comments on a series of questions from persons on a
voluntary malling list of those interested in aviation noise. The research portion of this
Plan was reviewed by selected experts in the field and by the Interagency Advisory
Group on Noise Health Effects Research, a Federal interageney committee with
representatives of all research and user ageneies in the noise health effects area.

A second edition of this plan is due to the Congress in January of 1981. Before this
second submission EPA will invite full public comment on this initial Plan and will
revise the Plan accordingly.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE PLAN

EPA's Qulet Communities Plan contained in this volume is divided into two rﬁajor
sections, The first section lays out the objectives EPA has ideniilied for the Agency's
noise control program over the next five years and the next 20 years and discusses the
basis of the objectives in terms of eurrent knowladge about the effects of noise, the
pervaslveness of noise exposure, and the techniques and mechanisms for control at all
levels of government. The second section provides specific details of the accomplish-
ments expected over the next five fiscal years. This discussion s organized in the
follawing six program areas which focus on nelse source categories:

~ Surface Transportation

.
° Aviation

. Construction

. Household/Consumer Products

(] Machinery

] Comprehensive Programs (Publie Education, ete.)

Within each of these program aress, the various funectional activities authorized by the
Act are diseussed. These include:

. technical and financial assistance to States and localities;

. promulgation and enforecement of Federal regulations; and

. health and technology research and Federal program coordination.
PRIORITIES

Not all noise sources are of equal importance, nor does EPA have equal means or
authority to deal with each source, Consequently, EPA's priorities for using its noise
control resources are discussed in this report. The greatest emphasis has and wil
continue to be placed by EPA on abatement of surface transportation noise. Noise from
trucks, buses, motoreyecles, automobiles, and other surface transportation sources
impacts far more peaple in this country than noise from any other source. In addition,
EPA's authorities to control noise are most comprehensive in this area.




P A s 4 "

T

Aviation noise is the second most important area for EPA's efforts. Many people would
argue that aviation noise should rank first in EPA's priorities because of the very high
levels of noise involved, but the fewer numbers of people affected relative to surface
transportation noise and the eircumseribed role which EPA has in the area limit
aviation noise to a very important but secondary part of EPA's total program. While
EPA views aviation noise as the second most important area of concern, this does not
imply that aviation noise programs rank second in resource commitment. At the
present time, EPA is devoting a high percentage of senior staff time to this noise
problem, and additichal resources will be committed to this noise problem between now
and 1985, While total dollar cost projections are less than several other categories,
EPA proposes to inerease its commitment to aviation noise abatement in the next five

years. Inpercentage terms, we expect this increase to be the largest.

EPA bellaves that viewing the Nation's noise eontrol problems in terms of these source

categories {s the best way to assess the extent and nature of the specific nolse problems

and to design appropriate Federal programs, For various reasons, (e.g. acoustieal

considerations, limited resources) EPA believes that this approach {s the most effective
method to provide relief to the populations impacted. As the sectlons covering major
source categories explain, abatement measures for noise from one source may contrib~
ute to abatement of other sources. Although priorities are established, the EPA effort
must be integrated among all major source categories. This integration is best
displayed in the Agency's work with State and loeal programs, which are usually broad
in scope, cover more than one source category, and can provide some but not total

relief from noise caused by all source categories.
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OVERVIEW

The Noise Con'trol Act of 1972 established the goal of the Federal nolse control effort
as the promotion of an "environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes

their health or welfare,"

To relate this overall goal to program activities to be carried out during the next five

years, it is necessary to establish concrete objectives that will further the achievement

of the Congressionally established goal, These objectives are presented later in this

section, Three basic considerations underlie EPA's objectives:
. What are the harmful effeets of noise?

. To what extent is the U.S, population so affected?

] By what mechanisms can these effeets be controlled?

THE EFFECTS OF NOISE

Noise Is seen as a pollution problem because of its effects on people, Unlike many

pollutants which are hidden from publie view, noise is a very abvious part of the lives of

most Americans, It is not surprising, therefore, that when the Gallup Organization

conducted a survey in November 1978, of urban residents' attitudes towards environ-

mental issues they found that:

40 percent of urban residents think noise pollution is at least a falrly

’ serious problem ~ the same percentage as for air pellution;

. 20 percent of urban resldents believe noise is a health threat;

. § percent of urban residents said they want to leave their neighborhoods
because of noise;

] 57 percent of urban residents feel the problem is growing or is more

serfous than a year ago, while only 22 percent found the problem to be

less serious,
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Local officials polled in July, 1979 by Nation's Cities Weekly showed even more
awareness of noise as a pollutant than thelr average constituents:

. 39 pereent think nuise is a serious problem in Lheir community;

[ 67 percent think it is more serious than five years ago;

. 80 percent think their community is not doing enough to control noise;
and,

. 59 pereent think noise pollution represents a threat to the health of their
eltizens.

Thus, nolse is perceived by citizens and public officials alike as a serious pollutant,
requiring netion to prevent harm to the public health,

Nolse endangers health and well-being in many ways. Most obvious to everyone Is
hearing loss caused by exposure to loud noise. Noise loud enough to cause hearing loss
s everywhere — In our jobs, our recreation, and our homes. More than 20 million
Amerlcans are estimated to be exposed daily to noise that is permanently damaging to
their hearing. Most hearing loss is gradual, becoming worse with time. It s
irreversible, and can be handicapping. Hearing loss is frequently associated with
discomfort, pain, and tinnitus (ieritating ringing or roaring in the head). As hearing
worsens, a sense of severe isolation sets in, It has been suggested that losing one's
hearing isolates a person more than the loss of one's sight, and blindness euts you off

from things; deafness cuts you off from people.

Noise-induced hearing loss is not just the result of industrial or oecupational noise.
Noise levels in many urban settings, homes, recreational areas, and many transportatien
vehicles exceed the levels which can cause hearing damage over prelonged periods,
especially in combination with other occupational and environmental noises, For
example, researchers have discovered that hearing diffieulties in ehildren are likely by-
products of noisy schools, play areas, and homes. High {requeney hearing impairment
has been measured in college-age persons, some of it attributable to reereational
activities, Indeed, environmentally-induced hearing loss affects people of all ages and
oceurs in a wide speetrum of activities in countless settings,



Noise initintes automatie and unconseious physiological reactions known as the classie
"stress response." Blood pressure rises, heart rate and breathing speed up, muscles
tense, hormones are released into the bloodstream, and perspiration increases. People
do not stop responding physically to noisc. Regardless of a person's consciousness of the
noise, biciogieal responses oceur even during sleep. Noise levels below those accom-
panying hearing damage can cause these effects. Studies suggest that regular exposure
to noise could iead to diseases of stress such as uleers and high blood pressure, although
sufficiently conclusive field studies have yet to be conducted.

Yet, epldemiological studies of noise in the workplace link the presence of noise with
the {neidence of cardiovascular disease. These results are mirrored in the preliminary
findings of a study on rhesus monkeys now being conducted jointly by the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences {DHHS, formerly HEW} and EPA. Heart
disease and strokes cause 48 percent of the deaths in the United States each year, and
to the extent that noise is linked to an increased incidence of these diseases, the publie
health implications could be very serious. This Five-Year Plan lays out a program for
more research into these non-auditory physiological effects of noise.

Noise is the cause of many sleep disruptions in homes aeress the country. For many
people, this is not an occasional event but rather one which happens night after night.
The health implications of such disruptions in sleep are not yet known, but survey
results do show that interruption of rest, relaxation, and sleep is the underlying cause

for many complaints in noisy communities,

Even the unborn are not immune to the effeets of noise. Loud noises are known to
cause changes in fetal heart rate and may pose a threat to fetal development. In
particular, some studies have shown a high proportion of low birth weight babies in
noisy areas. Of inereasing coneern is how noise and other associated environmental
agents affect the growth and development of children. The primary activity of
developing children is, of course, learning. If children are required to speak and listen
in a noisy environment, they may have diffieulty aecquiring essential communieation
skills. In the schools, reading ability may be seriously impaired by noise, and the
impairment becomes more pronounced with inereasing exposure. Aireraft, traffic, and
railway noise cause severe educational disruption in many schools in this country,
interfering with learning, attention, and performance.



Whether in the schools, home, or workplace, indoors or out, one of the most bothersome
sspects of noise is its interference with communication. We must frequently speak up
to be heard or ask others to do so. People are foreed to stop talking or to change the
content of their communications, and usually must repeat themselves. For millions of
Americans in nolsy urban environments, the use of outdoor areas for varfous forms of
communication is virtually impossible. Beeause of frustrated efforts to eommunicate,
lifestyles deficient in expression and soclal interaction are not uncommon. Moreover,
costs are Incurred in the workplace and elassroom when aural communieations are

disrupted.

Many people perceive noise as simply anh "annoyance." The usual use of this term as
"mildly ireitating, but easily bearable" can be deceptive. Anyone who has been
confronted by the angry neighbors of a busy airport knows that "annoyance" caused by
noise is not necessarily a minor irritation. In faect, the reactions known as "annoyance"
have been the principal impetus to the noise abatement movement in communities

across the nation.

Although annoyanee from noise varies from individual to individual and from time to
time, it is not limited to a few peopie. The Bureau of the Census' Annual Housing
Survey has found that Americans in approximately four out of every five households
feel that they live in good or excellent neighborhoods, but that almost half (49 percent)
consider thelr neighborhoods too nolsy. In this survey, year after year, noise is most
often mentioned of all the undesirable conditions listed, surpassing many other factors
that are often thought to determine people's perception of the quality of their lives.

Last but not least of the effects of noise Is the ability of a small amount of noise to
destroy the quietude in a pristine area. This is the issue at stake for instanee, in the
eurrent controversy surrounding the possible intreduetion of commercial et service into
Jackson Hole Airport whieh is located in Grand Teton National Park, a park known for

its unspoiled wilderness environment.

THE PERVASIVENESS OF NOISE EXPOSURE

Many public health programs focus on problems that involve critical conseguences such
as loss of life, but for a fairly small and select population. The Noise Contro]l Act of
1972 was Congress' attempt to deal with a pollutant which at that time seemed to be
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primarily an annoyance but which affects the daily lives of a large percentage of the
American population. This pervasiveness of the problem, more than the severity of the
impact, has breught the noise problem to the attention of Federsl, State, and local
offieials in the past. While evidence i3 mounting that the effects of noise are far more
serious than originally believed, the popularity of and the demeand for noise control
programs will continue to draw their strength from the faet that noise is the most

pervasive pollutant.

Noise levels are measured on a logarithmie scale and designated in decibels {dB). Such
a scale corresponds to the response of the human ear to noise. A tenfold inerease in
acoustie power is indicated by a 10 dB increase in the noise level. The noise level In an
average residence or private office is sbout 50 dB; neer a highway the noise level Is
likely to be 60 to 70 dB. A freight train 100 feet away or a vacuum cleaner 10 feet
away will produce e noise level of about 70 dB. A pneumatic drili at 80 feet will
produce a noise level of 80 dB, and a subway train at 20 feet will produce a noise level

of approximately 90 dB. (See Exhibit 1.)

Noise exposure can be measured in a variety of ways. To show the connection between
the number of people exposed and the expected health effects, EPA can quantify the
population exposed to levels exceeding the two specific noise levels for which effects
are reasonably well agreed upon by the scientific ecommunity., These levels were
identified by EPA in response to a mandate from Congress in Section 5 of the Noise
Control Aet of 1972, In that section, Congress directed the Ageney to {dentify those
levels necessary to protect the public heslth and welfare with an edequate margin of
safety. The noise levels in the resulting "Levels Document" published in 1874 and In
supplemental reports still represent the best estimate of maximum safe noise levels for
protection of publie health and welfare. The levels were determined strietly on the
basis of selentifie findings without consideration of the cost or technical feasibility of
achieving sueh levels for the U.S. population. Thus, they are good benchmarks for
measuring the noise exposure of the U.S. population, and should not be interpreted as

standards, These levels are:
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. Leq*(a) of 75 dB and I"eq(24) of 70 dB, above which there is a risk of
hearing loss; and

Ll I , . e e ea L .
] Ldn of 55 dB, above which there is significant inierference with
activities, such as steep, conversation, and relaxation, in normat environ-

ments.

Many studies have pravided estimates of the number of people exposed to various levels
of noise from specific sources. These estimates and their periodic updates give a
general view of the scope and nature of the noise problem in America. It is estimated
that approximately 15 million American workers are exposed to an L, als) of 75 dB or or

eq(24) of 70 dB or greater in the workplace, thereby ineurring a risk of hearing
damage. Several more millions of Americans — perhaps as many as 13 million — are
exposed to an Le (8) of 75 dB or greater through their use of transportation or

recreational vehicles.

The number of Americans exposed tc noise levels preater than the L dn 55 dB associated
with setivity interference [s, of course, much larger. Approximately half of the U.S.
populaticn is exposed year after year to 24 hour average levels greater than Ldn 55 dB.
Of course, most of these people are exposed to noise In the lower end of the decibel
range between Ldnss dB and Ldn 85 dB rather than between Ldnb‘s dB and Ldn75 dB.

The major contributors to these exposures are surface transportation, aviation, and
eonstruction equipment (see Exhibit 2). In some cases people may be exposed to more
than one of these sources at the same time, so the total number of people exposed to
these levels from all sources may not be additive,

» equivalent sound level, is the average energy level of sound over a given period of
tiﬁ?e The period of time is shown in parenthesis., When eonsidering hearing loss, sound

exposure {3 measured at the ear.

L. day-night sound level, is the energy-averaged equivalent level (L_ ) for 24 hours
agﬂasted to include a 10 dB penalty for noise exposures during nighttimg%ours (10 p.m.

to 7 a.m.)
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MECHANISMS FOR CONTROL OF NOISE

An Example — Surface Transportation

Evidence is increasing that noise is a seriocus threat to publie health, and the levels of
exposure are high for large segments of the U.S. population. The mechanisms for
reducing exposures vary to some extent from source to source, but a number of common
principles are applicable to all sources of environmental poise. These principles
directly shape the respective roles of Federal, State, and local agencies in the control
of noise, and affect industry and the general publie., This seetion on principles and
mechanisms for noise control takes as its example the most common type of noise -
motor vehicle noise - which is familiar to everyone. Trucks, motoreyeles, buses, and
automobiles all contribute to the traffic neise which impacts urban, suburban, and rural
homes and businesses in this country. This vehicle noise is caused or significantly
affected by the operation of the exhaust and cooling systems, the design of the engine,
the vibration of various engine and chassis parts, and the interaction of the tires with
the pavement surface. The complex sound field thus produced can travel large
distances, bend around corners, flow through small holes and, particularly with low
pitehed truck and traffic noise, can penetrate closed windows.

Highways and busy streets can genherate high nhoise levels on a virtually continuous or
tchronie™ basis. The problem is compounded when individual vehicles are sufficiently
loud on a particular pess-by to stand out above other noise sources. Such "acute"
intrusions occur particularly when the exhaust systems of any of these vehicles are
faulty because of normal wear and tear or have been replaced, as in some motoreycles
and high performance automobiles, with modified exhaust systems. Beecause of both
high level continuous background noise and distinet intrusions over the baekground,
meany communities across the country have initiated efforts to control vehicular noise

in their own jurisdietions,

Separating the Public From the Noise

Sinee noise is a problem only if people hear it, the search for mechanisms to control
vehieular nolse ean begin with the receiving public, Problems caused by vehleular noise
could be eliminated if the public somehow could be separated from or desensitized to
the sound. Unfortunately, noise abatement measures applied to the recelver are
generally neither feasible nor cost-effective for existing vehicular noise problems.

12




Techniques for improving a person's tolerance for noise are limited and do not address
the harmful physical effects of noise which may oceur regardless of the listener's
subjective attitude.

Moving people out of highly exposed houses is a very expensive solution, but may be the
most cost-effective alternative in special situations. In the case of new dwellings,
exposure to traffie noise ean be prevented by bullding houses away from noisy streets
and highways, or alternatively by building the highway eway from pre-existing housing.
Noise must be another critetion for determining appropriate land use, just as water
level, topographice [eatures, and other cpiteria are considered. On the whole however,
attempts to control noise exposure at the receiving end offer only limited reljef,
particularly In existing neighborhoods, and such efforts must be carefully tailored to the

specific geographical site.

Interrupting the Path

Nolse exposure can be controlled by placing a barrier between the receiving public and
the source of the noise. On the personal level, earplugs, and earmuff-type hearing
pratecters can provide significant noise attenuation, but except in isolated circum=
stances these cannot be seriously proposed as a soclally acceptable solution for the
general public any more than gas masks can be viewed as an aceeptable solution to the

ajr pollution problem.

On the other hand, homes can be designed to soundproof against excessive intrusion of
outside noises. Existing homes can also be retrofitted to provide significant sound-
proofing. If done correctly, such soundproofing ean also yield major energy savings.
Faor instanee, a recent EPA home soundproofing study in New England estimated that in
addition to an approximate 25 dB reduection in internal noise, an energy saving of
approximately 64 percent could be reallzed through reduced heating requirements.

A nolse insulated home must have no openings in the walls. The equivalent of a one-
ineh hole in a good solid outside wall can let twice as much noise energy intoe the room
as would enter if the hole were not there. Accordingly, all doors and windows must be
kept shut, and double or triple window panes may be necessary. In extreme cases, sound
reduetion materjals must be applied to the outside walls.

Of course, soundproofing of buildings gives no relief for residents in thelr yards or
outdoors in their neighberhoods. Consequently, soundproofing is only a partial solution

13
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to noise exposure in and around homes. Where the noise problem {s severe, sound-
proofing ean be the most cost-effective way of providing relief to people in their
homes. But the eosts are high, and generally soundproofing must be seen as a last
resort once the other control mechanisms have been evaluated and implemented as

appropriate,

Interrupting the path of the noise befare it crosses the property line of residences and
other buildings near the road is a method of noise control used increasingly across the
country.  Along existing roadways, noise attenuating berms or barriers ean be
constructed to defleet road noise away from sensitive areas. These barriers must be
high enough to interrupt the path of sound between the source and the receiver; thus
they offer little protection for high-rise structures. At approximately one half to one
million dollars per mile, noise barriers are an expensive solution to the traffic noise

problem. However, they may be the only reasonable solution for many "hot" spots

where the noise levels excead L dn75 dB.

New roadways offer more alternatives in noise prevention with more cost-effective,

though still expensive, solutions to the noise problem. Noise abatement techniques
inelude constructing noise barriers and recessed roadways and increasing the distance
between residences and roadways. Unfortunately sufficient space is not available in

many instances to employ techniques of path intertuption.

Controlling the Source of the Noise

Removing individuals from the araa of noise exposure and interrupting the path of the
noise offer some promise for relief in specialized situstions and are very attractive in
particular cases {or preventing additional exposure problems. However, the most direct
attack on both the existing and future noise problems [rom roadway noise is to control
the source of the noise itself — in this case, the motor vehicle. Steps can be taken to
decrease the amount of noise generated or to contain the noise and attenuate it within
the source. Controlling vehicular noise at the source has the most promise for suceess.
It is generally more direct and causes the least disruption to the community.

There are two kinds of souree control regulations: new and in-use. New source control
regulations require manufacturer's vehicles to adhere to standards limiting noise
emissions. In-use regulations require vehicle owners and operators to maintain the
vehicle after its time of sale so nolse emissions will not exceed Federal, State or local
nolse standards. Such in-use source controls can also further require that vehicles be
operated in a manner which minimizes noise impaect.
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Quieting noisy trueks, buses, motoreycles, and automobiles requires a dual approach
which can be [llustrated by considering the noise one might experience approximately
50 feet from a residential street., The noise levels shown in Exhibit 3 reflect a
hypothetical scenatrio in which approximately 20 vehicles pass by in a five or tan minute
period. As the Exhibit 3a indicates, as long as & vehicle is passing by, the noise level
seldom 'drops below about 65 decibels, Two peaks are shown where faulty vehicles pass
by at about 90 dB, Both could have worn out mufflers that should be replaced or
exhaust systems that have been modified or tampered with.

If the community in this example were to adopt a local noise control program, the noise
levels of those faulty vehicles could be reduced to the levels shown in Exhibit 3b.
Unless the number of faulty or meodified vehicles being operated in the community is
large, this loeal program probably would not significantly reduce the average fleet noise
levels {(whiech comprise the cumulative effeet on the ecommunity), but It eould
substantially reduce the more intrusive peaks.

For properly maintained vehicles, the design of the vehicle greatly influences its noise
emissions. Loeal authorities cannct easily require owners to quiet their vehicles below
thelr manufactured noise level, although driving habits can be influenced. To achieve a
significant reduction of the fleet noise levels, the design and manufacture of the
vehicles must be controlled. The Nolse Contrel Act mandates that such controls on
major sources of hoise be promulgated by the Federal Government.

If a loeal noise contrel program did not exist, EPA regulations on manufacturers might
result in noise levels similar to those shown in Exhibit 3e. In this case, vehicle levels
would be more uniform and would be significantly reduced, but the two faulty vehicles
would still stand out. This eould be true even if it is assumed that one of the faulty
vehicles is "new" — that is, manufactured to meet the EPA regulations, Since most
muffler systems wear out in one to four years, and an additional significant number of
motoreyeles and "performance™ cars are modified by their owners to exceed the level
for which they were designed, a new federally regulated vehicle could become as noisy
as a vehiele that was manufactured befere the Federal rule was promulgated.

More benefits can be achieved if both phases of the source control effort — Federal
regulation of manufacturers and active loeal control of use and maintenance — are
implemented and properly coordinated. The result is illustrated in Exhibit 3d. Both the

intrusive peaks and the overall fleet noise levels are reduced.
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EXHIBIT 3

' EFFECT OF LOCAL NOISE CONTROLS AND EPA
REGULATIONS ON VEHICULAR NOISE LEVELS
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If properly designed, both Federal and local programs can go beyond this basie
delegaticn of functions. Federal regulations can facilitate local enforcement by
providing labels on the vehicles and the exhaust systems to allow visual complance
checks. States and localities can extend their programs to give speeial relief to
locatiohs with execessively high noise exposure or where noise-sensitive activities are
conducted (sehools, hospitals, ete.). Sueh "hot" spots can be dealt with through the use
of methods discussed earlier, such as barriers, soundproofing of houses, removal of
houses close to the roadway, reducing speed limits (eliminating excessive stopping and
starting), and ensuring that the pavement does not contribute excessively to noise from

tire/pavement interaction.

One final element is needed to make this coordinated Federal/local effert succeed.
Loeal authorities have great diffieulty controliing vehicle noise if their efforts are not
duplicated in communities across the country. Most major sourees of noise, especlally
motor vehicles, move across jurisdietional boundaries, No single community can fully
change the way these mobile neise sources are used and maintained. A network of
communitles {s needed so that owners of excessively noisy vehicles will not travel very
far without having to comply with vehiele noise limitations.

NOISE PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

On the basis of what is known about the effects of noise, its pervasiveness, and its
control, taking into account the authorities and specific noise control mandates of the
Ageney, EPA has established goals for the year 2000 and objectives far 1985, Since the
year 2000 goals reflect the ultimate direction of the noise control program they are
discussed first

Year 2000 Noise Control Goals

Twenty years may seem a long time to plan for noise control sinee noise dissipates
quiekly and does not accumulate like other pollutants in the environment. Yet, the
sources of noise endure over time., Highways and airports, onee built, are seldom
abandoned. Vehicle fleets evolve slowly over time. Decisions made today in the design
of motor vehicles and aireraft will influenice the fleet noise levels for many years to
come. In addition, long range plans are necessary to assure that the growth in the
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number of sources (such as motor vehicles and aircraft) and ehanges in population
distribution and density are appropriately considered. Neisa control efforts must not
only seek reductions in the number of people presently exposed to noise, but must also
prevent new cases of adverse exposure,

EPA's goals for the next twenty years must include reductions in the long term average
noise exposures of people, Human responses to noise are largely related to these
long term exposures. Within this framework, the Apency believes that most of its
efforts should be devoted to reducing the number of people living in areas characterized
by especigliy high levels of noise - that is, Lin 65 dB and above. EPA recognizes that
large numbers of people are exposed and significantly affected at levels between L dn 55
dB and Ldn 65 dB. However, it is not clear how Federal, State, and local resources can
be brought together to provide total protection for all people down to a level of Ldn 55
dB, and EPA believes the abatement of higher exposures must be given priority. EPA
will continue to examine this problem as progress s made towards our primary goal of
reducing exposures to Ldn 65 dB and above since many people presently exposed to the
lower levels will benefit from our effort to reduce these higher exposures.

The Agenoy's goals for long-term average exposure are as follows:

) The number of people living in areas exposed to outdoor levels of I“dn 75
dB and above should be reduced to zero as soon as possible but not later
than the year 2000,

] The number of people Hving in areas exposed to outdoor levels of I“dn 85
dB (but not greater than Ly, 75 dB) should be reduced by 20% from 1979
levels by the year 2000,

° The number of people who remain ilving in areas exposed to outdoor levels
of ‘Ldn 65 dB from aireraft sources by the year 2000 whould be provided
protection against activity Interference (epproximately I"dn 45 dB) inside
their houses.
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The speelal emphasis on aviation noise exposure Is justified we believe because of the
very great lntrusiveness of aviation rolse and the relative ease of identifying the
polluter and assigning responsibility and liability for abatement. As the program
develops, consideration ean be given to broadening this cbjective to inelude other noise
sources, such as surface transportation.

Intrusive Noige Events

To a large extent, intrusive noise events are taken account of by the eumulative
average noise levels expressed in "Ldn," but we have singled these intrusive events out
for special treatment in our bus and motorcycle regulations and States and localities
have made intrusive events a major focus of their programs as well. It therefore seems
appropriate to have an EPA pgoal which explicity recognizes this aspect of noise
exposure. Since consideration of Intrusiveness is a relatively new aspect of noise
control, there ean be considerable debate regarding how to count and measure intrusive
events across all categories of sources, However, we expect that State and loecal
measurements related to evaluating the effectivenesss of their own programs will give
us & good start in aceounting for progress toward this goal, Since we know many of the
control mechanisms needed to reduce intrusive events, disagreement on how to measure
progress does not detract from the need for EPA to inelude intrusive events in its
objectlves. Intrusive events are disruptive of a variety of metivities, including sleep,
communication, and relaxation and are perceived to be very annoying and objecticnable
to the people exposed.

Therefore EPA's goal for Intrusive events is to assure that by the year 2000 the total
magnitude of intrusiveness from various surface transportation and aviation sources are
reduced by 25 percent from that cceurring today.

1985 Noise Control Objectives

The abjectives EPA has established for the next five years for its noise control
activities follow. These objectives are not listed in priority order.
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Take the necessary steps to ensure the creation of 400 active noise
programs at the loeal level which will control the noise emissions of major
sources of noise and otherwise reduce the noise exposure of their citizens;

Put into place the institutional framework to assist these communities in
beginning thelr nolse control programs and making them effective. These
institutions inelude a Technical Assistance Center in each Federal Region
and strong State assistance programs in at least 40 States;

Promulgate the remaining key Federal regulations for the manufacture of
surfaee transportation and construetion noise sources;

Implement an aggressive labeling program and carry out a major public
information program to assist the publie in protecting themselves against
adverse noise exposure;

Accelerate a research program on the health effects of noise, with special
emphasis on non-auditory physiologicel effects of noise; and

Obtain national coneensus oh a new strategy for aviation noise control and
carry out EPA's part of that strategy;

Initiate a program of assessing and quantifying noise exposures in the U.8.
as an aid to determining accomplishments and future direetions.

The detalled program plans to accomplish these objectives are the subject of the
remalning portions of this plan,

A Word About Prevention Of Future Noise Exposures

It makes no sense to place all the Federal Government's attention oh abatement of
existing problems if no attention is given to preventing similar problems In the future.
This is especially true since, in many cases, preventing a problem from developing may
be less expensive and easier to accomplish than trying to abate the problem once it
already exists. Yet, very little work has been done in the past to examine either the
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kinds of situations where noise exposures will increase or the appropriate mechanisms
for control of such situations. To some extent, these problems of growth of exposure
are covered Implleitly by the objectives set forth above, but the Agency believes a
special effort should be made to Identify these special problems of exposure increases
and to develop a proposed EPA program and national strategy for dealing with them.
Consequently, by the 1983 revision to this Five-Year Plan, EPA will have completed a
major study of prevention measures and will include eppropriate objectives and
initiatives in Its program plans. This study will be done in elose cooperation with State
and loceal officials whe have had extensive experience with growth problems in other
areas and will be able to contribute significantly to EPA's study.

Steps EPA Has Already Taken

Sinee the passage of the Nolse Control Aet in 1972, EPA has taken a number of steps
toward the goals and objectives set forth above, Although this report concentrates on
EPA's noise control actlvities for the next five years, a brief summary of activities
since 1972 is useful to establish a base from which a plan can be implemented.

In the [nitial years following passage of the Noise Contro! Aet, EPA focused on:
development of health and welfare criteria, promulgation of Federel regulaticns, and
recommendations to the FAA on the regulation of alreraft noise, Specifically, EPA:

. developed health effects criteria and identified levels necessary to
protect publle health and welfare with a margin of safety;

. submitted 11 proposed aviation nolse regulations to the FAA;
(] issued final new product noise emission regulations for medium and heavy

trucks, portable air compressors, and garbage trucks;

. proposed new produet noise emission regulations for motoreycles, buses,
and wheel and crawler tractors;

. established initial in-use regulations for interstate rall and motor carriers;

[ initiated & labeling program with issuance of a general provisions regula-
tion and a specific regulation for hearing protectors,
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In 1977 EPA began to shift more of its resources toward assisting States and locallties
in the establishment and strengthening of local neise control programs. Thus work on
regulations and technology development has gone from a high of 59 positions and $8.8
million In 1978 to 51 positions and $5.7 milllon in 1980. Resources devoted to assisting
States and loealities, on the other hand, increased during the same period from 23
positions and $1.2 million to 43 positions and $5.8 million.

Among the programs which the Agenhcy developed and implemented in these calendar
years were the Quiet Communities Program which studies and demonstrates effective
means of loeal noise eontrol and the Eaeh Community Helps Others (ECHO) program.
The ECHO program, which sends volunteer local noise experts to other communities to
provide assistance In developing local noise control programs, has been EPA's most
popular and successful noise program. It has greatly expanded EPA's ability to provide
high quality technical assistance targeted to the specific needs of the receiving
community, To date, 93 communities have received some ECHO assistance., Both the
Quiet Communities Program and the ECHO program laid the groundwork for the Quiet
Communities Aet of 1978,

THE PLAN FOR FY 1981-1985

EPA belleves that a balanced program of Federal regulation and State and local control
programs is essential. In order to achieve the goals for the next twenty years discussed
earlier in this report, EPA has developed specific plans for the coming five years.
These plans are based on the assumption of a modest growth in the size of the Federal
program over the next five years. Since all of the Federal budgets for these five years,
except for one (FY 1981) have not yet been written, it is not possitle to be sure what
resources will be available for EPA's noise control program. Trade-offs between
programs within EPA and between EPA's programs and other governmental programs
have to be made. In additicn, the state of the Nation's economy at the time the budgets
are written will greatly influenee the nature and size of the President's budget,
Nevertheless, the Agency has chosen to develop the Five-Year Plan contained in this
report on the assumption of a modest budgetary Inerease each year. If more or fewer
funds are made available, the Agency's plans will be adjusted accordingly.
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The detailed Agency plans for FY 1981 through FY 1985 appear in the second section of
this report, Each major source category Is treated separately, with a final category
reserved for those programs whiech cut across all source categories, such as publie
education. Finally, more detalled cost information is contained in Section II of this
volume, and in the specinl reports on aviation noise and health effects research.
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION

THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION NOISE PROBLEM

More people are exposed to environmental noise from surface transportation than from
any other source. This noise originates in many types of vehicles, including trucks,
maotoreyeles, buses, automobiles, railroad cars and loecomotives, and all the equipment
associated with these vehicles sueh as garbage compactors, truck-mounted refrigeration
units, and railyard braking devices. The problem extends far beyond neighborhoods that
immediately border major highways or railroads. In fact, urban vehicular noise is the
major contributor to the total exposure of the publie from surface transportation noise,
Exhibit 4 reflects how EPA has acknowledged the severity of noise emissions from
surface transportation sources and has planned programs accordlngly.

Surface transportation is EPA's number one prlority for the control of noise. Surface
transportation sources dominate the cumulative dose of environments! noise for far
more people than other sources, Thus, a major reduction in the exposure to cumulative
noise, o Ldn’ as proposed must focus on surface transportation if it is to be successful.
Surface transportation is also & major contributor to the intrusive noise that impacts
people, especially in thelr homes. Most of the loeal erdinances dealing with the surface
transportation problem heve focused on the intrusiveness problem. Thus, achievement
of the EPA objectives is dependent on success in the surface transportation area.
Finally, a noise prevention polley is important for surface transportation as well,
Highways and major arterials are belng expanded to absorb more traffic. Onee built,
highways will influence the ambient noise in their vicinity for the foreseeable future.
In fact, highways and streets, once in place, are seldom abandoned. A brief description
of the primary surface transportation objectives s shown in Exhibit 5. This Exhibit also
indicates the number of people exposed to motor vehicle noise and the expected growth
fn this number If no further actions are taken by Federal, State and local governments.
It is clear from this table that mueh of the effort at control must be direated simply at
keeping the number of exposed people from growing,
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EXHIBIT 4
1580-1985

Major Changes in Program Emphasis

Programs with more expenditure emphasis

State ECHO programs

Local start-up cooperative agreements

Regional technical centers

Urban interagency noise initiatives

Development of State and local control mechanisms

Enforcement of EPA regulations

0 000GO0

Programs with less expenditure emphasis

@ TFederal regulations
o State start-up cooperatbive agreements
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EXHIBIT 5

Surface Transpottation Noise Source

and Control Objectives

Trucks, Light vehicles, Motorcycles and Buses

o Presently over B1 million people are
exposed to noise levela greater than Ldn 55 dB
today from trucks, light vehicles,
motoreycles, and buses, (16 million and
1 million for Ldn 65 dB and 75 dB respectively),
o Without additional controls, exposure
will grow to about 128, 22 and 1.3 million
exposed to levels greater than Ldn 55 dB,
65 d8, and 75 dB respectively by year 2000.

Railroad Operations (yards)
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o 6.5 million or more people are currently
exposed ta greater than Ldn 55 dB.

bt syt el u e TR

EPA Objectives

0 Asgist in establishing a network of

300 active local vehicular noide control
programy supported increasingly by

State ECHO programs, local stert—up
coopatrative agreements, and Regional
Technical Assistance Centars,

Complete promulgation of major
regulations including trucks,
motorcycles, and buses,

Devige and implement appropriate
strabegies for nolse from light vehicles
and tires,

Promulgate property line regulation
for all railroads.
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METHQODS TO CONTROL VEHICULAR NOISE

The general discussion of available abatement mechanisms in Section I will not be
repeated. Readers are urged to become familiar with that portion of the plan and basic
EPA philosophy and approach presented there before reading this portion of the report,
Ideally, the national strategy for noise contrel should he firmly based in a delailed
analysis of the relative effectiveness of each of the control methods avaijlable, with
special emphasis on the relative effectiveness of State and local actions versus the
regulation of newly manufactured products. The field of nolse control is a new one and
the relative effectiveness of various means of controlling noise has not been the subject
of very much analytical study. Since the passage of the noise Control Act in 1972, EPA
has undertaken some of the needed analysis, but most of this effort has concentrated on
the effectiveness of regulating newly manufactured products. Thus, we are today able
to estimate the reductioh in average noise levels to which the publie will be exposed as
a result of each Federal regulation.

With regard to the effectiveness of local control actions, however, there has been far
less hard analysis. As one might expect, the emphasis at the local level is usually on
enforcement of local ordinances and not on collection of data which would evaluate the
effectiveness of these ordinances in reducing noise exposure on a national basis. EPA
has now focused some of its evaluation effort on the State and local area as a result of
the Quiet Communities Act. However, it is too early to draw any conclusions from this
work.

Thus, no detailed analysis of the relative effectiveness of various noise control methods
is possible In time for this first edition of the Five Year Plan because of the lack of
adequate data on the effectiveness of loesl control actions. The data now being
collected under the Quiet Communities Act amendments should allow at least an initial
analysis of this sort in time for incorporation into the January 1981 revision of this Five
Year Plan.

Nevertheless, the limited data which are available on the effectiveness of loeal eontrol
programs are very favorable. A number of eommunities report very good compliance
rates with their ordinances, Communities have seen the number of vehicles found out
of compliance with the ordinances drop dramatically as a result of active enforcement.
EPA is now In the process of examining the impaet of these compliance levels on the
degree of exposure of the publie to noise,

This Five-Year Plan is based on these Initlal data and the congressionsl mandates
embodied in the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, Based on the analysis of further data
during the next 12 months, mid-course program corrections can be made in the January

1881 revision to this Plan. 27
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The types of mechanisms avallable to control vehicle noise fall into three classes and
are discussed below.

Separating the Public from Vehicular Noise

Separating the receiver from the traffic noise has not generally received much
attention in the governmental approach to vehicular nofse contrdl. Moving people out
of existing homes {s expensive, and governmental groups have looked to other solutions
first. However, as the other solutions cannot always provide the necessary abatement,
inereased attention to this approach can be expected,

More attention has been directed to lecating newly constructed buildings where the
occupants of homes and offices will be separated from traffic noise. Speeifically, the
Environmental Impact Statement process has caused more study of the loeation of
major new highways financed with Federal funds. Construction plans can sometimes be
adjusted so that the highway is located away from populated areas. Unfortunately, few
measures have been undertaken to prevent new housing developments from encroaching
on a highway onee it is built, so that the benefits of locating a highway away from
residential areas are often short-lved.

Some communities have used thelr land use planning and control authority to reguire
that housing be located away from street and highwey noise. A few towns have
required a housing set-back from the roadway or have zoned non-residential uses close
to the roadway with residences further back and somewhat shielded from the roadway,

For the most part, however, the pursuit of mechanisms to separate the public from
traffic noise has been sporadie, primarily because of the large costs involved and the
need for fairly sophisticated planning by the community and the offiecials deciding on
the location of streets and highways.

Intercupting the Path

More control efforts have been undertaken in the area of interrupting the path of the
noise from the vehicles to the receiver, than in the area of separating the publie from
vehicular noise, However, these also have not been seen as the preferred approach to
the control of traffic noise.
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Intetrupting the path of the noise through soundproofing of homes and other buildings is
feasible and has been tried to a limited extent. The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), through the State Highway Departments, hes funded the insulation of public
buildings along highways in some cases.

Control of Vehicular Noise at the Sourece

Substantial governmental activity has been directed to controlling vehiele noise at the
source, including both Federal regulations and State and local in-use controls, This is
appropriate sinee quieting the vehicles themselves appears to be the most direct
method of solving the problem, at least in the initial stages of control. For instance,
since 1972, approximately 282 loeal and State ordinances have been passed to control
motor vehiele nolse levels. A few State and local ordinances have been directed in
part, to the manufacture of new vehicles (e.g. those of Califernia, Oregon, Florida, and
Ilinois, specifically Chicago and Cook County). Most ordinances, however, control the
use and maintenance of vehicles through on-street enforcement against operating
vehicles with defective or modified equipment or against violation of a specific
operational nolse limit. Unfortunately, most of these ordinances are not continuously
enforced by active noise control programs.

In jurisdictions where ordinences are aggressively enforeed thera Is evidence that
violations can be controlled. For example, a survey was made in Florida of 25,000
trucks at 135 sites during 1874 - 1076, in order to assess the impaet of vigorous
enforecement of Florlda’s truck regulation {modeled on the EPA interstate motor carrier
regulation). This study concluded that enforcement of these regulations had the effect
of reducing the average individual truck noise level by about 3 dB, which is equivalent
to cutting the radiated sound energy by half. The reduction in Leq for highways was
cne dB., Although this reduction is not significant in terms of total radiated sound
energy in the community, it does decrease the severity of noise Impact in terms of
human annoyance to nolse by eliminating the most annoying noise peaks in vehieular
traffle,

Activities such as those mentioned are complemented by EPA's new product standards.
The following vehieles are currently covered by regulations.
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Trucks are by far the most serious source of traffie noise. Under an EPA rule, new
medium and heavy trucks manufactured after January 1, 1978 must not exeeed 83 dB at
50 feet during maximum acceleration. This level will be lowered to 80 dB on January 1,
1982, These regulations do not cover auxiliary equipment mounted on these trucks. To
address one such source directly EPA has Issued a rule limiting the noise from newly
manufactured solid waste compactors. Effective October 1, 1980, all hewly manufac-
tured truck-mounted solid waste compactors (garbage trucks) must meet a not-to-
exceed level of 79 B at 23 feet during compacting operations. This level will be
lowered to 76 decibels on July 1, 1982,

In produeing these regulations, EPA has found that signifieant reductions can be
achieved in sound levels from newly manufactured vehieles. Methods for achieving such
abatement are generally available and proven effective, Reductions of emissions from
these vehicles will pesult, over time, in significant reductions in the total U,S, fleet
noise level. Thus, these regulations can be a very comprehensive and effective control,
with benefits for the entire U.S. population. Manufacturers have generally supported
EPA's regulatory role, since & national standard avoids the proliferation of local
controls on manufacturers which ean result in multiple requirements for production of a
single product. However, manufacturers have not always agreed with the stringenecy of
the regulations promulgated, preferring to have the preemptive protection of the
Federal reguations without the necessity to further I‘e‘duce the noise generated by their
produets.

Interstate Motor Carriers (Trucks and Buses)

To ensure interstate commerce, motor carriers engaged in such trade must be subjected
to uniform standards. Congress directed EPA to set national standards on the vehicles
operated by these carriers. This regulation, made effective {n October, 1075, requires
that trueks and buses over 10,000 lbs GVW not exceed a range of levels from 86 dB to
90 dB, depending on the operating mode of the vehicle. This regulation differs from
most other reg’ulaticms‘l promulgated by EPA in that it applies to use and maintenance
of the vehicle rather than to its manufacture and becsuse it preempts loeal ordinances
by eontrolling the use and maintenance of these vehicles. This regulation is enforced by
the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety at the Federal level, and by States and localitles
with coordinated legislation,

.
The other exception is EPA regulations applicable to interstate rail carriers.
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STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS TO CONTROL VEHICULAR NOISE

The Need for a Network of Community Programs

One of EPA's functions under the Quiet Communities Act is the support of strong State
and loeal control programs. Of course, not every community may need to have a noise
program; the choice of whether to have a program is a local che. There is no
mandatory Federal requirement for States and loealities to create noise control
programs as there is in many other environmental control areas. Nevertheless, in order
for the noise control efforts of individual eommunities and of the Federal Government

" to be fully suecessful, a network of community noise control programs must be created

throughout the country. This will ensure that major sources of noise, such as vehicles
that travel across jurisdiction lines, will not be able to go very fer without being
brought into compliance.

EPA estimates that for control of all noise sources a network is needed to cover a
population exceeding 72 milllon pecple in approximately 400 communities of greater
than 25,000, and that 300 of these communities should have vehleular noise control

programs.

Such a network does not exist today. EPA estimates that approximately 90 communi-
ties have active noise control programs, most of which address the vehicular noise
problem. Many more communities have some type of ordinance on the books, but these
ordinances are not actively enforeed. Unenforced or unimplemented ordinanees rarely

provide more than token relief,

A case in point Is San Franeiseo, California. A great number of commuters drive into
the eity proper every workday. Many come from jurisdictions that do not enforce
stringent local noise controls. By nature of operating their vehicles in the San
Franeisco city limits they must comply with existing local noise ordinances. Presently,
most of the noise violators cited in San Francisco are from our of town, rather than
local residents. This indicates the difficulty of bringing all vehieles into compliance
unless surroundings jurisdictions have similar enfercement programs.
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One city, obviously, cannot solve the national noise problem, but when a network of
cities, especially larger cities, have effective noise control programs, the national
effort is exponentlally facilitated. EPA's regional noise staffs will work with State and
loesl officials to create a network of ecommunities which will maximize the mutual
reinforcement among local control efforts.

To gualify as an "active" noise control program under EPA's criteria, the community
musgt have an ordinance, or the equivalent, that inciludes controls for either: motor
vehicles, stationary source/property line econtrols, construction noise, or prevention of
future noise problems. The community must have further demonstrated its commit-
ment through alloeation of personnel, funds, and appropriate instrumentation. [t must
have ongoing enforcement and a public information service provided to its citizens.
The agencey will use this definition of an "active" program in trecking progress toward
the goal of 400 community programs covering 72 million people.

In its work with State and local communities in the eontrol of motor vehicle nolse EPA
will place speeial emphasis on the control of motoreycle modifications because they
result in very large increases int the noise emitted from the vehicle. Citizens and local
offieials have [dentified motoreyeles as one of their most serious noise problems, and
State and local enforcement efforts are essential to contrel this problem. User
modification of original noise suppression equipment currently oecurs for approximately
12 petcent of street motoreyeles and 26 percent of off-road bikes. The Federal
regulation of newly manufactured motoreyeles and replacement exhaust systems should
have a major impact on the noise from motoreyeles but local in-use controls are the key
to the control of the madification problem. A joint Federal/State/local effort to design
and implement effective controls on medifications of motorcycles warrants high
priority in the naticnal effort to control vehicle noise. At least 300 of the 400 active
community nolse control programs will be targeted for active motor vehleular enforce-
ment. This hetwork of programs, along with Federal! assistance in designing the
necessary tools to enforce the standards, Is intended to assure a sphere of compliance
which will inhibit the occurence of vehieles with faulty muffler systems.

Fostering the ereation of a network of communities on & voluntary basis is, of course,
no easy task. The interest in noise control at the community level has been rising
dramatically since the passage of the Noise Control Aet of 1972, Yet far more
ordinances are written and passed than are sctively implemented, Consequently, the
degree of nolse abatement actually being achieved in these communities is far less than

the potential.
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The reasons for the ineffectiveness of these programs apparently vary from community
to community. However, EPA has Identified certain problems which seem to be
common to many such programs. The problems are associated particularly with the
design of the initial program. Simply stated, starting a noise control program often
appears far simpler than it is in fact. That noise is a pollutant seems straight forward
enough, and many elected oificlals feel comfortable dealing with lts control on a
"oommon sense" basis. It is too easy to copy ordinances and programs from other
communities rather than write one specifically for the community. Tailoring & local
nojse ordinance and program to the specific needs and problems of a community ean in
fact be a difficult task. Nolse problems vary from community to community. Solutions
which suit one community may not suit another, Perhaps most impertant, the contrel
of noilse -~ and [ts associated secience of acousties — can be highly technical.
Appropriate snalysis and planning is usually necessary in order to initiate a suceessful
program. Once a well~designed noise control program is underway and its staff
adequately trained, the problems encountered are more manageable, assuming adequate
funding is provided in the community's budget.

EPA's Strategy for Fostering a Network of Community Programs

Because of this apparent need for technical and financial assistanee at the start-up
stage of communlty programs, EPA will concentrate most of its efforts on helping
communities design and launch their initial programs or to add & new component to an
existing program. This will be supplemented by a modest effort to carry out field
studies and demonstrations on noise control mechanisms to determine which control
methods woric best, what their costs are, and how they might be made more efficient.
These studies, along with EPA model codes and technical handbooks and training
seminars, should help communities design and implement more effective programs.

Creating a network of community programs is not a task which the Federal Government
can or should undertake alone. Federal resources for nolse control have been limited in
the past and there is no reason to expec¢t a radical change in the near future. The
Agency will therefore continue to work toward its stated objeetives by maintaining and
establishing ties with other institutions, including States, universities, and noise experts
in communities with active programs. Joint efforts between EPA and these other
organlzations and individuals can greatly expand the resources targeted to help
communities establish active noise control programs.
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During the next five years, EPA will coneentrate most of its limited resources on
stimulating and assisting these organizations in providing help to local communities
rather than focusing EPA's resources on direct assistance to communities. A limited
amount of starl-up [inancial assistance will be available to localities, with en emphasis
where an seute problem exists and where there is inadequate State or regional capacity
to meet the need. In early years EPA will devote a substantial part of its effort in
terms of finaneial and technical assistance to middle sized and smaller communities,
but above 25,000 population. This assistance will focus especially on helping these
eommunities overcome the technical and financial problems of starting up a noise
eontrol program where one has not existed in the past.

As these programs are begun and as we and the noise control profession become more
knowledgeable in the techniques of noise control at the local level, a larger percentage
of EPA's resources will be devoted to the larger eities where the control problems are

considerably more complex and the larger numbers of the population are severely
{mpacted by noise.

EPA is confident that this approach will create a multiplier effect and will result in
more actual assistance to communities than if EPA were to rely completely on helping
communities directly. Exhibit 8 indieates both the existing and the planned local start-
up cooperative agreements for 1979 through 1985,

Specific Program Activities

Multiplier Programs

EPA's first multiplier effect program in the noise control area, and its most successful
so far, Is the Each Community Helps Others Program which begen in 1977. Known by
its aeronym, ECHO, this program draws on the talents of community noise experts
currently employed in local nofse conttol programs. As the need for technical
assistance in a particular community becomes known to EPA, the specific requirements
are determined by EPA reglonal staff., Then a community noise expert who has
experience In the specific area of coneern is asked by EPA to travel to the receiving
community to provide on-site advice and counsel, These experts, or thelr employing
community, volunteer their time to this effort and receive reimbursement only for aut-
of-pocket expenses. ECHO makes available to communities a pool of talent with actual
field experience in the area of concern to the recipient community, such as motor
vehiele enforcement, ordinance drafting, or monitoring. The aceeptance of these
community noise advisors by the receiving communities has been excellent.
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EXHIBIT

Local Start-Up Cooperative Agreements

-]

1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

35

11
1
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22
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The hours which an expert ean volunteer are of course limited, but as the number of
nolse contrel programs grow across the country, more and more pecple have field
experlence which can be shared with others. EPA's task is to make sure that the
advisors work in their area of expertise and that their time is used effisiently hy the
receiving eommunity, and to pay the travel costs.

EPA plans to continue the ECHO program as a major component of its noise control
effort, but will echange the program to mateh the evolving nature of the national noise
control effort, EPA has already entered into cooperative financial agreements with
five States and one Metropolitan Planning Agency*, to have them assume our
responsibility for administering the ECHO program within their jurisdictions. These
build on contracts negotiated in 1978 with three of these States,

EPA expects to inerease the number of such States to 16 in FY 1981 and to 35 by 1985,
States with ECHO programs reeruit new ECHO advisors, receive requests for assistance
within their States, set priorities, select recipient communities, determine the speeific
needs of those communities and schedule a noise advisor for one or more visits as
necessary. The States also handle the paperwork for paying the required travel.,

In order for a State to administer an ECHO program, it must have some experience in
the noise control area itself and be able to handle requests for technical assistance
through its own staff. Otherwise, the technical quality of the ECHO program, which is
one of its strong selling peints, could degrade significantly. To assist States obtain this
initial degree of experience, EPA has already provided financial assistance to eight
States (FY 1979 funding), EPA will continue this State "slart-up" assistance in order to
foster the necessary increase in the number of States able and willing to assume the
ECHO program in coming years. The schedule for assisting States to begin their own
programs and then assume the ECHO program is detailed in Exhibit 7.

'Callfomin. Connecticut, Minnesota, New Jersey, Washington, and District of Columbia
Couneil of Governments.
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State Start-Up Assistance
Continuing
New

State ECHO
Continuing
New

EXHIBIT 7

State Cooperative Agreements

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
5 4 - 1 ] 3
8 6 - 9 6 5 -
- 7 10 15 20 22 29
7 3 6 ] 2 7 6
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Regional Offices have begun discussions with the States in their regions that have
expressed Interest in assuming responsibility for the ECHO program. These initial
contacts suggest that the attainment of the 1981 geal of 16 States appears feasible.
Further expansion of the ECHO program will, of course, depend on the willingness of
the States to assume this responsibility, but the response so far has made the Agency
optimistie about remching the 1985 goal of 35 States, if adequate resources are
available beyond the current FY 1981 budget.

As the ECHO program in its current operation is assumed by more and more States, the
National ECHO program {which is currently run on contract by the Naticnal League of
Cities) will turn more and more to the handling of technical problemns that require very
specialized skills for their solution, Whereas the State ECHO programs are expected to
concentrate primarily on helping communities with start-up problems, the National
ECHO program will gradually meve toward solving complex operational or techniecal
problems where only one of two experts eXist in the country or where & team of experts
is needed. This aspect of the program ls designed In recognition that even mature noise
control programs occasionally require the assistance of specialized experts and that
often the expertise can best be found among fellow nolse control officials at the State
and local level. [n addition, the National ECHO program will need to continue to serve
communitles in States where there is no active State ECHO program.

A newer but equally important multiplier effeet program is the Technical Ass{stance
Center Program. Technieal Assistance Centers, which originated in the State of
Florida, are located at universities for the purpose of helping communities to establish
and strengthen noise control programs. The State of Florida had contracted with
several universitles to work with loeal governments; the concept was later adopted in
the Quiet Communitles Aet of 1978, and EPA was direeted to establish similar
technical assistance ecenters.

Pursuant to this directive, EPA established 10 Reglonal Technical Assistance Centers at
universities across the country, one in each Federal region. These Centers, listed in
Exhibit 8, are now operating on a small scale ($60 thousand a year; 1 to 2 staff
members), Initially, at least, these Centers are not expected to do research or to
develop new materials of any complexity. Instead, they are to act as "extension agents"
by running workshops, providing direct techniesl assistance, and otherwise helping the
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EXHIBIT 8

EPA REGIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CENTERS

Reglon I:

Region II:

Region III:

Region IV:

Region V:

Region Vi:

Region VII:

Region VII:

Region IX:

Region X:

Location

Maine, Vermont,
New Hampshire,
Massachusetts,
Connecticut,
Rhode Island

New York,
New Jersey, Puerto Rico,
Yirgin Islands

Pennsylvania,
Marylend, Delaware,
Yirginla, West Virginia,
Distriet of Columbia

Kentueky, Tennessee,
MIasissippi, Alabama,
Georgia, South Carolina,
North Carolina, Florida

Minnesota, Dlinois,
Wisconsin, Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan

New Mexico,
Texas, Oklahoma,
Arkansas, Louisiana

Nebraska, Iowa,
Kansas, Missouri

Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wyoming,
Utah, Colorado

Callfornia, Nevada,
Arizona, Hawaii,
Trust Island's

Washington, Alaska,
Oregon, Idaho

a2

Technical Center

University of Hartford
West Hartford, CT

Rutgers University
New Brunswick, N.J.

University of Maryland
College Park, MD

Narth Carolina State
University
Raleigh, NC

{IT Research Institute
Chicago, IL

University of Texas
at Dellas
Richardson, TX

University of lowa
lowa City, 1A

University of Colorado
Boulder, CO

University of California
at Berkeley
Berkeley, CA

University of Washington
Seattle, WA




Regional O'ffices work with individual States and communities. This program taps a
large reservoir of talent which, as it becomes focused on the needs of the communitles,

should be helpful in achieving a network of community programs.

EPA chose to establish 10 Centers instead of one or two large national centers th order
to widen the search for talent in this largely untried ares, and also because EPA
believes that the Centers can best help communities that are close by. One or two
centers serving the entire country might tend to become too academic in approach and
out of touch with the practical problems faecing individual communities. In addition,
since the Regional Offices have primary responsibility for fostering the network of
community programs, the Ageney felt that the Centers should be near those offices to

respond directly to their supervision.

EPA cannot expect each of the 10 Centers to perform equally well in extending the
ability of the Regional Offices to help establish strong eommunity programs. Although
an individual Center or two might feil to be fully productive and have to be terminated
In faver of some more productive activity, we are confident that the Technical Center
program, as a whole, will be very successful. In just the first few months of operation,
the Centers have already worked suecessfully with a number of communities and

econducted several workshops.

EPA plans to inereese the funding of these Technical Assistance Centers in future years
50 as to provide them with more depth in staffing and more stability. EPA expects that
from FY 1981 to FY 1985 the staffing can be inereased two or three-fold. Particularly
effective Centers could be increased more than this, In EPA's view, each Center need
not be of equal size to optimally assist communities. In some Regions, the Centers may
play the largest role in helping communities, while in others, the State ECHO programs
may assume this role. The Agency's program plans for the next five years are flexible
enough to allow these regional differences to be influential, depending on the respective
talents of the Centers and States and the specifie needs of the recipient communities.

Together the multiplier effects program of State ECHO, State Start-Up, Local Start-
Up, National ECHO, Technieal Assistance Centers, and Regional Offices are expected
to result {n approximately 300 communities forming a network of communities engaged
in the control of motor vehicular noise by FY 1985,
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Direct Assistance Programs

Until the passage of the Qulet Communities Aet, EPA helped communities primarily
through the delivery of dircet tochnical assistance. This assistance consisted princi-
pally of technical information documents produced by headquarters personne] and direct
on-site visits by regional personnel. Both of these functions will eontinue in the future,
but higher priority will be placed on multiplier mechanisms. The Regional Office
personnel will be inereased in future years, primarily to manage the multiplier effects
programs discussed above in initiating and maintaining active State and local programs.
Some types of problems, however, can only be dealt with through direct reglonal office
staff involvement, and resources must be allocated accordingly. Also, technical
information and model codes are still needed, since the Agency continues to receive a
large number of requests for assistance in technical problem areas. Rather than have
these documents developed primarily at the Regional offices through, for instance, the
Regional Technical Assistance Centers, it is efficient to develop some of them on a
centralized basis in headquarters.

The most Important areas of direct assistance for the next five years, however, are
field research and demonstrations of effective measures of community noise control.
The concepts of community noise control are generally known, and are effective, but the
area has been the subject of surprisingly little applied sclentific research. The relative
effectiveness of various control methods is known only qualitatively. Little quantita~
tive evidence is avaflable for local officials to use in designing the cptimal contrals for
their communities. For instance, the cost and effeetiveness trade-offs are not known
between enforcement of specific deeibel level limits through on-street monitoring of
passing vehicles or through an inspection program tied in with safety or air pollution

‘inspeetions. Similarly, the optimal number of hours of on-street enforcement to

achieve a certain noise reduction is unknown. Some community noise control officials
spend most of their working hours doing on-street traffic noise enforcement each week.
Others spend only a few hours a week and elaim this is sufficient to achieve comparable
results, These different approaches to noise control need to be studied and the results
made svallable to all communities. The expected outcome will be & significantly more
efficient use of local tax dollars in the eontro] of community noise.

EPA has a modest research evaluation and demonstration program to find the answers
to these kinds of questions. The program began with the Quiet Communities Program
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experiment in Allentown, Pennsylvania in 1977 and expanded to Kansas City and
Spokene in 1979, In addition, under the authority of the Quiet Communities Act of
1978, the Ageney has awarded & demonstration cooperative agreements to communities
to investigate related Issues. Evaluative reports will be written under these coopera-
tive agreements, and distributed nationally to interested communities through the
Regional Offices, Technical Assistance Centers, and State noise programs. This
program of field evaluation and demonstrations will continue at about the same level

throughout the five years covered by this Plan.

State and L.oeal Prevention

Noise control at the source is only one option for State and local governments. Within
the broader context of Comprehensive Transportation planning, local political jurisdie-
tions can exercise their land use planning authority to control:

the proximity of residences to impacting noise sources;
the structural characteristies of residences and other noise sensitive land

uses; and
° the noise generation characteristics of sources themselves.

EPA is proceeding with the development, testing, and distribution of planning tocols
needed to design for noise control within the context of local government functions. A
highway noise abatement planning model is now being tested and similar models are
being developed for rail transport nolse. All of these modal models are elements of a
Community Nolse planning system which, when finalized, will provide & uniform
methodology for loeal comprehensive land use planning.

FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT TO CONTROL
VEHICULAR AND OFF-ROAD NOISE

Yehicular Noise

New Scurce Standards

As Important as the network of active State and local noise control programs s for
relief of the public from motor vehicular noise, these efforts will not be fully suceessful
without a Federal regulatory program for the major vehicle sources, As discussed in
detail in Seetion One of this Central Report, Federal regulations are needed to reduce
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overall fleet nolse levels, Communities ean control the peak noise intrusions resulting
from defeetive and modified exhaust systems, but cannot easily ask operators of
vehicles to qulet their vehicles below the manufactured noise level,

EPA has made substantial progress in pregulating trueks, including garbage trueks, which
contribute more to community teaffle noise than any other source. However, additional
sources should be regulated, and trucks should be required to be even quieter. The
surface transportation regulatory schedule i3 detefled in Exhibit 9.
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EXHIBIT 9

Surface Transportation Regulation and Enforcement Schedule

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

1980
NOT TO EXCEED STANDARDS
Motoreyeles ~=F
Motorcycles Exhaust Systems «=F
Buses -

Trucks (further lowering)*
Interstate motor carriers
Refrigeration units

REQUIRED LABELING**

Light vehicles
Tires

Legend P= Proposed Rule
F= Final Rule

Note: Dotted lines show dates during which resources must be committed to each

regulation,

* The present regulation on trucks is already in effect and is belng enforced.
*% If the Agency were to decide to proceed with labeling of light vehicles and tires,

RV . NIP————

........ Ty - B 3

R S ey )

R - DA, -—f

IOV, - BS— -=F

E= Enforcement Begins

the probable schedule would be as shown.
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Within a few months, EPA will complete the motoreyele and bus regulations whieh have
been under development sinee 1973. These regulations will have a substantial impaet on
the Intrusive peaks associated with traffic noise through neighborhoods, lowering the
number of sleep awakenings and speech interferences by millions, The Agency will then
turn to the revision of its regulation of medium and heavy trucks and the Interstate
motor carpier regulation. Even after newly manufactured trueks reach the 1982 level
of 80 declbels, trucks will still dominate the traffic noise situation. Significant further
reductions are possible, conceivably to the 72-75 decibel level, EPA has a quiet truck
demonstration program underway which {s to show that a representative set of trucks
een be lowered to dectbel levels in the mid-T0'%s range and still operate efficiently. The
preliminary results are already very favorable. Similarly, the regulation of interstate
motor carriers should be raevised to incorporate the improvements brought about by the

EPA truek regulations.

In 1570, the Agenecy identified refrigeration units used on truck trailers as a major
source of noise worthy of regulation under the Noise Control Act. Considerable work
has been done on this regulation, but no proposal has been made. Normally, work on
this regulation would proceed as scheduled, but the Agency has eoneluded that a number
of other regulations both In surface transportation and other areas have higher priorty
for promulgation during the early years of this Five-Year Plan. The Agency has decided
not to proceed Immediately with the refrigeration units merely because this source was
identified earlier than some of the other sources. Instead, contract work is scheduled
to begin late in 1882 with a proposal in FY 1984 and a final regulation in FY 1985.

Two other motor vehicle products are major components of the traffic noise problem:
light vehieles {including automobiles), and tires.
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Ageney studies show that automobiles and light trucks comprise between 80 and 95
pereent of the nation's urban traffie distribution, Further, the noise energy contribu-
tion of these two types of vehicles to the total urban traffic noise energy today is
approximately 10 percent with an antleipated innrease to ghout 40 percent as the noisc
levels of trucks, buses, and motorcyeles are brought into complianee with existing and
soon to be promulgated EPA rules. Our studies also show that tire noise exceeds engine
neise on most vehicles at speeds ranging between 30 and 60 mph., Thus, tire noise
becomes the most significant surface transportation noise source from vehicles at

"eruise speeds.”

The Agency is currently considering what regulatory action is appropriate for these two
sources of noise. Both labeling and mandatory emission limits for newly manufactured
tires and light vehicles are being considered. A deeision on this matter will be made
this year and reflected in the January 1981 revision to this Five-Year Plan., For
illustrative purposes the schedule for labeling these products is shown In this report,
should this be the direetion which the Agency chocses to pursue.

Enforeement

The benefits which are achieved by a regulation are determined by the degree of
compliance with that regulation by the regulated industry. In order to ensure
compliance, oversight of actions which are taken by an industry In response to a
regulation Is necessary. This oversight ensures a high degree of compliance and ensures
that manufacturers who do comply are not at a competitive disadvantage with
manufacturers who do not., Most EPA noise regulations are enforeed by the EPA's
enforcement staff. The excepticns are the interstate motor carrier and rail earrier
regulations which are enforced by the Department of Transportation and by States and

localities with consistent codes,

EPA's oversight of its noise control regulations is designed to ensure industry compli~
ance with a modest expenditure of the Agenecy's resources while leaving manufacturers
in control of their compliance activities. For instance, all manufacturers of new trucks
must demonstrate that they have the technology in hand to build & truck which complies
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with the standard and that they are capable of incorporating this technolegy into their
production process. This requires that manufacturers test one eerly production truek of
ench model rather than a prototype to make the necessary determination. Once the
manufacturers have "production verified" their trucks, they may distribute them in
commerce. EPA ensures continued compliance by selectively requiring that manufac-
turers conduet statistical sampling and testing ("Selective Enforcement Auditing")  of
production products. EPA can correct violations of the regulation which it discovers by
using several types of remedies allowed under the Noise Contrel Act. To ensure that
trucks continue to perform at their quieted nolse levels, manufacturers must provide
truek purchasers with a time-of-sale warranty and maintenance instructions for the
noise control parts and systems of the truck. Owners and operators of the truck are
prohibited from removing or disconnecting these noise control systems and parts. In
order to measure the emission levels of these trucks in-use, EPA conducts a
surveillance testing program,

To date, the success of the Ageney's oversight program is confirmed by the high level of
compliance with the regulation whieh the truck manfuacturers have achieved. Based on
its success with the truck regulation, EPA plans to use this basic program to ensure
compliance with future noise control regulations which will become effective between
now and Fiscal Year 1985,

Noise From Off-Road Vehicles

Railears and Railroads

EPA issued, on December 31, 1975, a noise emission regulation for locomotives and
railears operated by interstate rai] carriers. The Association of American Rallroads
{AAR) challenged the regulation on the grounds that it did not inelude sufficiently
comprehensive standards for railroad equipment and facilitles under Section 17 of the
Nolse Control Aet of 1972. It therefore did not provide the rail carriers with adequate
Federal preemption of potentlally conflicting State and local noise ordinances, as
intended by the Aet. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Distriet of Columbia Cireuit
ruled in favor of the AAR and required that EPA must substantially broaden the scope
of its regulation affeeting rail carrier faecilities and equipment, [:Association of
American Rallroads v. Costle, 562 F, 24 131 (D.C. Cir. 19775_]- On April 17, 1979, EPA
proposed additional rules in response to this court order, '
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EPA's review and analysis of the comments received, especially those regarding the
availability of technology, costs associasted with the property line standsrd, the Lian
noise descriptor, led EPA to divide the final regulation into two parts, each to be issuad
separately. The first segment, involving standards on four specific sources was
premulgated in December 1979 and takes effect four years later in January of 1984.
The Agency has now begun re-anelyzing the property line portion of the standard which
incorporates all other major sources of nolse within the rallyard by setting a limit for
all those sources at the receiving property line. The final regulation is scheduled for
promulgation in January of 1981. ‘This will complete the Ageney's work on railroad
nolse in response to the Court order, except that specific regulations are needed to
implement the *special local condition exemption" conteined in the pailroad and
interstate motor carrier sections of the Noise Control Act. Specifically, the Aet
authorizes EPA to exempt certain communities from preemption of the interstate rail
and motor carrier regulations upon a showing that the community has a special local
condition which merits exception and that the resulting community standards are not in
confliet with the naticnal standard, ‘The regulations governing the submission and
approval or disapproval of such applications are scheduled to be propesed in FY 1982
and made final in FY 1983,

Once the Agency completes the railroad regulation work required by the Court's
interpretation of the Noise Control Aet, noise from railroad operations will be
essentially a Federal concern. States and localities will be preempted from promulga-
ting standards which are different from the EPA regulations, unless they are issued an
exemption. Stnce the regulations will be issued by EPA on a nationsl uniform basis and
will of necessity be focused on the "average" railyard, many communities will be
confronted with serious noise problems from railyard operations which they cannot
address even though there may be simple low cost solutions to the problem at that
particular site, This policy of total preemption of loeal communities is directly counter
to the division of pesponsibility between the Federal government and States and
localities found in other parts of the Nolse Control Act. Even in the area of aviation
noise which i{s heavily regulated by the Federal government, there {s considerable room
for State and local noise abatement actions.
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Guided Mass Transit

A study is underway to review the produets used in guided mass transit, both vehlcles
and equipment. Investigations will cover the produets which produce the noise, the
noise levels, the applicable {crelgn and domestie noise control technologies, and the
rate of deterioration and user modificatlon of noise control equipment.

The probability of greater use of alternative transportation systems is strong. EPA will
conclude the study in 1580 and will plan further actions based on the results of the

study,

Snowmobiles

In 1974 EPA announced its intention to study snowmobiles as a possible major source of
noise requiring Federal regulation under the Noise Control Aet of 1972, Prior to 1974,
however, concerned States and the snowmobile industry had become aware of the
serlousness of the noise impact of snowmobile operations. It was this awareness, and
the actions that followed, that were responsible for major strides in reducing the
overall noise impact of snowmaobile operations. The sound levels of production
snowmobiles sold in the United States have been reduced from values in excess of 100
dB at 50 feet (pre-1970) to the present values of 78 dB (+ 2 dB) measurement tolerance)
as measured under the Soelety of Automotive Engineers {(SAE} recommended practice J-
192a, As a result of these lower levels, the area Impacted by snowmobile noise has

been considerably reduced.

More than helf the snowbelt States now have snowmobile regulations that contain
provisions coneerning neoise or mufflers, and many loesl jurisdietions have noise
regulations or restrictions on the time and place of use of snowmobiles. Because of the
reductions of snowmoblle noise by the industry and the performance of the States, EFA
does not plan any regulatory activity for snowmobiles in the five-year period.

Motorboats

Motorboats are a significant source of noise in some communities, but the chief
eontributors are non-standard high performance boats which have been altered and
fitted with powerful engines. For these boats, State or local ordinances covering hours
of operation and source distance or recefving-property noise levels are often effective,
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A study of motorboat noise Is underway; EPA will conelude this study in 1980 and will

plan further actions if warranted.

SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Types of Support Programs

Federal regulations and State loeal programs ecannot funetion without certain essential
support activities. Primary examples are:

Public education;

Health and welfare pesearch;

Technology development and demonstrations;
Cost/Economie Impact Analysis

Federal program coordination.

Public Edueation

In addition to the publie education programs described under the Comprehensive
Programs section, EPA also directly supports the State and local assistance programs,
including ECHO, through the development of public infermation plans and materials
which can be adapted to each participating community's needs. Materials and services
inelude brochures, press releases, articles, noise information, technical and planning
assistance, and a correspondence course for State and local offielals to provide these

officials with continued training.

Health and Welfare Research

Each of the regulations and other major activities of the Environmental Protection
Agency must be tied to protection of public health and welfare, The quantification of
these benefits by the use of various criteria is a major funetion of the Agency, for all
scientific data must be turned into dose response relationships whieh can allow the
Agency decision=makers to determine the benefits of various abatement techniques and
to portray them to the public and other decision-makers. This is an important support
funetion to the regulatery aetivity in the Agency as well as to the support of States and
loealities and without it, the core programs in the national noise contrel effort could
not function. A description of further research needed to support this area of activity
is contained in the special report on health effects research., The report details an
ambitious five-year research plan for the Ageney in conjunction with other Federal
ageneies, ineluding the National Institulfes of Health.
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Technology Development and Demonstrations

In developing the regulations for the control of noise at the manufacturer level, EPA is
constraihed by the words of the Noise Control Act to promulgate the regulations based
on the pest avaijlable technology taking costs into account. In the first round of
regulation of any produet, it is often possible for EPA to determine by examination of
products now being manufactured, certain techniques of noise control, which if applied
to similar products, would result in significant noise abatement for the country.
However, for some products, advances in technology are not as obvious, This is also
true in many cases where EPA has already required an initial application of the best
avajlable technology and yet, further reductions are necessary to provide the public
adequate relief. In these latter cases, since there is generally little ineentive for
industry to initiate development programs on advanced noise econtrol technology, it falls
on the Federal Government to demonstrate and validate edvanced noise control

techniques.

As direet result of the disestablishment of the Department of Transportation's Office of
Noise Abatement, (where all previous vehicle noise RD&D was supported), EPA
initiated several technology demonstration programs. Efforts are aimed at demanstra-
ting the availability of trucks that ecan be made quieter than required by the existing
regulations and to [dentify possible modifications to the primary contributors of noise
generation in vehicles, namely, engines and tires, so that these components can be
initially designed and developed for low noise characteristics in any new products
development eycle.

The first of four heavy trueks to be demonstrated under this program, a Ford CLT 5000,
has undergone treatment and been reduced from a level of 77.1 dB to & level of 72.6 dB,
a dramatie reduction sinee the truck was alreedy three decibels below EPA's noise
standard for trueks which becomes effective in 1982, The modifled truek is currently in
eommerclal service and will be developing additional data on possible operational cost
increments related to the modifications. Additlonal demonstrations of medium duty
trucks are also planned. This type of demonstration will assist EPA in determining the
feasibility and costs of applying similar techniques to the entire truck fleet in the year
1986 by way of the regulation to be promulgated in 1584,
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Any further reductions in surface transportation noise will be strongly influenced by
tire desigh and interaction with the road surface. Increased activity in the early part of
the five-year period will be placed on the identifieation of noise producing characterls-
ties of tires and pavements. This deta will be useful to States and local eommunities
when road re~surfacing decisions are made.

Preliminary waork shows that similar opportunitiss appear to be available in the case of
cooling systems and engines, The Agency will carry out & modest demonstration
program to prove the best avallable techniques which can be applied by manufacturers
of these components to further reduce the noise from surface transportation vehicles
and other equipment.

Cost/Economic Impaet Analysis

The Nolse Control Act requires EPA to take the cost of compliance Into aceount when
promulgating regulations. The Agency undertakes extensive studies fopr each regulation
to ensure that the regulation is as cost-effective as possible. The Quiet Community
Act Amendments also require EPA to investigate the economic impact of nolse on
property and human activities and the use of economie ineentives in the control of
noise., Studies will be conducted in these areas, with special attention on the use of
economia incentives in the aviation area, where previous studies by other organizations
have indieated a particularly strong potential for the effectiveness of economic

incentives.

In addition, EPA Is conducting ageney wide studies on the economic benefits of various
regulations, One or more noise regulations may be included in these studies. '
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Federal Program Coordination

The Noise Control Act of 1972 requires EPA to coordinate the programmatic and
research activities of all Federal agencies concerned with noise, As a principal means
of achieving this coordination EPA initiated a number of joint projects with other
Federal Agencies. The joint agency projects are intended to act as catalysts for
program changes by demonstrating the benefits of implementing noise abatement
techniques in ongeing projects being carried out by the other Federal Ageney such as,
along federally funded highways or in Urban Transit Mall developments. Secondary
benefits include the acquiring of realistic case history information for use by the
private sector.

Several Federal agencies have a great deal of influence over the present and future
noise levels In this country. They have this ability by virtue of certain primary
responsibilities which, when carried out, can significantly impaect the nolse environ-
ment, An obvious example is the Federal Highway Administration which has the
responsibility of assisting State highway agencies to develop appropriate highway
systems, These systems in many ways can be considered the "source" of noise in the
Natlen's neighborhoods as much as the individual motor vehicles themselves., Once a
highway {s built in 2 specific location, it is unlikely to be ¢losed. Thus, the actions of
State highway agencies under the guidance of the Federal Highway Administratlén
(FHWA) can greatly determine the ambient noise level in 2 community for many years
to come. The FHWA has an gsctive noise program, and EPA is working with the FHWI:A
to identify additional ways in which the Nation’s highway development program might
further the cause of nolse abatement. Very important programs in areas which impaet
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highway noise are also carried out by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) and the Department of Energy (DOE). Many of the authorities whieh these
agencles have to carry out primary missions can be combined with programs to abate

holse with mutual benefits to both programs.

In his Environmental Message to Congress on August 2, 1979, President Carter directed
Federal agencjes to carry out a five point Urban Nolse Initiative directed at combining
Federal urban programs with the noise control effort. Important progress is being made
in earrying out this initiative, For exampie, the concept of soundproofing schools and
hospitals severely impacted by noise as part of the DOE energy conservation program is
being tested by EPA with a grant to the Massachusetts Port Authority. The coneept has
been endorsed by DOE, and arrangements with the Massachusetts Energy Office,
Massport, and local communities in the Logan airport area are being finalized. It is
hoped that this program will allow all communities with noise impaeted schools and
hospitals to both soundproof and weatherize these buildings as part of the DOE program

at lttle or no extra cost.

In other developments, the National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, under a
cooperative agreement with EPA, Is organizing a Buy-Quiet program wherein participa-
ting Federal, State and local governments will purchase products and equipment with
noise reduction features. Quiet-product demonstrations, prebid conferences with
industry, and a quiet produces data bank are now being organized.

Neighborhood organizations which are active in community improvement activities are
also being encouraged to participate In loeal noise control programs through a Quiet
Meighborhood Self-Help program. This program is being administered by the National
Assoclation of Neighbeorhoods under a cooperative agreement with EPA.

Other aspects of the Urban Nolse Initiatijve deal with urban transportation noise and
noise compatible land use controls, In the initial thrust of the transportation program,
EPA and DOT (UMTA) will promote the use of bus noise reduction retrofit kits
previcusly tested by the two agenecles In Portland, Oregon. These kits are particularly
valuable in high density transit corr{dors where bus noise can hinder other revitalization

efforts.
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In the case of noise compatible land use controls, our interagency effort to establish
and jointly publish guidelines fer noise compatible land use is now being finalized. This
joint guide is the first step to establishing a joint program for technical assistance in
noisa compatible development controls to states anc local governmeants.

EPA is currently seeking cofunding with agencies doing work in energy conservation to
demonstrate the synergistic benefits of energy conservation and noise control in urban
residences. The "Quiet House" program would be divided into two main areas of action:
the structures themselves and the consumer products and appliahces with whieh they
are equipped. The results of this project would be issued to guide consumers,
manufacturers, and various trade associations in adapting information obtained from
the study for their own use. In addition it will give EPA additional information on the
co-beneflts of soundproofing and weatherization for energy conservation.

SUMMARY

EPA's five~year plan for surface transpottation presents a ecomprehensive foundation for
future noise control. The national network of 300 communities with active motor
vehicle nolse control programs to be established in the coming years will facilitate the
execution of new nolse abatement measures. These measures will reflect the
coordinated efforts of States and localities with the Federal regulatory effort which
will be completed in this five-year period. They will be supported by public education
efforts, technology development, Federal program coordination and health effects
research efforts. This plan should yield considerable health and welfare benefits and
establish the basis for even greater improvement in the surface transportation noise

environment in the future.
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AVIATION

This chapter summarizes the conclusions of Volume II, the special report on aviation
nojse, entitled "Aviation Nojse — The Next Twenty Years." In that study the progress
which has been achieved in this field in the last seven years since the passage of the
Noise Control Aet is described and a new national strategy for aviation noise is
proposed. This summary provides the highlights of the new strategy and describes
EPA's plans for the coming five years in this area.

THE AVIATION NOISE PROBLEM

A great deal of progress has been made sinee 1973 to deal with the aviation noise
problem posed by commercial carrier operations. The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) has promulgated a number of Important regulations which, when fully effective,
will provide dramatic relief for a large number of pecple around our nation's alrports
who are now exposed to high levels of noise from commercial aireraft operatlons.

Progress has also been made on the control of noise at the local level. Both the Courts
and the Federal Government have articulated more clearly the rights and responsibil-
ities of the airport proprietor to reduce the noise from his specific facility, and a small
start has been made at the Federal level to finance the development of plans which lay

the groundwork for such actions.

It would be a very serious mistake, however, to become too complacent about this
progress and to lose sight of the substantial portion of the aviation noise problem which
remains. These accomplishments, though considerable, fall far short of what those who
live around our nation's airports had expected at the time Congress enacted the Noise
Control Aet of 1972, directing the Executive Branch to deal aggressively with this
prablem. There is still widespread dissatisfaction on the part of those who live in the
vicinity of airports with the current level of alreraft noise abatement progress.
Community ocbjection to aireraft noise has resulted in both proposed and existing alrport
restrictlons involving night curfews, aireraft type restrietions, and lmitations on
expansion of existing alrports. Construction of new airports has been blocked, Legal
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action Involving noise damage elaims Is eontinuing. Airports are being slowed in their
expansion despite the billons of dollars which are available for this purpose through the
Alrport Development Aid Program (ADAP),

Stated In general terms, the natienal geals of aviatich noise abatement have been to
confine severe outdoor airepaft noise-exposure levels, greater than ]"dn 75 dB,* around
1.8, airports to the areas ineluded within the alrport boundary, or to areas which are
otherwise being used in a manner compatible with this level of noise, and to reduce
substantjally the number and extent of areas recelving noise-exposure levels that
interfere with human activity. The EPA, the FAA, and the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) all have essentially the same noise-exposure goals for

aviation.

Based on actions taken to date, in the year 2000 there would still be approximately 2.5~
millien people living in areas exposed to outdoor noise levels/from aviation operations
of Ldn G5 dB or above. Approximately 100 thousand of these will live in areas with
extremely high levels of nolse (Ldn 75 dB or greater). Many more millions of people
will still be exposed to levels greater than Lgn 55 dB. In this Five Year Plan EPA
proposes a national strategy for dealing with these remaining cases of high noise
exposure from aviation {greater than Ldn 65 dB). To be fully successful this proposed
strategy must receive the support and active involvement of the FAA, the aireraft
manufaeturers, the airlines, the pilots, the airports, elected officials, and airport
neighbors, The strategy is divided into two parts: The first is focused on providing
rellef to alrport neighborhoods as soon as pessible but no later than the year 2000,
Since the nature of the alrcraft fleet is to a large extent already determined by actlons
previously token, the strategy for this period is targeted on operational changes and
eompatible land-use actions. Changes in the noise characteristics of the aireraft fleet
are more possible in the years beyond 2000 if steps are taken now to begin the process

" of facilitating those changes, These necessary actions are spelled out in the second half

of the proposed national strategy.

L]
The generally accepted measure of community noise exposure Is the outdoor annual

average day/night sound level in decibels, denoted L dn*
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THE NEXT TWENTY YEARS

Relief for the approximately 2.5 million people expected to be still exposed to noise
levels of Ldn 65 dB or greater by the year 2000 is possible but, of course, difficult.

-EPA propeses that a geal be set of reloeating those families living in neighborhoods

expected to remain exposed to noise levels of Ldn 75 dB or higher, and providing relief
to families living within the Ldn 65 dB areas at least inside their homes. Such a
strategy identifies soundproofing as the ultimate solution for these families if relief Is
not obtainable in other ways at less cost, We believe that there are a number of steps
which should be taken which will have the effect of reducing the number of people who
will need to be protected through soundproofing, These include the following:

. Optimization of aireraft flight proeedures, ineluding throttle and flap
management, flight tracks, and preferential runway utilization.
Airport noise-abatement planning.
Off-airport land-use management which prevents future encroachment of
neighborheoods on alrpaorts.

Optimization of Aireraft Flight Procedures

The FAA has promulgated two regulations pertaining to noise-abatement flight pro-
cedures. One prohibits sonic booms from SSTs over land; the other requires pllots of
subsonie aireraft to use less-then-maximum flap settings when approaching an alrport.
Lower flap settings require lower thrust thereby leading to less noise exposure.

The FAA has issued an advisory eircular whieh recommends noise-abatement takeoff
proecedures whieh can reduce nolse exposure considerably. In addition, it is possible to
optimize the selection of runways (use of "preferential runways") and the flight tracks
to be followed for approach and departure so as to minimize population exposure to

nolse.

Pilots and airlines shouid be encouraged to adopt these noise-abatement flight pro-
cedures. The FAA should take the initintive by convening one or more conferences and
a series of training seminars for affected individuals. The FAA should also explore the
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need for further regulation in this area. For its part EPA proposes to Initiate a
program with several airport operators toc monitor approach and departure flight
procedures routinely employed by commereial air carriers to determine wheather
procedures recommended by the FAA are being employed and to determine the benefits
resulting from them. Reports will be published quarterly to determine seasonal weather
effects as well as effects of schedule and traffic pattern changes. This data will be
provided to the FAA, air carriers, airport proprietors and pilots in support of FAA-
sponsored conferences and seminars and will be available to support the development
and promulgation of regulations, if they are found to be necessary.

Airport Noise Abatement Planning

As recognized by the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 airport noise
abatement planning must play a key role in future abatement efforts. Site-specific
changes at individual airports can have & major influence on the impaet of aireraft
operations on surrounding neighborhoods. EPA promoted this idea in its 1973 Report to
the Congress on Aviation Noise and its 1976 regulatory proposal to the FAA ealling for
mandatory planning at all commercial air carrier alrports, We are glad to see the idea
finally become an official part of the national aviation noise policy.

All airport proprietors should be encouraged to map nojse-exposure areas around thelr
airports and to work with representatives of surrounding communities to develop noise-
abatement plans. This information will aid the proprietors in recommending site-
specifie flight procedures of the sort mentioned above. The proprietors may also use
noise-exposure mapping 8s & basis for restricting nurmbers of aireraft operations ar
types of aireraft operating at their airports based on their noise levels and for taking
other site-specific actions. There is still some- confusion about the authorities and
responsibilities of airport proprietors particularly in light of airline deregulation. EPA
will work with the FAA and the Civil Aeronauties Board (CAB) to develop a unified
Federal policy regarding appropriate noise-abatement actions by airport proprietors.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development snd the Council on Environmental
Quality should participate in the development of this policy as well.

The Quiet Communities Act of 1378 directs EPA to assist in the development of nolse
abatement plans in areas around major transportation facilities [neluding airports. This
authority builds on EPA's experience In working with airperts in the development of
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airport noise abatement plans in the past. While the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 is
very recent, EPA has received many requests for assistance from publle offieials and
elty governments which do not qualify for FAA planning grant funds, i.e., the FAA can
make grants for planning only to airport proprietors. In many cases, the communities
surrounding those airports do not feel that their coneerns, particularly with regard to
compatible land use can or will be adequately studied under an airport proprietor's
planning process focused on abatement at the airport itself, In addition, land-use
compatibility planning around alrports can be very helpful even in the absence of on-

site planning by the alrport proprietor.

EPA is now helping several communities to develop noise maps and interpret those
results through the Technical Assistance Program. Skilled professional stff at EPA
headquarters are available to assist local communities to the extent that resources will
allow. The complexity of developing and implementing land-use programs, around
airports area, makes it difficult for loeal officials to work effectively in this area
without technical assistance. In the future EPA's Regional offices will expand their

efforts in this important area.

Finanelng for off-airport land use management actions may be available to the airport
proprietor through ADAP., However, in the past ADAP {unding for these purposes has
been minimal. A more promising avenue, open to local political jurisdictions, is the
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) administered by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) under the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 (P,L. 93-~183). Specifically, the objectives of Section 101 of
the Aet include both the elimination of detrimental conditions and more rational land
utilization. CDBG finanecing Is now being used for noise related land use charges at
Hartsfield Atlanta International Airport.

Another aid to financing land use charges for more impact reduction purposes is being
considered by the Treasury Department In the form of revised project eligibility
guidelines for tax-free Industrial Development Bonds. [f noise related programs are
made eligible for tax-free bonding, loeal finanecing of such programs will be easier to
obtain.
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Airport plans developed without the active involvement of local officials and citizens in
the surrounding communities affected by the airport cannot assure that all the
resources of the larger community will be brought to bear on the task of making the
airport compatible with the community and the community compatible with the airport.
During the next several' years EPA will work with loeal offieials in communities
surrounding the nation's largest airports to seek the active involvement of these
officials in the airport planning process and the development of compatible land-use
development around the airport. In this task EPA will use the mechanisms and
Institutions developed in conjunction with other portions of EPA's noise control program
- namely, Regional Technical Assistance Centers, the national Each Community Helps
Others (ECHO)} program, and State noise control programs. These programs are
deseribed earlier.

Off-Airport Land=-Use Management

New encroachment by neighborhoods on noisy airports must be restricted. Although all
parties to.the aviation noise preblem, aireraft manufacturers and airline operators,
airport proprietors and neighbors agree that future encroachment should be dis~
couraged, they have not spolken with one volee on this subjeet. EPA will take the initial
steps to form & "Compact" of these parties to work in a united fashion along with the
National League of Cities and the National Associetion of Countries to help loeal
officials and developers find compatible uses for land near noisy airports.

The Alrport Development Aid Program (ADAP) requires airport proprietors who receive
funds for expansion of fecilities to assure compatible land use. The mechanism of
assurance is based upon Letters of Cooperation between the airport proprietor and the
impacted communities. Letters of Cooperation cannot assure anything unless all
parties agree on a compatible land-use plan. Thus, in those situations where no such
plan exists or where disagreement develops, the Letters of Cooperation are totally
ineffective. EPA will ask FAA to join in a thorough review of its policies regarding
compatible land use with the expectation that these policies ean be strengthened.
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Soundpraofing and Relocation

For those people who will continue living in areas where the outdoor noise exposure is
between Ldn 65 and 75 dB, after all the above actions are taken, EPA believes that a
program of soundproofing of homes is appropriate. While sueh a program might not be
wholly satisfactory to these people because their enjoyment of the outdoors would still
be limited, they could at leas! escape to the privacy of their homes and for the first
time enjoy a good night's sleep, family conversation, and relaxatjon around the
television or stereo without the nerve-racking disruption of over-ilying aireraft. Where
the outdoor exposure exceeds L'dn 75 dB residents should be relocated to quieter
neighborhoods,

There are a number of ways in which funds for soundproofing and relocation might be
found. Several matching-grant programs are available such as ADAP and Urban
Development Action Grants (UDAG), as well as weatherization programs administered
by the Department of Energy (DOE) and HUD. The application of such grants to the
soundproofing needs of communities should be an interagency effort following the
directions established by the President in his August 1979 Environmental Message to
Congress.

In addition, it may be desirable to establish a separate noise trust fund program.
Revenues for such a trust fund might be based on passenger enplanement and air cargo
noise charges and on landing fees. EPA will propose to the FAA that a joint program
office be established to develop a plan for the implementation of a soundproofing and
relocation program. The joint program office would investigate possible funding
mechanisms and would also conduet an [n-depth soundproofing study to establish as
precisely as possible the number of residences affected, together with cost and time
estimates, and to resolve questions pertaining to the stewardship, use, and disposition of
those properties which would be candidates for purchase. While we believe that the
FAA's leadership, with full EPA participation, is desirable in developing this program,
EPA is prepared to undertake the development of the program alone, if necessary.
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Bevond the Year 2000

Looking beyond the year 2000, we realize that if we want quieter neighborhoods in the
21st century, or if we just want to maintain the gains we are making in this century,
further actions must be taken now. Future expansion of the national air transportation
system is likely and desirable, but not at the expense of our urban neighborhoods. It is
therefore essential that the following elements be added to the aviation noise-

abatement program:

° Accelerate research and development to ensure the design and manufac-
ture of quieter engines and airframes.
@ Establish more forward-looking regulations for certification of new types

of aircraft, derivative alreraft, and new-production aireraft. To achieve
Ldn 65 dB for outdoor environments on a national basis would require that
noise levels of future air carrier aireraft be reduced belew present
certification levels (Stage 3) by approximately 10 to 15 dB.

Accelerated Research and Development

Industry believes that up to a 10-dB reduetion may be possible by the year 2000 with an
agpressive Federsl R & D Program. Continued expenditures in noise-abatemeant
research wlll provide benefits in the post-2000 time period and may be necessary to
maintain the level of environmental compatibility that will result from the national
noise-control strategy proposed for relief in the next 20 years. Unfortunately, there
has been a dramatic reduction in Federally sponsored programs [n aviation noise
researeh, From a high of $47 millien in FY 1973, Federal expenditures were down 60%
to $18 millien by 1978 and this downward trend is continuing.

The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) has a study underway on
advanced ajt transport technology. EPA recommends that OTA supplement that study
with an evaluation of the existing NASA noise research program to identify the
additional program effort required to develop and demonstrate the necessary technol-
ogy to realize the long-range noise goals. Active participation of FAA and EPA would
probably be necessary. In addition, EPA plans to undertake several joint projects with
NASA to demonstrate the effectiveness of available emerging technology and publish

reports on results.
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More Forward-Looking Regulations

The Federal Government needs to establish aircraft noise limits based upon future
requirements lo wchieve reaiistic goals. It is not adequate to establish limits which are
based on "common practice" technolegy as is now the case in EPA's view. The 10-15 dB
goal should be incorporated in Federal noise regulations so that engine and airframe
designers can identify and develop the technology necessary for its attainment and the
necessary R & D programs can be upndeptaken and supperted, This longer-range goal
level would apply to new aireraft designs which may become operational after the turn
of the ecentury, thereby providing adequate lead time to identify, develop, and
demonstrate the requisite technology.

EPA will continue to press the FAA to aet favorably upon its proposed "Stage 4"
regulations, which would essentially meet an interim goal level of 3-5 dB noise
reduction below current certification levels and would be effective in 1980, EPA plans
to hold a series of formal hearings with the airplane manufacturers to determine why
some airplane designs are now producing noise levels within EPA's proposed Stage 4
limits although some manufacturers elaim that these limits are neither technologically
fensible nar economically reasonable.

Further nolse reduetion should be required in the Stage 2 aircraft now in the fleet and
still being manufactured. These siteraft will dominate the noise situation for many
years in communities adjacent to many of the nation's air carrier airports, One

- approach would be to prohibit, after seme future date, any change in air carrier fleet

malkeup “that would of itself result in an inerease in fleet nolse level, unless operations
are reduced so that fleet noise level remains the same or decreases. The EPA is re-
investigating the potential benefits of a Fleet Noise Rule that would incorporate these
considerations and will provide appropriate recommendations to the FAA.

Another approach that has merit, which is being investigated by the FAA, is to [ssue a
rule that after some date certain, (e.g., 1982 op 1983), newly produced Stage 2 aircraft
would have to meet Stage 3 noise limits. (This epproach s called "Stage 2 Production
Cut-0ff".) This could hasten the purchase of available quieter and more-fuel-efficient
engines in the newly produced Stage 2 aireraft,
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General Aviation and Military Aviation

While the primary emphasis of this report is on air carrier noise, EPA recognizes that
both general aviation and military aviation may also become significant contributors to
the national aviation noise problem. Studies, now under way, to evaluate the noise
implications of these activities, will form the basis for additional national strategy
recommendations in subsequent revisions to EPA's five-year plan for noise abatement.

SUMMARY

Since the success of this proposed National Strategy for actions during the next twenty
years depends heavily on its acceptance by the FAA and other parties to the aviation
noise problem, EPA will devote its resources during the next few months to discussing
this strategy with these parties and taking the initial steps to clarify the strategy in
such areas as soundproofing and relocation as mentloned above. EPA's plans for the
next five years depend to a large extent on the degree of acceptance which this

proposed strategy receives.
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CONSTRUCTION

THE CONSTRUCTION SITE NOISE PROBLEM

Within the continental limits of the United States there are currently more than 2.4
million active construction sites including residential, mixed residential/commercial,
industrial, and publie works (sewer, water, electric, gas, and street repalr) projects,
EPA estimates on the basis of national surveys of construction site types, site locations,
and the average population densities around the sites, that more than 101 million people
are ¢xposed on any one day to construction noise, More than 37 million of these people
are exposed to noise levels greater than Ldn 55 dB on an annual basis, the level EPA has
identified as adequate to protect the public health or welfare. Exhibit 10 lists the
number of construction projects as of September 1978 on a site type basis and the
attendant estimated population exposed on any cne day.

)
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SITE TYPE

Residential
Mixed Residential/Qffice

. Industrial/Commercial

Public Works
TOTAL

N/A = Not Available.

EXHIBIT 10

Construction Site Noise Impact

NUMBER OF SITES

1,159,100
108,764
148,135

1,013,582

2,429,581

POPULATION EXPOSED TO
LEVELS ABOVE Ldn 55 dB

According to a survey of 15 industrial insurance companies, hearing loss is the largest
single compensable health problem today. The survey estimated that out of 14.7 million
workers exposed to L“3 {8) 75 dB and abave, a level high enough in cumulative doses to
result In damage to hearing, over 4 million work at construetion sites,
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On_any one Day Annuall
35,730,000 _W:TJ'
7,280,000 N/A
9,820,000 N/A
48,330,000 N/A
101,160,000 22 37,000,000
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Congress expressed its concern about the adverse effects of construction site neise in
Section 6 of the Aet. This sectlon authorizes the Administrator of EPA to publish
proposed regulations which set construction equipment nolse emission Umits for newly
manufactured products that protect the public health and welfare, taking inte account
the characteristies of the produets' uses and the degree of noise reduction achievable
through application of the best available technology, with consideration of the cost of

compliance,

The surface transportation noise problem is ecomprised of five major noise sourees, but
the construction site noise problem in contrast, is comprised of approximately 22
different eategories of contributing noise sources. To further complicate the problem,
construetion site noise [s dependent upon an equipment mix whieh, in tuen, is generally
dictated by the type (see Exhibit 10) and the stage (clearing, excavation, foundation,
erection, and finishing) of construction metivity. Although EPA anticipates that the
number and the predominant type of construction activities will vary from year to year
between now and the year 2000 because of the construction industry's sensitivity to
national economic conditions, EPA does not antieipate a significant upward trend in
construetion nor signifieant shifts in population density near construetion sites.
However, a continuing transition is oceurring from small size equipment to larger, more
powerful units in an effort to increase productivity and decresse overall construction
costs., This trend brings with it higher noise levels and attendant Inereases in the
severity and extensiveness of eonstruetion site nolse impacts.

CONTROL OF CONSTRUCTION SITE NQISE

Ideally, a single noise emission limit could be set for construction sites. However, this
is not always possible since the noise producing activities and sourees must generally be
mobile within the boundaries, even though the boundaries of a site may be fixed.

The methods available for the control of site noise are basically the same as those
described as contrels on motor vehiele nojse:

{1)  controlling exposure at the receiver location;

(2) interrupting the path of nolse from the source to the recelver; and
(3) quieting the noise source,
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Controlling Noise at the Recelver.

The separation of the receiver from construction site noise ean be accemplished in a
number of ways. Although in some instances contractors have temporarily removed
people from homes and offices near construction sites during high noise activities*,
such measures generally are not suitable for abatement of most eonstruetion noise. By
the same token, generally accepted land-use planning techniques (i.e., acquisition of
adjacent buildings or land for low noise sensitivity activities), would be unaceeptable
because construction activities are so transtent.

The installation of noise Insulating materials on buildings adjacent to construction sites
eannot be ruled out, although this approach is costly. However, in the planning and
design of new buildings in urban areas that are frequently impacted by construction
nolse, the oppottunity to prevent noise impact in an effective way does exist,

Another possible approach s to establish not~to-exceed property line noise levels, This
approach has much merit for "fixed" noise sources, but because of the mobility
requirement and the prevalence of construction in urban areas that aextends to the
property line it {s often not an effective means of controlling construection site nolse.

One of the more practieal pecelver nolse control procedures is the establishment of
limits on the hours (curfews) during which certaln construction activities may oecur.
This could be modified to permit construction activities beyond the curfew provided the
equipment used did not exceed a specified level”.

l"One New York City contractor paid for one-week vacations to Florida during blasting
activities on the New York subway,

"A San Francisco, California building contractor stated in a recent trade publieation that

he attributes his suceess in obtzining contraets to his use of only quiet construction
equipment. His clients belleve it is important to be good neighbors.
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Interrupting the Path

The eonstruetion of nelse barriers around a construction site is not widespread for
several reasons, First, due to the translent nature of construction {although sites may
remain several years for many types of construction), "effective™ noise barriers are
costly to install and remove. Second, in high density urban areas where major noise
Impacts geeur above street level, simple barriers would not be effective. Third, the
installation of effective barriers often requires additional land area around the site
which may not be available.

Consequently, while portable noise barrlers are being used on a limited basis for publie
works type construetion, the general use of barriers for reducing construction noise
impaet is not very practieal.

Controlling Noise at the Source

State and local governments can and frequently do require that only "quieted"
construetion equipment be used In a given environment, but they have penerally stopped
short .of regulating the manufacturer of construction equipment. Moreover, the Noise
Control Act of 1972 mandates that the Federal Government set such standards to the
extent that the equipment is a major source of nolse,

Federal Regulations

An EPA program, underway since 1974, Is direeted at the development of noise emission
standards for new construetion equipment. To date the Agency has Initiated the
following regulatory actions.

[ Fortable Air Compressors

Portable air compressors, though not the noislest piece of equipment found on a
construection site, has one of the largest product populations in construction.
Furthermore, portable air compressors are used in almost every type and during
almost every stage of construction. As its first construetion noise regulatory
action, the Agency promulgated on December 31, 1975 a standard for
compressors manufactured after January 1, 1978, which limits their noise
ernissions to 76 dB at 7 meters (approximately 23 feet).
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® Wheel and Crawler Tractors

Agency studies have shown that 22 categories of mejor noise producing products
are present at a consruction site, including wheel and crawler tractors, better
known as "bulldozers", and "front end loaders." The Agency identified these
products as major noijse sources in May of 18975 and published proposed nolse
emission standards in July of 1977. The Agency anticipates that the final rule
will be promulgated in 1982.

. Pavement Breakers/Rock Drills

Pavement breakers (including "jack hammers™) and rock drills are generally
Integral to the use of portable air ecompressors, the latter being the primary
soupce of motivepower for pneumatic tools. However, the breaker and drill
constitute distinetly separate noise sources in that they are frequently operated
at some distance from other power sources, thus constituting a separate source
of noise impaet. In combination with a portable air compressor (or wheel tractor
used to power hydraulic tools) breskers and drills frequently constitute the total
equipment complement at many public works construction sites. To deal with
this unique operational circumstance and also to realize maximum benefit from
the earlier noise standards for portable air compressors, in February 1977 the
Agency identified pavement breakers and rock drills as major noise soureces.
EPA will publish proposed noise standards for these products in 1983,

The Agency currently plans to complete its development of regulations for wheel and
erawler tractors, pavement breakers, and rock drills during the next five years, and
promuigate an additional regulation for earthmoving equipment as shown in Exhibit 11,
During this five-year period, the Agency will also reassess the severity and extent of
construction site noise in light of the three new equipment regulations and will decide if
regulation of any additional categorles of equipment will be necessary. If so, such
regulations would be considered for proposal and promulgation after 1985,
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State and Local Programs

Most source contrels available to State and local governments are in-use controls that
affeet the operation of construction equipment. Some in-use controls are curfews that
specify the hours during which the equipment may be used, property line noise
limitations, and/ar restriction of egquipment noise levels. During the next five years
EPA will conduet a limited number of field demonstrations and evaluations of local
techniques for abating noise at construction sites with interested State and loeal
governments.  The resulting information eanh be provided to other States and loecalities
through EPA's various public information and technical disseminatien networks.

Enforcement

EPA is using the seme program which is deseribed in the chapter on surface
transportation to monitor the compliance of manufacturers with the noise emission
standard for portable air compressors, This progrem will also be used to monitor
compliance of manufacturers with the future standards for wheel and crawler tractors,
pavement breakers and rock drills, and mobile earthmoving equipment.

The basic elements of the program are production verification, selective enforcement
auditing, and in-use provisions (warpanty, maintepance instruections, and anti-tampering
provisions).

The capablility of this program to assure a high level of compliance by manufacturers of
regulated pieces of construction equipment is demonstrated by the current high level of
eompliance achieved by manufacturers of compressors, which are subject to standards.
In only two instances has EPA been required to use its authorities under the Noise
Control Act to remedy non-complianee with the standard for portable alr ecompressors.
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EXHIBIT 11

Construction Regulation and Enforcement Schedule

1980

1981

1982 19831 1984 1985

NOT TO EXCEED STANDARDS

Wheel/Crawler Tractors
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F= Final Rule
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Dotted lines show dates during which resources

73

- D

S, B N

E= Enforcement Begina

must be committed to each raegulation,




HOUSEHOLD/CONSUMER PRODUCTS

THE CONSUMER PRODUCT NOISE PROBLEM

Items classified as consumer products include large and small appliances, home shop
tools, and lawn and garden equipment.

In theory individuals can largely control their exposure to consumer product noise since
they choose what produets to purchase and how to ocperate them. Since the user himself
Is genersily the person most adversely affected by the noise, direct governmental
intervention usually does not seem appropriate. On the other hand, some consumer
products do affeet others (e.g., air conditioners, chein saws, lawnmowers) and direct
governmental intervention may be necessary. In addition, the user cannot always
protect himself because: (1) most users do not know either the full extent of the
effects of noise on their health or that they ean do anything about noisy products; (2)
even consumers who want quiet produets find it very difficult, if not Impossible, to
determine before purchase which products are quieter. EPA has three programs to deal
with these problems.

APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM

Public Education,

In 1876, EPA launched a major public information campaign that was given Inereased
emphasis by the passage of the Quiet Communities Aet of 1978, The following
materials, either developed or under development, are speecifically directed at helping
the consumer understand the effects of nolse and what he can do about his own
exposure:

. teaching materials for elementary and secondary sehools;
° teaching materfals for vocational students, i.e., industrial arts, home
economics; ete.;
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e brochures for children and adults to be distributed at the time of hearing

tasts;
o pamphlets to encourage "buying quiet";
® publications such as Quieting in the Home;

pamphlets on the adverse impaets of consumer produet noise.
This program will be expanded in the five years covered by this Plan,

EPA has also established the National Information Center for Quiet, a national
clearinghouse for the collection and dissemination of public information materials on
noise, its effects, and method used to quiet the environment.

Labeling

EPA's labeling program is directed at helping concerned shoppers to choose quieter
produets. Consumer produets are primary targets of this labeling program. Section 8
of the Noise Control Act of 1972 requires EPA to label "any produet which emits noise
capable of adversely affecting the public heslth or welfare" and "any produet which is
sold wholly or in part on the basis of its effectiveness in reducing noise.”

In September 1879, rules were promulgated establishing the Ageney's product labeling
program. Labeling provides accurate and understandable information on the nolse
generating or noise reducing cheracteristies of products so that consumers can compare
different brands. The label on neise emitting products will bear a numerical noise
rating showing the level of noise in decibels that the produst emits. The jabel also will
state the range In decibels of noise emitted by the same product made by all

manufaeturers.

The labels for noise reducing products will bear a numerical noise reduction rating that
gives a measure of the product's effectiveness in reducing noise. The label also will
show the range of noise reduetion ratings lor competing produets.

Thus, the consumer, as well as local government offieials sueh as bullding inspectors
and public health offiecials, will be able to tell at a glance the relative nolse levels of a
specific product brand by comparing its Noise Rating or Noise Reduction Rating to
those of other brands, In September 1979 the General Labeling Provisions were
promuigated, as well as regulations requiring hearing protectors to be labeled.

75

i e



The General Provisions detail the uniform approach the Agency will follow In requiring
the noise lsbeling of designated products. The provisions deseribe the approach and
basle eriteria for decigreting products for labeling; the required format, content, and
graphies of labels; proecedures for requesting labellng exemptions; and the procedure
EPA will use to conduct testing on a product subject to a labeling regulation.

The Agency must set priorities for products to be labeled since resources are limited.
An Advance Notice of Rulemaking is now being drafted which will announce the next
set of products which EPA will require to be labeled. Finel decisions have not been
made on the list. The Agency uses the criteria listed in Exhibit 12 to select candidates
for labeling.
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13,
14,
15.
14.

EXHIBIT 12

CRITERIA IN PRIORITIZING POSSIBLE CANDIDATES
FOR LABELING

{For noise procucing products) s the product nolse leve! sufficlently high to be
potentlally capabie of producing an adverse heulth or weifare impact?

{Fer nolse reducing products) Does the product have a naise reducing capability
and is the product sold wholly or {n part on the basis of this capability?

Is the product used in a location or In a mannner that makes an adverse health or
welfare impact passible?

[s there & patential for the product to be mlsused? (e.Z. aerosol operated horns
In a crowd, decorative ceiling tiles used as sound absaebing ceiling title)

Dees the product's nolse affect a large number of people?

Is the noise from the procuct likely to impact mare non-users {l.e. third parties)
than purchasers and/cr usera?

Is the product used by the purchaser or household membess, and does the adverse
nolse impact of the products (all primarily on the purchaser or household
membars?

Are largo numbers of the product types in use?

Are large humbers of tha product types deing manufactured/sold?

Is there a significant fange in the acoustie performance of different brands or
modela?

Is the product purchased with high frequeney so that consumers can use the
labeied noise [nformation for repeated purchases?

Do future trends [n the product's population, design, or use suggest nolse laheling
batefits?

Do purchasers dedire 4 fuieter product of more effective nolsa reducing product?
Can the acoustie performance of sorne or all models of the praduct be lmproved?
Is acoustic Information currently {acking?

Would Federal Inbeling be a significant improvement on eny existing product
notsa labellng?

Would !ateled nolse [nfoemation be uwmeful to purchasers and/ne users, and to
Fedaral, State, and local nuise srdinance enfotcement ceganizations?

Is 1t desirable for EPA to augment existing or plenned rolse emission/hoise
attenuation standards by lnbeling a product with noida [nformation?

Are the acoustic data necessary 0 the develeoment of product noise
amission/atienuation standards cuprently avallable?

Would the prospect of Federal lnbeling promote voluntary labeling by manufac=
turers?

I3 a measurement methedology for the product types readily available?
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The Advance Notice of Rulemaking will be published during the coming summer. EPA
will then proceed to write regulations requiring labeling of selected consumer products,
according to the sehedule found In Exhibit 13,

EXHIAIT 13

Product Labeling Schedule

.

1981 1982 1983 1984 198

l

Product #1 Promulgated September, 1979

pradusct #2 P

Broduct ¥3 P F
Product ¥4 2
Product 5

Produgt ¥4

Product 7

Product #8

‘oum
T g g

Lagend P Proposad Regulation
Fa Figal Ragulastion

Note: Labeling regulations are expucted co go into effact ane yaar after
promulgstion, and enforcemsnt will begln ac that time,

Manufacturers are being encouraged to establish their own labeling program as an
alternative to EPA's mandated noise labeling program. Several industrles already are at
work on such programs. The interpretive language in the Preamble of the General
Provisions encourages the development of voluntary noise labeling programs by Indus-
try. However, it also speeifies the minimal eonditions under which EPA will defer the
requirements for labels for a period to evaluate the voluntary program,

New Product Regulations

Where consumer products are serious sources of noise and affect other people as much
or more than the user, not-te-exceed noise limits for newly manufactured produets may
be appropriate. EPA has begun work on one such product - lawnmowers - but the
regulation will be proposed the latter half of this five-year pericd so the Agency can
eoncentrate first on surface transportation, aviation, and construction equipment.
Promulgation of a lawnmower regulation Is seheduled for 1985. ‘
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Enforcement

Oversight of labeling or new product regulations will be heandled by the EPA's
enforcement staff. This oversight program is modeled after the one used to monitor
compliance with the nolse emission regulations for portable air compressors and
medium and heavy duty trucks. EPA Is presently working to implement this program
for the labeling of hearing protectors which will be required for protectors manufae-
tured after September 27, 1980. The EPA's oversight activities on the regulations will
usually begin approximately six to nine months before the effective date of the
regulation.
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MACHINERY
THE MACHINERY NOISE PROBLEM

Machinery noise s defined in this Plan to include noise from industrial machinery and
electrical equipment not used in households or in construction. Machinery noise affects
more people at Ldn 75 dB or greater than hoise from any other source, and most of
these exposures are in the workplace. The Oeccupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion (OSHA) In the Department of Labor has primary responsibility for protecting
industrial workers. OSHA has set what is in effect a nolse dose standard. To meet this
standard, plant operators must modify (retrofit} existing equipment, buy quieter
equipment, use acoustic treatment or use administrative changes to reduce exposure.
Although this has led to significant reductions in noise, many workers are still axposed
to noise In excess of 90 dB.

Noise exposure from machinery is not only an occupaticnal but a community nolse
problem as well, and States and localities have struggled with the problem for some
time. In some cases local ordinences that limit the amount of noise crossing the
property line (from a factory to a residential neighberhood, for instance), can control
this problem if the technology exists to do so.

FEDERAL COORDINATION

EPA has no present plans to regulate {ndustrial machinery. However, EPA has
exercised some leadership with other Federal agencies to ensure that occupational and
non~occupational exposure to noise from machinery is adequately controlled. For
example, EPA currently chairs the Noise Subgroup of the Interagency Regulatory
Liaison Group that is concerned with providing a cocrdinated interagency regulatory
effort for machinery noise.

EPA has worked closely with the Federal Advisory Council on Occupational Sefety and
Health {(FACQSH), FACOSH was established by the President through Executive Order
to ass{st agencies in the control of occupational hazards in the Federal government. In
1977, FACOSH established the Standing Committee on Noise to deal with worker
occupaticnal noise exposure within the Federal sector, The Standing Committee is
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working to meet three objectives: to provide guideanece for hearing conservation
measures and programs throughout the Federal government; to develop a central source
of technicmsl and policy infermation that supports hearing consetrvation programs of
Federa] agencies; and to develop policy recommendations and guidanee for reducing
hazardous occupational noise at Federal facilities. In the past EPA has provided
support for the Standing Committee's activities and has assisted in developing guide-
lines for hearing conservation programs. EPA has also undertaken small demonstration
programs jointly with other Federal agencies to reduce machinery noise within thelr
facilities. Through these programs EPA provides techniesl] assistance to other Federal
agencies in redueing noise.

SUMMARY

EPA plans a relatjvely low level of effort over the next five years in the area of
machinery noise. Primary emphasis will be placed on providing technical assistance to
other Federal agencies in their efforts. EPA has been studying whether it should
exereise regulatory authorities to control certain noise exposures in factories and other
workplaces. The conelusions of this study will be discussed in the revision of this Five~

Year Plan due In Jenuary, 1981.
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- COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS

The preceding sections of this plan present EPA's programs directed primarily toward a
specific nojse source. Several Key programs described in this seetion apply equally to
all sources of noise, and are desighated comprehensive programs.

PUBLIC EDUCATION

Publie education is very important in the erea of noise because so many people believe
they must endure noise since they think so little can be done about it. This, of course,
is not true, and if informed of the consequences of noise exposure and what can be done
about it, individuals can greatly influence the extent of their own exposure without
relying completely on government regulation or control. Noise has long been eonsidered
a problem which only affects people personally and generally does not require
government intervention. Only recently have more and more eitizens realized that they
can and should solve some of thelr own noise problems; many of their problems are
shared with their neighbors, and solutions to these problems often require some
governmental assistarnce.

The education of the public about the eommunity impaet of noise, its adverse effects,
and its solutions is the responsibility of all parties concerned, especially local officials.
EPA will play a leading role by producing educational materials which can be used
nationally and can be taflored to the specifie situations in communities. The production
of booklets, public service announcements for TY and radio, posters, educational
curricula for elementary schools, and model agendas for public symposia is probably
best carried out on a national basis by EPA, even though communities will and should
eontinue -to produce their own materials as well. This Five-Year Plan provides for an
increase in EPA's efforts in public education, with emphasis on the development of
materfals and delivery mechanisms for this material through State and local agencies,
under the direction of locally elected officials,

EPA will expand dissemination of public education materials in order to increase eitizen
awareness of noise. This will be fostered through the National Information Center for
Quiet, directed by former Surgeon General Dr, Luther Terry. The Center will make
avallable program-package kits for civie groups, publie service announcements,

82




B e T T L LS NE,

brochures, lists of films, and referrals to infoermation on noise sources and on the
efforts of various communities to reduce noise.

EPA will provide administrators of State and local noise control programs with health
effects information by distributing Guidelines for Preparing Envircnmental Impaet
Statements on Noise to be published in 1980. This report will contain information on
health effects and on the data and eriteria used to determine the identified health
effects. This publication will be distributed to the public at large and specifieally to all
individuals involved in State and local noise abatement and contrel programs.

EPA will also disseminate noise information through the community noise eounseling
program, which is a cooperative effort between EPA and the National Retired Teachers
Association/American Association of Retired Persons (NRTA/AARP). The primary goal
of this program is to traln laymen to become coordinators or ombudsmen for solving
noise problems in their communities, The noise counselors are pajd through funding
provided to NRTA/AARP under Title 5 of the Older Americans Act, although some
counselors ere volunteers. EPA has developed the Community Noise Counselor’s
Handbook and has provided this and other materials to the noise counselors. A newep

-versfon of the same program, the Urban Noise Counseling Program, is being initiated by

the National Urban League, and will focus on solving nofse problems of the inner city.

Several noise training programs and modules are planned for the next five years. The
prototype module was developed in cooperation with the International Unlon of
Operating Engineers for inclusion in their training program. The medule provides basie
noise information as well as detailed descriptions of noise reduction through better
equipment operating techniques. This training module was very well accepted and EPA
has targeted other speeific groups for similar training. Some of the modules developed
or undet development are:

» Elementary School noise education module;

] Secondary School nelse education module;

. School Hearing Test Educational Programs;

. Driver Education/Automobile Passby Testing Program;
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. Teaching units for vocational students, (i.e., mechanies, agriculture, home

economies).

EPA has also provided, and will continue to provids, assistance, guidance, and Leaining
for State and local noise enforcement activities. During 1978~79 EPA sponsored a
number of noise enforeement training courses for State and local police officers and
developed a Police Training Workbook designed to encoursge and assist in additional
police training. Also in 1980 EPA plans to publish the following two noise enforcement
guidance materialss a guidance meanual for State and local prosecutors and a Catalog of
Nolse Enforcement Resoutrces (persons who have had experience with State and local
noise enforcement). In subsequent years this manual will be used in training sessions
and updated as the need develops.

L

EPA believes that public education on both the adverse effects of noise and the many
steps individuals can take to abate noise Is a necessary public health service, Increased
emphasis will be placed on all aspects of public education during the next five years.
All EPA cooperative agreements transferring funds to State and local programs contain
a public education element, and EPA is developing o public education technical
assistance package to assist the local officlals in implementing that part of their

program.
HEALTH EFFECTS RESEARCH

As requested by Congress, EPA has developed a research plan which presents specific
research objectives for noise related health effects, The details of these objectives are
found in the Yolume LI, Speecial report on Health Effects Research,

The geal of the research plan is "o improve the noise related Health and Welfare data
base, refine existing eriteria, and develop quantified dose-response eriteria where they
are laeking." The application of this data base and criterja will feed into EPA's future
noise regulatory and labeling actions, and will enhance the development and effective
implementation of community ordinances, especially those incorporating such featutes
as comprehensive land use planning, vehicular controls, traffie management, property
line limits, building ecodes, and the purchase of quieter equipment.
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The priorities levels of the EPA research plan &re:

Priority A: Nonauditory Physiological Effects
Pricrity B:  Sleep Disturbance
Individual and Community Response
Priority C: Noise-Induced Hearing Loss
Behavioral, Social, and Performance
Priority D:  Communication Interference
Priority E:  Wildlife

Nonauditory physioclogical effects has been ranked as EPA's highest priority (A) based on
the following five evaluation factors: Severity of the particular health problem, EPA
Program MNeeds, Recommendations of the Scientific Community, Feasibility, and
Appropriateness. This priority is endorsed as well by the National Academy of
Sciences, the International Commission on Biclogical Effects of Noise, and by a
consensus of Federal Agencies involved in noise effeets research.

Noise &s a stressor is & suspected factor in hypertension and potential heart disease.
Some epidemiological studies reveal this relationship, and EPA's primate study at the
University of Miami has demonstrated a sustained elevation of blood pressure levels of
30 percent. The possible publie health implications that have been uncovered support
the high priority given to this area of study. The planned research program over the
next five years should verify the extent to which noise/physiologic health relationships
exist and, therefore could possibly change both the direetion and importance of the EPA

noise abatement program.

The (B) pricrities, sleep disturbance and individual and community response, have a
large bearing on noise abatement strategies and actions. Most people at one time or
another have been annoyed by various sounds and have hed their sleep disrupted. Noise
disturbed sleep may affect general health, behavior, and work performance., Since
millions of Americans, especially susceptible populations {elderly, the ill, and others),
live in localities where noise {nterferes with aetivities (sleep and communications,
especially oh a repetitive basis), EPA considers additional research in this area to be

important.
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In its study of Noise-Induced Hearing Loss, EPA will try to determine more accurately
the eontribution of environmental noise exposure to the significant hearing problem in
the U.8. In the study of behavior and performanee, cne major concern is the effeets of
noise on the cognitive and social development of children. The neoise effects rasearch
plan presents a rationale for selecting the speelfie researeh initiatives. The rationale
covers the status of researeh to date; EPA priorities; eurrent Federal researeh
eetivities; and a list of research Initiatives for the five-year period. The Plan also
contains detailed deseriptions of the research initiatives, thelr timing and funding, the
planned coordination of research; and the initiatives that will not be undertaken due to
resource constraints and other factors,

EPA will seek co-funding of certain Research Initintives with other Federal Agencies,
such as the National Institutes of Health, in areas where agencies have mutual
interests. A coneise listing of research categories and Initiatives with planned EPA
funding levels is presented in the special report on Health Effects Raesearch, as well as
an Integrated schedule of expected results by the end of each fiscal year over the Five-
Year Plan period. Speeific applications within the five-year period as well as beyond
are presented. For example, the refined eriteria resulting from sleep researeh will have
direet bearing on the predietion of sleep disturbance caused by regulated produets in
the flve-year term such as medium and heavy trucks, tires, interstate rall cerriers,
truck mounted refrigeration units, earth moving equipment, and lawnmowers. Exhibit
14 provides a summary of the proposed research funding for FY 1981 ~ FY 1985,
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1
i
|
1
' Projected Cost for Health Effects Research
{1n Thousands)
i
| 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
] PRIORITY CATEGORY
[ Non Auditory Physiological 420 795 %00 lgoo 1300
: Sleep Disturbance 100 300 400 600 750
Individual & Community Response 230 alo 335 390 500
{ Noise Induced Hearing Loss 150 150 150 150 100
Behavioral, Social & Performance
Communication Interference 115 260 350
Wildlife
TQTAL 900 1555 1900 2400 3000

(U
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OTHER COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS

National Assessm ent of Noise Exposure

Neither EPA nor the States or communities operate networks designed to assess the
ambient noise background as is done with air and water pollution. Instead, EPA and
communities base their control efforts on periodic surveys of the acoustieal

environment.

The mein basis for EPA's present work is the exposure information acquired from the
"100 Site Study" conducted by EPA in 18973. In 1974, the Agenecy performed further
measurement at 24 of these sites, whieh provided, in addition to data on nolse levels,
important Information on peoplest attitudes at different ambient noise levels, Measure-
ments related to specific product regulations have aiso been carried out from time to

time.

-

EPA is now developing & new national noise assessment plan which can serve as the
basis for planning and measuring progress in the 1980-1990 period. The program is
intended to permit:

] expansion of the data base from year to year, for projections of national
nolse levels of gradually increasing accuracy;

] projection of national noise levels and exposures in impacted areas by eity
size, population density, and exposure from surface transportation and
aviation;

° the ability later in the decade to assess the impaet of Federal and

State/local noise control and other factors, including the growth in the
number of sources, which might influence noise levels,

In addition to direet EPA monitoring, EPA Is exploring ways to Integrate the increasing
amounts of data collected by States and communities into the national data base. This
additional data could supplement the limited Federal resources and potentially improve
the accuracy of the national projections.
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Local Information System to Evaluate Noise (LISTEN)

The LISTEN program offers computer services to assist communities In assessing their
nolse problems and in planning their strategies for abating and controlling nolse.
LISTEN provides communities with a computer analysis of noise survey data which they
colleet, The objective is to provide a technieally sophisticated analysis of a com-
munity's data in a form useful to declsion-makers engaged In designing and implemen-
ting & noise' contrel program.

Alternative Manpower Staffing

The elternative manpower staffing program provides supplemental human resource
capabilities to State and local governments to enable them to develop noise control
programs. This program uses persons eligible for employment benefits under: Title 5 of
the Older Americans Aet, the Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA); Youth
Conservation Program (U.S. Department of Interlor); and the Senjor Environmental
Employment Program (SEE),

International Standardization and Harmonization

In the international standardization and harmenization program, EPA has been working
inereasingly to assure that tests, procedures, and standards used as a basis for
regulatery action are closely coordinated with, and wherever possible, in harmony with,
the standards of our principal trading partners. Cooperation in this regard has been
particularly noteworthy with the European Economie Community Common Market,
This activity will continue at the same level for the five-year period.
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Srule Cuoperalive Agrovmaniu®
Stale Start=Up
State EGIO

Locul Stare=lip Coopurutiva Agruementuw

Buglonal Puchnlcal Genterak

Hational Bt

Duvdlopugnt of State and Local Coaleal Hechuninms
Fiwbil fesearch, Dumonstrutlons and Evalual luny
Model Codus aod Tachnlcal Infoemat ion

Urbun Inraragancy Holes Tnitiatives
Cowpatible Usa Planning and Neduve bopieng
Sunndproofing (and Weatherixation)
Trunuportution Systaws Holae teduction (fuy et
Qulut Helghborhood Bul E=Melp and Buy Quist
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Tuchnology Desonserution (Huphasis on Trovks, Eng

Huilum and Heavy Truck Hegulagion
Tird Labuling Regulatlon (Tendative)

£/ hnount would increasa i€ Llira progras fu as o

COST OF IMPLEHUHTING QUIKT COMHUNITIES ACE #Y HOLSE SOUgy

(FY 1981 = FY |985)
CTHOUSANDY)

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION

roflt, Transit Mally, ere,}

Inteructian and Light Vehicteu)
ines, Tireu and Gouling Bywlems)

uwecuvuful as hopad,

CHIRENT
ESTIHATE PILIECT LONS
FY 80 FY H) FY U2 Y BY FY_t4 ¥y _HS
2 b 196 301 0 116
170 ajo 544 623 927 190
92 143 224 303 4ou 571
455 197 6l2 748 B4 wae
125 135 150 150 150 150
540 525 550 780 600 500
212 129 500 690 730 130
- - 150 250 250 400
50 50 300 300 400 hou
- 311} 175 190 205 4o
125 Lo 200 200 200 0o
50 172 128 150 350 250
12 00 550 2509 2004 2508
129 (AT 300 300 200 125
(3] kL V] 394 208 150 50

*feinaneial auslarance to comnnitice and Htatas uml Techoicol Ausistuncy Quatercw fo divided wong seversl poure cotegorics (o.g,, surfocy Leans-

purlation, aviakion, ete.) en o percentuge basly banwd on pravsot aml peojected progromatic eophusis which EPA will prowute through these

Financlal arrssgencity,
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CONT OF IHPLEMENTLIRG (QUIEY COHMUNUTIES ACT 0¥ HRLSE SHINGE
(FY 1981 = FY 1985)
CHiuSANnS )

SURFACE U'RAHSPORTATIOR

CHIRREAT

ESTIMATE PHRUJECT I OHS
FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY B3 FY _H&4 FY 85
EXTRAMURAL
Light Yehlcle Labeling Tugnlation CPandative) 14 150 - 50 - -
Teuek Tranvporcatlon Refrigoratlon Unit Regulalion - - (X 50 50 40
Inturstate ftell Corelor Rugulation and "Spoclal Local Conditions® Regulation H TS 415 175 150 150 150
Advanced Burface Trawsportatlon Systens Hugolations - - - 150 130 250
Enfurcemunt of EPA llegulationm oy 105 150 150 Jog 300
Surface Truansportatlen Strategy Work aml Modeling 4 2] 9 175 LY 1
Econsmlc Analysis - (155) 135 140 o0 75
Health and Hel€ace Support for ltegalationa B L] HY 81 75 50
Hualils und Welfave Support fue State swl Local Asslstance Vrogeans 50 56 75 9 120 130
Final Peomutpgstion of Propesed Rugulutivns and Fallew-Up wn all Prowulgeted Regulationa kY - - - - -
Complucion of Nolue Source Studice i - - - - -
Abuanunt and Doncrel Extrawatal SubLetal EOLE 4594 5908 6387 G6HY 6462
Abatwient amd ConLeel [ncramaral
Ragiuna) Officun 6 a24 450 550 400 G
Huadquuriury 2122 L9946 2400 1540 w400 2310
Intramcal SubLatal 2408 2275 2450 Hi kTTH 2910
Abatemant amnd Bonteal TOTAL 821 ey 4758 4T JuH9 Y72
Hegioaal OFflcus PFTE 6,49 &, 1.9 11, 13.9 13,9
. OrFre Il 1.1 6.1 . 8 la.1 1,
Heashpuarters PETE 45,0 A 49,0 52, 8.0 41.0
OIrETE 0.0 (¥R 3,0 W, 2.0 0
Bularcawent Eatewsral Subtubal 1K) 10% 150 150 0 K[EH
Enforcament Tulramursl Subiutal 421 g 460 460 (210)] G400
Eofurvement TOTAL 523 A412 al0 [11H] 900 900
Enfurcument PEYE 16,0 PR 12,0 12.0 17.0 1.0
QrFTE .0 6.0 1,0 1,0 13,0 13,0
GIAND TOTAL HO50 12485 9364 103z? 1509 e




COST OGP IMPLEHENTING (NELET COMHUNITLES AGT BY NOISE SOURCE
(FY 1981 ~ Fy 1945)
(TS ANNS )

EXTIAMUILAL

Stata Conparative Aprecagnts®

Ylatae Atart«tipa

Stute ECHD
Lucal Stave-Up Couperative Agrevmenta®
ltugivaat Tuchnical ConLery
Apeinigacion of FLIght Procedureu
Alrporlt Nuise Abatesent Plaanlng
Hat lonal KL
tugulatery Proposals
Houndproofing s llelogutlon
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Hoprarell Courdination
Beommiic Anulyais
oalth aml Wul Eare Hupport

Abatungnl. sod Goatrul Extramural Subtotal
(Reimbursewant From FAA)
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ftagivanl O Ficud
Headquurters
tatrdnyral Subtotal

Abat emunt and Condrul TOTAL
Rogivnal Offices PFIE
QPRTE

Hleadijuuriers FFIE
OPFTE

aYIATION

CHRRENT
ESTIHATE PROJECT TONS
FY i ¥Y Al FY Az FY 03 FY 84 FY_d5

n 0 2] 15 67 3

44 [[Y] 136 164 212 m

12 16 56 % a2 143

(] L] 153 187 22t 255

45 50 100 125 100 100

0 50 300 o0 150 400

- - 15 75 15 15

] 0 40 50 25 25
(100) (50) 150 750 250 Wi
100 80 120 200 250 250

5 - 125 275 175 315

- 15 50 a0 50 50

MX] 34 40 40 45 50
441 67 1434 187 2142 2354
(45)

i 45 125 175 250 215
1 152 510 690 150 []TH
251 217 635 045 lunp 0es
692 BO 2069 2736 342 3429

2.5 2.% 4.5 6.5 2.5 0.5%

0,9 0.5 0.5 0,5 0.5 0.5

1.0 1.0 .0 14,0 15.0 16,1

2,0 2.0 7.0 9.0 10,0 1.0

*feinancial asalutance to comnonities and Stetes amd Techojcal Avdiatance Contery fo divided awang several source catugocies {e.y,, wurface trapp-
purtativn, aviatlon, ¢te.) o o purcontage bhasiv based on proveot and projuectud progeomsat ic eophusia which EPA will prowate through these

Linaneial arrdangementy,
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CONT OF DMPLENENTING QUIET COHMINITIES ACT BY NOLSE SHIRUCE
(FY 981 - #Y 1909)
(IO AHDS )

CONSTRUGTION

CHRRENT
ESTIHATE PROJRGTIONS
FY 80 ¥y 8] ry 82 FY 3 FY 44 ¥Y 85
EXTHAMUILAL
Avsugsibeil and PDemonubration of Conitroction Equipment and Sice Abulement 45 35 100 oo no 100
Eartivaoving Eguipuest Ragulat fon . - - 250 100 54 S0
Puvement Breakars wsd Rock Deills Begulat fone 105 249 1 50 10 -
Whee l awd Crawlor Troactors Regulationu 136 7 247 - - -
Enfureemanl of BPA Rugulat lonu 95 0 nn 215 2125 ki)
Moo bing, Stratuegy Hork, and lealth wnd Welfara Suppart 3l 44 L] 130 102 93
Baimmic Anilyuly - {31) 3 20 I8 17
Abutoment aud Cantrol Extranaral Subtoral EEL) 529 He2 400 o 260
AMratesent and Conteol [oteamural
teglonal Offlecd 53 53 140 140 140 275
Huadguarturs 205 273 480 210 180 180
Intramural Sebrural 254 326 620 350 1o 455
Abatumunt and Cuntrol TOTAL 597 ELES 1432 150 620 715
fugional OFElces PEFYE 1Y 1.5 3.5 1.5 3.5 9.5
QLETE 1.0 1.0 2,0 2.0 2.0 5,0
Huaadquartery PFIE 4,0 6.0 10,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
(FTH 3.0 2.6 4.0 1.0 2.0 2,0
Enforcument Extrwnural Sehtocal 95 0 Lt 225 85 il
Enfureumind Intramral Sulitotal 254 0% 140 180 180 220
Enfureausne TOTANL 54 255 41 405 405 520
Enfurcement PETE 1.0 6.0 5.0 6,0 6.0 1.0
OPETE 4,0 4,0 2,0 1.0 1.0 .0
GHAND 'TDTAL 951 1164 1072 135 1025 1235
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COYT OF IMPLEMENVING QULET COHHUNITIES AGT BY HOLNE SOURCE

(FY L1981 - 1Y 19485}
[QVIETUEY]
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CIHRRENT
ESTIMATE PROJECTIONS
FY B FY 81 FY B2 FY 81 FY U4 FY_H5
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10 14 - - - -
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i 122 420 W0 J6u 00
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433 ki) 1265 1040 1150 945
.5 0.5 0,5 0.3 2.5 2.5
1.5 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.5 3,5
3.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6,0
2.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 4.0
iu H 150 50 75 415
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COST OF [MPLEMENTING QULET COHMUNITIES ACT BY HOISE SOUKCE
(FY 1UBI - FY |985)
CrIousAnng)

MACIIIHERY

CIRULENT
HTIMATE PROJECTIONS
FY_80 kY 81 FY 82 FY d] FY_ U4 Fr_83
EXTILAMIRAL
Staty Covpnrative Agroements®
Stute Starc-Up 12 - 12 2% hiy 19 20
SLale ECHD [}] b0 80 L) 100 100
Lucul Start-dp Coupurative Agrevmunlo® 12 21 3l 44 60 b4
Ruplomal Techobeal Cunbueruk 60 65 90 1o 1o 1)
Adudugoenl wnl Demonstratlon of Hachinury Techaolugy sod Abstewsnt Hechuniume -] 40 L) Bt 40 [:4)
Muchinary Strategy Work, and Hualth und Welfara Suppart ') 27 60 40 &0 45
Eaoonumie Anulywla - - 50 5u 50 50
Abutumunl aml Control Extramivsl Sublotal 21 H5 422 h6d 499 LY
Abitument amd Contrul locramural
Rugionul DEEices 1 13 HWo 40 pli} W
Humdguartees 35 an a0 W 150 120
Inteamsval Subtotal 1] 93 120 130 40 20
Abatament and Contral TOTAL Y 54 352 594 134 099
et lonal QEELces PFIE 0.% 0,4 0.5 u.5 1.5 1.5
QPFIYE 1.0 t.o 1.0 1.0 2.0 t.0
Haudguartury PFTE 1.0 l.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0
DIFEE 1.0 a.5 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0

WETnune Cul assiubancy to commmitics and States amd Technlcal Angistance Geatecy bs divided wung severad source calegorien {u,g., surfoce Crapges
puctutian, uvistlon, atc,) on a percantage bauls Formulated on present and projectud progromsalic cuphuaia which EPA hau and will prowote Lhrongh

Cthwewo Financlal arcangesento,  In this catugury of wachinery, the nasopte uliows are thuse expected Lo be spent in responue to local regquests ol
nuuda rathes Lhan becawse of EPMA priveitlas, :

m
e A bt




CONT OF [HULEMENTIRG QUIET CONHUNITIES AGT BY HIHSE SUUNCH
(FY 198] - FY 1985)
[CTERTHED)

COHPREHENSIVE PROGRAHY

CURNERT
ESTIHATE PROJECT [ONB
FY A0 | FY_K1 VY _BZ ¥Y_B3 FY 04 FY 65
EXTIRAMUILAL
Public Educatlon
Srule Gooperalive Agroumentu*d
Btaty SLari-lip 1 5 14 22 W 10
Sraty B0 4 11 40 49 1] au
Locul Htarc=lp Covperative Agrosmantad? ] L1 17 22 k) 42
Huglonul ‘Fechnical Conteca*¥ 30 1 4% 55 &5 15
Madia Hatuelals Duvelopoent Pragrdm 140 184 0 410 L31] 600
© Educad lon and toferastion Disswwinetivn Heelun isms 341 4l 400 455 §l2 [T}
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Huolth Effucla :
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DL her Peograus
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Subtutal 2il W2 450 354 600 4§50
Enforeewunt Avoletance to Cumsandbice kY H i ] 110 150

F7iublic Educotion iu buing made a coquired compamnt af wsach cooparative agreament,
FHExLenslve detail for thesw figeres Ju glven in Ut Ressarch Plon, Part 11T of this Five=Yuear Plan.,
*/Finaneial ssgiatonce to commmitics anl Stalos aml Teelinical Asuistance Centers iy divided aweng suvoral source colugories {e.g., wurfice Counu=

purtatlon, aviatlon, wre.) oo a perconlige Baslu Eormuilated aa pranent amd projecied progoawit ic enphusisn which EPA Do aml will promoty
theough thesa Einuncial accangemeiis,

e ey ) . .
TR A b e s o e = e et o g 3 s i




St i . .

COST OF JMULEMENTING qULET COMMMEITLES AGT WY NOISE SUINCE
(FY 1981 = FY 1985)
CRUOUSARDS)

COMPHRENERSIVE PROGHAMS

CURRENHT
EHT I MATE I‘I(OJI‘ZO‘I‘ION_&
FY_H0 FY Hi FY 82 FY 83 Y U4 vy 85
EXTIAMURAL
Abatument amd Sentrel Extessural Sublutal 18624 18%2 1269 3493 4945 6010
Abatement aned Contrul {otcumural
Huglonal vEficun 140 151 FR1i} 270 320 30
_ Homlgquariesy 6H6 664 13120 1440 1890 2100
Tibtamural Subrtotal B66 B9 1590 1710 2210 2420
Alatemant and Guntrul TOTAL 490 2651 4439 5601 1153 #4230
Regionsl OFfices IHLY 2.0 2.0 ¢,0 2.0 2.0 2,
QPEE 1.4 2.1 L] 8.4 0.8 10,8
llendyuartury PFTE 14.0 15.0 7.0 29,0 .0 4.0
UFFTHE 9.0 6.0 17,0 19.0 35,0 4,0
gnforcemunt Bxirasural Subtotal kY; 20 1] Ho 311] 150
Eofopeawent Iatrseural Sublotal ()] 12 4o Ho 100 100
Enforcenent TOTAL 15§ 122 160 160 210 250
Baforcament FETE 1.0 1.0 2,0 2.0 2.0 2,0
OUFTE 4,0 i} 2,0 .0 1.0 1.0
GHARD "NYTAI, W0hS 217 5019 5163 7365 s6U0
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CONT OF IHPLEMENTEING (QUIKT COMMUHDTIES AGT 1Y NOLHE SeIRCE
{yy 1980 - Y 1985)
(THOUEANNS)

COOPERATIVE AGHEEHEHTY SUMHARY

CHIKENT
ESTIHATE PHOJECTIONS
¥Y 8D By BE EY H2 FY U3 Y d4 FY B3
STATR COOIERATIVE AGREKMENTY
Sraty dtart=Up
gurFuce Transportatbon Wi ) 196 ol 210 136
Aviatlon i 2 4y % 67 3%
Hachinery 22 1 i1 2] 1 24
Comproleaeive Proptuay 13 4 14 22 0 10
Bubbutal 127 11h k11 LY ne 200
State ECHD
Sor face Tronsportation M 410 S0 673 w7 1
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Gompruhunuive Progeams % w 40 b1 &d sy
Subtural 4493 Gy HU) 990 1347 1625
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COSY OF LHPLEMENTING (UIET COHMUHLTIES ACT BY NOISE SOURCE
(FY LYH] =~ KY 1989)
CTIBNSANDS)

COOPENATIVE AGREUHERTS SUMHARY

CURRENT
EHTIHATE PROJECTIONS
FY _HO Y 8] FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 [TIF)
Locul Stact-Up Goeparabive Ajreensabs
Sur Facy Trousportation 92 143 224 302 408 571
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Machinury 12 21 13 04 &0 o4
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SubLutal 122 u 330 445 600 Hal
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Machipery 0 (¥} 90 110 Lo 110
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Urand Totale by Buoures
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TOTAL
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PROJECTIONS
Y O1 FY_u2 ¥Y_03 FY 85 FY_83
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AbuLlemunt and Control

ExLramaral
FY 1900 Approprlation
FY 1979 Carryovur
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Abacumnt and Control Total
PFTE
ORFTH

PFTE
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COST OF IMPLEMENTING QULET COHHUNETIES ACT BY APHIPRIATIOR CATHEGORIES

CURRENT
ESTIHATE PROJECTIONS
FY 80 FY H1 Fr 82 FY 41 FY 4 FY 4%
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7940
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12640 13849 15215 16610
1356
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11336 11295 [ELEN) 19219 0945 22430
] 65.4 106 1y L5 "y
47 . 1] " 16 17
02 641 ns 122% 1350 LHo
13.9 13,5 2.9 26,9 32,9 15,9
4.9 1.2 19,9 21,4 8.9 1.9
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FRESLOBNI'S WUBGET

THINISANDS)
Currant Katimatwe Prosidenial Budgec
1940 —_— 1981
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