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" ",IPREFACE
• i

l

-- In 1971, the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency, Office of Noise

Abatement and Control (EPA/ONAC),surveyed the SO Statesand the nation's

larger cities to determine the scope of the noise controlproblem, The 1971

survey was part of a comprehensive EPA study of noise and its health and

welfare effectswhich documentedthe need for Federalnoise controllegislation.

"_ The resul_ of the EPA assessmentof the problemwere su_arized in

i _ the 1972 "Reportto the Presidentand Congress on Noise''_and treatedin

i i_ greater depth in the EPA publicationentitled "Stateand MunicipalNon-Occupa-

tional Noise Programs."2 This assessmentof State and municlpal1971 noise

;._ control e_orts concludedthat States and co.unities|were only beginningto

deal with noise in 1971, and, with few exceptions,were in the explorato_

,, stages of developinga noise control program. It was realizedthat State and

local noise controlprograms must be _e backboneof a national noise control

program if the nationis to reduceappreciablyits noise control problem.

i "Report.to_e Presidentand Congress on Noise,"Senate92-63 (February1972).

2 "State and MunicipalNon-OccupationalNoise Program,"NTTO 300.8 (Oecember
1971),

3 In this report,the ter_ "local"and "communities"have been used in most
instances to refer to governmental units below the State level, i.e., for
cities, counties, regional au_orities, etc.
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"I
The Noise Control Act of 1972 stioulatesthat EPA orovide technical I

assistance to States and communities to facilitate development and implementa-

tionof theirenvironmentalnoisecontrolprograms.To assurethattheEPA i
technical assistance program is responsive to changing State and local require-
ments, EPA assessed the status of State and local noise control efforts

in 1971, 1974, and 1978.

The first assessment,conductedin 1971, of communitieswith popula- --
tions greater than log,goD, was instrumental in developing the rloleeControl

Act,withits provisionfor a technicalassistanceprogram. -_

The second assessment conducted under this policy was based on a

surveyconductedin early1974. The resultingreport_presentedan assessment -"
of the environmental noise control effort and noise control needs in the SO

Statesand 235 incorporatedmunicipalitieswithpopulationsgreaterthan "

7S,000. The survey results have been used by EPA as a guide for the develop-

mentof the presentEPA technicalassistanceprogram. The documentwas also -"

preparedfor use as a planningand referenceguidefor publicadministrators

and otherofficialsengagedin thedevelopmentand implementationof environ-

mentalnoisecontrolprograms.

This reportpresentsthe thirdassessmentconductedunderthepolicy

of periodically determining the status of State and local noise control

efforts.A survey,conductedin 1978,was the majorcomponentof thisassess- -
ment. It was intendedto coverallStatesand territoriesand824 com-

munities In the U.S. with populationsgreater than 25,000. Responseswere

obtainedfrom40 Statesz and S62communities.3

,oJ

.I"Stateand MunicipalNoiseControlActivities1973-1974,"U.S.Environmental
ProtectionAgency,EPABSO/g-76-O06,January1976, -_

2 IncludingPuertoRicoand theVirginIslands. -_

3 IncludingtheDistrictof Columbia. ,_
)
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The 1978 survey is considerably more comprehensive than the 1971 and

1974 surveys because there has been a dramatic increase in State and local noise

control legislation and capability since 1971, The survey is the principal

source of material for the assessment. However, other relevant data available

to ONAC has been used to supplement the survey results where they complemented,
m

or substantiated these results. Given the new legislative mandate of the Quiet

' CommunitiesAct of Ig78 it is increasinglyimportantfor EPA to identifythe ":

" specificmechanisms,structures,and resourcesthathave been developedby

States and comunities and to assess their present problems and needs if a

-n responsive and coordinated program is to be implemented at all levels of

government.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

: By passingtheNoiseControlAct of 1972,Congressrespondedto an

increasing concern for "an environment for all Americans free from noise that

Jeopardizestheirhealthandwelfare."Section14 of theAc; authorizesEPA
to providetechnicalassistancetofacilitatethedevelopmentof Stateand

localnoisecontrolprograms.In the interestof speedingup and increasing

the level and effectiveness of this assistance, Congress passed the Quiet

-; CommunitiesAct of 1978whichgavetheEPAadditionalauthorityt'oassist

-' Statesand communitiesin developingnoisecontrolprograms..As a resultEPA's

technicalassi.stanceprogramhas beenexpandedto includeauthorityto develop

a financialassistanceprogramfor Stateand localnoisecontrolprograms.

EPAconducteda comprehensiveassessmentof theStateand localnoise
-J programsin 1977and early1978to obtaina betterunderstandingof Stateand

-, localrequirements.Themajorelementof theassessmentwas a surveyques-
tlonnairemailedto officialsin the50 Statesand 2 Territories,and to

824communitieswitha populationgreater_an 25,000. Thiswas supplemented

with informationobtainedfromotherstudiesand surveys.The goalof the
assessmentwas to:

i Examinecriticallythestatusof Stateandlocalnoise

controlprograms

a Ascertaintheproblemstheseprogramsareencountering
and technicalassistanceneededto overcomethem

2,P
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a Assess State and local progress in developing noise control $

legislation and in reducing specific noise _reblems.

Thirty-eight S_tes, 2 Territaries and 562 con'_unitiesreturned com-

pleted questionnaires for an overall response rate of Bg percent. In contrast

to two earlierState and local surveys (1971 and 1973), the 1977-78survey

was expanded to include more questions and additional communities, For

example,.the1973 surveywas mailed to all communitieswith a population ..-
greater than 75,000,

The findings and conclusions of the 1977-78 assessment have been
,l

arranged in six categories:

.e PublicAwareness ,:

I Legislation

a Implementation

e State and Local Resources

e Program Progress

a TechnlcalAssistance. "'

PUBLIC AWARENESS

Environmentalnoise is perceivedby the majority of both State and

local governmentofficialsas a problem of growing concern. The surveyasked

State and local officials tO rate 14 different noise sources as to the signi-

flcance of each as a problem in their State or community. Motorcycle noise

was rated the most significant problem (58 percent for State officials and 68

percent for local officials). For co.unities the next most frequently desig-

nated noise problems are in the following order: trucks, automobiles, rail- L;

road operations, and buses. Table A lists the frequency with which the four-

teen noise sources were identified by community officials. These findings

agreewith those of previoussurveys.

Governmentofficialsat both State and local levels obtainan under-

standingof _he seriousnessof their noise problems principallythrough formal _,

complaints(38 percent)and noise surveys (24-28percent), Since the numberof

complaintsfiled in a communityrepresentsonly a fractionof the peoplebothered,_,_
,,

by noise, complaintsshould not be viewed as an accuratebarometerof the

S-2



' TABLE A

COMMUNITYNOISECONTROLACTIVITIES FROMIOENTIF[CATIBN
OF NOISESOURCESTO REDUCTIONTIJBOUGIIPROGRAMIMPLEMENTATION

Specific Identified as a Noise Legislation Full Scope Implementation
Noise Significant Problem for Source with Per'- of Noise Programs
Sources fOrlllanob Provisions

Motorcycles 369a 165 55

Trucks 353 158 ,_6

AutolJebi ]es 315 ] 64 48

Railroad Operations 226 49 19

Buses lBB 142 16

Aircraft 188 40 9

Anima]s 170 102 57

Construc Lton 151 129 ,14

Entertai_i1ent 147 149 59

IndustrialAct_vities 145 166 77

Garbage Compactors 124 66 27

RecreationalVeliicles 79 91 16

HomePower Equipment 69 109 36

Public Svc. Vehicles 63 68 15

a Nml_er of ComrlunitlesResponding
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• extensiveness of a community's noise problems. In recent years, social-atti- h

tudinal and noise monitoring surveys have provided a more accurate assessment
of the noise climate. The results of these surveys have been used as guidance b

in the enactment of recent State and local laws and ordinances, (e.g,, Allen-

town,Pennsylvania).

LEGISLATION

In discussing types of noise control legislation, there is an

important distinction be_veen those that incorporate quantitative criteria

(performance standards) as a basis for determining permissible sound levels ''

and those which describe illegal noise in qualitativeterms. By 1978, 19

States and 166 co_nunitieshad adopted quantitativelydescribednoise source .,

legislation. Recreationalvehicles are most frequentlymentionedsourcesin

such State legislation. Other sources mentioned,in order,are motorcycles, ,,_;

trucks,automobiles,and buses.

At the communitylevel the noise sourcecategory covered by the

largestamount of legislationhaving performancestandardsis industrial

activities(166). Followingcloselybehind are: motorcycles,automobiles, .,

trucks,and entertainmentequipment.

Approximately one-half of the communities which repQrted significant .i

vehicularnoise problems (TableA) have developedlegislationwith perfor-

mance standardsin an attemptto control such problems. Thus, there is a sub- .__

stantial gap between the numberof communitieswhich reportedsignificantnoise

problems and those which have developedquantitativelegislationto counter-

act such problems. Furthermore,only about 20 percent of _e conmunltieswith

significan_aircraft and railroad problems haveattemptedto develop noise _:_

legislationin the hopes of reducing these problems. Federalpreemptionin

these areasmay have discouragedlocalitiesfromattemptingto handle these _

sources. However, in cases such as groundoperationnoise from aircraft,the

problem can be dealt with throughairport cooperationand operationalrestric- _I
tions. _J

!'I
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IMPLEMENTATIOn(

Noise control laws ar_ fully implementedin very few of the 31 States

responding to this portionof the survey. The implementingagenciesare most
I

often police/safety(33 percent)followedby a growingnumber of environmental

pollutioncontrol agencies (30 percent). Inadequatemanpowerand lack of

priorityare the two major problemswhich limit the extentand effectiveness

of'nolse control impiementationeffortsat the State level. -'"

! Noise controlordinancesalsoare not fully implementedin all the

responding communities. The type of legislation most often implemented ($2

percent) is a municipal ordinance containing a range of specifically prohibited
J

noise offenses, followed by zoning ordinances (17 percent), and vehicular

ordinances (10 percent). As with State noise control efforts, implementation
' at the local level is accomplishedmostoften by police/safetypersonnel. Lack

"_ of priority_inadequatemanpower,and inadequateinstrumentationare the problems

frequently identified as causing failure to carry out the intent of legislation.

-- STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES

State Noise Control BudBets
1

TwentyStates and PuertoRicobudgeted funds for noise control

-- activitiesin 1977-78. Thus, 31 Statesand the Virgin Islands (including

: the 12 States which did not respond to the survey) did not have any line

items In their budget for noise, which is a serious deficiency in a noise

-_ controleffort. The total amountbudgetedby the Stateswas 53.6 million.
r

Seven States budgeted in excessof $100,000,led by California's$1.6 million.

On a per capitabasis, Hawaiiranks first in plannedexpendituresat 17.6
cents per resident. Using the $2 millionfigurefor State budgets in 1973

as a baseline amount,noise budgetshavebeen increasing,on the average,st

.-. 16 percent per year over the last fouryears, Hov_ever,in comparing the indi-

- vidual State budgets for 1977-78to thoseof 1973, budgets for seven States

decreasedwhile those of ten Statesincreased.

I -
l
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LocalNoise Control Budgets

Noise controlbudgets were reported by 140 communities. This is a -.

threefold increase in the number of communities since 1973 having noise con-

trol budgets. However, the number of communities sampled in the present survey -

is much larger than the earlier one. The total reported local expenditures

have increased from $1.9 million in 1973 to approximately $2.7 million in ig77-78.

In'the earlier survey,20 communitiesreportedbudgets for noise controlof .,'"

SIO,OO0 or more. In the last survey, this figure increased to 55 communities.

Overall,for communitiesrespondingto both surveys, noise controlexpenditures i
,J

increased in 20 communities while decreasing in 16.

Adequacy of Budgets

The total reported State and community budgets for noise control acti- .,

vities increasedby 5g percent in fouryears, i.e., to 56.2 million in 1977-78 ii

compared to $3.9 million in 1973. The obvious lack of adequatefunds still

remains a major obstacle to the developmentand implementationof successful
,i

noise control programs. Only two-thirdsof the Stateswith noise legislation

have fundsbudgeted for noise control. Nearly 300 communitieswith noise

controlordinanceslacka noise controlbudgeL In addition,over 150 com-

munities identifyingnoise as a growingcommunityconcernd_ not have funds "_

budgeted for noise. Here again, there is a seriousdeficiencybetweenthe ''

growthof noise programsand the necessaryfiscalccmmiment to implement

meaningfulprograms, .i

Personnel =_

Twenty-elghtStates reportedhaving personnelworking in noise

control. However, of these only 16 have personnelspending at least 20 _I
,.-w

percent of their time on noise control. Since 1973 the number of States

reportingnoise controlpersonnelincreasedfrom 19 to 28. '_I
it.

The total number of noise control personnel working in State pro-

grams in Ig77-7Bwas 275. Of these,54 persons spend at least 20 percent !')

of their time and 221 persons spend less than 20 percent of their time on

noise control activities. Thus, many States apparentlyview noise control _I

as a part-timeactivityto be added to an employee'sexistingduties. The

S-6
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kinds of personnel employed by State noise control programs may be an indi-

-- cation of the direction State programs are taking. The sharp decline in

inspection positions and the increase in pollution control positions since

-- 1973 may point to a greateremphasisby States in providingtechnicalassis-

tance to local governments, as opposed to direct involvement with noise issues

_ at the locallevel.

At the local level, only 67 communities of 562 responding have person- .:_

-- nel working 20 percent or more of their time on noise control activities. Public

healthspecialists,engineersand environmentaltechnicians/inspectorsfilled

most of the program positions. There are another 218 communities with nearly

5500 part-time staff members working less than 20 percent of their time on

nolse-related activities. By far, the largest number of these 5500 are police

officers. They are enforcingmotor vehicle noise laws and responding to

nuisance complaints as a part of their normal police duties.

I Most State and localprograms,therefore,are staffedby a larger

number of part-time than full-tlme people. These part-time people have their

; major responsibilityin areas other than noise control. Also, anothersizeable

relatedproblemis the numberof personnel6nforcingnoise lawswithout train-

ing in acoustics. Althoughover half of the State and localnoise control

personnelare either engineersor environmentalscientists,only 10 percent

have experiencein acoustics. This may impede theireffectivenessunless
]

supplementarytraining is provided.

Instrumentationand Equipment

Only 24 Statesand 174 communitiespossessone or more sound level

meters, the basic instrumentfor making noise measurements, More States and

communitiesare purchasing,however,sophisticatedpieces ofequipment such

! as outdoormonitoringsystems,frequencyanalyzers,and graphiclevel recorders.

-" Such equipmentis being used for noise monitoringsurveys and to substantiate

enforcementcases in court.

-i
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Althougha numberof communitieshave noise legislation,many of _¢

these lack noise measurementequipmentfor enforcement.Analysisof survey
responsesin 1977-78also reveals133 communitiesenforcingtheirnoise

legislation without any noise measurement equipment. Without measurement

capability,enforcementeffortsremainminimal. The 1977-78surveyresults .i

clearly demonstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measure-

ment capability, current programs cannot be effectively carried out.

PROGRAM PROGRESS

Progresstowardachievingnoise abatementand controlis not easily ._

defined. Before community noise can be noticeably reduced, legislation must

be enacted,resourcesappropriated,abatementplansimplementedand their en- .i

forcement carried out. Although there is no single evaluation system for rating

program progress, the main program elements must at least be in place before ,d

there can be any significantreductionin environmentalnoise.

State officials reported that the most significant progress resulting

from their noise control efforts had been made in reducing the noise from

industrialactivities,publicand privateentertainment,recreationalvehicles,

motorcycles,trucksand automobiles. Local noise controlofficialsfelt that

the most significantprogresshad been made in reducingthe noise impactfrom "

publicand privateentertainment,industrialactivities,animals,construction "
Z

equipmentand motorcycles. Note that this progressis basedmainlyupon the :_
subjectiveassessmentof the respondingofficialand not necessarilyreflected ;_

in noisemeasurement. _ :

Enforcementemphasisat the State and localleveldependson govern- ,_ i'

ment jurisdictionat that level. States,for example,concentrateenforcement ,-!
r_actions against motor vehicles of all types, since they control the licensing ._,

of such vehicles. On the other hand, many communities have noise ordinances

aimed at controllinganimalsand hours of constructionnoiseoperation,an area ,,

of obviouslocalJurisdiction. This segregationof enforcementby Jurisdiction

also involvesthe Federalgovernment. For example,thereis often confusion _!

as to whetherFederallaws preemptthe Jurisdictionof localordinancesregu-

latingairport/aircraftnoise. Noise from commercialaircraftaccessingan _I

I airport is controlledby FAA; but noise from equipmentand operationsat the
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airport itselfis the responsibilityof the airportproprietor,which, in

-- many cases, is the local government.

The importance of obstacles facing noise control efforts was ranked

by State respondentsas:

l Lack of manpower

m Inadequate budget

o Lackof politicalsupport

m Lack of effective legislation.

t Communityrespondentsrankedtheirobstaclesas:

o Inadequate budget

j i Lackof manpower

-_ i Untrainedpersonnel

m Lack of effective legislation.

TECHNICALASSISTANCE
J

Responsesto the lg77-lB noisecontrolprogramassessmentconfirm

-_ the need of Statesand communitiesto have the supportof comprehensivetech-
]

nical assistanceprograms. The Quiet CommunitiesAct of 1978 authorizesEPA

to developassistanceprogramsIn a more comprehensivemanner than was per-

mitted by the Moise ControlAct of 1972.

i When asked which areas of EPA assistancewould be of significant

"-' value In meetinglegislativeand programmaticneeds,the followingresponses

7 were received. The numbersIn parenthesisrepresentnumber of Statesand
-_ eon_nunltlesidentifyingsignificanttechnicalassistanceneeds:

(a) attheStatelevel:
J

e PersonnelTralning/Workshop(25)

r e Noise MeasurementInstrumentation(21)

m Effective Noise Control Methods (21)
i

-J a Manpower (Ig)

-] a Public InformationMaterials(18)
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(b)atthecolrmunitylevel: ,,

a EffectiveNoise ControlMethods (303) "q
, i

i PersonnelTraining/&¢orkshops(300)

a Noise ControlProgramGuidelines(285) ,,

e NoiseMeasurementInstrumentation(277). -,
I

In sun_ary,both Stateand local noise controlprogramsrequire:

e ComprehensiveIn-depthFederalassistance

• The developmentof and accessto Federallydevelopedtechnical

and researchdata, tools,and informationrelatingto noise ,I
abatementand control.

M

A comparisionbetweenthe resultsof the 1973surveyand the 1977-78 i!

surveysrevealsthat therehas been littlesignificantchange in these require- ,_
ments. However,EPA anticipatesthat significantprogressin noise reduction ;! ;

_k

will be made in the inTnediatefuture. The added authoritywhich the Quiet i

CommunitiesAct gives to EPA in the area of financialand technicalassistance ,

shouldhelp to achievethisobjective.

2)

II

:J
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; V. STATEAND LOCALACCONPLISHMENTS

The initial step in creating a noise control program is to develop an

awarenessof the seriousnessof the noise problem at the State and local level.

Developmentof communityawarenessis followed by the developmentof noise

control legislation. Once legislationis enacted, the next step is to design

a program strucCuredto carry out the mandate set forth in the legislation.

• An administrativestructuremust also be developedfor the effectivemanagement

and coordinationof the p_ogram among the participatingState and local agencies.
¢

...._ The program requiresthe establishmentof a budget to hire noise control per-

sonnelend to purchasenoise measurementequipment. Unfortunately,many States '

and communitieshave noise controllaws on the bookswith no program officeor

enforcementagencyto conduct the program. Of thosewhich do have some structure

) and enforcementcapability,many report either no fundingor inadequatelevels

of funding. Thus, a key problemwhich must be borne in mind when drawing

conclusionsbasedon this chapter is that there is no strictdefinitionof

what cons=itutesa "noise control program." These data representthe respondents'

personalevaluationsof what constitutesa noise controlprogram.
(

EXISTENCEOF _IOISECONTROL PROGRANS

State Programs

Table B-1 gives the number of State noise controlprograms in existence

accordingto the respondingState officials. However,not all of these States

have specificnoise control budgets. In the Stateswith no noise budget or

a minimalone, the legislativeintent and enforcementobjectivesof programs-J
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are severelyjeopardized. The failure to providebudgetarysupportgives the

people in these States a false idea of the protectionwhich they feel they are

receivingfrom noise legislation.

TABLE B-1

STATENOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

I Number of State Responses I 33 -_Number o_ StatesWith a Noise ControlProgram J 18 I
Percent of RespondingStates With a Program 55% '_

I

_es_i_n ?A. "Doesyoum gavernmen_huve a _olseaonC_o_ pragrcrn?" _i

When the Stateswere requestedto rank the factorsthat inhibit

establishmentof noise control programs,they indicatedtheir chief problem

as one of giving noise a high priorityin relationshipto otherprograms. The "

next most important factor,as indicatedin Table S-B,was cost. A related iI

factor, "not a problem,"was third. (SomeStates respondedin more than one
category.) The perceptionof noise controleffortsas costlydemonstratesthe ;i

misunderstandingof the minimal cost requirementsof noise programs. Further

educationalefforts by EPA and other concernedagenciesare clearly indicated. ,I

TABLEB-2 il

oJ

Factor Number of states _,

Not a priorityproblem 9

Taocostly 4 _1
Not a problem 2

Mothingcanbedone 2 ))
Not a responsibilityof community I

Oppositionfrom industry l I_
, U

_xes_(on?B. "Wh_ohof the fo_oui_._ fcotora desoribeeuhv Vou-z' aa_n_cy
doo_ noC h_e _ noise aonCro_ p_ogr_?" _i
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-- Communit_ Proorams

Table 5-3 gives the number of local ncise control programs in

existence according to responding local officials.

TABLE 5-3
LOCALNOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

NumberofCommunityResponses 53g

Number of CommunitiesWith a Noise ControlProgram 150
p

Percentof RespondingCommunitiesWith a Program 28%

- Generally,largercommunities(populationsgreaterthan IO0,OQO) and

communities with high population densities (greater than B,O00 persons per square

mile) have noise control programs (Table 5-4). Possible explanations involve a

greater numberof noise sourcesand the greaternumberof personsvulnerableto
i

these sources.

., The majority of communitieswhich do not have programs (Table5-5) cited,

"not e priority problem,"as the reason. A number of communitiesalso cited other

l: reasons but apparentlydo'notconsider theseother reasonssignificanteven though

they have no program. The secondmost cited reasonwas "too costly." The inappro-

. priatenessof, and the need to remedy thisperceptionmust be emphasize_.

;# TABLE 5-4

COMMUNITIESWITHNOISECONTRBLPROGRAMS
f_
'_' (PercentResponse)

)! CommunityPopulationandDensi_ PercentYes Response

Pooulation

Greater than 2gO,O00 45%

I00,000- 250,000 41._

'_ 50,000 - I00,000 29%

25,000 - 50,000 20%

Population Density Ipers.onsoar sguare mile)

GreaterthanB,O00 38%

2,EO0 - E,O00 29%
J

Less than 2,500 18%

: _m_on ?A. UDoa8_ou:e goue_run,ev._ /t_ue _ no_oe cCrn=_o__o_z,a_?"

}
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TABLE 5-5 =I

FACTORS DESCRIBINGWHY COHFIUNITIES00 NOT I
HAVE NOISE CONTROLPROGPJ_HS

==q

Factor NumberofCommunities*

Nota priorityproblem 264 "
J

Too costly 139

NOt a problem 139 ? .

Communitynot responsible 32 _

Oppositionfrom industry 29 "-

Nothingcan be done 24 ,_

Question ?B. "Whichof the foZlowlng£_otorsdesoribeewhy your oon_',u_it_ _i
d_vesnot have _ noise eon_ro_progz_?"

MooC co_nmi_ies checked a nwraber of factors. Hence the number of octroi- _,!

ties respondingdoes not equ_ the totalof those not h_uin_progr_e. ,i

Co.unity responseconcerningoperationof a noise control program ._

(Table5-3) revealed thatthe large majority (72 percent)do not have such ,I

programs. Out of 539 communitiesresponding,only 150 replied affirmatively. ._
I

This contrastssharplywith the positive responseto the question of having ,I

noise control laws. It seems that many officialsrecognizethat noise control

laws are only one componentof a noise controlprogram. Table S-6 illustrates _j
the contrast.

TABLE5-6

NOISE CONTROLLAWS COHPAREDTO HAVINGNOISE :'
PROGRAMIN SAME COMMUNITIES

_q

=,i

Question Yes No Total

Have noise control laws? 404 (7B_) 126 (24_) 530 i_i

Have noise control programs? 150 (28%) 389 (72%) 539

Quea¢ion _A. '_e chore existing Z_e or ordinmaceswhich incorporatenoise

oontro_ provieions?" _I
QueeCion ?A. '_oeeyour goverwr,en* ha_e a noise controlprcgr_?" wJ
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....... *_,. ............._.. _.w,_,.,_,=,_._,_,,_,i,_



COMPQNENTSOF NOISE CONTROL PROGRAt,IS

State P_o_rams

The respondentswere asked to rate possible programactivitiesin

terms of importance to their programs. At the State level this rating is

_ shown in Table 5-7, Environmental impact report preparation is their major

noise activity. These reports are required byte many capital expenditure

projects, such as highways, undertaken by States. Nevertheless the budgetary

resources,and manpov;errequired for this activity drain resourcesfrom .--

activities which would have a more direct impact on State noise problems

and en their citizens' awareness of these matters. The table indicates that

registration of complaints is the third major activity. This may imply both

-- public concernwith noise problemsand the lack of strongand comprehensive

; local programs to resolve noise problems. Data are not available on the

extent to which complaints made to State agencies may be referred to com-

a munity enforce_nt agencies,but State-communitycooperationis indicated

- in this area. Enforcementand public educationeffortsappear to be

) limited componentsof State noise control p_grams.

: TABLE 5-7
STATE NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES

PERCENTOFPROGRAMEFFORT
}

Activity Percentage

EnvironmentalImpactReportPreparation 30.7%
..J

Developmentof Noise Control Legislation 23.1%

ComplaintHandling 15.4%J
Monitoring/SocialServices 15.4% !l

Enforcement 7.7_ I
PublicEducation 7.6% i

GeneralAdministration 0 I
Research 0

I

,_ Ques¢ion ?C. "Pleaeercnk e_eh of _he following_ociviCieson the basle of
+ _ mrogrwn,"_he effor_ d_vocsd co each by the noise eon_ro_. ,.
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Community Programs

In the communities, the major program effort by far is related to
I

complaint handling, followed by enforcement, and the development of noise

control laws and ordinances. Table 5-8 shows the percentageof responsesfor i

each activity.

TABLE 5-8 :..
i}

COMMUNITYNOISE CONTROLACTIVITIES
PERCENT OF PROGRAM EFFORT "_i

_ctivity Percentage ,,

ComplaintHandling 27.8% '

Enforcement 17.8% ..

Development of Noise Laws 13.7% _i

EnvironmentalImpact 12.5_ •

Surveys 8.7% Li

PublicEducation 7.8%

GeneralAdministration 7.2%

Research 4.7%

i

Question ?C. "PZsase _=nk each of _he foZ_owingcc_ivi_ieson _he bcsie of

_he sffor_devoted _o ecch by =he noise oon=roZprogr_n,"

MAJOR PROBLEMSIN CREATINGPROGRAMS _
il

States and communities were asked to rank the importance of nine '-'

specifiedproblemsencounteredin establishingand enforcingnoise control _!
programs. The percent responsesfor these problems for Statesand communities, =,

respectively,are shown in Tables 5-9 and 5-I0. ,_

The fourmajor problems for States in order of rank are: lack of 'J

manpower,inadequatebudget, lack of politicalsupport, and lackof citizen !_)
support. For communities,the leading problemsare inadequatebudget, lack of -'

manpower,untrainedpersonnel,and lack of effectivelegislation. The main differ,=!
enos in these rankings is the greatersignificanceof untrainedpersonnelat the M

communitylevel and lack of politlcalsupportand citizen supportat the

'UState level.

5-6
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TABLE 5-9

STATERANKINGSOF MAJORPROBLEMSAFFECTINGNOISECONTROLEFFORTS
PERCENTAGEOF STATES CONSIDERI_IGPROBLEM SIG_IIFICANT

-- MajorProblems Percentage

Lack of Manpower 19.8%

InadequateBudget 18.0%

Lack of PoliticalSupport 1B.2%

LackofCitizenSupport 13.5%

Lack of EffectiveLegislation 12.6%

UntrainedPersonnel 8.1%

,. EnforcementProblems 6.3%

Inabilityto DemonstrateSuccess 2.7%

Inabilityto Meet Objectives 2.7%

_es_ion IIA. "PZs_e indicate _he mo,._orprob_emB _aoin_ your noise oon_ro_
' effor_."

TABLE S-lO

COMMUNITYRANKINGSOF MAJOR PROBLEMSAFFECTINGNOISE CONTROL EFFORTS

J PERCENTAGEOF COMMUNITIESCONSIOERINGPROBLEMSIGNIFICANT

Major Problems Percentage

InadequateBudget 16.S%

: Lack of Manpower 15.7%

UntrainedPersonnel 13.6%

i Lack of EffectiveLegislation 12.7%

; EnforcementProblems 10.9%

Lack of Political Support 10.8%
)

-; Lack of Citizen Support 9.5%
i

_ Inabilityto DemonstrateSuccess 5.3%

Inabilityto Meet Objectives 4.8%

question 11A. '?Zea.seindicate _he m_or problems faoingyour noise oon_roZ
efforts."

!
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COVERAGEOF NOISE CONTROLPROGRAMS

Based for the most part on the subjective evaluation of responding -.

officials,the progress that has been made in combattingnoise emanatingfrom .i

different noise sources _n State and community programs is shown in Table 5-11

and Table 5-12. At both the State and community level, the greatest progress

was perceived as having been made in controlling industrial and entertainment

noise. Progressin the controlof public and privateentertainmentnoise is _..
_f

Understandable since non-quantitative, nuisance-type laws often can be used by

the local police,to control such sources. Hence, this ranking as number one _

for communitiesmay simply indicate thatmany communitiesare doing what is _i

easiest.

TABLE5-11 ,I

SIGNIFICANTPROGRESS IN REDUCINGNOISE LEVELS
OF VARIOUS NOISE SOURCESMADE BY
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS _

E
Percent _

Number of 38
Noise Source of State

States Responses _i

IndustrialActivities 6 16% il

Public and PrivateEntertainment 4 11_

Motorcycles 3 8%
¢#

Trucks 3 8%

Automobiles 3 8% _)
iJ

RecreationalVehicles 3 8%

Buses 2 5% +t

Construction Equipment 1 3% m,

HomePowerEquipment I 3% _;(

Aircraft_ 0 0

Animals 0 0 _I

RailroadOperations 0 0 _J

Garbage Compactors 0 0

Public Service Vehicles 0 0 _

Quee_ion 11Bi '_ much pro_ree8 has been m_de by _ou:e progr_,n in re_cin_
cha noiae _ave_e or nolee _n_£uene_e z_om ch_ folZu"u£n_
no£ee ao_eea? t'
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-- TABLE B-12

BIGNIFICAI[TPROGRESS IllREDUCING tIOISELEVELS OF
VARIOUS IIOISESOURCES _IAOEBY CO_HUNITY_IOISE

-- CO_ITROLP_CGRAI'!S

Number Percentol

-- NoiseSource of _42
Communi- Community
ties Responses

- PublicandPrivateEntertainment !04 19%

IndustrialActivities g8 18% .-

- Animals 69 13.%

ConstructionEquipment 61 11,_

_Iotorcycles 53 I0_;

Home Power Equipment 46 8%

Automobiles 44 B%

Garbage Compactors 42 B%

Trucks 3g 7%

RecreationalVehicles 25 5_

Buses 2S 5_

Public Service Vehi.cles 25 5_

Aircraft • 21 4%

RailroadOperations 17 3%

the .o£e¢ _aueZsoz, _.o_:se-'_.:_.(s<uexcssf_m :he Zo:Z_'_.g
n_se 80U;P_88._f

... The relative prQgres_between Sta_es and communitiesin a given

field stemm from i;helevel of governmeni:which usua]ly has Jurisdic1:ionin

•_ the field, For example, more local progress, as compared with State progress,

has been made in controllingnoise from animals, garbage contractors,public

service vehicles,and constructionequipment. S_a_es place more emphasis

on controllingsurface _ranspor:etiunnoise such as motorcycles,automobiles,

trucks and buses. State law usually predominatesin this field al_bough
_J

enforcemen:is conductedin a complementarymanner by local agencieswhere

-4 allowed. Note that neither States nor communitieshave indicatedmuch

progress in :he flelds of aircrafi:end railroad opera:ions because of

Federal preemption.
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EFFECTIVENESSOF STATE PROGRAMS ..

The effectiveness of the State noise control programs described in

this chapter can be determined from the data developed in previous chapters. "_

This is done 6y tracing a path from public awareness to accomplishments. For

example, the importanceof each noise source as a State noise problemwas ..

discussed in Chapter If. Chapter Ill examined the relative amounts of legisla- i

tion that had been passed for each source and the degree to which such legisla- ,_

tioh is enforced. Finally the amount of State noise control program progress is _i'"

examined in this chapter, Thus, a sequence has been established in which each

noise source is viewedin terms of: ,i

e The frequency with which the problem occurs

i The numberof communitieshavingthe problemwhich _I

have passedlegislationwith specificquantifiable
provisions _i

a The numberof enforcementaetionstakenunderthis
legislation ,c

m The effectiveness,in terms of sourcenoise reduction, w_r

occurringas a resultof the enforcement. '_

Table S-13 is a summaryof relevantdata basedon the sequence *"
,I

described. The fourteen noise sources have been set forth in the order that

they are viewedas problemsin the 38 responsestabulated,
,J

For a programthat is 100 percenteffective,each source shouldhave

relativelyconstantvaluesacross the four columns, i.e.,for the sequence _I
II

from problemto progress. For example,if motorcyclesare the numberone

noise problem,enactmentand enforcementof motorcyclenoise laws should have t_

a high priority,and progress in controllingmotorcyclenoise shouldbe

indicated. :I
Examination of the entries in Table B-13 shows that the range of

effectivenessof noisecontrol programsis very large,ranging from zero |I

(railroadoperations,aircraft,garbagecompactors,publicservice vehicles,
Id

and animals)to a maximumof 57 percent(publicand privateentertainment), _I

For the most seriousproblem,motorcycles,noted by 5B percent of the States,
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TABLE 5-13

RANKING OF TIlE MOST OFTEN IDENTIFIED STATE NOISE PROBLEMS,
TtlE RESPONSES TO TltESE PROBLEMS, AND TIlE EFFECTIVENESS OF TIlE RESPONSES

Number With
Quantlfiabln

Number Legislation HumberWith Nunber Wtth
tlaving & Specific Enforcelnent Stgnl ficant
Problem Noise Actions Reduction

Provisions

(Percent of (Percent of (Percent of (Percent of "
3B Total Those Itavtng Those Having Those Ilavtng

Rating Noise Source Responses) Problem ) Problem) Problem)

1 Motorcycles 22 (58%) 13 (59%) 3 (14%) 3 (14%)

2 Trucks 22 (58%) 12 .(55%) 4 (18%) 3 (14%)

3 Industrial Activities 18 (47%) B (44%) 4 (22%) 6 .(33%)

.4 Automobiles 17 (45%) 10 (59%) 2 (12%) 3 (18%)

5 Aircraft 17 (45%) I (6%) 0 0 0 0

6 Buses 16 (42%) 9 (56%) 2 (13%) 2 (13%)

7 ConstructlonEquipment 13 (34%) 5 (38%) 2 (19%} I (8%)

8 RailroadOperations I] (29%) 3 (27%) 2 (I8%) 0 0

9 Garbage Compactors 9 (24%) 4 (44%) 2 (22%) 0 D

10 RecreationalVehicles B (21%) 7 (88%) 2 (25%) 3 (38%)

11 Publicand Private 7 (18%) O (114%) 4 (57%) 4 (57%)
Entertainment

12 Public Service Vehicles 6 (16%) 3 (50%) 2 (33%) 0 0

13 Animals 6 (16%) 2 (33%) I (17%) 0 0

14 llanePower Equipment 6 (16%) 5 (83%) 2 (33%i I (17%)



only 59 percent passed appropriate legislation, on]y 14 percent enforced this m J

legislation, and as a consequence, only 14 percent of the State programs have

madeprogressinreducingmotorcyclenoise. .,_

EFFECTIVENESSOFCONNUNITYPROGRAMS J

The effectivenessof the communitynoise control programscan be i
determined in the same manner as that used to determinethe effectivnessof

Stateprograms.

Table 5-14 is a summary of relevant data Based on the same sequence

as describedabev6 for State programs. The fourteennoise sourceshave

been set forth in the order that they are viewed as problems for the 542

tabulatedresponses. The last three columnsgive the numberof responses "

for legislation,enforcement,and noise reduction. ''

Examinationof the entries in Table 5-14 shows that the range of
,i i

effectiveness of noise control programs is very large, ranging from a low of ..

8 percent (railroadoperations)to a maximum of 71 percent (publicand private :

entertainment). For the most seriousproblem,motorcycles,noted by 68 percent ''

of the communities,only 45 percenthave passed appropriatelegislation,only

15 percent enforcesuch legislation,and, as a consequence,only 14 percent ._

of the local programshavemade progressin reducingmotorcyclenoise.

Note that, in general,thegreatestprogresshas been obtained for _i

the less significantproblems. For communitieswith the first five problems _ ;:

(all concerningsurfacetransportation)progress has been made in only 12 percent ;i

of these communities. _!

STATEPROGRAMELEMENTS _J

A broad overviewof currentState activitiesin the field of noise i_)
control can be obtainedby reviewingthe responsesto eight selectedquestions.

These are summarizedin Table 5-15. Almost three quarters of the respondents "_r

believe noise is of growingconcernin their States,and almost all of these '_

believe noise affectsthe health and welfare of the citizens in _he State. ,-!
Of the 29 States that view the noise issue with growing concern, 11, or about ,J

38 percent, have indicatedthe existenceof some sort of legislationdesigned _I
, to control noise,and have some levelof funding,personneland equipmentto ;J

implementthe legislation. Five Stateshave enacted legislationwithou_
!I
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TABLE 5-14

RANKING OF TIIEMOST OFTEN IDENTIFIED COMMUNITY NOISE PROBLEMS, TIIE RESPONSES TO
TIIESE PROBLEMS, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TIIE RESPONSES

Number With
Quantifiable NulnherWith NumberWitl)

Number flaying Legislation Enforcement Siunificant
Problem & Specific Actions Reduction

Noise
Provisions

(Percentof (Percentof (Percentof (Percentof
542 Total Thosellaving Those IIaving Thosellaving

RatIng Noise Source Responses) Prnblem) Problem) Problem)

i Motorcycles 369 (68%) 165 (45%) 55 (15%) 53 (14%)

2 Trucks 353 (65%)., 158 (45%) 46 (13%) 39 (11%)

3 Automobiles 315 (58%) 164 (52%) 48 (15%) 44 (14%)

4 Railroad Operations 226 (42%)" 49 (22%) 19 (8%) 17 (B%)

5 Buses 188 (35%) 142 (76%) 16 (9%) 25 (13%)

6 Aircraft IG8(35%) 40 (21%) 9 (5%) 21 (11%)

7 Animals 170 (31%) 102 (60%) 57 (34%) 69 (41%)

8 ConstructionEquipment 151 (28%) 129 (B5%) 44 (29%) 61 (40%)

9 Publicand Private 147 (27%) 149 (101%) 59 (40%) 104 (71%)
Entertainment

10 IndustrialActivities 145 (27%) 16B (114%) 77 (53%) 98 (68%)

11 Garbaue Compactors 124 (23%) 66 (53%) 27 (22%) 42 (34%)

12 RecreationalVeilicles 79 (15%) 91 (115%) 16 (20%) 25 (32%)

13 llomePower Equipment 69 (13%) 109' (158%) 36 (52%) 46 (6?%)

14 I Public ServiceVehicles 63 (12%) 68 (108%) 15 (24%) 25 '(40%)
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" growing concern for noise, and only one of these, Montana, vie_vedthe issue

as'a health problem.

Approximately 70 percent, or 28, of the State respondents indicated

possession of some sort of noise-measuring instrumentation. Twenty-five of

-- these also indicated that the noise issue was of growing concern, but only

11 of the 28 had also enacted legislation and had appropriated money

and assigned personnel. In the other 17 cases,the concern had apparently

prompted action to purchaseequipmentbut had not proceededfurther. ..-

Therefore, recognitionof noise as a current or potentlalproblem,

having perhaps both healthand economic implications,is a necessaryfirst

step in creatingan enforceablenoise controlprogram. The fact thatthis

first step was only partiallyfollowed by the required succeedingsteps

-_ confirms a conclusiondrawn from the surveywhich indicatedthat the most

frequentlydesiredarea of assistancefrom EPA consistsof educationand

_ training programs.
4
}

]
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VI. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS

One of the major objectivesof the 1978 survey was to provide infor-

-_ marion that would make the EPA technical assistance program more responsive

to State and local needs in the field of noise control. Since the technical

-- assistan'ceprogram began in 1972, EPA has periodicallysolicitedthe opinions

: of State and local officials concerning the value of services currently pro-

vided and the types of additionalor refined servicesthey would like to see
--R

_j provided. In this way, the technicalassistanceprogram is kept abreast of
State and local needs.

To provide data on the value of currentlyprovidedsupport,officials

were asked first to rank the value of nine areas of EPA supportthat have been

available in the immediatepast. To provide data that will give EPA guidance

as to the future directionthat the EPA technicalassistanceprogramsshould

) take, officialswere then asked to rank the value of eleven possibleassistance
.-w

areas thatwould be containedin futureassistanceprograms. Note that the

_] items in the second questionsare in general more specific than those in the
first question.

-_ VALUE OF CURRENT AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE

State Pro,qrems

"l_ Table 6-i sunBarizesthe perceivedvalue for States of the nine areas

of EPA suppor_ presently available and used.I Of those products and services
-3
' _ The rank in the tables'of this chapterare based on the numberof times an

item was ranked by an official, and not on the rank value itself, i.e., O,
: I, 2, or 3, as requestedby the questionnaire(see page A-6). The data ob-

tained did not permit use of the rank values.

6-I



mentioned, general suppor:, noise emission standards, and training workshops "
i

appearto bethemos:valuable.

r
TABLE6-i

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE TO STATES "
,i

• Number -
Areas of Assistance Of Responses I

i General Support ig ._Noise EmissionStandards 17 i

TrainingWorkshopsand ._

Program Guidelines 16 ,i
Instrumentation. Test, Loan

orAdvice 14 ._
FederalRegulations 13 ,i

ModelLegislation 13 ,_

Cost end TechnologyReports 12 ,i

Noise Level Recommendations 12

AssessmentGuides g ,I

_zaecion !OA, '_.%eaae_ e=_h of ch_ fo_ewing R2,od_(e=son se_"_i_e_ _I
' =vail_l_Zef2om =ha U.$. =-_onmenCaZ Prc_e¢CionAgency

_rn _he baals of $h6i_ a_vu_l ua_ue :o you2 prvT_am. "
,i

• Communit_Programs "_

Table 6-2 gives the perceived value for communities of the nine ,I

areas of (PA assistancepresently availableand used. A comparisonof

communitieswith S=ates shows that both value noiseemission standards _

highly. However,training workshopsand general supportat the State

level are replacedby noise level recommendationsand model legislation _'i]

at the communitylevel.

:J
:l
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TABLE 6-2

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCETO COMMUNITIES

-- Numberl

Areasof Assistance Of Responses

-- Noise Emission Standards ISI

Noise'Level Recommendations 143 "

-- Model Legislation 140

FederalRegulations 127

GeneralSupport 118

TrainingWorkshopsand Program
Guidelines 115

Instrumentation,Test, Loan or
Advice 113

- AssessmentGuides 73

] Cos= and TechnologyReports 62
.m

_aaCion I0_. "P_aaae _c_k ecoh of =he £_l_o'uin_ p:,,odz,cacs or se_vioes
aua4.Zable from the U.S. _'r'_vi_orunent_l Pro:eo:ion A_en_d
an _he basis of =heir ae_aa_ valaa eo yoar _reg._. "

--! DESIREDAR_AS OF EPA ASSISTANCE

-_ Sta=e Programs

Table 6-3 gives the areas in which ERA assistanceis desiredby

-_ States. Only when the respondingState officialidentifiedthat the particular

-, area of technicalassistancewould be of signifipantyalue to the State'snoise

-_ controleffortswas the responseincluded. The first three areas of desired

_] assistanceare:

I Personnel training/workshops
o Noise measurementinstrumentation

I Effectivenoise controlmethods.
_J

9
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TABLE 6-3

DESIREDAREASOF [PAASSISTANCEFOR STATES '_
i

Number 'I

Areas of Assistance Of Responses

PersonnelTraining/Workshops 25 k .

Noise MeasurementInstrumentation 21

EffectiveNoise ControlMethods 21 -i

Manpower 19

PublicInformationMaterials 18 "_

Noise ControlProgramGuidelines 16 ,i

EnforcementProcedures L_ ,,

Land Use Planning.Guidelines 14 _i

Noise AssessmentGuidelines 13
FederalNoise ControlMethods 12 _

. Model tegislation 12

[

"_+_ea_ion lOB. "2Ze_e _nd_o=,e_hloh of _he $_ZZowlng_ec_ of =ssis_e
wou_d be of si_nifi_n_ _alue _o your neiae aon_ro_ effo_,_ _
in meeting Zegia_a_ive_d progr_._io need_."

Con_nunityPro_ram_

Table 6-4 shewsthe areas in which EPA assistanceIs desiredby Ll

communities.Once again,only when the respondinglocal officialidentified _

that the particular area of technical assistance would be of significant sl

valueto the community'snoise controleffortswas the responseincluded. I_

A comparisionof previouslyused assistance(Table6-2) with futuredesired
r,

assistance(Table6-4) for the firstthree areas in each table is interesting. _I

Presentlyused assistanceareas,i.e.,standards,recommendations,and legisla-

tion,are those requiredin the earlieststage of noise programdevelopment. _I

The desired areas, i.e., control methods, personnel training, program guide-
_J

lines,and instrumentation,are those areasrequiredin the followingstage _(

of noise program development. This confirms a conclusion reached previously,
t_

that at the local government level, noise control programs are extending

beyondthe developmentof legislationto the developmentof structuredpro- (_

grams. _t
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TABLE6-4

DESIREDAREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCEFOR CO_IMUNITIES

Number
Areas of Assistance Of Responses

EffectiveNoise ControlMethods 303

PersonnelTraining/Workshops 300

Noise Control ProgramGuidelines 285

Noise Measurement Instrumentation 277

Noise AssessmentGuidelines 277
.:

EnforcementProcedures 250

-- Model Legislation 252

' Public InformationMaterials 246

-- Manpower 212

I FederalNoise ControlMethods 206

Land Use PlanningGuides 195

I

Quea_ion IOB. "P_easeindiea_ewhioh of _he foZ_owin__._easof EPA
= o_sis_an_ewouZd be oI s_gn_i_ ualue _o _our noiae

_on_rol affor_in meeting _egisla_iueand prog._r:r_io

It is instructiveto comparethe needs expressedby communities

i (Table6-4) with common oon_unityenforcementproblems (Table3-10) and with
/

major problems facingcommunitynoise controlefforts (Table5-I0), since

_he needs should be relatedto solutionsto the problems. Thus, for example,
_J

the need "PersonnelTraining/Workshops"is reflectedin the enforcement

problem, "InadequateManpower"and in the major problems,"Lack of Manpower,"

and "UntrainedPersonnel." Again, the need, "NoiseMeasurementInstrumenta-

tion" is reflectedin the enforcementproblem, "InadequateInstrumentation."

J Other correlationsbetween needs and problems can be found, but the incon-

sistent terms used makes the comparisonlessstraightforwardthan the

: examples cited.

6-_
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FINANCIALASSISTANCE
J

Although the survey solicited information on the magnitude of State

and local noise program budgets,the survey did not ask if these budgets were
adequate,Also,EPA financialassistancewas not listedamongtheareasof

potentialassistance.Thus,theneed for financialassistanceisnot directly -

obtainablefromthe surveyresults.However,inadequateresourcesfrequently '_

limitedStateand localefforts.The greatestresourceneededwas additiooal .
i"

trainedpersonnel.Requestsin thiscategoryencompassedadviceon upgrading ,

the trainingof existingstaff,EPA trainingcourses,guidelinesfor the 4,

selectionandhiringof personnel,and provisionof supplementa_personnel ,I

on an as-neededbasisto increasethe levelof programexpertise.Further,

fulfillmentof many of the identifiedrequirements(e.g.,additionalpersonnel,ii

purchaseof instrumentation)is baseduponthe availabilityof additional

monies. For thoseStatesand co.unitieswhichhavenot initiatednoise con-
trolactivities,fundingis probablya majorbarrierto establishmentof a

program.

l 6-6
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VII. EPA'SSTATEAND LOCALTECHNICALASSISTANCEPROGRAI4
.

f

ThissectiondescribesthoseEPA activitlesand programsrelatingto,

or havingan impacton, theEPA Stateandlocaltechnicalassistanceprogram.

These activities and programs were either inaugurated by the Quiet Communities

-" Act of 1978,or are continuingprogramsoriginatingin theNoiseControlAct
_: of Ig72. Thebriefdescriptionsgivenin thissectionareintendedto provideto

- Stateand localgovernmentofficlalsan indicationof thevariety.ofERA

! programsthatareavailableto assistthemin theirnoisecontrolefforts.

Also given is the statutory authority for the program and the EPA organization

j createdto aid theseofficials.

THE STATUTORYBASISFOR THEPROGRAM
The firstnationalnoisecontrollegislationin theUnitedStateswas

" theNoiseControlAct of 1972. Underthislaw theEnvironmentalProtection

Agencywas mandatedto:

• Identifymajorsourcesof noise

- e RegulatethoseIden'tifiedsources

m Publishcrlberlato protectthe publichealthandwelfare

a Proposealroraf_noisestandardsto the FAA

• Labelnoisyproducts

_ a Engagein research,technicalassistance,anddissemination
of publicinformation,and

e Coordinateall Federalnoisecontrolefforts.
J
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)
As provided in this Act, State and local governmen.tsretain primary

responsibilityfor the control of noise. It neither imposedspecific require- u

ments on States and communities, nor did it establish a comprehensive Federal i

assistance program to support their activities. Furthermore, EPA did not

have statutory authority to provide funds to State and local governments for i

the establishment or maintenance of noise control programs.

Recognizing the inability of the EPA to support State and local _I

programs, Congress passed the Quiet Communities Act of 1978. On November 8th I

PresidentCarter signed the Act into law. The primary purposes of the Act (I

are to extend EPA authority under the _IoiseControl Act of 1972 and to

significantly expand EPA involvement with State and local governments and EPA i

noise related health research. The new Act includes a wide range of State and

local assistance activities designed to stimulate and ultimately increase the

capacities of States and communities to cope comprehensively and effectively

with thepotentialdangersand ill effectsof excessivenoise. R

OBJECTIVESOFTHEASSISTANCEPRGGRAE i

To carry out the expanded authorityprovidedby the Quiet Com_nities _I

Act, a revisedState and local technicalassistanceprogram has been organized

by ERA aroundthe basic objectivesof: !_
Di

e Increasingthe numberof effectiveState and local noise

control programsto complementFederalregulatoryactions

e Expandingpublicknowledgeand awarenessof the effects of

environmentalnoise on health and welfare i]

e Initiatingand enhancingdemonstrationprogramsin all r_
areas of State and local noise control ,I

e Conductingresearch on noise reductiontechniquesapplicable s_
pdto the most prominent community noise problems

o Assessingcost requirements,feasibilityand effectiveness _(

of State and local noise controlprograms.
i
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PROGRAMORGANIZATION

EPA establishedtheTechnicalAssistanceBranch(inthe Stateand

LocalProgramsDivisionof the Officeof NoiseAbatementandControl)to

-" achievethe technicalassistanceprogramobjectives.TheRegionalIloise

Program Chiefs in the ten EPA Regional Offices work with State and local

goyernment officialsin implementingthese programs.

The Statesincludedin eachRegionalOffice'sjurisdictionareshown

in Figure 7-i. Each Regional Office has several noise control personnel,
I

and EPA anticipates that this manpower level will increase in future years.

Table7-i liststhename,addressand telephonenumberofeach RegionalNoise

: ProgramChief. To augmentregionalnoisecontrolcapabilities,EPA,through

contractors,has heldnoisetrainingcourses,providedtechnicalservicesto
i theRegions,and usedtemporarypersonnelto supplementitspermanentwork

-- force For example,the IntergovernmentalPersonnelAct (IPA}of ig70permits

; the temporary interchangeof personnel among the Federal government, State

and local governments, and institutions of higher education to perform

mutually beneficialassignments.

_ TECHNICALASSISTANCEPROGRAMSAND ACTIVITIES

J To establishandmaintainStateand localnoisecontrolcapabilities,

Congressemphasizedtheuse of Stateandlocalfinancialand technicalassistance

in theQuietCommunitiesAct of IgTB. As a result,EPA hasdevelopedfinancial

and technicalassistanceprogramsandactivitiesdesignedto helpStatesand

: i co_nunitiesidentifyand remedynoiseissuesand problems,Briefdescriptions
of theseprogramsand activitiesfollow,

i

I Trainlno of Noise Contr.ol.P@rs.onne!

EPA sponsorsregionalnoiseworkshopsandseminarsfor Stateand local

-! officials.Earlyworkshopsfocusedon stimulatingawarenessof the noise

problemthroughpresentationson healtheffects,measurementtechniquesand
_! instrumentation,andthe EPAroleinnoisecontrolactivities,Theprogram

hasnow movedintoitssecondphase,thatof disseminationof specificdata

; on the formulationandenforcementof Stateand localnoiselegislation,

Althoughtailoredto a partlcularaudience,theseseminarsare moretechnically
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TABLE 7-1

_, EPA REGIONAL NOISE PROGRAM CHIEFS

EPA Noise
"_ Region States Address ProgramChief Telephone

I Maine,N.H., Vt., aFKBu|ldtng Mr. A1Hicks 61//223-5703
Mass.,R.I,, Conn, Room2113

--- Boston,MA 02203

II N.Y., N.J., P.R., 26FederalPlaza Mr, TomO'Hare 212/264-2109
V,I. ROQm907G

NewYork, NY 10007

! III Pa., Md.,Oel.o Curtis Building Mr. Patrick Anderson 215/597-9118
W,Va.,Va. Room225

6_6 WalnutStreets
-. Philadelphia, RA 19106

i IV N.C,, S.C,, Tenn., 345CourtlandStreet _!r. Ja_es_rban 404/@81-306/
Ky,, Miss., Go,, Atlanta° GA 30308
Fla., Alaska

V Wlsc.I 111., Mtch,, 230S, DearbornStreet Mr, HorstWltschonke 312/353-2205
Ohio, Ind. Chicago,IL. 60604

,_ VI h,Mex., Okla., First Internattonel Rldg, _r. MikeMendlas • 214/749-3837
Ark,, La., Tex. 1201ElmStreet

i Oallas,TX, 75270

VII Nehr,° Kans., Iowa, ;735BaltimoreStreet _lr. FredBrawn 816/374-3307

MO, KansasCity° MO64108VIII Mont,, R,Oak,, IR60LincolnStreet Mr. L_rry $voboda 303/B37-2221
$.Dak,°W_o,, Suite 900
Utah,Colo. Denver,CO gO2G3

i IX Calif., Nev., Ariz. 100California Street Or. RichardRrocunter 415/556-4506
-_ SanFrancisco,CA 94111

,_ X Wash,°Oreg., 120gSixth Avenue _Irs, Ha_n B_er 206/442-_253
/ Idaho Roomlie
_] Seattle, WA 98101

q

J

J

A

q
J
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oriented and typically include laboratory measurement exercises and field trips i

to monitorspecificnoisesourcesand enforcementtechniques.

In July ig7S,ErA publishedguidelinesfor developinga trainingpro- r

gram in noisesurveytechniques,This materialis intendedto assistStates

and communitiesin trainingtechniciansto makereliablemeasurementsof simple .;

noiseproblemsencounteredin thecorcmunity, _ .
ErA has also developeda noisetrainingmanualfor threetarget . :_

audiences: deci_ionmakers,environmentalmanagers,and entry-levelnoise m

technicians.It is being adaptedinto an accreditedcorrespondencecourse _i

for Stateand localnoisecontrolofficials.
!

InstrumentationActivities ;,

EPA providestechnicaladviceto Stateand localgovernmentson the

typesand usesof soundmeasurementand analysisinstruments.Regionaloffices _

loannoiseequipmenton a limitedbasisfor supportof Stateand community _ ;
monitoringactivities.EPA alsoevaluatesinstrumentssuch as soundlevel ,i

metersand communitynoisemonitoringsystems.
i

iI

Oeveloomentof ImorevedHethodsfor Heesurin9 and MonitoringNoise

EPA has developeda communitynoisemoeitoringand assessmentmanual. _ :

This manualis designedto providelocalcommunityofficialswith uniformguide-

linesfor thedesignand implementationof a communitymonitoringprogram,in- _I

eludinga locallyadmlnistaredsocialand acousticalsurvey. ErA has developed !

anautomatedsystemcalledLISTE,(Local n o=atfonS stemtoEvaluateNoise):i1
to assistcommunitiesin assessingtheirnoiseproblems'andin planningtheir

strategyfor abatinnand controllingnoise. Threemanualshavebeen develooed I_
to describe_hesystemand itsassociatedcomputerprograms.ErA will provide

computerservicesto communitieson a limitedbasisto assistin theanalysis

of community-collected data. II

Preparationof ModelStateand LocalLegislation b_
i!

Botha Model CommunityNoiseControlOrdinanceand modelState

noisecontrolenablinglegislationhave beendevelopedby ErA. To date, _I
ZO Stateshave incorporatedModelOrdinanceguidelinesin theirnoisecontrol

7-6



programs. The model State law was developed in cooperation with the Council

-- of State Governmentsand was publishedby them in 1974. As a complementto the

' modelcommunityordinance.EPAis developinga Codeof CurrentEnforcement

Practices with simple and technicallycorrect local enforcement procedures.

EPAis alsodevelopinga modelbuildingcodewithnoisecontrolprovisions.

- Fi,nanolalAssistance

Under authority of the Quiet Communities Act EPA has initiated a

financial'assistanceprogram.The newAct mandatesEPA to fund,through

grants,cooperativeagreementsor contracts:

e FinancialassistancetoStatesand communitiesfor:

Problemidentification

Noisecontrolcapacitybuilding

Transportationnoiseabatement

Evaluationanddemonstrationof noisecontroltechniques

e Establishment of regional technical assistance centers

-J e Provisionof assistancein staffingand trainingfor State

and localprograms
L
-._ i Maximumparticipationof olderAmericansin noisecontrolprograms

a Conductof a nationalenvironmentalnoiseassessment
I

m Developmentof educationalmaterials

i e Loansof equipmentto Statesandcommunities

e Increasednoiseresearch.

J Grantsand agreementswillbe awardedin limitedamountsforperiods

of lessthantwoyears, Theirprimarypurposeis to providefinancialassistance
.-: to Statesand communitiesthatarein theprocessof establlshingnoisecontrol

programs.They arenot availableas a primaryfundingsource,

The Ouie,tCommunitiesPro_rem

3 In September1977,EPA launcheditsfirstQuietCo_unitiesProgram

(QCP)researchand demonstrationprojectinAllentown,Pennsylvania.Thisis

-_ a pilotprojectto d_monstratetheapplicationof thebestavailabletechniques

for localnoisecontrol,includinga co.unitynoiseassessmentprogram,



N

model local noise controlstrategy,noise controllegislation,and an

enforcement program. The emphasis of the QCP effort is on total community

involvementand action, aided by EPA guidance and fiscal support. Two ,_
additionalpilot QCPdemonstrationswere successfullyinitiatedin mid-lg19 (

in Spokaneand KansasCity. ,=

I
Allentownhas completedthe four stagesof the program: (1) a

comprehensiveassessmentstudy to identifyand definetheirnoise control =_

needs, (2) developmentof a local noise controlstrategyincorporatingthe _I

assessmentdata, (3) developmentof a responsivenoise controlordinance

passedin April I97gby the AllentownCity Council,and (4) enforcementof ,I

the noiselegislation.

ECHO Program

EPA will be expandingthe help it now gives to communitiesunder =4

the ECHO (Each Community Helps Others) Program. Under ECHO, communities ,i

that already have establishednoise abatementprogramshelp others to =N

set them up. ,i

Currently,51 communitiesare receiving,or are scheduledto receive,
technicalassistancethroughthe ECHO program. Assistanceactivitiesconducted J_

throughECHOduring1978andigTginclude: _I

a Developmentor strengtheningof existing ordinances '_

e Iden=Ificatlenof specific communitynoise problems _)
.J¢ Inltlatlonof public educationprograms

Q Adviceon land-use planning control
|l 7

e Trainingof local staff. _i

RegionalTechnicalAssistance Centers i+_

: A numberof regionaltechnicalassistancecenters,using the cap-

abilitiesof universitiesand privateinstitutions,have beenestablished. These 1!

centerswill supplementthe Regionaleffort in providingtechnicalassistance d

and trainingto Stateand localofficials. _)
_d

:J
7-8 LI

+ U



q

Local Information System toEvaluate Noise

SPAis authorizedin the 1978Act to "developand implementa

national noise environmental assessment program to identify trends in

noiseexposureand response,ambientlevels,and compliancedata,and to

determine the effectiveness of noise abatement actions in communities through

_ thecollectionof physical,socialandhumanresponsedata."

SPA has thereforedevelopeda Local InformationSystem to Evaluate "'"

-- Noise(LISTEN)..Usingsophisticatedcomputerizedtechniques,LISTENprovides

i a tool for evaluatingthe nature and extent of a community'snoise problems

and aids in selecting the most cost-effective noise abatement procedures.

The firstcomprehensiveapplicationof LISTENhas been completedin

-- Allentown, Pennsylvania. It has also been applled in Spokane, Washington,and
i SaltLakeCity,Utah.

InformationServices
J

SPA has established a library of technical information to serve the

noisecontrolcommunity.It usesa computerizedinformationretrieval
• systemtomaintainnoisedataabstractedfromJournalarticles.Inputsto the

systemincludeinformationon specificnoisesources,controltechnology,
J healtheffectsof noise,measurementmethodologies,and noiselawsand regula-

tions, Copiesof SPA reportsanddocumentsmay alsobe obtainedfrom the
o.: regionaloffices.An audiovisuallibraryof trainingmaterialsavailablefor

loanto Stateand localgovernmentsis alsobeingdeveloped.

-. ADDITIONALSPAACTIVITIESRELATEDTO TECHNICALASSISTANCE

Thereere a numberof SPAactivitieswhichhavean impacton State

end localnoisecontrolprogramsin additionto thetechnicalassistanceoro-

-_ gramsand activitiesdiscussedin the previoussection.

AirportNoiseAbatementPlanning

SPA assistsairportproprietorsand localjurisdictionsin analyzing

airport noise problems and examining alternative approaches to noise control.

] The approachhas beento suggestchangesin bothairportoperationsandin

• landuse,whichwillbe heavilystressedin the future. Cooperationof the
.... _ederelAviationAdministrationhasbeenessential.

7-9
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EPA is presentlyassistingthe followingairports:.Rochester,_lew
I

York;Ft. Lauderdale,Florida;Omaha,Nebraska;Boston,_lassachusetts;Atlan=a,

Georgia;andPhiladelphia,Pennsylvania.

Railroad Noise Abatement Plannina

EPA is promulgatinga national regulationon noise emitted from rail- I

road facilitiesand operations.The newAct authorlzesERA to assistco_unl-

tles in _oiseabatementplanningaroundsuch facilities ThroughEPA assistance,"_-

Jurisdictionscan assessthe impactof currentrailnoiseon theircitizens
m

and projecttheimpactanticipatedas a resultof theproposedFederalregu- :i'
latlon. Communitiescouldthenanalyzeprospectsfor takingvariouscomplementary

noiseabatementactions,especiallyin the landuse area. N

HighwayNoiseAbatementPlannlnq

In cooperation wlth the Federal Highway Administration, EPA is devel- _i

apinga simplifiedhighwaynoisepredictionsystemforuse by planners,high-
I

way officialsand othercitizens.Thissystemwill evaluatethe noiseimpacts t;

of highway system elements.
M

PublicEducationand Information ,i

TheAct directsEPA to expanditseffortsin the areaof publicedu-
cationand Informatlonon theeffectsof noiseandwhatcan be doneto reduce.

or controlnoiseproblems.

Thisexpandedeffortwill includeprovidingnoiseeducationunits ,i

for schools,programkitsfor civic,fraternaland religiousorganizations, F.(

and informationfor hearingtestcenters,doctors,workers,publicofficials, i_

and =he generalpublic, m:

EPAwill provideassistanceto communitlesto initiatecommunity

noiseeducationand informationprograms. !.]
I|

The NationalInformationCenterforQuietwas establishedto assist

with the processingof publicrequestsfor noiseeducationand information _
materielsand to conductotheractivitieswhichwill increasenationalpublic

awarenessof noiseeffects. _I
a_

J
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HealthRelatedNoise Research

In the area of noise effectsresearch,studiesare beingconducted

concerning:

• Investigationsof the effectsof noise exposureon blood

pressure and heart rate

• Effectsof high level noise duringpregnancy(animals)

• Assessmentof the relationshipbetweenannoyanceand intrusive-

hess of noisesources

• Effectsof high level, low frequencynoise (animals)

'' e Longitudinalstudy of the effectsof noise on children

a The socialhandicapof noise..inducedhearinglossi

a The healthconsequencesof noisedisturbedsleep

_# a Studyof temporaryhearingloss problemson children.

The main area of futureresearchwill be investigationsinto the
r

._.> relationshipsbetweennoiseexposureand stressrelatedeffectssuchas

hypertensionand cardiovasculardiseaseon the groundsthat thereis a

potentiallyseriouspublichealthproblem. The Quiet CommunitiesAct also

requeststhat specialemphasisbe placedon conductingresearchin this area.

_.} Technolo_ Research

In the area of technologyresearch,a programwith PurdueUniversity
_) dealingwith identificationof truck noise sourcesand engineenclosureinvesti-

gationshas been completed. Other programsinitiatedin FY 77 and continuing
I throughFY 79 dealwith:._J

e Quiet truck technology
--' a Quiet tire technology

J _ a Internalcombustionenginetechnology.

I
r

IL_)
i
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Transit and Pedestrian Malls
mq

b

EPA is currentlyworking with Portlandand New York City on their :_

transit and pedestrian mall noise problems. The Urban Mass Transit Administra-

tion (U_A) of the U.S. Department of Transportation is cooperating. Under ,I
evaluation are retrofitting of buses and developing models for noise prediction.

SimilaractivitiesareeligibleforEPAassistance. "
,I

, 1
II

iJ

77

ml
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I. INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVESOF THE 1978 ASSESSMENT

The objectives of the 1978 assessmentof State and local noise control

activities and requirements were to:

-- 1. Gather informationon the current types and amounts

of State and local noise control activities

-- 2. Evaluate State and communityprogress in noise con-

trol since the 1971 and 1974assessments

- 3. ProvideStatesand communitieswith a basisfor

'- judgingtheirnoise controlneeds, approaches,and

perfomance vis-a-visthat of other similarcommunities
i
'-" 4. Developan updatedbaseline from which the status

and progressof Stateand comunity noisecontrol!

effortsmay be assessed in futureyears

G. IdentifyStateand local governmentneeds necessary

for the successfulestablishmentand operationof a

nationalnoise control program

6. Provideinfomation necessaryfor the developmentof

._ an EPA technicalassistanceprogramresponsiveto
identifiedState and local needs.

1-1
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GEtlERALAPPROACH I

The general approach followed in making the assessment involved the "_

following steps:

o Designand conductof a survey of Statesand communities

o Compilationof relevantdemographicdata

o Analysisand integrationof data from the survey

e Correlationof surveydata with demographicfactors
I

® Addition of relevant non-survey material

o Examinationof the chain of local noise program development i

from awareness of the problem, passing of legislation, organizing

a program,enforcementof laws, to progressin abatementof nQise i

e Examinationof trendsin State and localnoise controlactivities
M

and the change in their effectivenesssince the 1974 assessment !I

i e Identificationof the needs of StaGe and local governments
II

in carryingout noisecontrol II
?

i e Examinationof the currentusage of variousareas of EPA
assistanceto State and local governments II

e Solicitation_f plannedusage of variousareas of EPA assistance _

to State and local governments.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY _I
The reporton the 1974 EPA surveypresentedan assessmentof the State

and local noise control programsthat existed in 1973to 1974. In that survey _I

informationwas requestedfrom 63 States and territoriesand 235 incorporated
IJ

communitieswith populationsgreater than 7S,000. Over 180 millionpersonswere )I

represented by the State survey respondents; SS million persons were covered in

the communityresponses. _I

II
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-- TO update the resultsef the 1973-197_survey,and to enlarge the

pepulationbase, a mere comprehensivesurveywas cenductedin 1977 and early

-- 1978, A new questionnairewas mailed to 50 States, 2 Territeries,and to

824 U.S. local cemmunitieswith populations25,000or greater.I Governers,

-- mayors, and noise contrel officials were the eriginal recipients ef the

qu?s_ionnaire.The publications,U.S. 1970Census and Hayorsof AmeK)qa'I Pri_-

-- cipal.Cities, July 1977_ were used te determine which communities met the

populationcriteria. Follew-upcontactswere made to stimulatethe greatest

number of responses. In this report, the terms "cemmunity" and "lecal" are

used for the cities, towns, and county gevernments te which the survey was directed.

A cover letterexplainingthe purposeof the surveyand a questionnaire

with instructions were mailed to State and local gevernments. A cepy ef the

questionnaireis includedin AppendixA. The questionnairerequests very

specific answers; hoviever, space is provided for "ether" comments. The sur-

vey consists of II areas designed to determine the status and needs of the

- communityand State noise centrolprograms. In order to avoid the need for

constantly referring te the survey questlennalre, and to aid the reader in

-. interpretingresponsesto questlens,eachquestionIs givenwith the tableof
i

data derivedfrom repliesto the questien. Where no suchquestien appears,

- data in the tableare derived fromnon-surveysources.

Table i-I presents a breakdownof survey respondentsand the populatien

cnveredby the States and communitiesthatsubmitteda questiennaire.2 Of

876 surveyswhich were mailed, 602 were returnedfor a 69 percent response.

Approxlma_ely87% of the U•S. pepulationwas representedby the States' respon-
_ dents;approximately62% by _he communities'responses.

_ The populationsolicited,i.e., that of the 824 cemmunitieshavingever
- 25,000population,is not necessarllya randomsampleof the total U.S.
_ population. The populatienof the 56Z respondingcommunitiesis, in turn,

a self-selectedsample of the populationsolicited.

z Submissionof a questionnairedoes net mean that a particularquestionwas
answered• Thus, differentnumbersof responsesapply to various questions.

!
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TABLE 1-1

AN ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Totol 0uspoll_Ollt
Total Populo0ml of Populalio,

Survey Cate(Joriel Nmazbur Number ot Purcmll Pop,lation Ruspo,d0ntz el a Percent of
Su;vuyod RospolHlelttl IIeslzelzded Surveyed (ThoLisa,ds) Populatioll

(ThoulaJld_) 9tlfvuyed

Status 50 38 76 202.455 177.Q07 97.4

• Territories 2 2 100 2.774 2.774 100.0

Cn,znlunilies 024 562 6D.2 97.830 60.119 01.7

DJslrJbulJoI_ of

CollllzlullitJos by PopuJolJnlZ 1

25.000 - 49.000 404 201 01.9 15.772 9.577 00.7

50.000 - 00.099 221 167 71.0 15.124 11.340 74.0

100.000 - 25D.000 93 70 01.7 17.151 10.156 59.2

Over 250.000 50 48 85.7 40.701 29.046 58.3

TOTAL Q24 502 OO.2 97.830 60.110 91.7

1 Baled ml 1970 Cmlzul a,d Mayorl of Amorica'z Principal Cities.

.............. i.



Several generallimitationsof this survey are discussedbelow.

Specific limitations are presented',as appropriato, in the text.

: Some contradictions and inconsistencies can be found within

the responses. For example,numerouscommunitiesindicated

that they have specific noise standards in their legislation;

however,a reviewof their legislationindicatedonly nuisance

regulations with no quantitative standards specified.

-- o A number of questionnaireswere incomDletein that some

questions, and in some cases parts of questions, were not

answered.

a Some questionnaires were returned too late to be included in

thesurveydata.

o In a few cases, communities known to have noise control programs

did not returnquestionnaires.

e The questionnaire.wassent to qovernors'and mayors'offices.

Replieswere receivedfrom policechiefs, sanitationengineers,

: publichealthofficers,etc. These personsmay not be represen-

tativeof the generalpublicin the community.l

_J
e The effects of the composition of the sample, discussed in

footnote1, have notbeen investigated. Thatis, smallcommuni-

ties (population less than 25,000) and non-cooperative communities

did not contributeto the data. However,Tablei-i indicates
m

coverage of the U.S. population is high. Hence, the impact of

the communitiesnot representedin the sampleis probably sma11.
L

The second and fourth limitations made the treatment of nonrespondents

to a questiondifficult. Also, it was impossibleto be consistentin making

assumptionsconcerningpossibleresponses. In most cases,nonrespondentswere

._ ignored, except in cases where the total responsesto a questionwas very low.p

-J In any event, the readershouldkeep in mind :hat 12 Statesand 262 communities

did not returnquestionnaires_and that the numberof nonrespondentsto any

: particular question is usually greater than these values.

I-5
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OR_NIZATION OF REPORT

Chapter II documentsthe public's concernfor noise as a significant
L I

problem in modern life,

Chapter Ill su_arizes the effortsof State and localgovernmentsto
E_

combat noise by means of legislationand enforcement.

Chapter IV is devoted to the resources,i.e,, personnel,money and ,,+-

equip_nt, availableat the State and local levels to implement_heir noise

control programs;
i+

Chapter V discusses the accomp]ishments of State and local governments

in controlling noise together with the problems they have encountered, ,_

Chapter VI uses the results of the assessment to create a list of the

needs of State and localgovernmentsin the field of noise pollutioncontrol. ,I

+. Chapter VII discussesthe organizationand characteristicsof the EPA

State and local assistanceprogram,both as it existedat the time the survey ;

was undertaken and as it has been modified by the Quiet Co_unlties Act of 1978.

J
"i

m

.J
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If. PUBLICAWARENESSOFTHE NOISEPROBLEH

NOISEAS A HEALTHAND WELFARE PROBLEM

Unwanted sound is one of America's most widespread nuisances. But

• noise is more than Just a price paid for living in a modernworld_ for it con-

stitutesa real and presentdanger to people'shealth. However,the effects of

noise on health are often_nisunderstoodor unrecognized. For example, hearing

loss is usuallyconsideredto be strictlyan occupationalhazard. Of the many

healthhazards relatedto noise, hearing loss is the most clearlyobservable

and measurableby healthprofessionals. As many as 19 millionAmericanssuffer

from hearing loss. For many of _hese persons,hearing losseithermay be due

to noise or have been increasedby noise exposurein the workplaceand the

generalenvironment.

_ Recent studieshave produced evidence relatingthe stress, irritabil-

ity, annoyance,and interferencewith work, rest, and thoughtcausedby noise

"_ to widespreadphysiological,psychological,and performanceproblems. Noise
-- may be associatedwith many of the nation'smajor healthproblems,such as

-- heart disease and high blood pressure. Eastern Europeanstudieshave shown

_ an associationbetween noiseand potentialhypertension,and representatives

from the scientificco_0_unity,includingthe NationalAcademyof Sciences,are

_ of the opinion that this relationshipshould be studied inmore detail.

-_ Noise is also suspectedof interferingwith children'slearningand

--_ with normal developmentof the unbornchild. Noise is reportedto have

• triggered extremely hostile behavior among persons presumably suffering from

emotlona]illness. It is suspectedthat noise lowersour resistance,in some

cases, to the onset of infectionand disease.
:i
L. 2-I



am

I
However, many Americans are largely unav_arethat noise may pose

possible dangers to their health and welfare. Noise is only one of many "_

environmental stresses to which a person is subjected, and therefore cannot

be easily pinpointed by the layman as the source of a particular physical --

or mental ailment. Biomedicaland behavior researchare now at the point .,

where health hazards stemming from noise can actually be identified, though ..

specific Tinks haveyet to be determined. . '"

Recent s_rveys indicate that the majority of Americans view noise in --

their communitiesas a growing concern,althoughthis does not mean they ..
!

understand its potential impact on their health and welfare. However, a ..

surveyconducted in Allentown,Pa., of 500 citizens in 1978, showed .:

that this understandingmay be developing. In responseto a surveyquestion,

approximately 40 percent of the people interviewedbelieved that noise had

affected their "physicalor emotionalhealth and well-being."

This reactionalso occurred in responseto the survey questionthat

asked if noise was perceivedto affect the health and welfare of the com-

munity. Repliesto this question (Figure2-I) indicatedthat 66 percent of

the 28 responding State officials answered affirmatively. At the community
p_

level, only 38 percent of the 494 community respondents perceived noise to

besuchaproblem. "'

Figure 2-I also shows that 17 percentof the States and 21 percent :..

of the local communityofficialsdon't know if noise is viewed by their citi-

zens as a healthproblem. This may be due to a lackof public educationand "

informationconcerningthe potentialseriousnessof the problem. On the other

hand, besidesthe issue of a handicappinghearing lossthat affects almost 20

million persons,scientificevidencehas only recentlyshed light on the possi- L_.

ble non-auditoryeffectsof noise.

The survey revealed additionally that there is a strong tendency to

view noise as a health and welfare problem in the limited number of communities ._

that have noise ordinancesand that activelyenforcesuch ordinances. _J

J,
, !
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: RESPONSES FROM 28 STATES
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-m RESPONSES FRQM 494 COMMUNITIES

m_! FIGURE2-I

--,, PERCEPTIONOF NOISEAS A PROBLEM

_ee_<_ 2C. "Is the noise iasz(e viewed _s c _rob_e_ -_ _
welfare of _he _._.ene_'_'_in the ocm_(ni_y?"
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GROWTHOFCONCERNOVERTHEPROBLEMOFNOISE i

As many as 86 percent of the States and 52 percent of the responding ..

community officials feel that the noise issue is a growing concern (Figure 2-2).I

The reason for the disparity between these percentages probably is based on the ._ •

fac_ that a number of States have already developed noise policies. That is, a i

number of States have developed programs and policies for noise control and

other pollution controls, whereas local governments may have many different i"

problems competing for limited resources. As a consequence, they have given

priority to environmentalproblemsmandated by Congressionallegislationas
11

well as to those Federal programs that have made funds available for their

programdevelopment.In spiteof thesecompetitivefactors,a 52-percent "_

expressionof concernforgrowthof the noiseproblemin communitiesis ''

significant.
I

Also,sinceStatestraditionallycontrolone of the greatestsources

of noise--motorvehicles--theyaremore likelyto beaware of the growthof "I

concernforthisnoisesource. '_

In anothersurvey_ thatanalyzedthe concernfor growthof the noise
I,

problem,a sampleof urbanresidentswas askedto rankfourpollutionproblems:

o Air pollution I

i Pollutionof drinkingwater ,_

e Pollutionof waterways ,_

e Noisepollution.

Sixtypercentviewednoisepollutionas "nottooserious."However,

57 percentof the residentsperceivednoiseas a moreseriousproblemthan _
J]

fiveyearsearlier,and4B percentfeltthat "notenoughis beingdoneabout

it." Thesepercentagesdemonstratethatthe noiseproblemmay be getting J.li

worseand is deservingof moreattention. _i

Recall,however,that12 Statesdid not respond. Lackof responsemay _I
indicatea lackof concern.

2 "UrbanResidents'AttitudesTowardEnvironmentalIssues,"conductedby _J
the GallupOrganizationfor theNationalLeagueof Cities,Nov. 1978.

U
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STATE RESPONSES

-i

_ COMMUNITY RESPONSES

i

t FIGURE 2-2. PERCEPTIONOF NOISE AS A GROWING CO_ICERr_

; @._escton 2B. "Is the _oY.se Y.ss'_ cz _z,o,.aY._'._oo_._ez'n._ ucu."e.crr_'_._j?"
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In the EPA survey, concernwith noise is a strong function of popu-

lation. In Figure 2-3, surveydata show quite vividly that concern increases

directlywith population. In citieshaving populationgreater than 250,000,

76 percent of respondingofficialsconsider that noise is becoming a growing i

concern.
==m

Expressionsof the intensityof public concernfor the noise problem

can be obtained from a series of four recent unpublished surveys conducted by ._

the cities of Allentown,Pa., Spokane,Wash., Jacksonville,Fla., and the i'"

State of Florida. Table 2-i shows answers to questionsconcerningthe public's• -_

willingness to pay for noise control by taxation. Approximately 60 percent of • i

the persons surveyed in Allentownand Spokane would pay additionaltaxes for

noise control.
, *

Communitiesthat haveexpressedthe most concern about the growthof

noise are located in Midwesternand SouthwesternStates (Figure2-4).

CONTRIBUTIONSTOTHENOISEPROBLEM

A key objective of this survey was to determine the noise sources

causing the greatest problems, Respondentswere asked to rate significant --

contributions to the noise problems from 14 specified noise sources. Table 2-2 .

lists significantnoise sourcesordered by the numberof Statesresponding.

Table 2-3 gives a similar listingfor conmlunities. .

Transportation velliclesof all types were identified most frequently

by officialsas the most significantcontributorsto the noise problem. Specifi-i-

cally, motorcycles were identified most frequently, closely followed by trucks, ..

autos,railroads,buses, and aircraft, i.

For the eight non-transportationsources,I these rankingsare fairly

consistent for States and communities,except for the industrial sources _.

and animals.
i

Severaladditionalobservationscan be made about the specific _

sources. For example,aircraftnoiseannoyanceincreaseswith population _,
i

as expected,since the numberof aircraftoperationsusuallyincreaseswith ._.

population. Railroadsare more significantnoise contributorsin small
,.*q

citieswhere a greaterportionof the populationmay live near the rail-

road than in larger cities.
F-l

See Table 2-3.
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-! FIGURE 2-3. GROWING CONCERN WITH NOISE

I Question 2B. "la _he nolee iaeue a grOwina oonoernin your oor_._ni_."

Co_it_ Data (Fig_r¢2-2) Groupedby Popu_Cion,
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TABLE2-I

WILLINGNESSTO PAYFOR NOISECONTROL m
i

ALLENTOWN,PENNSYLVAtIIASURVEY

How much are you willing to pay in additional taxes for a noise control program?

Amount Percent

Willpayextra(total) 60.6%

$ .I0perperson 5.6_ --

$.25perperson 5.0,% ,i

$ .50perperson 6.2% -_

$I.00perperson 30,3% _,

$2.50perperson 7.6_
Greaterthan$2.50 ii

perperson 5,9%
Will notpay extra 39.4% ,

..... i

 po ,E,WAS,,,=,SURVEY
SummerI978 i

How muchareyouwillingto payin additionaltaxesfora noisecontrolprogram? iJ

Amount Percent il

Willpayextra(total) 57%

$.lOpe_person IO_ _ i
$ .Z5perperson 7%

'1$ .50perperson 8%
$1.00perperson 18%

$2.50perperson 11% H

Greaterthan$Z.50 _I

per person 3%

Will notpayextra 43% ,I

:J
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TABLE 2-I (CO,IT'D.)

__ STATE OF FLORIDA SURVEY

h Fall1976

-_ Of the taxes you pay how much should be used to control noise? (No tax increase.

J

Amount of Taxes Percent

Nothing 21%

LessthanSl 23_

$Ito$B 34%

$5 to $I0 IB_

$I0ormore 7)

-_ lOO%

-_ JACKSONVILLE,FLORIDASURVEY

: Fall 1977

_, ' If $I of your tax money goes to Environmental Control Programs, how would you like
._ to see it distributed?

-" Pollution Programs Cents

Air 32

"_ Water 27

.i SolidWaste 21

"-i Noise 20
J

i -i 2-9
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FIGURE 2-4. GROWING CONCERI_WITH NOISE

(512 Communities)
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• TABLE2-2

- STATE RATING OF VARIOUS NOISE
SOURCESAS A SIGNIFICANTPROBLEt,I

-- Percentof

Rating NoiseSource NumberofStates Responding
States

I Motorcycles 22 58%

-- 2 Trucks 22 58

3 IndustrialActivities 18 47

-- 4 Automobiles 17 4S

; 5 Aircraft 17 4S

B Buses 16 42

! 7 ConstructionEquipment 13 34

_ 8 RailroadOperations 11 29

' g GarbageCompactors 9 24

I0 RecreationalVehicles B 21

Ii Public& PrivateEntertainment 7 iB

12 PublicServiceVehicles 6 iB

13 Anima]s 6 iB

14 Home Power Equipment 6 1B

(38 State Responses)
i

" @_ea_ion _E. '_Zeaser_o_kt_ followir_noise sou_aeson the basis o_:Cheir
_ontr_Bu_ionto your e-_ea'8 noise proB_emo"

i

_J
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TABLE 2-3 ._

COMMUNITYRATINGOF VARIOUSNOISE )
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICA_IT PROBLEN

Percentage ,_
Rating NoiseSource Numberof OfResponding

Communities Communities -_.-
,k

1 Motorcycles 369 68% .,
l

2 Trucks 353 65 ,_

3 Automobiles 315 58

4 RailroadOperations 226 42 LI

B Buses 188 35

6 Aircraft 188 35
iI

7 Animals 170 31

8 ConstructionEquipment 151 28

9 Public& PrivateEntertainment 147 27

10 IndustrialActivities 145 27 "_
,i

11 GarbageCompactors 124 23

12 RecreationalVehicles 79 15
',(13 HomePowerEquipment 6g 13

14 PublicServiceVehiclee 63 12
:k

(524 Communities'Responses)

Qwes_ion 2L "P_eaGe rank _;_ foZlo_,.:_' _olse sources on _l:e baeis of _heir

:I

I1

U
1
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Industrial sources are mere of a problem in the nation's largest

i cities than in smaller cities. For example, industrial noise is ranked as the

sixth most important problem in cities having populations greater than 250,000,

: but as the tenth most importantproblem in cities havingpopulationswith less

than 50,000, There may be several reasons for this ranking. Perhaps many small

communitiesdon't have noisy industries. On the other hand, those small

communitiesthat have such industriesmay be dependentupon them and hence ""

reluctantto complain. Many small communitiesalso are bedroomcommunitiesfor

the larger cities_ In such communities the commuting transportation noise

-_ problem may be generated by the presence of the noisy industries in the

: adjoining larger city.

"_ In line with these rankings,EPA (andDOT) have promulgatedor are

proposing regulations for the top six transportation noise sources and for

-- a seventh frequentlycited source,constructionequipment.

In almost all regions of the country, motorcycles, trucks, and automobiles

are consistently ranked as the major noise offenders. Reaction to the other

three transportation sources, i.e., railroads, buses and aircraft, is also

-- fairly uniformacross regions.

_ EXPRESSIONSOF PUBLIC CONCERN

! There are severalways in which a governmentalunit gains an under-

standingof the extentof the noise problem in its area. The EPA surveyasked

-_ respondentsto rate the importanceof the followingmethodsof gainingsuch an
i

understanding: formalcomplaints,group actions, publichearings,surveys/

-" monitoring,news media, other,and don't know. Relativeimportancewas

.... determinedfor those respondentswho consider each of thesemethodssignificant.

-_. The resultsfor both States and communitiesis shown in Figure2-5.
)

-_ Both levelsof governmentseemto obtaintheir understandingof the

-_. noise problemprimarilyfrom formalcomplaints(Statesand communities,38

-.J percent),followedby surveys/monitoring(States28 percent,communities

24 percent).-i

-i
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EachMethod / Complaints / _"_ \
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Community Responl¢1 _]

FIGURE2-5. METHOD OF GAINING UNDERSTAt_DINGOF ,.,

THEIM_ORTANOEOFTHENolsE_ROGRAM _I
Clte n(_Y,ae 9z,ob_em Y,nL_ouz,_ea?"
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Very !ike_y news _adia, _ublio hearings, and m.=c_,_ ao:_¢_:_ _re :no

un_e s..n ..... c- ... noise .ro.I .... _,,i_g

. = m - ---+,_gained en unbars:ending, such individuals .r. :nan able ._ _::_. formal complaints

:o :heir _cc:] gcvernmen_ un_. :.lso, _ne nu_e,' _# ¢_m:laim_s f_iec in a

community reoresen_s only a fraction of the number of _eople annoye_ by noise,

,,O_.: _ A CONt,!U_,_ITYPROBLEN

The various aspects of the studies of community noise, summarized

briefly, demonstrate_he existenceof e noise _roblem. The no:<:s_a_ is :_

measure the'degreeof community concern for this probSem. This was done in the

EPA surveyby asking respondents_o rate significantcom._unityproblems; i.e.,

crime, urban renewal, housing, air pollution, noise pollution,v;aterpollution

- and traffic. Overall, approximaPely32 percentof _he communitiesview noise

pollutionas a significantprcb]am. This concern is greatest in the nation's

larger communitiesas shown in Figure 2-6.

Another national survey has repeatedly produced some_._hatdifferen:

results. A comprehensivenational housing survey is sponsored annually _y the

U.$. Housing and Urban Development_epartmen=,z with technical support from

- the U.$. Bureau of Census. Since 1973, H_O nas performedan Annual Housing

Survey in an error: to determine the quality of _ousing. Questions .r.=_ inclu_eP

i concerning local neighborhoodconditionsthroughoutthe United _tates.._ach
sample has ranged bet.wean 6g,337 and 74,005 resiPences during the years !97_*

-_ 1976.

" One question asks respondentsto i_entifyundesirableconditionsin their

area from a list of possible objectionableneighborhoooconditions,including:
i

Noise

-_ e Heavytraffic

Street lighting

o Street repair

Crime

o Commercialand industrialdevelopment

_. * Litter

._ * Odor
i

Curren= HousingReports, _eriesH I_0-73B,AnnualHousing Survey, Ig7S-197_,

I i Part B, Indicatorsof Housingand NeighborhoodQuality,Departmentsof Commerce

_ and Housingand Urban Development.

-; 2-15
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• I

e Deteriorating housing

o Abandoned buildings.
i

Since 1973, noise has been consistentlythe most frequentlymentioned

undesirable condition in residential neighborhoods (see Figure 2-7). In 1975,

42 percent of homeowners and 50 percent of renters mentioned noise as an

undesirableproblem. These valueswere fairlyconsistentfor white, black and

Spanish househol_s. In contrast to crime, which seems to receive the nation's

primary attention,noise was mentionedtwice as often.

i Thus, for individuals,noise appears to be a major environmental

factor influencingthe quality of a neighborhood. For many, it is a sufficiently

undesirableconditionto cause them to move.

i

--J
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Ill. LEGISLATIONAND ENFORCEMENT

ENABLINGLEGISLATION

-- Enablingnoise legislationis a declarationof policy by a State.

legislaturedescribingthe need for noise control,outliningprogram goals and

-- objectives,and establishingan organizationalframeworkfor carrying out noise

control objectives. Communitiesdo not usually requireenabling legislation.

_ Enabling legislationis often an initialstep towardformulationof a noise

control program and includes delegation of authority to a specific agency or

agencies or city, and stipulationof those agencies'functions and powers.

Typical enabling legislation contains the following provisions:

.. i The scope of the proposed noise controlefforts

m The specificnoise criteria,standards,and regulations

to be formulated

e An outlineof the regulatorydevelopmentprocess

• A ti_table for development.

Thirty-one States responded to the question _ concerning the enactment

of enabling legislation. Fifteenof these stated that such enabling legislation

had been enacted. The Stateswhich did not have enablingnoise legislationwere

I , ,,,, .. i

I Question 3A, "Has enabling legislationbeen enacted to establishan environ-
mental noise control program?"

3-i
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asked whether such legislation was being proposed at the current session of

their legislatures. TwelveStates respondedto the question,five of them "q

affirmatively. I

CONTENTSOF EXISTINGLAWSANDORDINANCES "qI
State Legislation

Thirty-twoStates respondedto a Question concerningnoise control :I-"

laws. Nineteenof these States have lawswhich incorporatenoise control
o,q

legislation. ,I

Followingare briefdiscussionsof the major categoriesof State ,q

noise control legislation. _I

: ' * Zoning/LandUse. Six Stateshave noise regulationsbased on ,,_

zoning or land use. These regulations stipulate permissible ii

noise levelsfor three landuse categories- residential,

commercial,andmanufacturing. _i

i e Vehicles. Most States regulate three types of motor vehicles- ,_

i trucks,automobiles,and motorcycles. Approximately17 States _I

which regulatetruckshaveadopted the same noiseemissionlimits
1

asEPA.

$ RecreationalVehicles. This is a categoryof noise emission o_

which is comingunder increasingState regulation. The initial ,I

impetusfor these regulationswas the mushroominguse of snow- _

mobiles. Subsequently,other varied-terrainvehicles,such as mi

dune buggies, engine-powered water skis, and motor boats, have

coma under regulation, i)

e Railroads. Very little noise legislationat the State level

concerningrailroadswas in existenceduringthe period 1971-1977. a¢

Some Statesregulaterailroadyards. The EnvironmentalProtection

Agency Is issuingnoise regulat4onsfor all interstaterall _I
carriers.

U
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m Aircraft. Only Californiahas establishedaircraft
! noiselimits. The initiallaw establisheda maximum

noiselevelforeachsingleaircraftflyoverandalso a 24-hourmaximumnoise level for certainsized

airports, based on aircraft operations. The legality

_ of theregulationof individualaircrafthas been

-- questioned:thisprovisionappearsto be in conflict

with the Federal Aviation Act and the Federal responsibility

to regulate navigable airspace.

e Construction Sites. Only one State, Maryland, has any

regulation on construction site noise. It is based on

i classifyingconstructionas an industrialactivity,

Construction site noise must be within the permissible

_ levelallowedforindustrialusa.

m Building Codes. California is the only State that has a

-- buildingcode with noise limits. The code applies toi,J

the intrusionof environmentalnoise in new public

i: buildings. When these are exceeded, the code requires

ameliorativeaction.

,: CommunityLegislatlonh_

Seventy-sixpercent of co.unities report some type of noise con-

i¢ trol law or ordinance. There is a very high correlationbetween the communi-¢_

ties that reported noise as a growing concern and those with existing
q
)I noise control laws. Thus the legislation in these communities appears to

follow increasing awareness of noise as a problem, Table 3-I shows the

_ breakdown of these responsesby populationand by populationdensity, The

"3

i
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TABLE 3-1

CONNUNITIESVIITHSOt,IETYPE OF NOISE CONTROLLAIV -.i
,i

Numberof Responses ..

"Population& Density ,I
Yes Yes Total

(Number) (Percent) Number ..

Population ,,

Over 250,000 39 87 45 ..

100,000- 2BO,OOO 58 85 68 ,i

50,000" lO0,OOO 112 76 148

25,000 " 50,000 195 7_[2 269 _i

Total 404 7_ 530

Pop,ulationOensity ii

Over 5,O00/sq.mi, 105 78 134 "_
,I

2,500 - 5,O00/sq.mi, 157 7S 210

Under 2,SO0/sq.mi. 97 76 128 ,,_
Total 359 76 472 _

Quee_ion 4A. '_rethere e_'_m_in__-J8 or ordln_n._eewhloh inoor?or_e _o£8e _!
.. controlprouielone?" _J

i

U
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-- data indicate that noise laws are commonin cities over IOO,CGOin s!=e _u:

i there a_pears to be little _ependence cn _opula_icn _ensi_y.

Duringthe seventies,a major increaseoccurred in the amoun_of fecal

noise legislation, As late as 1971, just 5g municipalgovernmentsha_ a_e:te_

-- quantitative noise control laws. By 1977, this _otal was well over _CO,

Following are brief discussions of .h. majcr categories of c_,---,u._,',

noise control legislation.

i Zoning/LandUse. Land use controlswere the first _or_of

localnoise legislationincorpors_ingeuantita_iveoro-

visions. The basic land categories addressed generally are

the same as in State statutes-- residential,business/commer-

cialandindustrial, n_-, _,.en a more definitivebreakdown07

-- land uses is containedin ordinanceswi_ichcorrespond to t_e

Standard Land Use Classification _,'anual(SLUCM) or the

-- S_andard Industrial Classification (SIC),

• Vehicles. Regulationof mn_nr vehicles is for many eem_uni:ies

-- the largestcategoryof local noise control. Generally,

trucks,which are categorizedin tems of weight,i.etorcvclesand auto-

- mobilesare regulated. Many communitiesare adoptingemissionlevels

; comparableto those in the EPA InterstateMotor Carrier Regulation.

-: I RecreationalVehicles. Approximatelyone-thirdof the

communitiesestablishingvehiclelaws have some acoustic

; provisionregulatingsuch vehicles as snowmobiles,trail

_i bikes,dune buggies, and motor boats. Snowmobilesand motor

-_ boatswith outboardenginesare _he most commonly regulated
i

sources, In additionto es=ablishlngsource-specificlevels,

-- many jurisdictionsare beginning_o examinecontrols over

_; the area in which, and when, recreationalvehicles are

permittedto operate.

:_ 3-5
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a Railroads. Railroad activity is not a usual source for

regulationat the local level. Occasionallylimits
I

are established for particular railroad-related sources

such as train whistle,refrigeratorcar, and locomotive

engine exhaust noise. When EPA regulations for interstate

railroadnoiseare put in effect,most communities
with interestin thisarea will begin to enforcenoise "

limitscompatiblewiththe EPA regulations. M
I

,}
e Aircraft. Aircraft noise, although a local noise problem,

is not commonly regulatedat the local governmentlevel.

Usually citieshaverefrainedfrom enacting legislation _I

because of Federalpreemptionand the question of inter- m

ferencewith interstatecommerce. The area of greatest ,i

local interesthas involvedregulating noise generated by

maintenance and repair of aircraft. This narrow involvement ,i

by local governments may be changing as the courts interpret

the role of the proprietorin airport noise liability, ii

Today, just 26 communitieshave any type of quantitative

alr-noiseemissionrequirements. In a new categoryof con- ,i

corn are the varioustypesof rotarywing aircraft (i.e.,

policeand trafficsurveillancehelicopters)that use _

considerablelatitudein their height restrictions,thereby

impactingresidentialareas, il_ m

o ConstructionSites. Most constructionsite regulation

is of a non-acousticnature, e.g., regulationof hours _i

II

B@

duringwhich constructionis permitted. Acousticalcriteria

vary considerably,some communities regulating specific i)
tl

pieces of equipment. Others aggregate construction site

noise. Some communitiesutilize propertyboundariesfor _I

3, U
U
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noise measurement; others specify measurement distances

up to 1,000 feet, Pore populated cities are beginning
J

to reference the EP_ compressor noise emission regulation,

a trendwhichwill increasethe totalnumberof communities

having acoustical provisions.

m Building Codes, Building codes rarely contain quantitative

noise emission provisions. These codes apply to a select

-- type or portion ef a building struczureand its associate

accessoryequipment. To date, there are very few comprehen-

-- sivebuildingcodes. This abpears to be changing,since

some municipalitiesare establishingenergyrequirements

_. for buildingconstructionwhich have added benefitsof

reducing sound transmission. Furthermore, model building

codesare being revisedSo incorporatenoise provisions,

TYPES OF LEGISLATION

-- EPA Model Leoislation

In cooperationwith the Councilof State Governments,EPA developed

model state enabling legislation for noise control, The model law was pub-

lished in the Council's 1974 handbook of suggested State legislation. In

-_ September 1975, EPA published a model community noise control ordinance in

conjunction with the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers. The model

-- legislation is intended to be a basic tool that communities can use to con-

struct noise control ordinances suited to local needs and conditions. The

model ordinance includes both nuisance and performance provisions and covers

stationary and mobile noise sources, together with land use planning. The

preamble contains an extensive discussion on Federal preemption in addition to

other explanatory materiel, EPA has also prepared a code of current practices

for proper enforcement of the ordinance,

Table 3-2 contains the number of responses by communities to the

question of using EPA model legislation. The data are arranged by pGpulation

and by population density.

i
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Thirty-twocommunitiesout of the 156 communitieshavingnoise

legislationused EPA's model in formulatingthis legislation. Since the
J

model was not published until September 1975, the number of its users is

not a fair indicationof its usefulness. Communitiesef 50-100,000popula- I

tion were relativelygreaterusers (31 percent)of the ordinancethan 'P

other-sizedcities. M

TABLE 3-2

CONMUNITY UTILIZATION OF EPA MODEL LEGISLATION

No. of Responses
Population&Density ,,

Yes No Total

Overall 32 124 156 "

Population

Over 250,000 4 16 20 N,J
I00,000- 250,000 6 21 27

50,000- 100,000 II 25 36
;J

25,000 " 50,OQO 11 57 68

PopulationDensity
• ii

Over 5,000/sq.mi. 12 35 47

2,500 - 5,000/sq.mi. 8 52 60

Under 2,500/sq.mi. 8 24 32

• i

_eo_on 3C. "WasEPA'8_ode_ Co_ ControlOrdin_.oeused i_ fo._:u_C_n_

_his legis_t_on?" _I

quantitativeand qualitativeLe)Islatlon _'I

Any discussionof types of noise controllegislationmust make $]

clear the distinctionbetweenquantitativeand non-quantltativeregulations, mJ

Noisecontrolregulationsincorporatingquantitative(or acoustical)criteria
q

are referredto as performancestandards. Such standardsspecifypermissible _I

soundlevels,which, if exceeded,are in violationof the regulationsand sub-

toe.foroement.Non-quantltatlvenoleecontrolregulationshaverestrlc-:Iject
_4

tions couchedin such general terms as "unnecessarilyloud"or "disturbing."

The use of suchso-callednuisanceregulationscontinuesbecausethey _I

3-8
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can be applied to any source of noise. Their disadvantage stems from lack of

a precise definitionthat can be measuredquantitativelyand thus objectively
enforced.

Table 3-3 lists the numbersof Stateshavingquantitativenoise

., regulations for various noise sources. It is apparent that various types

of vehicle standards predominate in State legislation, but there has been

significantexpansion into other areas in recentyears. For instance,in ":"

1973, only threeS.tateshad performancestandardsfor land use noise. By

1977, the figure had doubled to six. In addition, several States have

adopted well-planned and far-reaching noise control programs featuring quan-

titative provisions. Floridahad a seven-manmotor vehiclenoise enforce-

ment team, which, by its own measurementefforts and its trainingof local

enforcement officers, had succeeded in reducing truck noise in the State by

3 decibels. The Florida programemphasizedregulationswhich will reduce

noise at its source, as in planningconstructionof buildingsand roads so

that unnecessarylevels of noise are designedout from the start.
i

Table 3-4 shows the number of quantitativenoise standardsfor

-- various noise sources in communities. The regulationof noise from motor

vehicles,industry,constructionequipmentand even entertainmentis predomi-

_ nant. This is a nearly tenfoldincreasein the numberof comparableetandarde

shown in 1974 surveys.

-_ Table 3.5 comparesthe numberof communitieswith specificnoise source

standardsintheirlegislationto the numberof communitieswhich perceivethe

same noise sourcesas significantproblems. It can be seen that legislationin

many sourcecategorieslags behindperceptionof problems. This is strikingly

apparentin the case of motor vehicles. Railroadnoiseis also a significant

i problemwhich the proposed EPA regulationwill help to alleviate. Relatively

- few noise sources-- industrialactivities,home powerequipment,recreational

-] vehiclesend public servicevehiclesamong them -- haveadequate amountsof
I

-- coverage in legislationhavingperformancestandards.

i

J
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TABLE 3-3 ,I.

QUANTITATIVE NOISE STANDARDS USED BY STATES

BY NOISESOURCECATEGORIES

Sourceof Numberof _._

Noise States _I

RecreationalVehicles 20

Motorcycles 13

Trucks 12

Automobiles 10
Buses g _

IndustrialActivities 8

Publicand PrivateEntertainment B i(

LandUse 6
ConstructionEquipment 5 _(

Home Power Equipment S

BuildingRequirements 4 _I

GarbageCompactingTruck 4

PublicServiceVehicles B

RailroadOperations 3

Animals 2 _i

Aircraft i

Question 4C. "If _er _o 4A ie 'yea'p_e_ee ra_pond _o _he fmll_i_:
(tdenCi_d)the noiae ootmoeoonCroZo oovered_mder the noiae

_h_ inoZ_deperform_aee8_d_rds (deoib_ noiaa ZeveEs)," i

1)
It

r
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TABLE 3-4

-- QUANTITATIVENOISE STANDARDSIN COHMUNITIES
; BYNOISESOURCECATEGORIES

Sourceof _lumberof ..-
Noise QuantitativeStandards

,,

IndustrialActivities 166

-- Hotorcycles 165

Automobiles 164

- Trucks 158

Entertainment 149

._ Buses 142

'_ ConstructionEquipment 129

LandUse 118

Home Power Equipment 10g

Animals I02

Building Requirements 94

RecreationalVehicles gl

: Public ServiceVehicles 68

" Garbage CompactingTrucks 66

- RailroadOperations 49

-- Aircraft 40

-3
__ Total l,BlO

C,_esC4on40. "If _nswsr _o _A is 'yes'pZe=se _eepond Co the fol_o_inF:

-J (Identify)the noise 8ouroeoonCroZsooversd_nder the noise
.:_ oonCrolprovioionsof your _sgis_aClon. Identifyonly chose

chic inol_dsperform:_nsescand_rds (decibelnoise levels)."

_ 3-ii
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TABLE 3-5 .1

NOISE LEGISLATIONIN COMMUNITIESCOMPARED -- ..
TO THEIR PERCEPTIONOF NOISE PROBLEMS

Numberof Numberof _

Source of Quantitative CommunitiesPerceiving
Noise Standardsin I Noise Sources as

Legislation I SignificantProblem ,i
(Question4C) _Question2E)

N

IndustrialActivities 166 145 ,i

Motorcycles 165 36g
Automobiles 164 315 ,:

Trucks iS8 353

Entortalnm_nt 149 147 _I

Buses 142 188

ConstructionEquipment 129 151 ,!

Home Power Equipment 109 69

Animals 102 170

Recreatione]Vehicles 91 7g

Public ServiceVehicles BB 63
,i

GarbageCompactingTrucks 66 124

RailroadOperations 4g 226 _]
Aircraft 40 IB8

_a_ion 40, "If _war _o _ _a '_ea',pl_aae r_pond _o _he Iol_o_. nl

(Idenei_d) _ha noiae eouxee oon¢_ola eowred under Cha

novae oon,roZproV_o_6 of _ou_ le_*a_a_on. Z_ify _j
onEy ohoaa vha_ inal_ae parfo_nc_oea_c_a_rd_ (d_olbel t!
noiaa Z_v¢_a)."

Question 2S. "P_aa8 r=ak _h_ followingnoia_ _¢_._e8on ¢he basis _l
of _heir o_w_z_bu_ion_o _oumemaa'a noi88 p_oblem."

B!



Hany cities have built outstandingprogramswith the help of perfor-

mance standards, frequently with very limited budgets. New York City, for

instance, despite cutbacks in manpower and funding, has begun a 10-year

program to lessen subway noise. Work is done with the manufacturers of equip-

ment to determinehow much noise reductionis technologicallyfeasible. Then

- suitable noise level standards are built into the law so that future equipment

can be designed and built to comply with the reduced decibel levels required.

-'. For example, in Boulder, Colorado,a task ferce of concerned citizens,

in a careful study extending over a year and a half, discovered that noise

over 70 decibels could resultin up to a 20 percent lossof effectivenessin

Jobs that require concentration. The result of their study was a municipal

ordinance specifying noise level allowances for both vehicular and non-vehicular

noise. Allowablenoise levelsbetween7:00 A.M. and 11:00 P.M. are 55 decibels

for residentialareas,65 decibelsfor commercialareas,and 80 decibels for

• industrial areas. Monitoring for this program is handledby a team of three

_ officers operating about 20 hours a week in a specially equipped and marked

car. Their salaries and the cost of the equipmentfor this effort come out

of a modest $36,000 budget.

.i Of the 126 communitieswhich answered no to the question of having

noise controlordinances,93 respondedto the questionof whether they antic-

l Ipated the developmentof such legislationover the next two years. The i

respondentssplit almostevenly, 48 answeringthat they did anticipatenoise

[ _ control legislation,45 respondingthat they did not. If the overall figure

_ of 52 percentexpectingto developlegislationis _o_; accept..,then the total

! _ percentageof communitieswith noise controlordinanceswill increasefrom

404 to 470, or from 76 percent to 88 percent._

-_ ENFORCEMENT
!

_J

The designation by a State or community of a particular agency as

_! the responsibleorganizationfor noise control often provides a nucleus from

which to develop a comprehensivenoise control program. When more thanone

"T State or local agency is involved,a fragmentedor functionallydivided situation

* See Table 3-I.

J
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may arise. Fragmentation frequently cannot be avoided, however, because of

the inherentresponsibilitiesof establishedagencies. In such cases,a J
strongcoordinatingoffice,willingto cooperatewith otheragencies and

even train personnelin such agencies(the noise controlsectionof the "_

FloridaDepartmentof EnvironmentalRegulationsis a good example)can often

provide overall direction. Appointment of joint task forces for noise con- .-

trol is another solution to the fragmentation problem.

Enforcementby States "-
,i

Table 3-6 gives the numberof Statesenforcingnoise controllaws

for eachof 14 noisesources. Note that these numbersare not an answerto

questionSC as quotedunder the table. That is, the numbersgiven are the ''

numberof States,not the numberof enforcementactions. This was neces- --

sary since many States and communities did not furnish the necessary enforce- _

meritdata; overallthe largestnumberof Statesare enforcingtruck, 71
industrialnoise,and entertainmentlegislation. .j

Table 3-7 correlatestypesof legislationand enforcementagencies

at the State level. Prom the data it is evidentthat Statesrely heavily i

on public safety officers. However, the use of specialized Environmental
!

PollutionControlOfficersis secondin frequencyand is a growing factor. ,. !

The table also revealsfrequentenforcementby State agenciesof municipal j
P_

codes. ,_

To the surveyquestionregardingtreatmentof violations(question

5B),State responsesindicatedthat very few noise investigationsresultin

the issuanceof citations. This does not necessarilyindicateweakenessof

enforcement,since the processof investigationitselfoftenresults in Li
removalof the violation. As one environmentalprotectionofficer in

Coloradoput it, the objectiveof an ordinanceis to achievequiet, not to r._

collectfines. _i

Respondentswere asked to identifythe most significantproblems rl

hinderingtheir enforcementefforts. Statesansweringthisquestion in- _J

dicateinadequatemanpowermost frequentlyas the problemlimitingthe rl

effectivenessof theirnoise controlefforts. The secondmost pressing _J

problemwas the lackof prioritization. _)

Enforcementby Communities _

Table 3-8 givesthe numberof communitiesenforcingnoise controllaws r)
_J

for each of 14 noise sources. As mentionedabove,this is not a directanswer

3-14
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TABLE 3-6

'_ NUMBEROF STATESEHPORCINGNOISECONTROLLAWS
i FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

Sourceof Humber Percentof -'"
Noise of States

- StatesResponding*

Trucks 4 13%

IndustrialActivities 4 13%,[

Publicand PrivateEntertainment 4 13%

Motorcycles 3 10%

Buses 2 6%

Automobiles 2 6%

._ RailroadOperations 2 6%

- ConstructionEquipment 2 6%

.., PublicService Vehicles 2 6_

GarbageCompactors 2 6%
) RecreationalVehicles 2 6%

Home Power Equipment 2 6%

Animals I 3%)

Building Requirements I 3%

Land Use/Zoning 1 3%

Other (GrainElevators) 1 3_

-- .Aircraft 0 0

• Based on 31 Statesresponding.

_es_i_rn SO. '_s_ee _ist _hs nupn,ber of en_r_e_sn_ _o_iomsi_r e_oh
of _ folZowingnoise so_r_e oon_rola."(See_ezt.)

L]
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TABLE 3-7

TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENTAGENCIES
FOR STATES

Enforcement A(.lenci es

,tJ

u ..-,+-, L _ _ _,-- .,--m _ _ c:

Legislation o m =_ =oo _- _ _o =o L_ _++ ++ o

MunicipalC0de 2 I I I B 0 0 0 0 5 18.5

' ZoningCode 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 7.4

VehicleCode 3 0 0 0 0 0 I O 0 4 14.8

BuildingCode 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Health/SafetyCode 0 2 I El 0 0 0 0 0 3 11.1

Aircraft/Airport Code 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0

AdministrativeCode I O 5 0 O 0 0 O O 6 22.2

State Statute 3 0 I 0 i 0 0 I 1 7 25.9

Other 0 O O 0 O O O 0 0 0 O

Total 9 4 8 2 I 0 1 I 1 27

Percent 33.3 14.8 29.6 7.41 3.70 O 3.70 3.70 3.70

fflce,ution _lt. "Pleaaa r_lldi_tl_e eaah Lpl..a oj" _agiala_'io.,_ and I'aSl_a(Jtr_Pe _p(_ OJ" qnj'o),aeman_ _ganep. "

...... _ _ _ ___._ _+_'_3 t+_-_ _+-',N _,.:',-I I_'_:I ._,+_,'---IT+T+/_,, _ _ Nil i



TABLE 3-8

NUMBEROF COMMUNITIESENFORCINGNOISE
CONTROLLAWS FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

-- Percentof
: Source of Numberof Communities -'"

Noise Communities Responding_

l IndustrialActivities 17 14.7%

Publicand Private Entertainment 5g 11.2%

'' Animals 57 10.9%

Motorcycles 55 10.5%

Automobiles 48 9.2%

Trucks 46 B.8%

ConstructionEquipment 44 8.4%J

HomePower Equipment 36 6,9%

-- GarbageCompactors 27 5.2%
#i

RailroadOperations 19 3,6%

Buses 16 3.1_

.J RecreationalVehicles 16 3.1%

PublicServiceVehicles 15 2.9%
Aircraft g 1.7%

i_ Basedon 524 communityresponses.
.3

quea_ 80. "PZe_aeZio_ the _umberof _nfo_o_ne_ _c_ns fo_ _a_h
of _he foZZo_i_ no_e 8ources." (See _e:_.)

'..Q
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to question 5C. Animalsas a noise sourcereceivemore attentionat the i
local level as compared with the State level. Otherwise, the leading con-

trolledsourcesare somewhat the same at both levels. r
d

A slight trend was noticeable toward increased enforcement as com-

munity size and densityincreased. Note that 72 percentof the communities
r

which perceive noise as a growing concern enforce their noise laws.

i

Table 3-9 indicatesthat municipalor city ordinancesare the most ,_ -

common types of legislat!on($2 percent),followed by zoningordinances

(17 percent),and vehiclecodes (10 percent). The followingmodes of en- i

forcementwere most common:

LegislativeType EnforcementA_enc_ i:

MunicipalCode Police/Safety

ZoningCode Building/Zoning ii

VehicleCode Police/Safety =

AlmostBO percentof allenforcementisconductedby Police/Safetypersonneland

21 percentby Building/Zonlngpersonnel. Only 8 percentof enforcementis

conductedby Environmental/PollutionControlpersonnel. Environmental/Poilu- E

tion Controlpersonnelmay not be directly involved in enforcementbut they "

often train police personnelin propermeasurementproceduresand enforcement " i

techniques. They also providevaluable consultingand training to personnel

in other local officeswho have responsibilitiesin some phase of noise control _i ]

enforcement. _=i
J

The communitieswere asked to identify the most significantproblems "

hinderingtheir enforcementefforts. Table 3-10 shows the percentagesof _'I
communitiesidentifyingspecificpolitical,financial,and programmaticproblems _'_

as obstaclesto their noise control programs. The lack of prlorltlzationby )'I
enforcementauthoritiesstandsout as the most frequentlyidentifiedproblem. _}

This is not too surprising,since, as was indicatedabove,police assigntheir

officersto what they perceiveto be theirmost importantduty, that of com- ,_

batting crime.

)i

r
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TABLE 3-g

'TYPESOF LEGISLATIONANDENFORCEMENTAGENCIES
FOR COMMUNITIES

Enforcelnent Agencies

49 ,J
(lJ _:: "_,oJ

O _ U _-b

•r- OJ ,r" _ _ C:: ,r" :I
Legislation ,-4- _ >,--= _>m _.._ '_'_" m._'m°_o _: _

Municipal Code 250 39 28 19 IB 30 I I 7 393 52.1

Zoning Code g 5 3 26 2 80 0 0 I ]26 16.7

L Vehicle Code 62 1 5 0 l 0 I 0 2 72 9.5

Building Code 3 I O 0 4 36 O O O 44 5JI

Health/SafetyCode 8 16 4 1 1 1 O O 1 32 4.2

Alrcraft/AirportCode O O I 0 0 2 I 0 4 B 1.!

AdministrativeCode I O 4 0 ! 2 1 0 O g 1.2

State Statute 27 3 IG 2 0 4 4 0 4 6D 7.9

Other 7 1 0 1 0 I 0 0 I 11 1.5

Total 367 66 61 ,19 27 156 8 I 2(] 755

Percent 48.6 8.74 B.Q8 6.49 3.58. 20.6 1.06 0.13 2.65

Uua_ion 4e. "PZe,aue indioate, oaoh ¢Upo oj' leqli3Za_ion and _,ci_/Jao_i0a tyl)e oJ"_nfoPoemen_ qla Oil "
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TABLE3-I0 I

COMMON PROBLENS IN ENFORCEMENT OF NOISE
REGULATIONSIN COMMUNITIES "_

Percentageof Respondents -_
Problem RatingProblemas Significant i

EnforcementAuthoritiesOoNot _3 ".
"PrioritizeNoise ._

InadequateManpower 28 ,
, i

InadequateInstrumentation 24

InadequateEnforcement/Measurement
Procedures 22 'J

AmbiguousLegislation 19 "
.i

Lack of Citizen Support/Awareness 18

UnenforceableLegislation 17 ,.

ActionsNotUpheldinCourt 15

_ues_ionED. ,tWl_:_aye _ha ma#or e_foreememtp_ob_em_redzLe_ng_he

affeot_veneasof you_ noise oon_ro_effort?"
:I

The second limitingfactor in effectiveenforcementby policeforces

is that of inadequatemanpower. Noise legislationhas historicallybeen :I

enforced throughthe assignmentof limitednumbersof officersto noiseenforce-

ment in additionto theirregularduties. Given the appropriatetrainingand '!

equipment,policeofficersoften can make significantcontributionsto noise

control. _]

Withoutadequatemanpower,however,enforcementeffortsare subject

to failure,and the good intentionsbehindthe developmentof nolsecontrol .,_'i
legislationnegated.Noise controlrequirestwo things: an activepublic

educationprogramand an activeenforcementeffort. With both thesefactors _I

in operation, the public will be educated to the need for restricting exces-

slve noise producingactivities,and a large degreeof voluntarycompliance _.)
can be achieved. LJ

I-I
i
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CONCLUSIONS

I_ is importanttha_ the EnvironmentalProtectionAgency address

_ enforcementproblem areasby an intensifiedpubliceducationprogram,by

conducting more workshops to train local personnel in the most feasible

enforcementtechniques, by assisting communities in drafting non-ambiguous
-3

and techn_callyadequatelegislation,and by demonstratingeffectivenoise -:":. !

control techniques in selected communities.

• t
, &

i,
• J

9

_v
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IV. STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES

4

This section discusses the resources available to the States and

local governments to conduct environmental noise control programs. The re-

'-_ sourcesaddressed are personnel,budget allocations,and the availabilityof
i ,

sound measurement and analysis instrumentation.

SUMMARY

-- PersonnelResources

_._ Trained personnelin adequate numbers able to devotea substantialportion

_ of time to noise control activitiesare essential for the effectiveadministration

: and enforcement of a noise controlprogram. The increasingnumberof States and

communities that have adopted noise control legislation in the last few years

:.; requiresa correspondingincrease in the availabilityof expertmanpower.

Of the 40 responding States and Territories, 16 States, including

Puerto Rico, reported personnelwho devoted at least 20 percent of their time

to noise control activitiesin 1977. In addition, 12 Stateshad at least one

personwho devoted some time to noise functionsin the State. The total num-

ber of personnel reported in 1977 was 27S, with 54 personsspendingat least

'_ 20 percent of their time and an additional221 persons spendingsome time but

less than 20 percent of their time on noise control activities.

") Sixty-sevencommunitiesreported that they had 142 noise control

personnel who devote 20 percent or more of their time to noise control activi-

-_ tios. In addition,there are 218 communitieswith as many as 5,456 part-time

4-i
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i

staff memberswho devote some time (less than 20 percent) to noise control i

activities. Almost 80 percentof the personnelworking in noise-related

activities at the local level are police engaged in the enforcement of noise i

control ordinances, investigating complaints, etc.

Budget Allocations

Nineteen States and Puerto Rico, or 45 percent of the 44 States _ and _,

Territories responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control ,I

activities in 1937 In the earlier survey, budget data were provided by 16

Statesor 36percentof the 45 respondingStates. •i

California's $1.6-million 1977 budget ranks first among the respond- ,N

ing States. Seven of the 20 States reported budgets in excess of SIO0,O00. :]

Overall, the budgets for the reporting States increased from about $2.0 million

in 1973 to approximately$3.6 million in 19771 Thus, the total repotted bud- ,$

gets for the States' noise control activities increased by about 80 percent

over the faur-year period.

On a per capita basis, Hawaii ranks first among the reporting States,

with a plannedexpenditureof 17.6 cants per resident. Two additionalStates, i+d

Arizona and Oregon, reported per capita budgets in excess of lO cents.

Noise control budgets were reported by 140 communities, or 25 percent i_

of the 562 communitiesrespondingto the 1978 survey. In the 1974 survey, .
J_

46 communities,or 26 percent of the 184 communitiesrespondingprovided budget ,!

data. Overall,the local noise control budgets increasedfromabout Sl.9 mil-

lion in 1973to about S2.7 million in 1977, an increaseof over 40 percent. _ql

Inlstrumentatio_ and Equipment _)
Only24 Statesand 174 communitiespossessone or more sound level fJ

meters, thebasic instrumentfor making noise measurements. More States and
gtl

communitiesare purchasing,however, sophisticatedpiecesof equipmentsuch Ol

as outdoormonitoringsystems, frequencyanalyzers,and graphic level recor-

ders. Suchequipmentis being use_ for noise monitoringsurveysand to sub- _I
14

stan_iateenforcementcases in court.

Forty Statesrespondedto the survey. Budgetdata only were obtained for
four additional States.

U
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Although a number of communities have noise legislation, many of

these lack noise measurement equipment for enforcement. Analysis of survey

responsesin 1977-78also reveals 133 communitiesenforcingtheir'noise legis-

lation without any noise measurement equipment. Nithout measurement capability,

-_ enforcement efforts remain minimal. The 1977-78 survey results clearly dem-

onstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measurement cape-

- bility, current programs cannot be effectively carried out.

NOISEPROGRAMPERSONNEL -'"

SurveyCoverage.

In the 1978 survey, States and communities were requested to provide

the number of personnel affiliated with their noise programs, categorized

by position and training and percentage of their time devoted to noise control.

Twenty-eight States and 285 c_n_unities reported personnel associated

with noise control activities in 1977. Table 4-i lists the number of person--4

nel by State and percent of time devoted to noise activities. The percentage

of time State and local personnelspent on noise control activitieswas broken

down into two categories: more than20 percentand less then 20 percent.

Table 4-2 lists the aggregatednumberof personnelreportedby responding

_" States by positioncategoryandpercentage of time devoted to noise activities.

The numberof Stateswith personnelin each positioncategory is also shown.

Table 4.3 presentsreported local personneldata using a similarformat.

_tate Noise Control Personnel

Of the 40 respondingStatesand Territories,17 States,including

Puerto Rico, reportedpersonnelwho devotedat least 20 percentof their time

! to noise controlactivitiesin 1977as shown in Table 4-I. In addition, $2

' States had at least one personwho devotedsome time to noise functions in

-- the State. Twelveother States and Territoriesdid not reporteven one pert-

- time personengaged in noise activities, The number of personnel,if any, in

the 12 Stateswhich did not respondto the survey, is uncertain. Figure4-I

shows the reglonaldlstributionof the State noise controlpersonnel. Noise

,_, control personneltotalled288, with 67 personsspendingat least 20 percent

_J

j4
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TABLE4.1 I
NUMBEROF PERSONNELBY STATEAND PERCENTAGEOF TIHE

DEVOTEDTO NOISECONTROLACTIVITIES,1977 "I

At Least Leso Than rIumberof PersonsaState 20 Percent 20 Percent "_

Alabama 2 Z . }

Arkansas 140- 140

Arizona 3 i 4
I

California 9 18 27 ,,

Delaware 1 i

Florida 2 4 6 "q

Georgia 1 1 2 , i
Hawaii 8 2 lO

Illinois 4 4 "_

Indiana 2 2 *'

Kentucky 2 2
Louisiana 1 1 :

Maryland 2 2

Massachusetts 4 4
Michl9an % b I

Minnesota 13 13

Mississippi 20* 20 ._

Montana S 2 _ j
Nebraska 1 1

NewJersey 4 6 lO "_1 I
Hew York 2 2 P

North Dakota 1 1 Z
Ohio I I ,_ i

Oregon 6 9 15 , p i
Puerto Rico 4 2 6

South Carolina 1 1

Tennessee 1 1 ,

Texas S 5

Washington 1 1 _

TOTAL 67 221 2BB J.-_

aTotal number of personnel _ho devote some ttme to noise
control activities, !X!

i
b200 conservation officers enforce snowmobile noise i,I

regulations.

*Police department personnel. !:l
e]

_stion 6A, "P_eaee (_iSt) each individu_Z who devotes

atzset czsse hle sti eto i.e 'r
cc_t:,,o_actluitlsej using the position codes indicated Bel_."

i|t
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of theirtime and 221 personsspendingsome time but less than 20 percent 1

of theirtime on noise controlactivities. .m

Table4-2 shows the numberof personnelby positioncategoryat the

State leveland the number of Stateswho had at least one personin each of ._

these positions, It is evidentfrom this table that the positioncategories ,,

cited by the greatest number of States are the Pollution ControlProgram

Director and Environmental Specialist, The prevalence of these two care- i

gorieswithinmany State programsmay be attributableto the app]icatlonof

manpowerfrom other environmentalareas (e.g.,air and water pollutionpro- _J

grams) to noisecontrol efforts. Since a numberof Stateshave just recently

passed legislation,the persons in these two categorieshave beengiven the

responsibilityto set up noise strategieswithin Statesand plan the details

of the noiseeffort. Thismay accountfor a sizeablenumberof these partic- '_

ular categories, It also apparently reflects the emphasis at the State _¢

level on developmentof regulationsand/or legislationas well as provision v._

of expertguidanceto communities. _

Trends(1977 vs. 1973). In 1973,42 percentof the Statesresponding ,-

to the surveybad at least one full- or part-timenoise personnelposition.

In the 1978survey,this numberhad jumpedto 70 percent. Over the fouryears
,!

between the surveys,the numberof States reportingnoise controlpersonnel ,_

increasedfrom 19 to 28 and the numberof personnelwho spend more time en

noise controlactivitiesincreasedsharplyfrom 105 to 275, an increaseof i_

170 personnel. Nearlyall of the increase(162persons) is accountedfor by

the two States(Mississippiand Arkansas)which reportedenforcementof noise _

ordinancesby State police. Other positionsto show increasesare Pollution

ControlProgramDirectorand PublicHealthSpecialist/IndustrialHygienist _,I

categories, The number of personnelreportedin the EnvironmentalTech- _I

nician/Inspectorcategory declinedsharplyas did that in the Engineerand i_
Clericalcategories. These trends indicatethe maturingof the State lJ

programswith less emphasis on inspections(exceptenforcementactivityby |
police)and increasedemphasison programdirectionand assistanceto al

localcommunities.

4-6 _t
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--, TABLE4-2
]
t

STATE PERSONNEL BY POSITION
..., CATEGORY,1973and1977

i

: 1973 1977
i

PositionCategorv Number of Numberof At Least LessThen Number of Number of
-_ Persons Statesa 20 Percent 20 Percent Persons Statesa

Pollution Control Program
Director 11 8 19 15

Environmental SpeciaUst 15 10 10 8 18 13

-_ Engineer 18 6 15 3 13 8

PhysicalScientist - 1 8 9 3

Public Health Specialistor
' Sanitarian: industrial

Hygi.nist 7 2 9 14 23 7

Urban Planner; Land Use
• Analyst 1 1 ....

; Attorney - - 1 1 2 2

EnvironmentalTechnician
-_ or Inspector 35 5 2 1 3 3

Police 15 2 2 176 178 4

L Clericalor
; Secretnrial 11 10 5 - 5 4

- _ Other 2b 2 3 2 5 4

Totol PorJonnei 105 54 221 275

t _
I --! Number Of Stotos
I Roporthlg Personnel 19 28

I _ a NumbarofStatosropottingpersonnellnc_tngory
, -_ b Inaludosadmlnlstrntiva parsonnll

=

Queet.C.on6.4. "P_ease (_ist) each indivldu.al whodevotee at _eaoC2Og (Zeee than _O_J
._ of h£s/her ¢£me to holes oontro_ act_vlt£es, ue_n_ the position codes indlaated

beZow."
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Communities'NoiseControlPersonnel !

Five hundred and sixty-two responses to the 1978 survey were received m
I

from communities. Out of this number, only 67 communities reported having per-

sonnel who specifically devote 20 or more percent of their time to noise control

activities. A total of 142 local noise control personnel are distributed in _L

various positions, as shown in Table 4-3. In addition, there are 218 communi- ,_

ties with as many as 5,456 part-time staff members who devote some time, less tl

than 20 percent, to noise control efforts.

Position Categories. As is evident from Table 4-3, of the personnel ,(

who devotedat least 20 percentof their time to noise controleffortsin

1977, the three professional categories with the largest number of assigned ,i

personnelwere PublicHealth Specialist/IndustrialHygienist,Engineer,and

EnvironmentalTechnician/Inspector.In the less than 20 percentcategory, ii
the large number of police overshadowsall other job categories. Almost 80

percentof the personnelworking in noise-relatedactivitiesat the local

levelare policeengaged in the enforcementof noisecontrolordinances,in-

vestigatingcomplaints,etc. Most are engagedin motor vehiclenoise en- "q

forcement. Motor vehicle noise,as previouslydiscussed,is the most wide- '! )
spreadnoise problem. It is also the sourcethathas causedthe development =_

of the most noise control legislationand is the most frequentlyenforced. ,I

Policehave the power to pursuemotor vehiclenoiseoffenders,pull them
W)

over to the side of the road and issue noise citations. It is often one part ,I

of their many responsibilitiesin law enforcement.

Figure4-2 shows the relativedistributionof noise controlpositions _]

at the State and local levelsin 1977. At both the State and local levels

the Policecategorydominatesall others. PublicHealthSpecialist/Industrial __J

Hygienistis the second largestcategoryat both State and locallevels. Per-

sonnel in this categoryare about eight percentof the total personnelat !I
gJ

State and local levels. The thirdmost dominantpositionat the State level

is in the PollutionControl ProgramDirectorcategorywhile at the community _

level it is in the Engineer category.
i

t|
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TABLE 4-3

COMMUHITY PERSONt_ELBY POSITION CATEGORY, 1973 Arid 1977

_ 1973  977
Numberof Persons

Numberof , TotalNumbel
Posit{onCategory Persons At Least LessThan of

20Percent 20Percent Penonz
,,=

PollutionControlProgram . i"
Director 7 15 47 62

EnvironmentalSpeciatist 29 17 54 71

Engineer 35 21 161 182

PhysiCalScientist • 3 4 7

' PublicHealthSpecialist
or Senit=rien;Indus-

-- trialHygienist 35 30 435 464
J

UrbanPlanner;Land.Use
Anllyst 16 7 114 121

Attorney 5 0 24 24

,-_ Environment=lTechnicianorInlpe=tot 74 22 99 120
m

POliO= 10 15 4357 4372

I
' j Clericmlor Secfet|riai 20 6 21 27

:--_ Other 0 6 140 146
I

BuildingInspBator 15 - -

i TotalPoNonnet 260 142 5458 5598

TotalLetsPolice 242 127 1099 1226

J
_J Numberof Communities 59 67 218 285lt_¢eC_O_ 6A. PZe=ee (%ie¢) ea,,h in_Y, ui_a% uho deuoCee at Zeast _0",.,_J

(_eaa Ch_ 20,_) Of hY.s/her ti_l_ to nogae oontz,,oZ act_uttges, using
"_ the _oslt_on _odee indio=¢ed _elow. "

J

-?
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FIGURE 4-2. DISTRIBUTIONOF NOISE CONTROLPERSONNELPOSITIONS
AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, 1977

_¢ma _o nolno oo_,lt;vol aot;'lui_'iee_., u*Jinp t;ho pot_?_l;'ionoocl_t] "h_dlacd;ed bo_o_..,."
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Trends (1977vs. 1973). The numberof communitiessurveyedin 1978

was much larger than in the 1974 EPA survey. Therefore, a direct compari-

son between surveysis not entirelyaccurate. However, there are indications

that there are a rapidly growing number of communities which have assigned

personnelto noise controlactivities. In 1973,59 communitiesresponding

to the surveyhad at least one full- or part-timenoise personnelposition.

In 1978, this had increased to 285 communities. Unfortunately, there are com-

_- munitieswhose noisecontrolactivitieshave been reducedor terminated(e.g.,

: Boston) causing a reduction in personnel. In some cases, after the program

_. has been operational,responsibilitieshave shiftedto part-timepersonnel.

As indicatedin Table 4-3, there has been a dramaticincrease in the

reportednumberof policewho work part-timeon noise enforcement. The num-

ber of personnelin the PublicHealth Specialist/IndustrialHygienistcate-

goryalso increasedsharplybetween1973 and 1977, reflectingperhapsthe in-

, creasedawarenessof occupationalnoise hazardsand the additionof these

personnel to local health departments to handle the air and water pollution

problems. This probably reflects the formalization of noise programs at the

local levels and the designation of at least part-time noise program directors.

Table 4-4 shows the relative ranking of the top six position cate-

gories cited in the 1978 survey compared to the rankings in 1973. In 1977,

the most frequently cited position category was Police, followed by Public

Health/IndustrialHygienistand Urban Planner/Land-UseAnalyst. In 1973,the

! position cited by the greatest number of communities was that of Environmen-

tal Specialist,closelyfollowedby EnvironmentalTechniclan/Inspector.

_- These shiftsin the positioncategoriesare to be expectedas the communities

-_ move from programplanningto programimplementationwith its emphasison

inspections,enforcement,and land use planning.

J Fieldsof.Experlence'

-_ The 1978 surveyrequestedinformationon the fieldsof experience

J of those personnelwho devote at least20 percentof their time to noise pro-

-' gram activities. Comparabledata was not requestedin the 1974 survey. A
.J

l
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TABLE 4-4 ,i

RANK OF POSITIONCATEGORIESUSED "
INCOMMUNITYNOISEPROGRAMS ii'"

1977vs.1973 ._

,i

Rank Numberof Rank Numberof ,_
in Communi- PositionCategory in CornmuQi-
1977 _iesa 1973 ties_ '_

i 102 Police 8 7 _I

B B6 PublicHealth/Sanitarian/ 3 16
IndustrialHygienist _i

3 62 Urban Planner/Land-Use 5 14 ,.,
Analyst it

4 Bl EnvironmentalSpecialist i 18 ..
, $

5 " 5B EnvironmentalTechnician/ 2 17 '_
Inspector

6 B2 Engineer 6 13 ,_

iii

aNumber of communitlesreportingpersonnelin position _'_
category shown.

"PZe_a (_s_J _a_h ind_vidu=Z _ho _vo_es a_ le=s_ 20_ _I¢A.

(Z_sa _h_ 20_) of h_a/he_ _.me _o nc_e oon_ro_ aoVivivieaj _J :i
ua£n_ _h_ pos_on _ode_ £nd£cavcd beZcna."

AnaZ_a_s o_ reaponaea, ,]

!1

4-12 :]



summary of the 1978 survey is presented in Table 4-5 for both State and

-_ c_mmunitx personnel.. Forty-seven percent of the community personnel and 37

q percent of the State personnel are either engineers or environmental

scientists. Experiencein the field of acousticsis lacking;only two percent

i of the State and four percent of the community personnel indicated that

their experience is primarily in acoustics.

TABLE 4-5

FIELD OF EXPERIENCE OF STATE ANO COMMUNITY
PERSONNEL WHO OEVOTED AT LEAST TWENTY PERCENT OF

THEIR TIME TO NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, 1977

Conv_n_t_ Sure
Fluid Qf £xDartln¢l _lumDer Per¢in_ Nu_oer Perceflt

[n_nHrt nil 31 22 17 31

_" Acous_tc_ S _ 1 2 !

Physlc_l $ct|nca ] 2 3 6

£nvfronmntal Scfencl 3S 2S 3 6

Madlcal $¢1encl 1 1 Z 4

_lo]oglcal S¢tlnce 9 6 3 6

" - Pu_11¢ HeaI_n Sctence 16 11 1 2

$o¢_81 $¢tenc| 3 2 2

Law Z 1 I Z

Pol!¢e 13 9

Co,/nunl_y Planning 6 4 ] 6

Transpor_lttoll Operations 1 1

' I 'SafltyO_|ra_lons 2 1

_ot C1asslfla(J 15 11 18 33

Total 145 100 54 ]00

_ Quesr.Y, on 6A. '_.Zeaa¢ (_aY:) eaoh Y,ndg,vidu._ _ho _UO_e8 _z_ _aa'; _O_ (_s8 _l_

_0,_) o,f h£a/'haz' =£me Co novae _nCroL aot;£u;.C£¢s_ ua£n_ _he _oa_,-
I _.£m'_ ¢odaa "_.nd£oa¢¢d below, "

! Ana_a£a o2" z'eaFonaea.

,..J
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ProblemAreas I

As will be discussed in a later section, the lack of an adequate number -

of trained personnel is a critical factor in the State and local noise control

activities. As indicated in Table 4-6, almost half of the 40 responding States

indicate they enforce noise control laws, but only 12 States reported personnel ,L

who devote st least 20 percent of their time to noise control activities.
k

Similarly,"of the 328 communitiesthat enforcetheir noise laws, only 55 have ,,

personnelwho devote 20 percentor more of their time to noise controlactiv- ,_

fries. Clearly,manpoweris a criticalfactor. ,,

TABLE 4-6 ,i

PERSONNELSTAFFINGCOMPAREDTO
ENFORCEMENTOF NOISECONTROLLAWS,1977

ement Numberof StatesWhich: Numberof CommunitiesWhich:
l(

Personnel _ Enforce Don't Enforce Enforce Don't Enforce ,_

At least 20 percent
of timeon noise
control 12 4 55 12 _),

Part-timeon noise _

controlbut less ii
than 20 percent 3 9 167 51

No personnel
reported 2 lO 106 170

Total 17 23 328 233 II

Quae_ion 6.4. "PZeaee (_£a*) each ind£_£duaZ who devote8 e* Z_ae* 20_ (lees
_han _O_) of hieher _£_ _o ru_£ee control acCiu£_ies_ uain_ l1
=he poeie£on ¢edsa ind£aaeed bedew." ¢]

U

4-14

U



J

STATS AND CONMUNITYNOISE CONTROL BUDGST ALLOCATIONS
[

Adequate funding is crucial to the development and implementation of

-- an effectivenoise control program. Such a program requires establishinga

fiscal budget for the necessary resources, including personnel and equipment.

Without initial appropriations to get a new program off the ground once

legislation is enacted, and without a sustained level of funding to operate

the program once initialstandards,criteria,and administrativeprocedures

have been established, noise control efforts will be undermined.

The 1978 SPA surveyrequesteda breakdownfrom the Statesand

communities of their specific noise control program budgets related to each

program activity. This sectionprovides a sugary of the budgetarydata

reported by the States and communitiesand compares the !977 budgetsfor

noise control with those reported for 1973 under the previous EPA survey.

State Noise Program Budgets

-_ Nineteen States and Puerto Rico, of the 44 States and Territories

i responding to the 197B survey, budgeted funds for noise control activities

_ in 1977. In the 1974 survey,budgetdata was provided by 16 of the 45 re-

spondingStates and Territories. Table 4-7 lists the Stateswhich provided

budgetdata for 1973 and/or 1977 and their noise control budgets both in total

amountsand on a per capita basis. The per capita data (in cents)are based

on 1970 census figuresand are used as a comparativeindex since they standardize

the budgets for variationsin population. The noise control budgetsand

per capita data for all the States and Territorieswhich respondedto either

• the 1974or 1978 surveysare listed by SPA region in Appendix B.
t

California's$1.6-million1977 budget ranks first among the responding

"_ States. Seven of the 20 States (includingPuertoRico) reported budgetsin

excessof $100,000. The total amount budgeted for noise control in 1977 was

-; $3.6 million. The average noise control budget for the 44 respondingStates

was approximately$81,000. This was the equivalenton a per capita basis of

about 1.9 cents per resident. Figure 4-3 shows the geographicaldistributionof

per capita funds budgeted for noise controlactivities in 1977.

,_ 4-15
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TA3LS 4-7

STATEBUDGETARYDATA, 1973 AND I977 m" i
I,i : I)17

5t_t_ Puculatl_n ('." ;'eras,it ;4_ ('; Percent (¢) I'}I" I

_rl :ona 1,770,300 I,gvo 3,1 ,J.1 21_,G_Qe 5.9 1:,1 + 2T3,:_.0

C_11fornl4 I._,g45,71g 1,34d_04 _7.7 o./' I ,_4g ,O(J,3 4S,3 _,3 . _96 ,i._O ,i

FIoriO_ 5,7_g,443 4S,_lJO ._.] _1,7 93,0gll 5,c; 1,4 • 46,060

ilHnols 11,109.g_g ZOO,0OO I0,0 1.0 I04,4_0 g.g "._,7 + 1_4,400

Indlan_ 5,193,_69 Ob ]g,zlq l,l Q,3 + 3g.270

<_IlSaS _,24g,071 I.g_5 0.I 0,1 t;o_ Reeor_e_ unknol_a

Louisiana 3,g4],180 4,650 0,2 O,l 0 O,0 O.g 4,_0

Haryl_n_ 3,g._2_9g O 0.0 _4.000 g,1 13,6 • 04,_0 r

i%SSach_Se_tS 5,6P,O_I70 _3 ,_(_0 I._ 0.; 400_000 1|.0 ._,0 _ 376,20U

FllchlO_O 8,875,083 0 O.O 154,935 4*g 1,3 e 164,93_
[

M1nnmlot,I 3,_0_103 &or,Reperted _3,000 I,S 1,4 + 53,000 I

Montan_ 694,409 _,_b_:O 0,} O._ 3,,)00, 0.1 O.S !" |,0GO

IIevad_ 4g_,75_ 127 O,0] 0 0,0 0.O 127 _m_

flewH_-_sh]re 737,£gI 0 0.0 810 O.O 0.1 at0

Ne_ Jer=e_ 7,260,164 8g.gOg 4.5 1.3 75,flOe 2,1 1,0 • 14._g0 e,_ '

t',_.wYork 1_,23g,ggl 147,Q00 7,4 0,0 S0,O00 1,4 OJ - gT,_00 _I i

Ilor ._nC_roltn_ 5.0_g.959 7,OOO 0.4 .1 O O,O O,O 7,_gO

Oklahoma O.5_g,g53 I.OOO 0,1 O,O_ O 0,0 0,0 I.OOO ,I
Oregon 2,091 ,_g5 44_I00 _.2 _,1 215,_00 _,_ IO,3 * 171,300

P_er_o RICo 2,719,000 0 O.O 47,d77 1,3 1.7 • 47,077 |.t

So.eft C_rolfni 2,_gO,glg lg,SgO O.@ .7 70O O.O • 1g.100 EJ ;

Washington 3,409,193 6 0.0 30.0gO 0._ 0,3 + :0,000

]

' Ex_lu¢,, one-_tm ,xgondi%ur, of $11,000,000 for constru¢l:io_ ¢o|1.$ ,o,, school noise ,&_en_a_.lon gr.grae*. J[_

b ,_ funds Ilutgmted |n 1973 or 1914; _ZO,gO0 g_lectm_ for 197_. Ill
¢ NO funds buO_l_ld t_ 1_73_ |20,_0_ g_:lec:ld for 1_74.

d Includes $1gS,OO0for L,,_rrler_. Other s_a_es nay not h4ve 1.eluded such ||
expendi_ur_.

programbu@et, !_.b _ta_ _.rmckdowne_re net c_..a_.e,-","_"
provide_.figzere_o'."the tot_Z a_c_aticn."

!
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FIGURE 4-3. STATE PER CAPITA BUDGETSFOR NOISE CONTROL,1977
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On a per capita basis, Hawaii ranks first among the reporting States,

with a planned expenditure of !7.6 cents per resident. Two additional States,

Arizona and Oregon, reportedper capitabudgets in excess of 10 cents. A

total of ii Stateshad per capita budgetsof one cent or more as shown in

Figure4-3.

Trands. The numberof Statesand Territoriesreportinga noise con- _.-

trol budgetincreasedfrom 16 in 1973 to 20 in 1977, an increaseof 25 percent. ''

Overall,the budgets for the reportingStates increasedfrom about $2.0 million -

in 1973 to approximately$3.6 million in 1977, an increaseof $1.6million, or .:

20 percentper year, over the four-yearperiod. As can be seen in Table 4-7, ,

budgetsof seven Statesdecreasedwhile the budgebsin ten States increased. ,.

In addition,six Stateswhich did not reportbudgetdata in 1973 reported budgets

for noise control in 1977. Kansas,which reporteda budgetof $I,925 in 1973, :,

did not respondto the latestsurvey. The averageper capitabudgetfor noise

control activitiesof the States respondingto the survey increasedfrom

about 1.2 cents in 1973 to about 1.9 cents in 1977.

CommunityNo!.seControl Budgets

Noisecontrol budgetswere reportedby 140 communities,or 25 per-

cent of the 562 communitiesrespondingto the 1978survey. In the 1974

survey, 46 communities,or 26 percentof the 184 communitiesresponding,

provided budgetdata. Overall, the noise control budgetsof the reporting ,_

communitiesincreasedfrom approximately$1.9 million in 1973 to about $2.7

million in 1977. Appendix C lists, by EPA region, the budgets and per

capita data for the communitiesthat reportednoise control budgets in 1973

and/or in %977,

Discussionand Analysis. There is a large variationin budgeted

funds and plannedper capita expendituresamong the respondingcommunities. _,
h_

This variationreflects differentstagesof noise programdevelopment. The

inaccuracyof budgetestimatesbased on the part time use of policeand other
municipalemployeesshouldalso be noted. New York City had the largest 1977

budget (5250,000). Onlyfive other cltie_reportedbudgesof $100,OnOor more: !_!

{

z Informationprovidedby EPA regional representative. !_ I
)
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Chicago, Illinois; Los Angeles and Long 8each, California; New Rochelle,

New York; and Salt Lake City, Utah.

The communities with a noise control budget of $10,000 or more and/or

planned per capita expenditures for noise control activities of 15 cents or

greater in 1973 and/or 1977 are listed in Table 4-8. In the 1974 survey, 20

communities reported budgets for noise control of SIO,O00 or more, and in 1978,

55 communities reported budgets of $I0,000 or greater. Of these, 43 had

populationsin excess of 75,000 (whichwas the basis for the earliersurvey),
i

providingsome indicationthat more communitiesare allocatingfundsfor noise

controlactivities.

Thirty-seven communities reported per capita budgets of 15 cents or

-- more in 1977comparedto only eightcommunitiesin 1973, as shown in Table 4-8.

! Twelve of the 37 communitiesare in California. The higher per capita expendi-

tures in this area reflectthe concentrationof well-establishednoisecontrol

programs in the State. There is some evidence that 15 cents per capita for

noise control may be an adequate funding level for carrying out a comprehensive

_ noise controlprogram. However,severalcommunitieswith establishednoise
l

controlprogramshaveallocatedless,othersconsiderablymore, dependingon-- the severityof localnoiseconditionsand the extendof citizenscommitment
r

to noise controland abatement.
On a per capitabasis,New Rochelle,New York, ranks firstamong the

562 respondingcommunities,with plannedexpendituresof about SI.33per

resident. Olympia,Washington,ranks secondwith per capitaexpendituresof

$1.20. At the otherend of the spendingscale,Oakland,California,reported

I a 1977 per capita figure of about O.l cents, and 422 of the responding communi-

ties did not have a noise controlbudget in 1977.

Trends. From the limiteddata available,there is evidence thata

numberof communitiesare increasingtheir budgetsfor noisecontrolactivities.

-_ A comparisonof the budgetdata of the communitiesrespondingto both the

-_ 1974 and !978 surveysrevealsthat budgetswere increasedin 20 instancesand

decreasedin 16 others. Those communitiesare listedin Table 4-9. Another
_) indicationis evidencedby the fact that 21 communitieswith populationsgreater
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than 75,000 which did not have a budget for noise control in 1973 reported

-_ noise controlbudgetsin 1977. These communitiesare also listedin Table 4-9.

However,consideringall citiesover 75,000in population,therewas a net

decrease in funding as shown in the table, due to the large decreasesin New

York City and Chicago noise control budgets.

Total Funds Allocated for Noise Control Proqrams

The total reportedState and communitybudgetsfor noise control

activitiesin 1977 was $6.2 millioncomparedto $3.9millionin 1973. A com-

parison of the 1973 and 1977 reported budgets is shown in Table 4-I0.

-" Table 4-I0 indicatesthat the reportedamount budgetedby theStates

and communities increased about 60 percent between 1973 and 1977. As indicated

in this table, the funds budgeted in 1973 for noise control activitieswere

i almost evenly divided between the States and communities. In 1977, the States

-_ accounted for 57 percent of the total.

: Table4-11 providesa summaryof State and local1977budgetsfor

._ noise controlby EPA region. As would be expected,the Statesand communities

with the largest per capita budgets generally are located where there are

.. large indus-rializedmetropolisesand transportationcenters. None of the

States in Regions VI and VII had budgeted funds for noise programs. However,

the largerurban areas in these regionshave fundedprograms(e.g.,Houston,

Oklahoma City, Omaha).

The increasingtrend in fundingfor noisecontrolactivitiesis

clearlyevidentin Figure4-4. Per capitaplannedexpendituresin Ig73for

the 16 States reportingnoise controlbudgetarydata in 1973was 1.2 cents.

In 1977, per capita plannedexpendituresreportedby 20 Stateswas 1.9cents,

or nearly60 percentgreaterthan the 1973 plannedexpenditures. Per capita

-" expendituresat the locallevel increasedto 6.8 cents from 5.7 cents,or(
about 30 percent,duringthe same period.

--]

.J
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TABLE4-9

COHHUNITIESWHICH INCREASED,It_ITIATEB,OR DECREASED
THEIRNOISECO_ITROLBUDGETS ==
BETWEEN 1973 A_ID1977a ,_

I mCITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENT I$

INCREASED BUDGET -_

Colorado Springs, CO 6,847 17 . J

Columbia, SC 3,080 145

Fralno, CA 16,920 475 "_

Grand Rapids, MI 16,614 166 , _ "

Houston, TX 14,283 137

Indianapolis, IN 35,470 933 "_

Jacksonville. FL 17,300 1704 ,

Kanosha,Wl 7,650 1079

LosAngeles, CA 7,500 8

Milwaukee, WI 14,995 119 '

Norfolk, VA 22,000 1906

Oakland, CA g0 82
OklahomaGin, OK 5,721 33

Pasadena,CA 8,723 683 --

Paladana, 13( . 147 42

Saginaw,MI 18,1S0 1195
Soattta,WA 33,200 50

Tam0=, FL 4,504 164 ..

Torrance, CA 16,522 70

Tulsa, OK ,. 1,086 37 "-
SUBTOTAL 250,706 L

INITIATED 6UDGET ._
Akron, OH 43,600 100 i

Allentown. PA 67,000 100

An=holm, CA 25,060 100 -_

Arlington, VA 15,800 100

Columbus, GA 15,600 100

Denver,CO 37,260 100
Eugsno,OR 12,980 160 _
Evanlvilln, I L 8,878 100

Frelmont, OA 20,000 100 "q,

Ft. Lauderdala, FL 10,000 150 _.,i ;

Hammond, IN 4,250 100

Huntlvilla, At. 10,000 100 _"r =

_1Only thai= ¢ommunltiea which had a population of 75,000 or more in
1970 ar¢ included.

_ue_Cion 8A. "PZ_aa¢ pravide a bz,eakdo_n of b'ou_' current noi3e oon-
m'o_.pro_rcmbudget, If _u_eCc_d b_eczk_ownaore nov
_pa_c_e, prouic_ c I_gurefor Ch¢ CoC_ aZ_c_ion. " _!

Ar_Zyala of res]:onaca.

(-!
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TABLE 4-9 (CONTINUED)

CITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENTB

INITIATED BUDGET (Cont'd.)

LIvonia, MI 18,200 100

Newark, NJ 10.000 100
New Havan. CT 300 100

Norwalk. CT 635 100

_ Pawtucket, RI 1.000 100
Rockford. I L 1,500 100

San Diego, CA 55,300 100

Toledo, OH 4.800 100

Washington.DC 43,200, 100
SUBTOTAL 405.027

DE.CREASED BUDGET

Aurora, CO 38,430 98

Austin, TX 3.750 100

! Boston,MA 12.500 40
Bridgeport.CT 2.275 100

Charlotte, NC 75 100

-_ Chicago,I L 79.345 38
Flint,MI 160 100

Inglewood, CA 16.500 32

Kalamazoo, MI 450 100

Lakewood, CA 3,574 95

....] Lakewood.CO 31.842 99
, Nlinnanpoli$,MN 319 3

Montgomery, AL 560 100

"7 New York, NY 700.000 74

f Portland, OR 105.800 63
San Antonio, TX 4,018 100

-7 SUBTOTAL 1,012,098f

" Net Oucrease 358,365

1-7
r

! "7

; '

1
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T_BLE 4-'.0

SUMMARY Or STATE AM0 CCNHUMITY AO_._ r'_-_n !973 ' "" i

1973 i977 "q
NoiseControl_udge:s _ 5 ',

State 1,991,092(16)a 3 .8..:2 (20)

Community !,903,35<3(45) 2,651,074 (140)

Total 3,894,451 6,232,_-26

e Numbers in parenthesesere numbersof States/communitiesreporting
noisecontrolbudgets. '

oonc._oZ?rcC._-_.'.-" _ -:.,c=_e.. if c:(c=e-c_, "_re_kd.7-_.s ,,

* Anul_,sim o -_

10.0--

:i

-- 6.8© ,'

-- 5,7_ _'//////" I'll

I .//////_ _ I=
_< CO_MUNmES j

"//////4.
:" - 7//////

_ 1.9_ ;_
1.2¢ ./////// _q

1973 1977 _'_r_
FIGURE4-4. STATE AND COMNUNITY,_ERCAPITA :UDGETS

FOR NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITY, 1973 AND 1977 III
Ia

The total populationof the 20 States reportinga noise _.udgetin

1977 was about 112 million, or abou_ half the population of the United States. _

Although considerableprogress h.=sbeen ma_e betwee_ i973 end 1977, I- is clear

that funding for noise control activitiesfalls far short of being adequate. )I

Some of the noteworthyprogrems as well as problems are highlightedbelow.

4-24



TABLE 4-1]

" SUMMARYOF STATEANDCOMHUNITYNOISECONTROLBUDGETS
BY EPA REGION, 1978

- States Communities

EPA States Budget PerCapitaa Budget PerCapitaa
Region S ¢ S c

I. ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, 425,163 3.6 (3)b 31,635 2.3 (8)b
CT

II. NY, NJ, PR, VI 172,077 0.61 (3) 368,850 3.g (g)

- Ill. PA, MD, DE, WV 24,000 0.3 (I) 175,000 10.8 (7)
VA, DC

- IV. NC,SC,TN,KY,MS, 207,775 0.7 (4) 146,265 7.1 (12)
GA, FL

V. WI,IL,MI,OH,IN, 508,605 1.2 (3) 416,g4a 4.7 (29)
MN

- VI. NM, OK, AR, LA, TX O 0.0 (0) g6,327 4.1 (9)

VII. NE, KS, IA, MO 0 0.0 (0) 70,373 4.3 (g)

" VIII. MT, NO, SD, WY, UT, 3,000 0.1 (I) 250,527 16.7 (15)
CO

IX. CA, NV, AZ, HI 1,995,132 8.7 (3) 835,293 10.5 (35)

X. WA,OR,ID,AL 245,600 4.B (2) 259,660 22.5 (7)

• Total 3,581,352 1.g (20) 2,651,074 6.8 (140)

a Per capita budget data are based on all States and communities
responding to survey (see Appendices B and C).

b Numbers in parenthesesare numberof States/con_unitiesreporting
noise control budgets.

Question 8A, "Ple_ae_rovide a bre_kdc_ of _our ourren_noise oon.ro_program.
bud@e_. If budgetaz_d breakdown__re no_ _v=ilable,provide
figu_ for _h_ _o_ala_loo_Vion."

Analyais of _esponses.
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Noteworth_Proqra_s

Among the States and communities reporting budgetary data, several

were particular]y significant either with respect to the total amounts of

resourcesallocatedfor noise controlactivitiesor due to large increasesin

funding levelsover the four-yearperiod 1973-1977. i

California ranked first among reporting States in overall planned

expenditures and fourth in planned per capita expenditures. Their funds were

allocated to the Office of Noise Control in the Department of Health for man-

power ($2DO,OOO)i the California Highway Patrol for motor vehicle enforcement

activities ($375,000); the Department of Transportation for the Division of

Highways($870,000);and the Divisionof Aeronautics($200,000).
wl

Hawaii ranked first in planned per capita expenditures for noise

control with 17.9 cents per capita. The reported 1977 budget totals $135,132

and is over twice the amount spent in 1973. Their plannedexpendituresare

for personnel($118,780)and operatingexpenses ($16,352).

Arizonareported the largest increasein total budgetand per capita j

expendituresfor noise control. It increasedfrom $I,500in 1973 to $215,000 !

in 1977 while per capitaexpendituresare projectedto jump to 12.1cents from

.OB cents in 1973. Funds will go for personnel($40,000),equipment/instruments

($i0,000)and barriers ($165,000). It is possibiethat other Stateswhich were _.

also constructingbarriers duringthis period did not reportsuch costsin _he .

survey. ,:

Among the reportingcommunities,New York City rankedfirst in 1977
for total funds budgetedfor noisecontrol. Norfolk,Virginia,reportedthe _

largest increase in planned expenditures over 1973 of those communities which

respondedto boththe 1974 and 1978 surveys. The Norfolkbudgetfor noise _i

controlincreasedIgO0 percentfrom $1,200to $24,000over the four-year

budget. !I

Problem Areas

Despitethe increasednumberof Statesand communitieswith funded v!_i

noise control programs,the lack of adequate funds is a major obstacleto

the development,implementation,and enforcementof noise controlprograms. :ii

:I
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Although the development and enactmentof noise legislationrepresents

a major hurdle(27 out of 50 States currentlyhave noise laws),even a more

i difficultstep is the establishmentof a noise controlprogramwith a line

item budget for noise control. This appears to be a major hurdle facing

State governments, and may jeopardize the legislative intent and enforcement

objectives. Despite the fact that 27 States have some laws with quantitative

- provisions, only 19 States and Puerto Rico have budgets for noise control to

support this legislation. While it is most desirable to have a specific line

-- item budget for noise control, other States and communities support some of

their noise control activities with funds from sources other than noise con-

-_ trol budgets. The llne item budget accentuates the concern for noise control

and reinforces the government's commitment to the cause.

-- As will be discussedbelow, an inadequateoperating budget ranked

second behind the lack of manpower as a major problem facing the States.

-_ Over 150 communitieswho respondedthat noise is a growingconcern

in the communitydid not have a noise.controlbudgetin 1977. The magnitude

of the fundingproblem is also indicatedby the nearly 300 communitiesthat

have existing laws or ordinanceswhich incorporatenoise contrOlprovisions,

yet do not have a noise controlbudget. Clearlythere is a tremendousgap

between the growthof the problem and the fiscal commitmentto counteractits

-_ growth.

INSTRUMENTATION AND EQUIPMENT

-' Definitions

One of the objectivesof the surveywas to determinethe quantity of

sound instrumentationon hand For noise controlprograms. Sound instruments

are necessaryfor noise monitoringand for the effectiveenforcementof noise

-_ controll_ws,

Noise instrumentationhas been classifiedinto nine categories:

I. Sound Level Meter -- Used to determinesound levelsin decibels.
!

The more expensive versions are capable of measuring peak levels

i from impulsivesourceswith a peak hold mechanism,and contain

an octave-bandfilterset for frequencyanalysis. The less

,_ expensiveversionsmeasure A-weightedsound levelsonly.
_2

_] 4-27
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2. Microphone Calibrator -- Generates a constant high-level sound

pressurelevelto ensurethat the microphoneis functioning I

properly.

3, SoundSpectrum Analyzer -- Sometimes referred to as a frequency i

analyzer,and is used to determinethe frequencycontentof a
m_

givennoise, Octave-band,i/3 octave-band,and narrow-band k-'"

capabilities are available.

4, Amplitude Distr.ibutionAnalyzer -- Measures the percentage of i

time that the sound level falls within a given decibel range,

Data obtained are used to develop sound level histograms, and to

determine levels exceeded for a given percentage of time.
m

S. GraphicLevel Recorder -- Createsa permanent,reproducible

record of the results of a measurement by means of scribing a

lineon a moving papertape. As an accessoryto soundand

vibration instruments, it can portray the measured sound or

vibrationlevelsoverperiodsof time. "
i

6, VibrationMeters and Accelerometers-- Neasu_eone or more of

the followingthree parametersof a vibratingbody: its '_

acceleration, velocity, or displacement,

7, MaqnaticTape Recorder-- Createsa permanentreproducible

record of a measurement by means of recording an electrical

signalon a moving magnetic tape, As an accessoryto sound

and vibration instruments, it can be used to record sound or

vibrationphenomenaover periodsof time. !I
I7

8, Real-TimeAnalyzer-- Provides a continuouslyvaryingdisplay

of the frequencycontent of a noise signal in real-time(i,e, _I' kl
as it occurs). This type of operationusually requiresa parallel

type of analyzer or some storage system. These units perform l{

statisticalanalysesand store the results in memory for later _I

retrieval. Completeoctave, i/3 octave, or narrow-bandanalyses mI

may be performedby real-timeanalyseson a continuousbasis,

4-28 tl



9. Community_loiseMonitorin_Sxstems-- Calculatethe day-night

-_ sound level,equivalentsound level,and variousstatistical

distributions. Such self containedsystems are extremely useful

for monitoringover an extendedperiodof time (24 hours or longer)

without attendantpersonnelsincethey can accumulateand analyze

large quantitiesof data.

Results

Table 4 12 identifiesthe types and quantityof instrumentation

: reportedby State_ and local communities;sound level meters and microphone

calibratorsare the only items of instrumentationavailablein any significant

quantity to the States and local communities. Twenty-four States and 174

communities have at least one sound level meter. Twenty-two States and 128

communities have at least one microphone calibrator. The data in Table a-12

implies that there are two States and 46 communities using sound level meters

possibly out of calibration due to the unavailability of calibrators. The

validity of such measurements would be questionable, if this were the case.

However,respondingStatesand localitiesmay have taken it for grantedthat

sound level meters cannot be used without calibrators and therefore did not

separate theseinstrumentsin their responses.

_toreStates and communitiesthan ever are purchasingmore sophisticated

-- piecesof noisemeasurementand analysisequipment. In order to conduct the

basicenforcementof property line/industriallegislationand vehicularnoise

-- legislation(the two most-often-foundtypes of noise legislation),simple Type II

sound levelmeters suffice. In the last coupleof years, a numberof com-

-- munities havedecided to includea time-weightedfactorin their legislation.

This usually requires equipment with greater analysis capabilities, such as the

_ statisticalanalyzer,or more recently,the communitynoise monitoringequipment

_ appearingin the market. Since advances have beenmade with smallermicropro-

cessors,etc.,this equipmentis becoming less expensive.

! In addition,dual purposescan be servedby utilizingequipmentsuch as

communitynoise monitoringsystems in measuringcommunitynoise levelsfor base-

line surveys,trends, and land use planning as well as for enforcement._lanymore

_ 4-2g
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TABLE 4-]2

STATEAND LOCALSOUNDNEASUREMENTANDANALYSIS[NSTRUMENTAT]ON

Sound Sound Ar,pli tude Graplilc Vibration Magnetic CenuELunity
Instrument Level Microphone Spectrum Distribution Level Meters & Tape Real-Thae Noise
Quantity Meters Calibrators Analyzers Analyzers Recorders Accelerom-Recorders Analyzers Monitoring

eters ' Systerns

State Respondents

1 1 1 8 lO 12 6 7 7 9

2 3 2 5 1 4 O 3 0 l

3 or ,20 lg 4 l I l 4 0 3
fllore

Local Cox_,u_ondents

! 106 76 39 10 30 11 21 4 ]8

2 39 28 4 2 4 0 11 0 3

3 or 29 24 3 0 0 l 6 2 5
iI]oro

Entries are numbersof Statesor communitieshaving indicatedquantityof instruments.

Quea_ion 9A. "Poz, oaoh inatz,uelent oP p._eae oj" equil_nent Z'_eted beZe_Jj p_ca_e i_xlit_t_te
ehe qt_anl;itll a_z'z'en_Z v on hand fop youz, noiue eont:x.ol pt,ogtYan."

F .



tape recordersand graphiclevel recordersare being used to obtainpermanent

recordswhere enforcementviolationsare being contested in court. For example,

St. Louis County has neverlost a noise enforcementcase since these recordings

became part of all enforcement proceedings.

_ For.themost part,where noise legislationcontainsmaximum noise

levelsnot to be exceeded,simple sound level meters are adequate. Overall,

differenttypes of noise legislationwill require differentinstrumentation.

Thus, equipmentrequirementsshould be a decisive factor in the type of noise

legislationdeveloped.

: Analysis

- The quantityof equipment possessedby communitieswas compared with

the legislative and enforcement results in an attempt to find correlations

_ between these factors. There is a definite relationship between the stage of

noise program developmentand the type and quantityof noise instrumentation.

Ninety-one communities that have noise legislation with specific performance

requirementsand are enforcingtheir legislationreported havingat least one

sound levelmeter. A sound levelmeter is the fundamentalpieceof enforce-

meritequipment. Fourteencommunitieswith no program (neitherlegislationnor

enforcement) have sound level meters, and a few of these communities also have

-- otherlnstrumentationto do s=atls=Icalanalysis. It is possiblethat these

communitieshave proposedlegls]ationand the Instrumentswere used to conduct

-- baselinesurveys and to assist in the developmentof responsiveleglsla_ion.

- Table 4-13 showsthat there are 200 co_nunlties(55 percentof those

respondingto the question)having some type of noise legislationbut not

-" any equipmenton hand. This could be due to the fact that some of these tomm

-_ munltles only have nuisance-typelegislation,and hence do not requiresound

instruments. Only wlth quantifiablenoise legislation,however,and the

,-, enforcementof this legislationwith approvedequipment,will enforcement

_; citatlonsstand up in court. It is also interestingto note that there

are 22 communitiesthat have instrumentationbut no legislation.

Table 4-14 presentsthe number of communitieswith equipmentas a

.. function of law enforcement. There are 129 commun_tlesenforcingtheir noise

legislationwith this equipment. However, there are 133 communitiesthat

7] 4-31
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TABLE 4-13

NUMBEROF COMMUNITIES_,$1THEQUIPMEIIT
AS A FUNCTION OF THE EXISTING LAWS

ml
i

I

Quantity of Are There Existing Lawsl
•Equipment ._

Yes No ,i:"

0 200 99 --

_I 166 22

TABLE 4-14

NUMBEROFCOMMUNITIESWITHEQUIPMENT "
ASA FUNCTIONOF THENOISELAWENFORCEMENT ,

Quantityof Oo YouEnforceNoiseLaws1 ;,
Equipment

Yes No ,.-,

0 133 117 ''

r"
>I' 129 30 !,

TABLE4-15

NUMBEROF COMMUNITIESWITHEQUIPMENT I
AS A FUNCTIONOF THEENFORCEMENTPROBLEM ....J

DUE TO INADEQUATE INSTRUMENTATION

Quantityof significanceof EnforcementProblem

Equipment Dueto InadequateInstrumentation _i

Minimal Significant

0 63 28 _

_1 43 60 '_t
:r

.i
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enforce legislation but do not have any equipment. Again these communities

may have no legislation yet or only nuisance-type of legislation. Note also

from Table 4-12 that 174 communities have at least one sound level meter and

therefore have equipment capable of enforcing a noise ordinance specifying

acousticperformancestandards. However, it can be seen from Table 4-14 that

-- only 129 of these communitiesenforce their noise laws. Thus, there are as

many as 45.communitieswith equipmentnot enforcingtheir loca] noise legisla- .o-

rion. This couldbe due to (I) inadequatenoise legislation,(2) the lack of

trainedmanpower,'and(3) inadequate instrumentation.

- The question then ariseswhether the availableinstrumentationmeets

the needs of the communitiesfor noise legislationand enforcementrequirements.

- As shown in Table 4-15, 60 communitieswith one or more sound level'metershave

significantenforcementproblems due to inadequateinstrumentation. It is often

_.. difficultto mount a,1enforcementprogram effectivelywith only one or two sound

] levelmeters. This does not mean that some noise reductionwill not be obtained.

_ However,additionalsound level meters, microphonecalibratorsand recording

z equipmentmay be necessary,since the legislationin some of these communities

may stipulatecriteria requiringmore sophisticatedinstrumentation.

i

!,

I

]
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APPENDIXA

QUESTIONNAIREFOR ENVIRONMENTALNOISE CONTROLPROGRAMSURVEY
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, ":!t %_, i_,](O0';4m,,

-..-_. S'. "_..'.!.:5_.T-* L_O7-'.C" C_. --q._' C'," : RE.e.L3 NSTRUCTIONa
JQNREVSRSEBSFORE

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY COMPLETING FORM,

!
_OT_: Participallon in thil survly p¢oqram il =Itlctly On I ,ioiuntar,/ b;llis. All retum0d lU rv(ly quel;io_riaiful will become gu _1i¢ IICOtd$.

t, RESPONDENT IOENTIFICATIQN

A, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE FL, LL IDENTITY OF THE GOVERNMENT UNIT FCR _,'iHICH "¢DU ARE RESPONDING

GITY D_ TOWN I2. COUNTY
P

3, STATE i4, OTHER
I

-- ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE DESCRIPTION

A. PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS IN YOUR COMMUNITY ON THE EAEIB OF PUBLIC CONCERN (0 "Pnone, I - minimal,
2 = _igniflcant, 3 -raott important]

--- 1. CRIME S, NOISE POI.kUTION

2. URBAN RENEWAl= E. WATER POLt=UTION

3. HOUSING 7, TRAFFJC

" S. OTHER (sp¢ci]v/;__ 4. AIR POL.kUTIQN I ,,, t

E. ISTHENOISEISSUEAGROWINGCONCERNIN I C. ISTHENOISEISSUEVIEWEDASAPRDSLEMAFFECTINGTHEHEALTHAND

YOURCGMMUNITY? i'lyE S /-1NO ] WEEFAREQFTHECITIZENSlNTHECDMMUNITY?r'IYES _NO _OON'TKN_V
O. HOW HAS YOUR GOVERNMENT GAINED AN UNOERSTANOING OF THE EXTENT OF THE NOISE ISSUE IN YOUR AREA?

-- PLEASE RANK THEBE FACTORS (O - none. I • minimal, 2 • ;ignificant. 3 = mo_t important].

1. FORMAL GOMPLAINTS E, NEWS MEDIA

2. GROUP ACTIONS E. OTHER I_p_¢i_Y)

-- 3, PUSI.[C HEARINGS 7. DON T KNOW
I. SURVEYS/MONITORING

E, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCES ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CDNTRIEUTION TO YOUR AREA'B NOISE PROBLEM
- (0 • none, I - minimal, 2 = fftniflcant, 3 = most important],

I. AI RGRAFT S* PUBLIC SERVIDE VEHIGI.EE/EGUIPMENT

.! l. TRUGI_G 1O, GARBAGE CGMPAGTOR_

L BUSES 1 I. RECREATION VEHICLES
-- i

4. AUTOS 12. PUSI.IG OR PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT

S. MOTORCYDkES (Includin_ m o d t3's eml

E, RAILROAO OPERATIONS 13, ANIMALS

"_ 7. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 14. HOME POWER EtEUIPM_NT I

E* INOUSTRIAk §, DTHER [$p¢¢_ '1"

3. NOIEE CONTROL PROGRAM LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

-- A. HAS ENABLING LEGISLATION SEEN ENACTED TO ESTABLISH AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
I'lvs B F'INO

E. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE NAME DR TITLE OF THE ENAELINO LEGISLATION ALONG WITH ANY APPLICABLE CHAPTER OR
SECTION NUMBER, ALSO, PROVIDE THE DATE THAT THE ENABLING LEGISLATION WAS ENACTED,

, 1, TITLE [2, CHAPTER IS, SECTION 14, DATE ENACTED

O. WAS EPA'E "MOOt=L COMMUNITY CONTROL OR DINANCE'. UESG IN FORMULATING THIS t.EOlS LATION _ I'IYE s I'_NO

0. PLEAEE TYPE OR PRINT THE IDENTITY OF THE OFFICIAL WHO DIRECTS THE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

I. NAME 2. TITLE 13, TELEPHONE

_.2_;' L O RQANI ZATION S. AD DRESS (Street. GilT. State and Zlpj

i

E, IF YOU HAVE NO ENABLING LEGISLATION, HAS ANY BEEN PROPOSED FOR ENACTMENT BEFORE THE CURRENT SEESIGN OF
THE GOVERNING EDDY? t-t YES I"1 NO

. NOTE= It would bl tllo|t ISp_c_ltld if you would era;IDle a copy of iny exlltinE or ptapolld enabilno leglllltion with your sur_ey rlsgonll.
-'; I. NOISE DONTROL LEGISLATION

.. A. ARE THERE ANY EXISTING LAWS OR ORDINANCES WHICH [NCORPORATE PJOIEE CONTROL PROVISIONS7
ST.YES E]NG

--; E. IS 30, PLEASE INDICATE EACH T_'PE OF LEGISLATION AND RESPECTIVE TYPE 0P ENFORDEE1E_;T
AGENCY. USING THE CODE. e LISTED ON TUB FCLLO,'iING PAGE. ,LTI IEAI

-i 1. {.EGi'_LA TTC% TYPE tI.TI .:*rio .=P_FO_CE_IE_;T AGENCY leA1

_j 2, I.EG_.L,_T,Of'_ "TYPE 'LT} A_:_ ._N;"L, PCSk:ENT -_GENOY 'E:!

SPA HG Form BE00 E {10,771





S. PERSONNEL
"-" A. PLEASE COMLETB ONE L,INE FOR BACH INDIVIDUAL WHO DEVOTES AT ! PLBASE _'qO_CATE THE NUMBERS OF iNDIVIDUALS.

LEASTBO%ORHIS/HER TIMETONOISECONTROLACTIVITIES. USING THEI BY POSITIONCCCE5 AS IN 'A"WHO DEVOTE
CODES INDICATED BELOW. LEES THAN 20% OF THEIR TIME TO NOISE CON.

PC • F)OSITION CODE pC '_ EXP ST r TRGL ACT VIT ES.
f.. PERCENT OF ThME OEV<3TED TO 1.... I

NOISE CONTROL _CTIVITIES 2. __ I =O NO.
EXP. FIELD OF SXPERI ENOS _l -- 1, __
ST .SUPPLEMENT*_RY TRAINING IN J 2T_-tE FIE LO OF NOISE C(3NTROL 4. __ I

/_'oIJlbllll'd I_'ll_';tr O] ¢# collr_¢'t

FIBLE] OF EXPERIENCE COOS (EXP) SUPPLEMENTARY TRAINING COOB lET}

100 ENOINESRIND 301 BIOLOOICI:,L. SCIENC_ 700 C_h,I,%IUNITYpf*,ANNbNG l, LESS TH,_N ONS WgEK
101 ACDUSI"IDS _02 PUBLIDHEALTH$OIENCE S00 TRANSPORTATION 2. 1 TO,WEEKS
2(_O PHySICAL,SCIENCB 400 SOCIAL. SOl ENCE OPERATIONS _. 2 TC_ _ WEE_._

201 ENVIFONM_NTALECIENDB 500 LAW 900 S_.FETY DPSRATION_; 4. N1ORE THAN 4 WEEKS
_S0 MEDICAL,SCIENCE 600 POLICE

POS[TION CQOE {PCI

_'1 POLLUTIO N CDNTRC}L PROGRAM DIRECTOR DE URBAN PSANNBR. 6AND USE ANALYST

t_¢_nicgl iI_ivJtill it 8 I_{lillltivel_ _ectll(I _llution control i_11_| for i)91 ordlrl'_ _row|n of me,to.Ill,in irlll,

_ml_rovemln 11, 07 A'i'TORIN EY

02 ENVIRONMENTAl.. BPEOIA LIST NO iOCl ¢_nctJl_lon deeme_ ne¢l$11rv*

OIrI¢_I, IUpe_illl, at _ltfOrml _OrK wrt_¢h Involvtl glovJ(_iil_ 1 1 ENVIRONMENTAL TECI_NIDIAN ON INSPEDTOR I

_l_llln_ 10 Inl ¢llviJoi=ml_ _, IsOlation, In_ mldntlnln¢l of 4_d. _¢_ _d¢l I nllurl in t/_l invitonmlntll flll¢l,
__ IUiII environmental pto_tlm_.

_ ENGINEBR 1_ POL'ICE
_lffotml _f_fltllio_ll in_Jnllfi_ work In In offl¢l Or JRti_e NQ io_ _:_ll_fll_J_n ale[l_l_ _ll_e||lf_,,
filJcI; rnlkll In ilVl_l _11(_iviJullJ_nl OI englnllrlng _ro01imi;
_rovidl$ Dtlfll_Jo_ll Ilvile. 1B _._RIDA{. OR SECReTARIAl.

-_ _4 PHYSICAL, SOl ENTIBT NO i{:_ alilcrl_¢i¢=n 01llme_ nll_ll||ir v,
• (]miniltltl, Iu _l_illl {If pit, oCtal rillircn of O_hlr DfD-
_ll|lJOt11{ ind $¢iifllift¢ WOrk _1 lflll i_vlt_O_lltlo_ IMCl Ip!31_le_ign _9 DTI'_SR
_f I I_lrti¢_ll_ field ot [_1 ph_lJlll $lJ_n_ll_. T_| lltee_ofV _| _o _ll u$11cI_or Ind_vi_ul)_ wno|e ¢_1ie! ire _ot

PtJBL.IC HEAL,TH SPECIALI$'f" OF SANITARIAN, IN. ¢ovlflo _V I_v of Ins Jo_ _ll|¢rigtiQ_| I=tOvi_l_ I_ovl.
DUBTRIA L HYGIENIST

1__fll, ¢_IvIIQII, J_mJnJltl_l. I_ _INJlII, Ot I_lt _otml work if1
i letll:tJ_o, Ilim_lti_, i111:1I=fllVll_ltJrlg out, lie. I_d_l_rlll* Or

!7.PROGRAMEFFORT
-'_ A, DOES YOUR GOV'ERNM_NT HAV_'._ NOISE CONTROL.PRO.

GRAM? i-1 y BE I_NO

B. IF ANSWER TO 7A IS "NO". PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING:
WPilCH OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS DESCRIBE WHY YOUR COMMUN_"rY _OES NOT HAVE A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS 10 • ItUtt¢' ] • ml_;i_l. _. = _l_v #_¢#_lt. _ a _lfOEt Ill FOe ._t_

• NOT A PFOBL,SM S. TOO COSTLY • I

-- 2. NOT A PRIORITY PROBLEM 6. OPPOSITION FROM INDUSTRY

S. NOTHING _AN SB _ONE "/. OTRBR (_p¢'Cl_tl• .J4. NOT RESPONSlBI LITY OF COMMUNITY J

C. PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ON THE EASES OF THE EFFORT DEVOTED TO EACH BY THE NOLLE CON.
....; TROL PROGRAM (0 • _ru_l¢'. l • ,ninim_l. 2 _ d_ni/Ic_nt. ;_ • mo_t impt_rtant/.

I, ENFORCEMENT S, MONITORING/SOCIAL S6_RVSYS I

S. CDMPLAI_IT HANOL,INO 7, RESEARCH J

_--'_j ]. DEVELOPMENT OF NOISE t.AWS AND FKGULATIONS S. GENEFAL,ADMINISTRATION I

l

_,,PUBLIC EDUCATIOh] ' 9 OTHER _p_¢ ']', ]_. _EVIswNVl R(_Nr_I_N TA_" IMPACT R_pOHT pREPARATION/,, I

"--_ i. =UOOETARY DATA

_Ili A. PLEASE PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF YOUR CURRENT NOISE CONTROL PR00FAM
BUDGET. IF BUDGETARY BREAKDOWNS ARE

NOT AVAIL,ABL,E. PROVIDE A F_GURE FOR THE TOTAL, ALLOCATION. IF THE NOISE CONTROL BUDGET IS NOT IDENTIFIABLE
,,, AS SUCH= ESTIMATES ARE ACCEPTABLE_

THE FOL,LOWING DATA 15 FOR THE J-_ YEAR BEGINNING (.tlonth/Y¢#_)..
_l

i• P SRBONNSL' S S. MONITD RING/SURVEYS S

I is.B;_POROE_ENT ,.RBSEA_C_
3. B G,UIPMSNTIINBTR_JM'ENT$ "' ' B. OTHER tspfci]il'l:

L PUBLIC EDUCATION TOTAL (ll'br¢_kJow_ it ,_o;m'oIlcbl¢,/'
i. _I':_'RR_EFS: NOISE CONTROL MATERIALS "

S. PLEASE INDICATE THE TOTAL, CURRENT BUDGET FOR YOUR GOVERNMENTAL UNIT _t¢. t _¢'J _ _ It _n *t.4_"
I TOTAL'GOVERNMENTUNtTEUDGET S .

• _ SPA HqP=_mEBBC.8(10-77l
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9. INSTRUMENTATION/EQUIPM ENT"

_. F(ER E,_CH INSTRLJMENT OR PIECE OF ECUfl=MENT LIE,TED BELOW, PLE_,SE IN01CATE',J,NE QUANTITY CURR EN,TLY D,'_,H,_N_ I
F_R YOU_ _GJSE CONTROL PRCCRAM_

1,ECUNO {.EVER _,IETERE 7 *,I,:*GNSTIOT*_PB _EOGROE_E

2. ',IICROP_ONE I$0una Jivlll CA{.IERATEIR$ _, RE_.L.1"rME _N_,L.yE.=RS

E. SOl:NO EPED't'RU%I IFrl=u4tl¢_/I ANAL.Y._SFIS _. E_MML_NITV NOISE _IONITDRING SYS_'_MS

4, AMp_.II"LJDE OISTRIEUI"iGN t {*lvel) _.N_.LYZ_RS 10. C_MptJ?ERS, PFfOOFI,_MM,*.EL._. C_I.O_LATGRS

§, GRaPhIC t.EV El. RE_ORCER$ 11, I,IOTGR '_'SI_tCL.?.E

6. WERAI";ONMS'rERSANCAOEB{.EROMETSRE TE DT_ER /p¢Cr_'_. ¸

_o._pAEUFFORT
A.1p'LEASE RANI_ EACH OF THE FOLLOW NO PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AVAILABLE FROM THE U,S ENV RONMENTAL PROTEC --

"J'ION AGENCY ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTUAL VALUE TO Y_UR PROGRAM sO • mJJIt' I • mimm#l.._ = _t_ltitlca/lt, 3 • .lost i_tl_ J

portalrtL IF A CI VEN iTEM HAS N0T SEEN USED EY YOUR PROGRAM, PLEASE ENTER THE LETTER "N". l l

]

Ii FECSRA(. REGULATIONS 6. ASSESSMENT GUIDES I "_r

E, NOISE .¢MI_EIDN _;';*_INCARC_ 7, IN_TRUMENE"_TION, _EEE", L.CAN OR _OV_GS I _ ,

3. MCOSL LEGISLATION _. NOISE LEVEL RECOMMENDATIONS I "_
I

4. LINEsTRAININGW0R K_HG@S AND PROGRAM GUIDE 9. GENERA{* SLJFPO RI" ( ;

B. COST AND TECHNCLGCY RSPOR'TS tO. OTHER ($p¢C#t'). I
I

E. pLEASE IN {_ICATE WHICH OF- THE FOLLOWING Ai=IEA$ OF SPA A_$1STANCE WOULD BE C F SIGNIFICANT VALUE TO yOUR N0_ "-
CONTROL EFFORT IN MEETING LEGI_LATI VE AN 0 PROGRAMMATIC NB_E [0 =/Io_le. I • ml_lilr_l. _. _ _li/i¢=_lt, J • mo_ impo_,¢_.

'." . _

1, MC_EJ. LEOI_A'r[GN I 7, t,_,NO USE ;I_._N_N_ GUIOEI.INI_

2, MANPOWER I _' NOISE PvIS_.¢[_J_MSNT IN_TR_MI_N_'_,TICN

,_ _ RSCNN SI- TRA_ NINC/_C _ K_P_C_II_ I O' ;lUll {*1_ fNII=(_P'_TION MATERI A L'_

I _, NOISE _ONTRQI. _m_GE_RAM GtJIDBL.IPJES _ 1O' _¢_'i_R VS NOISE _O_N't'F_OL _'r'_CIOS I__
_, SNFG ROSMENT _ RGCSCUR SS I1, _ _0 BR A{. NGI.¢;S 0CNTROI. _dSTPI GCS

t _. NCI_S A_SBSSMSN? GULES t.JNES llE. OTHSR/,_,¢itt" ""

11. NOISE PROGRAM EVALUATION " • "_ '._=

A. FL.EAEE INOICAT| TH_ MAJOR PROBLEME FACING YOUR NOISE CCN,TRQL EFFORTS. PLEASE RAN K TH'ESE FACTORS 0"_ ¢,

I I .,_mime I, 3, _i]_c=nt, J,, mo,t !mpo,,zntl.

,. _AOKC'CIT,Z,NSUP,CR'r I i _i UAE_ _. _F_ECTIV, _EO,S_A_'lC=N i .I._.:_. I.A_ CF MANPOWER E, INABILITY TO _EMONETRAT_ PRGCR_,M _$ _ _

41UNTRAINS0 PSR_GNN|L [ _' 0SNBRAI. IN**,EIL, ITY ,T_ MS_T PROGRAM 0_IJS_'IVI_
_' INACEGUAT_ CPS_A'rING _U_ O|T I 1E..OTHER /_De¢lti',

E. HOW MUCH FRDGR_E_ HAS SEEN MADE _Y YOUR PROGRAM IN R_CUCING THE NOISE LEVELS 0R NORSE INTRLJ$1VENESE

tatFROMt.THE FOI.I.nWING NOISE $OURCEBP FL.A$_ RANK ,THESE FACTORS/0 • _rom,'. I • mlmm_ . _' rlE, I/i¢=nt. 3 _ most iinp_,,

2. I"RUCI¢i 11. REDRE_,3"ICN VEHIDL.SS

3. SUESS 12,,'.P'UII.IC_ OR PRIVA'_E ENTERTA_NMEN'r , !*_1

4, AUTOS , , 13, .A_IMALS I,.._.__

S, MOTORCYCLES 14. HOME _OWBR SOUl,MEriT I ,
,,, I

S, RAILRCA_ 0p_RAI"IGN_ 1S, EiJI{.CINC REQ_JIR_MENTS _'_

_. CONSTRUCTION 1E, _A_C USE/ZONinG I

E. ING_JSTRI_t,L 17. OTHER (_p_CI/_l']," _"_

_}. PU_II.I_ SERVICE[ VSHICI.SS/E_U'IPMSN'r ,,
:CMMENT$:

t'l
i

,,,./

¢¢PA Hq Form S§EO,E 110.771 _m,
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APPENDIXB

STATE NOISECO_ITROLBUDGETS1973/1977

1973 ig77
Sta_e I@70 P_puI_tlon

Budget $ Per Ca=Ire ¢ BU_9e_ I Pe_ Capita ¢

Raqfoq{

Connecticut 3,031,7C9 0 0,0 _4,_S3 O,B
Maine 992,048 _ 0,_ 0.0

-- M6$sichulett $ 5,(@9,t70 ZJ,_O0 0,4 400000 1,0
N_w flemps_(re 737,@61 0 0,0 I 0 0.|
R_ode {sllnd 94_,723 0 O.O _ D,O
'lemQnt 444.330 Q 0.0 g 0.0

Te_el 1973 11.@44,a41b 23,@00 0.2

1977 11,84a,B41¢ 425,1G3 J.G

Regtan [I

New JerSey 7+_6_.164 89.9Q0 1.2 75.000 1.0
_w YOrk 18,Z36,_51 147,800 O,B 50 CO0 0.3
Puerto R1¢0 Z,7]9,OQO 0 e O,C 47_0 7 1,7
V1rgln ]sT_nd_ 6Z,4G8 (1,840} 2,9 0 0,0

Tot¢l 1973 20,224,)15 237,7C_ 0.8

-- 1977 28,286,S83 172,077 0.6

n*9le_ .[j{

_law6re 548,104 Q Q,O Q Q,O

P_land 3,922,399 0 0.0 24,_0 Q.6
Pennsylv_nli 11+800,766 0 0,0 _0 _e_ort

; Ytrglnl_ 4,648,B41 0 O*O O 0_0
W_ Virginia _.744+237 0 O,O _o Repor_

_otal Ig73 22,654_347 0 0,0

'_ 9,119,344 24_000 0,3
1971

Region Iv

_llb_,1_e 3.444.354 0 O,O 0 0.0
_or_dl 6,789 443 45._00 O,T 9).OOg 1,4

i _r91. 4. ag.5 0 0.0 22,000 O,S

_lJJ_Jslpo_ 2*21G 994 0 0,0 O O.O
North Cimlt_e 5 084 411 7+COO 0*1 0 O,O

50u_1 Carolina 2,590, 6 16_00 0,7 700 0,03-- Tlflnesse| 3_92_,018 _ 5.O 0 0,0

Total 1973 2a,G41,J%l 68,_0 0.2

19_7 31,0_0,017 Z07,775 0,7

i a 5974 budget _stfeeta, _o flo_$e control _u_t& Ifl 1973, N_K Included tn _o_lls,
_ b pop_le_ton _f StStte nl_rtlflg b_dgetl f_ l_73,

¢ Populetlon Of 5¢lblS I_lportlf_ budgets In 1977,

-?

2
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APPENDIXB (COtITINUED) '_

197_ 1977 *'_
SKate IglQ Popu14tlon + I

Oudge¢ S Per Clptta ¢ B_d_e_ _ _eF Clpltl ¢

_e_ton V mq

304,400

m,.o_, 11,1o9,9_ 2oo,oooI l,_ 3_._7o 2.7
zJoao_ o.s iIn_lana _,193,659 _,4

Ohio %0,652,0L7 1,944 a G+OZ 0,0
Michigan 9_87S_093 0 0,_ Z(41935 1,9
MlnnesQta 3,805 IOl Ho Roper: 53t 0_0 ].4
_lsconsln 4,417+_ I 0 0_0 Q 0.0 I_ I

Total 3973 24,40_839 _QO,O00 0._ _ 1

]917 44DQS4+62B S[_ _,2

Re_lon Vl I
/rklfl|t| ]t9Zl_32_ 0 0,0 0 0,0
LOUISl&DI ] 643 1_0 4_ 0.1 0 0,_
_4XlCO I 017_0_5 0 0,0 O 0,0
_lal_ 2,559.2 1,000 O,C4 0 O._
_ll|S 11_|99,365 _o _eport 0 0.0 .

Totil 1971 9+]4_,_1_ _,650 0,1 _ t

1977 20,34Z,195 0 0,0

IOWa _25,168 O 0,0 0 0.0
_lgSlS Z _49 071 1,925 0.1 No Re_rt
_ssouP_ 4 _77,623 _ _eport _ 0_0
HIpPltkl I,t_S,I3 0 0_0 0 0,0 _

TOI|I I971 6+559+77_ 1,92S 0,01 _ I

I 1977 8,989,3_d 0 00

i RettDn VIII _]
H

rlr_ Oak_tl _17,79Z No Report - 0 0,0
$o_th OlkO_ _6_,_57 0 O,O I_ Report
Utal I*0sg,ZTI N Alert 0 0_0 _]
_yo_tn9 NO Re_rt _0 Report

TOlll 1_7] 3,570.26_ Z*000 0,1

197_ _,371,474 3,000 0,I
II

l 1_74 budget #ltlmag_, no H_IS_ ¢ent_l bUdQ4_II 1973. fi_t fflcluOed I_ tOtlls. _1

b 197S budget _stlri_g|_ no hllse ¢©ntrol _Ud_I_I 1_ 1973 _r I_74. N_C tnclueed I_ ¢0_11s,

|I

|t

N



APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)

I973 1_77
Sta_ 197_ P_pu14_lon

Budget $ Per Ca_lti ¢ Bucget _ Per Caplt8

Re_on JX

Arizona 1,770,9C0 l_O0 0,1 215.000 Z2.I
California 1_,945)7t5 1,348,80G 6,8 1,645,0C0 6,3
Hh411 7tB,S61 56,491 7,3 _35,13_ 17,6

--" Ilevlda _B8,738 127 0,0_ O Q,O

Tarsi _973 2Z,g13,g[4 1.40_.918 6.1

1977 Z2,_73.914 1,995.132 8,7

Re,fortI

Alaskl _loRapor_ NOReport .
Idaho 71],015 0 OTO Ha _port
OrlgQn 2,091,385 44,300 2,1 215,600 10,3

-_ Wal_t_gtan _,409,_63 0 0 30.1300 0,9

Totll 1973 6,213,563 44,300 O,l

i 1977 5,$00,548 24$,600 4,S

-- GRAND

i TOTAL1973 16_.237,774 L,991,C93 I,_

1977 IBS_J41,_68 3,_34,352 l.g

-i

"-!
J
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APPENDIX C

-- COMI4UNITYNOISE CONTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

-- 1973 1977
1970

City Population Budget Per Capita Budget Per Caplta
$ ¢ s ¢

Re_fonI

Bridgeport,CT 157,000 2,27B 3.5 0 O.O

NewHaven, CT 137,715 0 0.0 300 0.2

Norwalk, CT 79,I92 O 0.0 635 O.B

Lewtston,HE 41,779 NRa 10,000 23.9

Boston,HA 641,053 31,000 4.8 18,500 2.9

Holyoke, HA 50,032 NR 400 0o8

Springfield,HA 163,886 No Report 700 0.4

EastProvidence,HI 48,135 NR 100 0,2
J

Pawtucket, RI 76,992 0 O.O 1,000 . 1.3

Totals 1973 1,091,952c 33,275 3.1
1977 1,395,784c 31,635 2.3

Brldgeweter,Ha 32,000 NR 1,200 3.8

Keerney,NJ 37,5Bg NR 2,100 5,6

Newark,NJ 382,377 0 0.0 10,000 2.6

Orange,NJ 32,565 NR BOO 1.5

Pertb Amboy,NJ 38,777 NR 400 1.0

TeeneckTwp, NJ 42,000 NR 1,500 3.6
_J

WayneTwp,NJ 4g,ooo NR 3,150 6.4

"-_ NassauCounty, NY 1,428,000 41,290 2.9 NOReport
../

-J aNotrequestedto respond to 1974survey.

_ bPopulattonof communitiesreporting budgetstn 1973.
ePopulattonof communitiesreporting budgets in 1977,

C-3
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APPENDIX C (CONTItlUED) '_
k

.i

1970 • .1973 1977 I

City Population Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita
$ c s c -'

i

Reglon II (Cont.)

New Rochelle,NY 75,385 (759)b 1.0 100,000 132.7

New York City, NY 7,895,000 950,000 12.0 250,000 3,2
M

i

To=als 1973 9,705,377 991,290 10.2 ,

1977 8,584,693 368,850 4.3

Region Ill ,I

Baltimore, MO 905,759 (57,957) b 6.4 0 0,0

Wllmlng=on, DE B0,386 NRa 20,000 24.9 _b

Allentown, PA 109,521 0 0.0 67,000 61.B
"9

Pittsburgh, PA 520,000 42,000 B,1 No Report il

A1exandrls, VA 110,93B NoReoort 3,500 3.2

Arlington, VA. 153,401 0 0.0 15,BOO 9.7 ,i

Chesapeake, VA 89,580 No Report 1,500 13

Norfolk, VA 307,951 1,200 0.4 24,000 7:B _I
., i_ !

Washington, DC 756,510 0 0.0 43,200 5.7 i

...... H I
Totals 1973 1,857,383 43,200 2,3 ;_

1977 2,524,046 175,000 6,9

Huntsville, AL _37,878 0 0.0 I0,000 7.3 :1

Montgcclery, AL 133,000 560 0,4 0 O.O "_

BocaRaton, FL 28,542 NR 1,000 10,S _]

aNot requested to respond to Ig74 _urvo%.

b1974 budget osti_tes; no noise control budget in 1973; not included tn totals, _I

:J
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)

197D 1973 , 1977
City Population Budget PerCapita Budget PerCapita

$ ¢ $ ¢

ResiGnIV (Con,,)

DaytonaBeach,FL 45,327 NRa 1,500 3.3

Pt, Lauderdale,FL 139,943 D O,D 10,0DO 7.2

i Galnesville,PL B4,510 NR 35,000 34.3

_, Oacksonvllle,FL 529,DOD 1,BIB 0.2 IB,31B 3.5

Miami,FL 335,000 1,2D0 D,4 _o Report

MiamiBeach,FL 86,974 I_oReport 35,D00 40,3

St, Petersburg,FL 216,00D 1,713 D,B WoReport

Tampa,FL 278,000 2,746 1,0 7,250 2.6

Columbus,GA 154.09B O O.O 15,OOD 9.7

Diloxi,MS 4B,486 NR 5,000 10.3

: L Charlotte, NC 241,000 75 0.03 D O.O
. ]

Fayetteville oNC 53,510 NR 1,000 1.8

"_ Columbia, SC 113,B4B 2o12D 1.9 5,200 4.5

--_ Totals 1973 2,277,061 9,429 D.4
i 1977 2,D53,41D 146,265 7.1

-- RegionV
-.] Chicago, IL 3,362,825 206,500 6.1 127,155 3,8

DownersGrove, IL 32,700 NR 2,0D0 6.1

Nomal, IL 26,346 NR 1,400 5.3

Rockford, IL 147,2D5 D O,O 1,50D 1.0
i

_! Evansville,IN 138,690 O D.O 8,B76 6,4

Gary,IN 175,415 (20,77B)b 11.B O 0.0

_.] Hanlnond,IN 107,737 0 O.O 4,2BD 3.9

"-__] Not requested to respondto 1974survey.b1974budget eettnmtes; no noise control budgetin 1973; not included in totals.
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APPENDIXC (CONTINUED) "_

Ill

i1973 1977
1970

City Population Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita N
$ ¢ S t I

, I

ReBion V (Cont,)

Indianapolis,IN 745,000 3,800 0,5 39,870 5,3 i l
Birmingham,MI 26,181 NRa 700 2,7

Flint. HI 193.000 160 0.i 0 O,O

Grand Rapids,Ml 197,B34 I0,000 5,1 26,614 13,5

Kalamazoo,Ml 86,000 440 0.5 0 0,0

Livonia,HI 110,183 0 O,O 18,206 18.5

Saginaw,Ml 91,820 1,520 1,7 19,680 21,4
,(

Taylor,MI 70,082 NR S,O00 7,I

Warren,MI 179,000 BS 0,I _oReport m_

Bloomington,MN 81,948 _o Report 43,800 52,7 i l

Edtna, MN 44,031 NR 500 1,3 i_

Fridley, tin 29,215 NR 500 1,7 t i

Minneapolis,H_l 434,381 10,319 2.4 I0,000 B,3

Mlnnetonka.MN 35,77g NR Z,50O 7.0 11

Richfield, HN 47,242 NR 4,500 9,5 _1

St. Cloud, MN 39,691 NR 4,500 11.3 i I

Akron, OH 275,420 O 0,0 43,900 15,9
IM

Cincinnati, OH 482,000 1,815 0.3 No Report It

Cleveland, OH 750,751 (71,381) b 9,5 O O.O

"lShaker Heights, OH 36,3Bg NR B,OOO 5.5 |

Toledo, OH 384,015 0 0.0 4,800 1.3
_t

Keeosha.w, 78.B,, ,OO O.g B.BBOlO.B ;t

aHot requested to respond to 1974 survey.

blg74
budget estimates;no noise controlbudget in 1973;not Included in totals. _I

c-,
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)

1975 19/7
1970

City Population Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita
5 ¢ 5 ¢

Reqlon V (Cont.}

Manltowoc,WI 33,497 NRa 2,000 6.0

Marathon,WI 1,214 NR 100 8.2

!Milwaukee,W! 717,124 12,298 l.l 26,893 3.8

Oshkosh, WT 53,195 NR 1,250 2.4

Racine,WI 95,193 0 2,700 2.8

West A11is, WI 71,691 NR 4,700 6.6

Totals 1973 7,877,892 247,337 3.14

1977 8,502_139 416,944 4.7

-_ Albuquerque, NM 243,751 INn Report 20,869 8.6

Norman,OK 52,128 NR IB,OO9 34.5

Oklahoma City, OK 366,734 17,279 4.7 23,000 6.3

i Tulsa, OK 331,800 2,920 0.9 4,000 1,2

-- Austin, TX 251,000 3350 1.5 0 O.O

- Bryan, TX 33,719 NR 2,000 5.9

-_ Galveston, TX 51,813 NR 3,100 5.0

-; Houston, TX 1,232,407 10,450 0.9 24,733 2.0

-]_ Murat, TX 27,239 NR 125 0.5

-] Pasadena, TX 89,316 353 0.4 5OO 0.6

San Antonio, TX 654,000 4,018 0.6 0 0.0

.J

Totals 1973 2,925,257 38,770 1.3
"-7

1977 3,343,907 96,327 2.9

i aNot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
..]
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APPENDIXC (CONTINUED) I

1970 1973 1977 , J

City Population Budgets Per Capita Budget Per Capita
I

Re3ion VII . i

Ames, IA 39,699. RRa 4,750 12.0 ,_
I

Clinton, IA 34,719 NR l,O00 2.9 _(

Council Bluffs, IA 60,588 NR 573 0.9
I

Dubuque, IA 62,313 NR 4,250 5.8 _}

Kansas City, MO 507,330 (66,000)b 12.9 0 0.0

Prairie Village,KS 28,104 NR 25,000 88.9 _ i
i

With to, KS 389,000 No Report l,O00 0.3

Grand Island,NE 31,B69 NR 2,000 6.4 21

Lincoln, NE 149,518 {5,O00Jb 3.3 25,800 17.3
law

Omaha, NE 347,380 No Report B,O00 1.7 iX

Totals 1973 0 O 0,0 =,_

1977 1,649,9B0 70,373 4,3 i l

Re_ion VIII

Arvada, CO 46,594 NR 1,000 2.1 ¢I

Aurora, CO 74,858 39,030 52.0 600 0.8 _
,iBoulder,CO 66,870 NR 36,000 53.8

Colorado Sprngs.CO 35,017 41,000 30,4 47,847 35.4 _I
Denver, CO 514,678 0 0,0 37,280 7.2 I J

I Groeley. CO 38,902 NR 5,300 13.6

;lLakowood, CO 93,000 31,042 33,4 200 0.2

Pueblo, CO 97.453 No Report 4,000 4.1 =J
aNot requested to respond to 1974 survey. I_

b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; net included in totals.

U
U
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APPENDIX C (COtlTIr_UED)

)
1973 1977

1970 Budget PerCapita Budget Per _apita.._ City Population ¢ $

Re_ionVlll(Cont.)

GreatFalls,MT 60,091 NRa 2,OOO 3.3

Helena,MT 25,000 NR 3,300 13.2

GrandForks,ND 39,044 NR 8,000 Z0.5

Minor,ND 32,270 NR 1,600 4.9

SiouxFalls,SD 72,488 NR 2,500 3.5

Bountiful,UT 27,882 NR .1,100 3.9

SaltLake,UT 175,813 No Report 100,000 56.8

Totals 1973 817,563 111,072 13.6

! 1977 1,500,070 250,727 16.7

Re_ionIX

Anaheim,CA 166,_1B O 0.0 2B,OOO 15.0

Arcadia,CA 44,602 NR l,O00 2.2

BuenaPark,CA 64,124 NR l,OOO 1.6

"-" Costa Mesa, CA 72,729 NR 1,200 1.5

Covlna,CA 30,4fl5 NR 1,8OO 5,9

-- Culver City, CA 31,350 RR 5,000 15.9

_ Downey,CA BB,OO0 3,240 3.7 No Report

Freemont, CA lOG,B70 0 O.O 20,000 19.8

Fresno, CA 165,972 3,480 2.1 20,000 12.0

GardenGrove, CA 123,000 2,180 1.9 NOReport
I

Gerdena,CA 41,090 _IR B,900 7.1

Glendora,CA 31,349 NR 3,200 10.2

aNot requested to respond to 1974survey.

L

i
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APPENDIX O (CONTINUED) UI

1970 1973 .. 1977 . m_m
I

City Population Budget PerCapita Budget Per Capita
$

Re_ion IX (Cont,) • I

Hayward,CA 93,000 296 0.3 NoReport
Inglewood, CA 90,014 51,4DO 57.1 34,900 38.7 : !

La Habra,CA 41,298 MRa 3,go0 7,i6 m
'i

Lakewood,CA g2,g26 3,774 4.6 200 0,2 -J

Livernmre,CA 37,703 NR 4,000 10.6

Lompoc,CA 25,320 NR 500 1.97 _

LongBeach, CA 35D,673 rio Report 106,851 29.6 m_

LosAngeles,CA 2,816,000 92,500 3.3 ZOO,OOO 3.6 a l

MenloPark,CA 26,721 MR g,BOO 31.8

Modesto,CA 61,712 NR ll,lOO 17.g i i

Monterey, CA 49,146 NR 7,000 14.Z

MountainView,CA BQ,ZO0 NR 2,000 3.) alI

Oakland, CA 361,613 110 0.03 200 0.1

Ontario, CA 64,105 RR 50,922 79,4

Paramount,CA 34,808 NR 16,300 46,8

Pasadena,CA 113,254 1,277 1.1 lO,OOO 8.8 :_

Rialto,CA 28,490 NR 3,ODD I0.5

I i

Sen Diego,CA 765,000 0 O,O 56,3DO 7.2
II

Sen Francisco, CA 715,674 No Report 43,500 6.1

sanL.ndro,CA BD,69_ fir g,3oo 13.6 _I
,I

SantaCruz,CA 32,076 RR 1,500 4.7

6an.Men,DeC, 6 00013.0160MoReport :I
SantaRosa,CA 4g,873 NR 20,000 40.1

61miValley,CA 56,676 NR O,)OO 15.7 _I

aNOt_ques=edtorespondto 1974survey. _)

U
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)

1070 1973 _ 1077

City Population Budget IPer Capita Budget IPerCapita

geglonIX (Cont.)

: Stockton,CA 109,963 (26,4881b 24,1 0 0,0

Sunnyvale,CA 95,200 NoReport 2,300 2.4

Torrance,CA 134,507 23,478 7,5 40,000 29,7"

Phoenix,AZ 968,000 0 0,0 60,GO0 5.2

Totals 1973 6,156,276 196,485 3.2

1977 7,996,261 670,293 0,4

Regionx

_" Anchorage, AK 48,157 NRa 40,000 83,1

Corvallis,OR 35,153 NR 2,000 0.0

I Eugene,OR 76,341 0 0,0 12,960 17,0
i

Portland, OR 383,000 167,500 43.7 61,700 16.2

"_ Everett, WA 53,732 NR 12,980 24.2

Olympia,WA 25,000 NR 30,000 100,0

Seattle,WA 630,890 66,000 12,4 99,200 18,7

"Totals 1973 990,231 233,500 23.6

_'_ 1977 1,152,273 259,660 22.5

7 GrandTotals
--) 1073 33,698,992 1,903,356 5.7

1977 39,002,503 2,651,074 6.0

I
-J

aNot requested to respondto 1074 survey,

b1974budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included in
totals.
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i APPENDIX D

STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL
: NOISECONTROLOFFICIALS:

NAMES, ADDRESSES, TELEPHONE NUMBERS
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APPENDIXD STATE AtTDLOCAL NOISECONTROLOFFICIALS

ALJ|A,MA ARI_OXA(C_n¢'d, 1 _'r_LIFORI,IA

AIIBaN A r a _t_on C0nirel Comml|stQn Ch_ef_Offlcl of H_ISl Conical
, , 545 $out_ M_na_gn SKretK JJ_l £. Derrt, MdnaQtr $_l_l _ep_r_mln_Of ,_t41Kn

F_KgC_r_, &lablr_m 16130 Envt_n_eniaI Planning _erv_cel ZI51 8erklll WI_
_per_,_n& of Trcnsp_rtitl©n gBr_lley, Cl_lfor_l_ ge?o4

Annll_On _n©lntx, Arl_nl 8_007

, Anntl_O_, AIIDi_ 3G_OI Clt _11 D_ n an_(ngln_er_n
n¢lnla ' Arl;on_ OS_O ¢lllI_rnll Ceplrtr_n_ of Trantp_r_a&ton

(C_LTA_L_II

' _ 5l_rlmnm, C411fom_ _S_T4
M_yOr Teleg_Ofll: g1_.44S.44_
IImlngha_, All,IN 3§Z_ ;eNs H.hClSl_

; Tlmp_, Arizona 8S_61 _lrren M. _ea_ _lef [nglnler
_._ telep_ont_ _0Z.9_9*OZ21 fl_st A, LIC_ i, AII0CII_I Aulnmnllv_

[qul_nK $_lndar_¢ [n fnnr
Off1_, _o_d _f (Zoning} A_j_l_mnt Clllfornli _t_nua Petm_
CI_ of _otnan Tucs:_ , O, D:x 99_
, _, Box ZlZO $*:_amn:o,:allfo_nt_95804

_t_ln* AllState _d}_Z Mnrrll FrlaXi. Zoning _at_tslroc_r tell_no_t_ gl6.445-|_
faIepao_; 20S-l_4-(_36TE_l, lib W1111|Lutes, C_ltf Butlclng Inspector

Z$OV. Al_lde

dO/*7_I.4S41 (Franks

Housln & Ura_n _4wloP_nc
P, O, BOX _|f
_4_s_4_, Al_blm_ JSg02 t_ III _. fl_ 5trait

A$_lmor_,Callf0r_tl _lS_l

CII_ H_11 _nfnttm

Rl_herd L* 5_lt_ Qrln t Co_c_ _atL_ _ ertmnt

Car_lr B, $_h111 Teltp_o_: fl4.6_4._7_

_¢oomr_ FI attivltti, _rkans_t 7Z701 _rt J, _lT_
TelIpaOM_ $QI.S_I.77_) [_, _41 llnn ng Capirl_i_t

J, Aron|teth, Jr, 0lrm¢_ p, Q. Box 2222

_ _nt_wnlr¥, AI_I_ ]510_ Tillpnorm; 714.$3].5;17
Clly W_II
For_ Smith, Arklnlll 7_gGI w_nltocn •

I_ Ale_mI Avt_t J_ne_o_ p, O, _x I_0

TIIIp_DW: Z_S-_74.6_I_' _|¢4r Pl_eJock TellphOW; 41|._$7.3_] Ix&, _4C,_tlf Of PO11¢_
_I_W, WiShlag_n

ALASKA J_|tbo_o* Ar_ntll 72401 A_e_l_

Arcl_l|, Callfo_nle _lOO6Pltr_ck C. W41©h
__ OePK,_f _4_1_ _ Be ro *m il _ _vnnWalker T_lePnOne: Z13o44_._471(_, 47

protection _:lzen C_141n_ RIpresencl_fvl

An¢_0el_l, Allskl 9_5al L _Ce _ock, Arklnlls Z20I
Ctt},H111

. T41_P_Ofle: _1._4.4_1 pin9 _l_ff A_I, _llfor_l _J_O|

i A_IZONA ¢r_1 **u 1, (nvl_O_n_ll _t_neer Oa_ft*l_

_n _, RiCk* Chief pl_ |l_ff. Arkln$_| f16(_I C_1 _l_ll
6_rilU Of 54_1_1o_ Teleph0r_I 501.515179g0 I|_1 Tr_t_ Ave_ml

,_ [_vlror_e_t41 _|ll_h S_ICII |ak_rSfleld _llJto_ _01415 H, Z4_/t 5t_t

[1- 3
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APPENDIXO (COt,ITINUED)

m

¢,_LIFdp';IA(C_nt'd,} :;'LIrOA_IAICQnl'¢.) _ALII(:_I,_ICcat'_,_ ,

ka_a_'a
Jm

¢Iw(¢C4r_t_P
L4| Whltt#_Hr _rl|n N* HInle_, Plinnlng 01r|cta_ L_ _4_ra, CM(fornfl _06_1 _ ,

a38[. _Jlmmt ¢11_ of cypr*sl ?*IIp_o_I:ZI_-_I,101)

710_ CJIrf_IliE Awtm_l 90I+1ltr||_ _ Sullivan <_Vll_l

_kiA_ _OSlL_|ra

£]f_d_ B, Rogers* C1:¥ Man/g4r L| Puenll, _ldforef_ _1_4
_11_0;_11vl4 _&rll|_ _lly H_)I Tlleononl: I]3-9_,_91) [_¢, 30

M_Id ,_o_l_ton lo O $o_h _f_ot

6t¥iply hfTti_ C411fOrnla 90_10 Telip.onel ,_13-5_5-_d_
_lle_o_: _I)-SSO-_DZ7

C,In_ £rvIM, _wtl_/_g Olr_¢tor _1_,+H4)I
_), F ${*_ ZOBI_ A_(n_itrll=r TO0Ylllly _Ou)ev_r_ I1_ _ltnut Avln_l
6_lO _IICfl _0_ IVlfd [l¢_dfdQ CIIIr_f_f_ _§ L_C* {_llfO_ll Y_I)_

TI ip_©ne: 71 -SZ .9 C_ i

PuP4PW city _011 Jilt L_vln

i ep_onl: 2 _._J -D5

_on _1 i. {It MdBlge¢ tas Amid)is

FPI_&* _arlfoFnld t_4_]_ Jamlt _tu
Cl_y F_nl Ir Telep++orw/ 415.I_I-41tl _rf1_eof [nH_ln&lI Q_aIily

Ol Prlml_ii _d x_om517 Ct_ _111 L,,
Ctt_f_t4 FrHno

L_l Ae il+ll C_tfa_ld 9_()12

¢t%y _tt F_ulr_si_',tIf_r_,tl _3_Z1 "
{I_SOB, _li_r++la 90_44 Tllepa©ee; _+48_+15_1 W11tlam H, _rn_orff

14_ H_@flll_ldAve_i_

h_VlIt# _r_ln4 _n_ltIln Belch, ¢_11f0_II _¢265

CaU • Yl t• Clllfo_ll PZOTO G4r_nl CdIlfnrnil gC24_
11 Ip_o_v: .575._0 TI ipn0;mr _ )-}Z_-_220 #OHOI OI_I_UCla_

_lcBlrd O, _lalll, 01V/llOn _htlf 0Uv_r _i #oily O_lt Ol_it_ P_q_I(¢_t_t¢lI les_c_r
_, DI _ax 1_ 1_ 51e_o_rl AvIBW P, O. Os d4_

|t;',,et_llIp_: 711-55d*SZ45
_+IS&o, {Itlf_il 95_$3

raor_ood Tlrlpno_ t ZOO,_4-401T

I_S [, Colll I In_ll_Cn¢ CIIIf(S_ta _0_5
TIII_Pd_IWI1 ;_i3}_*01_I I| O_W* BIvIrl _UIIVIrd '_lo+_tl_1114,C4_IfoP_la 90|¢_ t+v'i !

La_l_,,po,_ T•llQhOeel _13-72_.12_ : : :

Cfty _lll
C_pll$ F, Pl_ _, AlllSr_n_ PIa_wr Llkl_Od, _lllforn_l _0_]d _t_
)7701_v}vert,_ev4r4

TI IpP_r4; Z J-O37-gZTI Ct_y _all I_

Tlllpnor_d 40_-37Z*dlZI

i
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APPENDIX D (COI_TINUED)

m

_n_y TirlsM_I _o_L, Ta lot PlJnnin D1rt_r CII _tll
120W. _mar_ A_Inue e_t_ _ m _enue an Ll_d_, C_Itf_1_ 9_17

mi_ M_un_4_nV_ Riverti_ pQi_t De_if_#1_nl

d_)_ E, Valle_ _:_lcvar_ Ro_rI G. hz:a_
t _ _©Hm_id, C_ltf_rnt_ gl77_ 330W_: _In
i _ _an_4teo, _11¢_ti J44_

CtIy _all T_ltp_on_: _1]-_@.G671 Tilap_cn_; 41_.574,67_

N_mwalk
, , BI11 P_st, plr_ci_r
, _ J, ¢%1r_, $tdKt©__I_ 5liVe _tkala W. It1114Q0Te_Ih Slrte& ¢1I¥ _a11

L,A, ¢_nI_ _|rlff't _tru_nK Slnta API, CIIIfornll 9_0I
1_35 Lifltn II1 $1¢rarent_* _allf_r_la _81_
_|lk, calrfgr_i _so Telephone: et_,_z2-6Jl_ Ttl_p_©_: 714-@J4.4187

• _lS Kraft.II:_m_0

Til_p_©ne: _16.449._2_1 p, _. Ora_te_.P
¢1_' _all 5_0Ldl_ Slrve_
_vato, Califo_l _4_47 C_arlet L, _hIrlt_n T_la i4r_4ra, Cilt(I_li 931_._

Oakl_n_ Sicr_nto, ¢_ltfcmla _8_7
, i ?llIpn©r_: _16.44_._33 SanI, _la_

141E_ _ntel SCllVOJ, Otvlla
S4¢ra_n_o_ _allf_rnla _1_14 1_ W_r_r&oaAvum_e

_rlo Tt _phOnlI 916-44_,14_
$4nKi Clara, C_ltfornla _.CSO

Paul C14r*_ tel_p_©nI_ 40_o_4.JIII
22| S. E_clld S_n9*,_ar_lno

_Larlo, _411for_l_ _176I _ant* Cr_Talep_ar4: 114-_6-1151 Cll Hilt
an 8Ir_4r=lao, C_ I ornt_ 9_4L_

"_ Piinnt ng _?_r_&
_ Ce_ir

i P_r_"9_n_ $_ Ir_ SanIaCruz, C_llf_m_i _0

cna_el D, ¢4mr_ _ _rr_n& ©f Pl_nln & lull4t_g
1|4CQCalnraao A_tn_ Santa_r(*
P_ramou_t,_llff=rnla goTz3 _67 ItC_mlr_Rei1

110 [,_¢k _$rall
SitKa _rla_ California t34_4

P_"a San _uen_ventu_a Teleplay: P_}S-G2G-_)_I

[_VI_BCII HI4IT_IDIftcc_r CtI_ H411
"--_ CIt Hall P, O. Q©_g_ _an_I _}a

Pat_na, _II$_o_ia gllO_ fel_P_nel _5,_4&16_1 {_C, }15 _11I M.vtrh IwITOtng (he,heir
telepnoe4: 213._1/.4]90 5_nca_SI, Citlfor_l _402

Sa_ Carl_ Tel_pna_: 707-_Z@-G201

-- P1_9nlv_ _4r11$ 6renton
CII _ll _lt H411 Seltl_t
PcO I_IrI* C_LIf_rnt_ 9_d60 d • strIl_ (ity H411

e I_nome: 415-_3,_II E_t, _ 5e_tlde. ¢_11f_rn14 _3_

-- Sanf_rd A, _rtnse._ C1_¥_lannar S_n Pran_ltc_ Sire VaIli¥

i Pomna (a_fern_ _I1G5 W11111I(_t_a_
--- TI Ip_©nt: 7t4-_.11_ 4_0Gran__ven_ _DO Co_r_n SIrev&

SanFfIn¢II¢:,(IIIfImti ga_@o $1mtV4llI, ¢IIlf:emla_)C6_

Rtc_ar4 G, _dfICO _tocw_on
J C[Ly_atl CIt_ _ _oua_yof Sen Fr_n ¢0
} _t_o_ ClI_, C_TIf_II 94_4 _otse 4blCu_nt, Hailof _usK1¢e CIt¥Hall

Sanrr4_IscI C/Itfornll |4103 _KockKo_Callfornt_ 9§Z_
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APPENDIXD {CONTINUED) I

CALIFORNIA{CanVd,} C_!_P;_{TrGUT{Coat'd,) COP;P;{CTICUT({=hi'4,) b

C_l_(Geore Re i_
_eear Greet _l

_nn_vall _rld_I_r_ Shelt_n,Connecticut064B4

456W. OliveAVla_I Cltjaf Irtcgeport , ;
|mnn_vale, CalSfornla _4DdG ari_geoQrl, C_flnlc_Icwt O_Q4 Stl_ford

fra_x_ar_mta _Z9AtlIALI_Street I

TI_II ¢l&_, C_)Ifornla _ • •pn_nll OJ. @• B
TlIepno_e: 213,ZB5,_171 T_reln_on

Grle_wl_
t©rranre * {Ity _all ,

Glen _dfr W GIrIct_ of _eil(_ for_Ingloa+ G_BBI({_(Ut (_7_0
{ll J_vfn_n_nlll _lnlllrllo_ T_n aall Anne_

Iorrl_cl, CalIfOrnla 90GG3 •
Tellpnnnl: /13,3ZB-5])0 (_t. 3(14 aonnJ, S_&o ,

Town_a t

Tr_lPgll, Canoncit¢_{ 06611
{l_y Hall LO_el pr_ ?ll•pno_l_ 2_3.Z61.3631
_S5Santa Cllrl Strait _l_n_ OP E_V1_nlal _lannln_
¥a111o Cllt f_m1• 9,S_9_ i _
e Ipac:nl: 07, 53-437 _) _ln Street _te_ur_

Hl_Ifor_, C_B¢C_¢W_ (_61Q3

I_l!nUt Creek _r{ Wa111¢n*H._,
Heal&_ _+FIr_mlntddl _.n

{hllf _? POIIcI , _6 6rand Stilt
l_4g HOp{_8_ly _lty Hen wlte_ ,C_a_ctIc_t 06702
Wal_t {rlek, California 9159E I _ovln Pr1_ • _: _ ._I_+_
Tellp_onl_ I15*_$5.3JOQ _1_dlltOWn+ Co,nattyÜwe 0_;_7

{1_ _all _bl?t R. French+_IGe_ I
WhSttlle_ Clllfomla 90501 Wf)lllm N, Wh_Ine Air RlSO_rces$•ct1_n _ :

I rtdglpOrt A_ln_l _tatl _ar_Int Qf _lt_e&l RI_rCl_ i
{_LG_ NIIford, _nlC&lCwt 06460 and[nvl_ntll Co_KroI i

TIIIph©_: _0_.818-I731 _, G, GOt 1401 Tl_fl_lI _wll_In_
_ad_ _+•r, _le.are 19_01 i

4101 R_llt_n Ao•_ J. £+ _orl, _lulta_t ,;!lmln_ton i

TI lp_l_ _03o4 4o_94 _ Lo_nl Cnn_ettlcut (}6)_0 Wll114mG, T_rPer, _4_1osergeant _
TvlIRhO_I: _D3._I$-Z851 [_t. Z2_ Bureau _f Poll{l P

fPlnc_$[rllt IChllf%lm_e ) Fable _lll_t=q _lawlf_ I_@01
_vld tl _Co _ Ill UB¢_ Gtreit • e¢_o_: _0_._71-_5Z5
140 G, Nava_ _ Lon_fl_ ConneGtt:_© DG_O
A_el {ororl_ 90012 Tellpnonl: _3o_43-_JI| _,i
To e_hofll: 3_.750._00_ (_, _SO GIGTRICTG,CGOL_.+BIA

BO_ldle _ 14avon _•rblf t L, twcker, Dt_ctor

{It If |Ouldlp OneStaGeStreet £avlr_mntll _ltn A_lnlStrltIRn

TI ep_+al: 36;.44 -323f Tallp_°nl: _O_.TZ4-4tG_
NOra*Ik

_,v.,c =e [,,Iron.,_t*1 Pm.©c_. [ iC_ISl_Onlr

$_all ()_1¢1 _lTOlnal
t_| CIpI|_I AVI_Ul

MIPIfON _onnecIICvt _|IT| PIIIP 14_i_er _t
_,_l_t+, Conmectlcvt 05_0 I r

JOSlp_ |, P_laGk_*_PI_S, pll_IP TIIIP_I IOI,_I-Z_3 •+d
Cl_nlctllut St&Ill Ge_4p_'I_| if _f4nl°

_rtlttP_ _llton
Z4 VO1¢0_HIll _Qll
Vlt_lrafle1_, Connecticut 0_109 W1kl Cacti10 ?+1 !
Tll_tl Zg_.$6_.¢1_| _ HI11_trletS,..°n.c+.,+t,_t_m, LJ

_ll#ph©ne: ZG3.73|.+231 t
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FLORIDA FLOridAlC_nI'_.l :LOUISA (CanI'_+]

m_ Richard_ea|,AC_nlt_rltor _ib_ura_ WA_ _a_ Ba*o_
! _ _tll Control Iu¢&lon

Florida Departmentof Joaepn (. Huqhaa,D+rac_ar

i _ {nvlrof_nlal_Q_]a{Io_ _00 Itfaw_f_qtA_an_a _as_ _41m_ad_+ F1_rida ]140_Z6QQ8$etrsL_na Road

@_oaRI_ Mlam__*ac_ GEOrgIA

Qhlef [n_ro_ntal Otfl_er ¢1t of Hllml Beach C_erlaa Hel_
201 W,_al_o _lrk _OII _0D _onva_tlo_ _tar rtv| _aputy Olraotar of Envlror_nntal Heal_
_OCI_410_, FlorI_& 334J_ M_I_I hl_, Flort_I 3)1_ _a _l_a_L_e_ =_ _uman_t$ource$
Teltp_one: 305-$95-1110 (_t. l_) Telephone: I_.GTI.TSS_ 42 ?el_lty kvlnue+ S.W

+ _ly_na _*a¢_ _ort_ _llm¢ Talep_ore: 404.656.4650
Frank He'palk4
Ltoe_lv | [_a=eotJont; Cc_nlly Pllnnln_ and_vtlo_ _l_t 1
p.O.Box551
OAVtG e4 _ FlOrida 3_01_ f_orKhItfaml* PIorl_l 3_1_1 _lyor
Tl_l_hane: 904-_Z-646 (el, 1_ Telephone: 30_.893,651I 8GOCity hall

Fort La,da_dal*

Calvin B. _awa Cotu_ua
p, O, 8oa 142_,G Zonle Official
Fort La_do_dale Florida 3))0_ O0 . Orange_¥e_e _lxo_ R. 011ve
Ttle_ho_t: 3_- 5 -_ Orlle_o, Florida _E01 p. O, _+ 2_99Talep_one_ _r_._9-_277 _01ur_a, Ceo_Qla 31902
Fort _]er$ Telephone: 4_}4-327-1S41

Fort M)I_+ Florida 33902 Mayor
Fort Pleat CI_yHall City _aIT

P, _. _oa 1408
--- For P tree Flortd4 334S0 renla¢ot_

Ttllphor,l: _5-4&4- _ (eL. 59 $even_ah

_alnaav1111 Pe_aaooII,Flgrld& ),_,_1 Cl_.y_ell

Charles A. Ill11 _avl_na_. C_io_le 314_Z

_l_avi_lt_ Florida 3Z_O_
TlIapho_e: gO4-_24-ZO_O _ILIp _11hamf, J_uiIdl_9 Cff_clal Veldoata

] P. O, Eel L}O0
Htellah P_Pae_8each, F_ortda 33061 City HIlL

Rober|M_! rave Vitriol&a* Georgtl ]1101
--, p, O. D_z_0

HelliSh, Florldl _SOIt
Telep_or_e; 305-d0§,15|1 (st. 215 SaliVate W*_ee Ro_t,a

He I1_o _ POlICe_pare.mn_ R_t_ Mtlo_
_050 Alnlf11_ DouIevar_ 700 _a_lOflBoulevArd

Mayor $1rasecl. Florida 3)579 k rner R In Senegal _1091
i _ City _11 Telepr_ne: _13"36d'dOC_ Tol|pl_r_: 91_"gZS"_G) (_, I

I _°1_4* FIorfd_ 33020
Jeoklanv_11• I_l P_erab_r_ HAW_III

M_y_r _len_ _rle_. C_tef
CIt Hal) P, O. 6©_Z&eZ Shin I Soneda
J4c_SO_v_III, FIoridl 3_0_ k HeAlth _TI_¢IS5_, Petlrab_r , Florida 33731 _hllf , [nvir_,'I_en_eT protect

TIIIpno_: B13-69_.1373 0ivilIon, Nolle & Rldlltl_n Branch
.. J Ke__l_t State _e_lr_J_n_ of Health

IZSOPunctUal $i.reet
_eaI r _nolulu, _e_ell 95811
Cat H_TI _ Tellph_'_: 90_-54_-_4§_

--_ Keywet . Florida 33040
_o_r P, Sea,art, Director

i _lk_land |uf I_ ml 500 (O_
+ ] 7402 _, 56th Str_|t

m¥or T_4. Ftnr(dl ))_17
¢/ty Hilt TIIep_oBI: e_l.27Z._9_O 9_tae
L&klllfld, Ftorlda 3360Z

"_ Oar14 _a_e_r
TlIU_V_11| p+ O, O0__

Boise, %da_o _3701
C. W. Hiller
Titu_vllle Police _plr¢_t SusanSKI_y
P.O. DOS_l_ _o¢|e arty ?llnntnQ _plr_nt
181_ C_lneyHI h_ev IOiSl, [dlho 03701
?_tUSyIIIo. Florida 1_70_

; Telepe0_e; 30_.Z69.75_
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I:AMO{E_.t'd.) ILLIr_OIS{C_.I'_.] _LLINQ[5 {C_nt'_,)

_o_|r_ Po11_¢k Ctty ,aI_ R_c"lr_ _l_dnr_off
_lcat_r. IIHnall 5*'S_] _30_ _* i71tt _[rlel I

Cnlif OP _01lce _nsl_ I111nets _0415

City _111 Y _all
Lw*ts_n, I_|_o 9_501 _e _alb, [1 1nots 601)_ _lty Mail

C. W. M_ts B Ip Ltn_nl P,[,

p_|Ke110+ Idl_a _3201 _0 H _a_ $trtlK _rI_n Grove. %1IIr_lt EOOS)

ILLINOIS _111ta_Hl|v4clk
_o_ers Or_ve I_01 HIIw_uLtt Avan_e , ,

_o n _o_ Ar_hu_ HI$_ _IIIS* %11_nolt 6_45
Ma _ D_vllloo Of LIn_l_ol$1 _htlf _f ?_llce Telephone: 31_.g67-61_

o _u on Con ol 9 0 uelln _¢nAwn_e
1111ao1$(nvlr_n'l_a _ti¢ t©n _or_ _ov_, It n_ S GO_lS

ancy TIl_Phone: 312,954-0300 _t0m_l :

_fl ld Itltnots 6Z7_ 100 [. P_oenl_
TtLtpn_nv: Z17-78Z- 0 _ _mal. 1111_oll 61251

Fredl_tc C4_s_n ]0%4S4.2_ ,
Alle_ lSO_xttr Cou_l
-- in IIInetl 50120

City M_11 CNrI_$ _klt
AIt_, [11tnols 62002 12_ Cl_ar _n|

[!mnu"t_ _r_brn©k , %111noll 5OQGZ
Hi11 _ullon TeleP_ hI; 31_%_7_.S0S0

A o_ _t9_tl, _111no_s _0_X_ [vll_ Allm_nd4r
T_e_ont: 312- _-Z_40 11_oo_ P_rk _0 ew_ Ave_l

Ricked _, NUt:© N r _ Chicago, III1_olt EOOG4 L ,

_Od Plrk II15nO_t 6063_

44¢_?_a_n.C_.nerRl¢_¢d;_gntr Telephone: 3 -4 • _1: Pllattnt "_

Tllephon|: _12-&9_-8311[_t. ZIO F_lepor_ pII_KLrO,_tlltn C4p_rt_tntllllnot$50_1 _'._

Oe_t_vtlle 23OVeS_ 5t_nensnn t_a_
_-- reep_r-c. %TIIno11 51032 P*r_ F_st ,_
P_)l_o_d0111 TelePn_r4: 915-Z22._9 (_.1 n _dl_I_h

o no I 5Krte_ _o_ For_s_D_lev_r_
flirt1 |* 1tlnOt$ 52_21 _*.*t

?tltpnonl_ 6 8- 3-_ 0 _rvt_ Pmr_ Forts,. [I11nots _04_5Tel@phOnt: ]1_-7_8-111Z

ifeK¥ C_r_n_tor
P. O, B_ 315 Ht_hl_ P_rk M_yor I• _05P_rk Pl_©t
8 _ n tn_ 11trials 61701 p|rk RId_. J111nol_ 60068 r

ftt_lnlln4 Plrk+1111n_lt 6003S Telep_ne: 312-_g.$2_

Cll_or_t Cl_p_t11 ¢tt_ HII1
IIIInall

n Q_ IllnoIs _dlO ! [
Te14p_e: ] _- 44. 080 Telephone: _ - ._476 _

!
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P©ckf_rn

J
Hike hcan _q, _l_pn;' F_T _odqe
40101vll_on 5_rel&
R_ciford,I111B011 6110_ Citymall W111_im_, L|_

eml Tile_one; 81_.gGZ.5_gg _lw _,lbln¥, lndtl_a 471_D Police Cht|f

i a©ch_11_,a aJc,m,_ _t. oo_e, Io.a S_501
_ _elepnonl: 515._76.1I_0

P4_r R/y _lue_llr

_:L l_l*mt, IT11aols GII01 I_tc_m_+ J++aton_47174

8u_l_n Z_VIIIW C_I¥ H|II Tele_no_l: _lg._.lT_

Tlll_none: 312._73-005(I E_% 222 IOWA

I + (zeCU&lVlOlrtc&o_
R_I _ _+ |it<jet Kl_r I_| _pt. of _nvlr0n_n&ll (_ltlIy
_x _a=ltol C_mlex

_ W,W|llt_ Str_ Wallace Oulldlng CI _ HIll

01IVY*

-- lnvlr0mrantal MInl9_l_: U_ar(; ClI_' _ln
Slatl Bol_d of _111_
13_0M, Mien1 4_ 5|Plet Ttl|_none: _$._.6Z10

• B_ InlpO IS. Inalanl 4 _0_ _0rl41il O. [rtcks_n

_ C_lef of Police Ttleoi+ont: 712.27_.6_7_

900_, _hICegoAvln_ gur11_o. Iov| SZ601 Wll#,loo
Ell| CI11C_+. I_l_nl 4_12 Iel|p_or4: 31_1=;54.6_17

Wa&erloo,IOwa5_?_S

|P_C4J_lnstB _N$_
Se_tl H. _e_rl_9 Ct_y,_tl#rnay

[VlnlVllll_ IBdle_e _77_8 /41epno_ )1_1._4|._144 Mayor
Telop_o_: BI2.426.SSgS City _111

_ Coyn_11_l_ff_ [m_ocJa. _,lnles _01

Richard O* 850nd1 F_. Riley
_¢lyor Ofrector of Public He¢lt_
Ctl_ HIII City 11411 CIt_y _4TI
l_. Wayl_l.Inall_l 451_02 2C39peep1 Street F&. _111y. r,l_l|_ G54a_

--, Cou_cll lluffl, loci _1501

; _or _v_npoP_ Ct_v Hell

Gar_,[n_tenl4640Z _npe_ COBIoB

+_mm_<+ _26Wt$_ ace Stroe_
_ven Oft Io_e 5_901 Ctt.y HIII

: lioneld L. Noe4k Te ep_oml: ]1g.326.?_8 Ltavimmrth+ KIBSll _040

+_Imlt_d+Indlene 4&3ZC) C_ _1_1 McP_,?e'l_n

TI_ W_laemlBn C._. _n_l,1
, _ lut141n _lrlct0r _lvln J_l_lOn

400 £, Klnll$
P011clOoplr_Jm_t Ell& I1_ andLoc_$& I_pherlon, _nsll _7460
Kok_m lnOienl 4_901 Dl| flOt_ll, I_I 50301 Ttllpho_l: _15.Z41.|0|6
Tl ep_o_l; 317-4_-_L_1 Tellp_ow: 51S._B3.4_4

PtttSb_P_

CIty I_s_C&lOn Division

_._ Llfl_t_, Ifl_llBI 47_01 Cit 14111 4tl_ e_4 Pine

N_C_I_IBC]tY 0w_q_41 IO_l 5ZOO] Tlltp_htl 315.Z]1.1170
Tele_oBel 31g-58J-(441{Jr,60

C(I_ H111
MIc_Igla CIty* Indtl_l 46360
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I+iN_A;CC:nt'_.} LOL'I_IA_(CO+_I'4,1 u,_SS_'_HUS{TT_(CQnI'd,I _'4

I
Prilrl. VI11._. _nrev,pa_t G1oucest_

$_i,Le_e_ 2. _isP,Ir Tercj_IIS. C_¢IS¢Q_#r _irld_ kOr{1#_
C_lef of Poller 12]4 Tills Avenu| Police Chief
7700MtSt_onR(Jid _nr|¥tport+ _.ouII_i_i ?11_1_ I_L7_L(I%_Ir|q& r
PrlIPll Villa t _anll$ 66_0J _IOV_eID_ , Va$_i¢_uIeID 019]0

Jim SIr_411os,_,P, Lewlit_ Iqnl_ 4_lnlI_rltor
d_O05an_l Fe Fi_or Ctty H|11 _

filepnQ_l: _1_*_61-_5_ Lhl_on+ Miln# 04_40 e I_flonl: 4[1.5]].B 04 )

City Hill _ Pl/ae_ RO_)Irt (. _o_ll0s©n. _hlIf
W_¢BI[I) _nslt 6720| CJt¥ J_)) LlklV11I) _plpl_l

([_tL_(Y P_rtIl_d, Rllnl 04111 T¢llp_Qal: _[7.947.123[

?_n_/ Jic_sm_ _II_LA_D _eoete) _|F
¢tntu¢_y Oeplrt_4nt F_r _lturll

_ISOUrC|I T_0NS k. TC.vlrs. C_llf, _birt P, Carl_©_
Ofvlsf©nnf eQCsl _nt_r _lr.e¢ige of .iHt_ i 4U. S. It? S

FPlnkfoP_, Kl_UCky 4G_01 I_,[. Ca_ori_+ Chief _$ _+I_ Strlt_
TlllphO_l: 60_.564-_60 KId_lLIOn OB&PU_]¥ I_fl L_m(fl$&_F* HII|a¢_W$I&&|_14_]

ZO) W, P_II_¢ Still[
_t_ HIll 9lltlmte. PtlPyllntl _IZOl CIt_ H111 i i
_Iflllfl_ t _lfltWCk_ /4100 ?lilp_rAl: 3Ol*_B_._744 _00 Pllitl_t Itr_lt

Mlldln. HlUlC_USIC_I 02148
_'p_ rt= B_ltmer_

CityMall [tWinSW. _11..+r, _ :

_p©r$* KeTI&UCk_417_1 BlItlmrl Marylln_ _%10_ 65 Pllisin& $_rtll

LI1qI$IAI_

MayorWII)llm Hl_4 Jr, Jl_I O, qtc_o%$on _
H_r _Itl _+,_w_b',, City Mail Ir
P.O. OOlZ) ASlIStlB_ City _nlg_r _f_rd, P_SSIChUIICtS02 '
Allxi_rli+ _outsll_l 21301 City Hill Tale_nont: 617.)9_.5_00 [,I) 2%
r*lepno_l_31_-(4Z-4_[(_l.ZGI Far [l_d elY(n_©__re_tI

64too dQ_a@ TI IpNOflll 0 * _4._

CwpII_R, Mfmo i
J_i D11ht_l_ _elb_oi City Hill
F,O, _SO_1471 mlr:]se Nss4chusetts OZI75

?lllp_o_: 504-B_9-3_01 t0219 Gretn_ll_ P_ld
_llbr_Ok _llnd _OSO] NOpIftlm_t_. P'_

g_ltler _tly T4 lphonil _ * 94._aO9 [xg. Z24 -- - j )
Nil,or Nifty _, Stick. AIIO¢* A,]._+ [s_

i'fS|ACH_[TTS I_* [1) Cll_ HillIqrvl_ (. A_dlr_g*pr+_+ar
W_nr's Offl¢| ZIQ Nlfl _t+'ll_

IGUIIt _lty) LOUt611HI71111 T#IIp_o_D: |]7._&4-O344
TlllphO_: _18-742-_|35 [xt. _Q D_BBI8iron

BOS_-_*_lSlChUtl_tS O_[lO

_4krl&ln|ru,o TITIphc_I: _17.4_,Z.Z9_ , C_L_PIwIW_¢l_RCp
F,0, 60_ 6C'9_ [ug_l 8111 Revlrl. HiStlC_ltts 02151

T4119_o_ll _(}4.866-_0 _ost_, _lSlChUlltt_ D_:t_% J
TillphO_lI _17*71_.44[| _ _ I

£,M, _I) _llf Chilli (ao_t r

X4nnlr Loutllinl ?0062 _s_n, _lllChUll_tS 01111 T11_O_1 I]7._41.45_0

s+._,l), i4
_*fi_tXl dr_cktC_

,_, AIClllrO Piulin

Ct y HI1 City XIII Cl_v _ill 4L_fl_atW, Lov_slI,I P0501 t5 Icnoel |_te*_ S_nIIIo _t ,c,_icts 021 3 _1

P.O, DOX606_ _lco_a, _tsac_uslttl 01013 _PIBC_pll _llfl_

ylIl_/_tl $_4._*_J&D $11pnlB JOy¢l, ¢_llf
1414 StlW 5tPIIt

Tl IphQ,I; I *_ .S31
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_J_SACHUS£TTS(¢¢nt'd.) MZCHt_ {Cont'4*l _IC_IGA_ I_on_'_,]

I A14inMc_14i_nln CI: Hall rid tiL4ii. _ynr
¢1_y Hill Hl_n 4ha Plrk, _l{_gin 4HZO3 Z9500 v4n Oyki Avin_J

_lrrin, _lchl In 4_Qg3
Wilt_im._Isicnuiltlsa2154 pollin_ Tlllp_cnltI_.57].98Q_;

C1_ _nlglr _ol_ind, Hlchi_an 454Z_ CIt_ _11
4S5 Hdln 51flit Tllephan4i: 6L6*3_6.JS_9 nt$_ll_d, _lcMgin _815_
_or¢4iI_lr, _ssic_us4ic_l Ol_8
Tel_pl_ni: 617._98*8151 I_iitlr Yp_Ilan|t

RI_IGAN ¢lt _11 TheOdoreH. HluSer
_I_ (nklr4r A_ld

G,H* Ddhl Inkstitl', MICh(_4_4_141 VpJlli_tl _l_ltGin 4_1_7

State Dop6rt_onKof _itural P_sou_ct$ _ll_no
$_lVgni T. _ls0_;Building MIHN_S_T_
Box _Z8 P©ItCl _p4ir_,o_t
LinSlng. MIChl|ln 4_ L_vell $_r_at Crlt_ll

PIUTHI11L_n Ti%ip_o_; _]6._5.6144 Jo_ A. 01Inn

-- D_p_, of State HIgr_i¥1 Llnat_ 41_ _oug14isDrive
Ooei300_0. HIgr_l_l _ullC_tng Cryscil, HInr_sotei |54_2
Llnsl_tg, _lCh|_lh 48_01 _tivin [. _Qafl Tiltph_l: _I_.5_7.84_1
Te_epnonl: 517.373.Z730 City Hell

A11_nPerk Llnslng, Nl¢htgln 48933

Chief af POIICi _l.cotn _rk [dine, MInntl_l_ 5_4_4
l_e40 Phll_e ttleiphone; 51Z-_ZT-_8_I
Allan P6rK Mtchl in 48101 tro Alley
tll_nl: 31 -_- O_ 135_ 5oucnfteld Frtdl*y

LI_¢DTFlPlrk* _t¢;11gin48146
-- Bi_ _lt_ TiIeipho_e; 113.186-100_ $_vtn J. OTS_n

5411 _lvtrllly _venu4i*H,{,

|iy CJt_, _41Chl_ID48_ Telle_hl_l_ _12.S71.145D

Ilmtn_flam IS2_ Firmlh Io_ I_il _Inki_

--_ _L_p T4ill_h_4i: ll],,_Zl*2_ Officer _ffJ_n

Chill Of _IIcl KlyO_ _1n_i_911_
151 _tta Sm_et City H_T1
Btmln hl_ H(¢ht le 4_11 _ll/i_d, _l_t_ln 4_10 R_irt L* LInel
Te eph_i 11-_4.160_

_4vsle_n 250 $, 4_h S_re4i_
; _ _lnht_PoIls, Xlnn4is_ _S41§

;lick C_ipl_ Teltpt_nt: 61Z._48.18ZP
City _11 _1l¥ HIll
Burton+ _IC_Iglfl 40_I| H_Sktgon*l_Ic_flgiN4_441 _l_nqtOnk_

_r_t_ _i Pir_ AnnC, fho_so_
4_ t_lnn4it_aklBlvd,

HO_I_ A. _rrly GeorgeArmou_ _lhnl_hkl, KIn_$O_I 55143
tlll [, _fti_ 13_Q Oik Peirk_ou14ivlrd Teli_l_l: 612._33.I511
_IP01_, MtChlgl6 48_0_ Nil p4_*k Ml¢hl_il 48117

F_md_ Sl_lnlv eft;_ Hill

--: Flt_t 50 _ni_,H(chl I_ 48101 ]_Mfl_il F, ROIIIIP
TltlphoM/ S1_-753.5411I!xt, 310 City Of RIcflfleild

[ J_Sl FflIlltr _7_ porKIIfld Arthur:
_ 1101 _* 5101_ _o_hfl_lq Rl©hFIIId Iqlfl_eSotei 5_411

Fli_t, _elc_lgin 48502 Tt *p_onl: 6 *_- ZI
CIt_ Hill

..-_ grlfld laptd_ Soul_lf_eild_idlc_llgei_4_7S _llttP

j [_1 rOr*lhf_l pro_l_tq_n Oepir_lnt 415 F_rth SerieS* *[.
50_ Moslth¥ Seniti, $,_. Ctt_ H411 Ro¢_atah. Ml_llOt_ t5_01
_rifl_ II_ldll Hichl_lfl 4_$03 Sl, _14iIr _horll* Hl¢h_g|rl4_DE3 Tlli_flonif _07-_85-_4|
Tillphohll _16,4S1._06

A, [_Grd Klichell CIK HIll__ Polt¢4 5epl_an¢ St, C C_d_fl nnlSOI S6_01

tl_l_r* _lchlgln 46L0_
+ TillphoM : 311-187-6074
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St, Plul FIorl_lsnt _ra_d IslJnd i
i

GeorgtLa_t_r Mayor _1 P_0cktr ' City _all
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