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PREFACE

In 1971, the U.5. Environmental Protaction Agency, Office of Noise
Abatement and Control {EPA/ONAC}, surveyed the 50 States and the nation's
larger cities to determine the scope of the noise control problem. The 1971
survey was part of a comprehensive EPA study of noise and its health and

welfare effects which documented the need for Federal noise controil legislatian,

The results of the EPA assessment of the problem were summarized in
the 1972 "Report to the President and Congress on Noise"! and treated in
greater depth in the EPA publicatfon entitled “State and Municipal Nen-Occupa-
tfonal Nofse Programs."? This assessment of State and municipal 1971 noise
control efforts concluded that States and cemmunities? were only beginning to
deal with noise in 1971, and, with few exceptions, were in the axploratary
stages of developing a noise control pragram. It was realized that State and
Tocal noise control programs must be the backbone of a nat{onal noise control
program 1f the nation is to reduce appraciably its neise control problem.

! “Raport to the President and Congress on Noise," Senate 92-63 (February 1972).

2 "gtate and Municipal Non-Occupational Noise Program," NTID 300.8 (December

1971).

3 In this report, the terms "local" and "communities" have been used in most
instances to refer to governmental units belaw the State level, i.e., for
cities, counties, regional authoritias, etc,

111

. .
P RS ERCTE A I St

Bt L NV P

£



A —

B GRS s e = e T =

The Nofse Control Act of 1972 stioulates that EPA orovide technical
assistance to States and communities to facilitate development and implementa-
tion of their environmental noise control programs. To assurs that the EPA
technical assistance program is responsive to changing State and Vocal require-
ments, EPA assessed the status of State and local noise contrel efforts
in 1971, 1974, and 1978.

The first assessment, conducted 1A 1971, of communities with popula-
tions greater than 100,000, was instrumental in developing the Noise Control
Act, with ts provision for a technical assistance program.

The second assessment conductad under this policy was based on a
survey conducted in early 1974, The resulting report‘presented an assessment
of the environmental noise contrel effort and noise control needs in tha 80
States and 235 incorporated municipalities with populations greater than
75,000, The survey results have been used by EPA as a quide for the develop-
ment of the present EPA technical assistance program. The document was also
prepared for use as a planning and refarence guide for public administrators
and ather officials engaged in tha development and implementation of environ-
mental noise control programs,

This report prasents the third assessment conducted under the policy
of perfodically determining the status of State and local noise control
efforts. A survey, conducted in 1978, was the major component of this assess-
ment. [t was intended to cover all States and territories and 824 com-
munities in the U,S. with populations greater than 25,000. Responses were
cbtafned from 40 States? and 562 communitiaes.?

4 "State and Municipal Noise Control Activities 1973-1974," U.S. Environmental
Protaction Agency, EPA 550/9-76-006, January 1876,

2 Including Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
¥ Including the District of Caolumbia,
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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 lacal 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,
or substantfated these results, G&Given the new legislative mandate of the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978 it is increasingly important for EPA to identify the
specific mechanisms, structures, and resources that have been developed by
States and communities and to assess their prasent problems and needs if a
responsive and coordinated program is to be implemented at all levels of

government.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

By passing the Noise Control Act of 1972, Congress responded to an
increasing concern for "an environment for all Americans free from noise that
Jjeopardizes thair health and welfare." Section 14 of the Act authorizes EPA
to provide technical assistance to facilftate the development of State and
Tocal noise control programs. In the interest.of speeding up and increasing
the level and effectiveness of this assistance, Congress passed the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978 which gave the EPA additional authority to assist
States and communities in developing noise control programs.. As a result EPA's

technical assistance program has been expanded to include authority to develop

a financial assistance program for State and local noise control programs.

EPA conducted a comprehensive assessment of the State and local noise
programs in 1977 and early 1978 to obtain a better understanding of State and
local requirements. The major element of the assessment was a survey ques=
tionnafre matled to offfcials in the 50 States and 2 Territories, and to
824 communities with a population greater than 25,000. This was supplemented
with information obtained from other studies and surveys. The goal of the

assessment was to:
. Examine critically the status of State and local noise
control programs ’

(] Ascartain the problems these programs are encountering
and technical assistance needed to overcome them

§-1
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. Assess State and local progress in developing noise control
legisTation and in reducing specific noise problems.

Thirty-eight States, 2 Territories and 582 communities returnsd com-
pleted questionnaires for an overall response rate of 69 percent. In contrast
to two earlier State and local surveys (1971 and 1973}, the 1977-78 survey
was expanded to inc¢lude more questions and additional communities. For
example, .the 1973 survey was mailed to 311 communities with a population
greater than 78,000,

The fin&ings and conclusions of the 1977-7B assessment have been

arranged in six categories:

Public Awareness
Legislation
Implementation

State and Local Resources
Program Progress
Technical Assistance.

PUBLIC AWARENESS

Environmental nofse {s perceived by the majority of both State and
local government officials as a problem of growing concern. The survey asked
State and local officials tp rate 14 different noise sources as to the signi-
ficance of each as a problem in their State or community. Motorcycle noise
was rated the most significant problem (58 percent for Stats officials and 48
parcant for local officials). For communities the next most frequently desig-
nated noise problems are in the following order: trucks, automobiles, rail-
road operations, and buses. Table A 1ists the frequency with which the four-
teen noise sources were identified by community officials. These findings

agree with those of previous surveys.

Government offfcials at both State and local levels gbtain an under-
standing of the seriousness of their noise problems principally through formal
complaints (38 percent) and noise surveys {24-28 percent). Since the number of
complaints filed in a community represents only a fraction of the people bothered .
by noise, complaints should not be viewed as an accurate barometer of the



COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES FROM IDENTIFICATION
OF NOISE SOURCES TO REDUCTION THROUGH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

© TABLE A

Specific identified as a Noise Legislation Full Scope Inplementation

Noise Significant Problen for Source with Per- of Noise Programs

Sources formance Provisions
Motorcycles 369% 165 55
Trucks 353 158 L3
Autanobites 315 164 18
Railroad Operations 226 49 19
Buses 188 142 16
Aircraft 188 40 9
Animals 170 102 57
Construction 151 129 14
Entertainment 147 149 59
Industrial Activities 145 166 71
Garbage Compactors 124 66 27
Recreational Vehicles 79 91 16
Home Power Equipment 69 109 36
public Svc. Vehicles 63 68 15

8 Nunber of Communities Responding
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extensiveness of a community's nofse problems, In recent years, social-atti-

tudinal and noise monitoring surveys have provided a more accurate assassment

o7 the noise climate. The results of these surveys have been used as guidance
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 js an
important distinction between those that inccrporate quantitative ¢ritaria
(performance standards) as a basis for determining permissible sound levels
and those which describe 11legal noise in qualitative terms. By 1978, 19
States and 166 communities had adopted quantitatively described noise source
legislation, Recreational vehicles are most frequently mentfoned sources in
such State legislation. Qther sources mentioned, in order, are motorcycles,

trucks, automobiles, and buses.

At the community level the nofse source category covered by the
largest amount of legislation having performance standards is industrial
activities (166). Following closely behind are: motorgycles, automobiles,
trucks, and entertainment equioment.

Approximately one-half of the communities which reported significant
vehicular noisa problems (Tab]e A) have developed legisltation with perfor-
mance standards in an attempt to control such problems. Thus, there is a sub-
stantial gap between the number of communities which reported significant noise
problems and thase which have developed quantitative legislation to counter-
act such problems. Furthermore, only about 20 percent of the communities with
significant afrcraft and railroad problems have attempted to develop noise
legislation in the hopes of reducing these problems. Federal preemption in
these areas may have discouraged localities from atiempting to handle these
sourcas. However, in cases such as ground operation nofse from aircraft, the
problem can be dealt with through airport cooperation and operational restric-

tions.

8-4
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IMPLEMENTATION

Nofse control laws are fully impiemented in very few of the 31 States
responding to this portfon of the survey. The implementing agencies are most
often police/safety (33 percent) followed by a growing number of envirormenta)
pollution control agencies {30 percent)., Inadequate manpower and lack of
priority are the two major problems which 1imit the extent and effectiveness
of noise control implementation efforts at the State level,

Noise contro] ordinances also are not fully implemented in all the
responding communities. The type of legislation most often implemented {52
percent) 1s a municipal ordinance containing a range of specifically prohibited
noise offanses, followed by zoning ordinances (17 percent), and vehicular
ordinances (10 percent). As with State noise control efforts, implementation
at the local level is accomplished most often by police/safety personnel. Lack
of priority, inadequate manpower, and inadequate instrumentation are the problems
frequently jdentified as causing failure to carry out the intent of legislation.

STATE AND LOCAL RESQURCES

State Noise Control Budaets

Twanty States and Puerte Rico budgeted funds for noise control
activities in 1977-78, Thus, 31 States and the Virgin Islands (including
the 12 States whigh did not respond to the survey) did not have any line
ftems 1n their budget for noise, which {s a serfous deficiancy in a noise
control effort. The total amount budgeted by the Statas was $3.6 million.
Sevean States budgeted in excess of $100,000, led by California's $1.6 million.
On a per capita basis, Hawaii ranks first in planned expenditures at 17.6
cents per resident. Using the 52 million fiqure for State budgets in 1973
as a baseline amount, noise budgets have been increasing, on the average, at
16 percent per year over the last four years. However, in comparing the indi-
vidual State budgets for 1977-78 to those of 1973, budgets for seven States
decreased while thcse of ten States {ncreased.

5-5
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Local Noise Contraol Budgets
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Noise control budgets were reperted 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 Jocal expenditures

—
|
'

have increased from $1.9 million in 1973 to approximately $2.7 million in 1977-78._

In the eariier survey, 20 communities reported budgets for noise control of
$10,000 or more. In the last survey, this figure increased to 55 communities,
Qverall, for communities responding to both surveys, noise control expenditures
increased in 20 communities while decreasing in 16.

Adegquacy of Budoets 7
The total reported State and community budgets for noise control acti-
vities increased by 59 percent in four years, 1.a., to 56.2 million in 1977-78
compared to $3.9 million in 1973. The obvious lack of adequate funds still
ramatins a major obstacle to the development and implementation of successful
noise control programs. Only two-thirds of the Statas with noisa legislation
have funds budgeted for noise control. Nearly 300 communities with noise
control ordinances lack @ noise control budget. In addition, over 150 com-
munities identifying noise as a growing community concern do not have funds
budgeted for nofse. Here again, there is a serious deficiency between the
growth of noise programs and the necessary fiscal commitment to implement

meaningful programs,

Parsannal

Twenty-eight States reported having personnel working in noise
control. However, of these only 16 have personnel spending at least 20
percent of their time on noise control. Since 1573 the number of States
reporting noise contrel personne! increased from 19 to 28.

The total number of noise contral personnel working in State pro-
grams in 1977-78 was 275. Of these, 54 persons spend at least 20 percent
of their time and 221 persons spend less than 20 percent of thefr time on
noise control activities.  Thus, many States apparently view noise control
as a part-time activity to be added to an employee's existing dutfes, The

§-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 pallution control positions since
1973 may paint to a greater emphasis by States in providing technical assis-
tance to local governments, as opposed to direct involvement with noise issues
at the local lavel.

At the local level, only 67 communities of 562 responding have person-
nel working 20 percent or more of their time con noise control activities. Public
health spectalists, engineers and environmental technicians/inspectors filled
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
noise<related activities. By far, the largest number of these 5500 are police
officers. They are enforcing motor vehicle noise laws and responding to
nuisance complaints as a part of their normal police duties.

Mast State and local programs, therefore, are staffed by a larger
number of part-time than full-time people, These part-time people have their
major responsibility in areas other than noise control. Also, another sizeable
related problem s the number of personnel enfaorcing noise Jaws without train-
ing in acaustics. Although over half of the State and Tocal noise control
perscnnel are either engineers or environmental scientists, only 10 percent
have experfence in acoustics. This may impede their effectiveness unless

supplementary training is provided.
Instrumentation and Equipment

Only 24 States and 174 communities possess one or more sound level
meters, the basic instrument for making noise measurements, More States and
communities are purchasing, however, sophisticated piecas of equipment such
as outdeor monitoring systems, frequency analyzers, and graphic level recorders.
Such equipment is being used for noise monitering surveys and to substantiate

anforcement cases in court,
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Although a number of communities have noise legislation, many of
these Tack noise measurement equipment for enforcement, Analysis of survey
responses in 1977-78 also reveals 133 communities enfercing their noise
legislation without any noise measurement equipment. Without measurement
capability, enforcement efforts remain minimal. The 1977-78 survey results
clearly demonstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measure-
ment capability, current programs cannot be effectively carried out.

PROGRAM PROGRESS

Progress toward achieving noise abatement and control is not easily
defined. Before community noise can be noticeably reduced, legislation must
be enacted, resources appropriated, abatement plans implemented and their en-
forcement carried out. Although there is no single evaluation system for rating
program progress, the main program élements must at least be in place before
there can be any significant reduction in enviromnmental noise.

State officials reported that the most significant progress resulting
from their noise control efforts had been made in reducing the noise from
industrial activities, public and private entertainment, recreatiaonal vehicles,
motorcycles, trucks and autemobiles. Local noise control officials felt that
the most significant progress had been made in reducing the noise impact from
public and private entertainment, industrial activities, animals, construction
equipment and motorcycles. HNote that this progress {s based mainly upon the
subjective assessment of the responding official and not necessarily reflected
in noise measurement.

Enforcement emphasis at the State and local level depends on govern~
ment jurisdiction at that level. States, for example, concentrate enforcement
actions against motor vehicles of all types, since they control the Ticensing
of such vehicles., On the ather hand, many communities have noise ordinances
aimed at controlling animals and hours of construction noise operation, an area
of obvious Tocal jurfsdiction, This segregation of enforcement by jurisdiction
also invoives the Federal government. For example, there {s often confusion
as to whather Federal laws preempt the Jurisdiction of local ordinances regu-
lating afrport/aircraft noise. Noise from commercial aircraft accessing an
ajrport is controlled by FAA; but nofse from equipment and operations at the

5-8
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afrport itself is the responsibility of the airport proprietor, which, in
many cases, {s the Jocal government,

The 1mportance of obstac]es facing noise control efforts was ranked
by State respondents as:

] Lack of manpower

] Inadequate budget

» Lack of political support

(] Lack of effective legislation.
Community respondents ranked thefr obstacles as:

[ Inadequate budget

' Lack of manpower

. Untrained personnel

. Lack of effective legislation.

TECHKICAL ASSISTANCE

Responses to the 1977-78 noise control program assessment confirm
the need of States and communities to have the support of comprehensive tech-
nical assistance programs., The Quiet Communities Act of 1978 authorizes EPA
to develop assistance programs in a more comprehens{ve manner than was per-
mitted by the Noise Control Act of 1972,

When asked which areas of EPA assistance would be of significant
value in meeting legislative and progranmatic needs, the following responses
were received., The numbers in parenthesis represent number of States and
communities fdentifying significant technical assistance needs:

(a) at the State level:
. Personnel Training/Morkshop (25)
e  Noise Measurement Instrumentation (21)
¢  Effective Noise Control Methods (21)
o Manpower {19)

] Public Information Materials {(18)
§5-9
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{b) at the community level: '
[ Effective Noise Control Methods {303) '7
#  Personnel Tratning/Workshops (300} -
o Noise Control Pragram Guidelines (285) o
. 8 Noise Measurement Instrumentation {277). -
In summary, both State and local noise control programs require: a
] Comprehensive in-depth Federal assistance TT
. The development of and access to Federally developed technical -
and research data, teols, and information relating to noise :.
abatement and control.
"~y
A comparision between the results of the 1973 survey and the 1977-78 ;]
surveys reveals that there has been 1ittle significant change in these require-
[T}
ments. However, EPA anticipates that significant progress in noise reduction i
wil1l be made in the immediate future. The added authority which the Quiet

-3

Communities Act gives to EPA in the area of financial and technical assistance
should help to achieve this objective.
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V. STATE AND LOCAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The initial step 1n creating a noise control program is to develop an
awareness of the seriousness of the noise problem at the State and local level.
Development of community awareness is followed by the development of noise
control legislation. Once legislation is enacted, the next step is to design
a program structured to carry out the mandate set forth in the legislation.

An administrative structure must also be developed for the effective managemant
and ¢oordination of the program among the participating State and local agencies.
The program requires the establishment of & budget to hire noise control per-
sonnel and to purchase nolse measurement equipment. Unfortunately, many States
and communities have noise contral laws on the books with no program office or
enforcement agency to conduct the program. Of those which do have some structure
and enforcement capability, many report either no funding or inadequate levels

of funding. Thus, & key problem which must be borne in mind when drawing
conclusions based on this chapter is that there 15 no strict definition of

what constitutes a "noise control program." These data represent the respondents’
personal evaiuations of what constitutes a noise control program.

EXISTENCE OF NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
State Programs

Table 5-1 gives the number of State noise contral programs fn existence
according to the responding State officials. However, not all of these Statas
have specific noise control budgets. In the States with no noise budget or
a minimal one, the legislative intent and enforcement cbjectives of programs

5«1
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are severely jeopardized. The failure to provide budgetary support gives ths
people in these States a false idea of the protection which they feel they are

receiving from noise legislation.

TABLE 5-1
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
Number of State Responses 33
Number of Statas With a Noise Control Program 18
Percent of Responding States With a Pragram 55%

Question P4, '"Does your government have a notise conirol program?’

When the States were requested to rank the factors that fnhibit
establishment of noise contrel programs, they indicated their chief problem
as one of giving noise a high priority in relationship to other programs. The
next most important factor, as fndicated in Table 5-2, was cost. A relatad
factor, "not a problem," was third. (Some States responded in more than one
category.) The perception of noise control efferts as costly demonstrates the
misundarstanding of the minimai ¢ost requirements of noise programs. Further
educatignal efforts by EPA and other cencerned agencies are ¢learly indicated.

TABLE 5-2

FACTORS DESCRIBING WHY STATES DO NOT
HAVE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Factor Number of States

Nat a priority problem

Too costly

Not a prablem

Nothing can he done

Not a responsibility of community
Cpposition from industry

— = N B W

Question 78, ‘'Which of the Following factors deserides why your commmizy
doea not have a noise centrol program?"
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Community Programs

Table 5~3 gives the number of loczl ncise control pregrams in
existence according to responding local officials,

: TABLE 5-3
LOCAL NOISE CONTRCL PROGRAMS

Number af Community Respanses 539
Number of Communities With a Noise Contrel Program 150
Percent of Responding Communities With a Program 28%

Question 74. 'Doea your geverrment have a noisze conirol program?!
¥ g precg

Generally, larger communities {populations greater than 100,000} and
communities with high population densities (greater than 5,000 persons per square
mile) have noise control programs (Table 5-4). Possible explanations involve a
greatar number of noise sources and the greater number of persons vulnerable to
these sources.

The majority of communities which do not have programs (Table 5-5) cited,
not a priority problem," as the reason. A nunber of communities also cited othar
reasons but apparently do'not consider thase other reasons significant even though
they have no program. The second most cited reason was “too costly.” The inappro-
priateness of, and the need to remedy this perception must be emphasized.

TABLE 5-4
COMMUNITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
(Percent Response)

Community Population and Density Parcent Yes Response
" Population

Greater than 250,000 453
100,000 - 250,000 41%
50,000 - 100,000 29%
25,000 - 50,000 20%
Population Density (persons per square mils)
Greater than 5,000 38%
2,500 - 5,000 294
Less than 2,500 18%

Quastion 7A. '"Doas your govermment mave a notse control program?”
Analystis of Responses by Populatiom and Pevulation Denaity.

§-3
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TABLE §-5

FACTORS DESCRIBING WHY COMMUNITIES 0O NOT
HAVE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Factor . Number of Communities *
Not a priority problem 264
Too costly 139
Not a problem 139
Cbmmunity not rasponsible 32
Opposition from industry 29
Nothing can be dona 24

Question 78. "Which of the following factors dezascribes why your comrmnity
does not have « ncige control program?"

* Most commaonities chacked o nuwmber of factors. dence the number of commmi-
tias responding does not equal the total of those not having progrzms.
Community response concerning operation of a noise control program
(Table 5-3) revealed that the large majority (72 percent) do not have such
programs. Out of 539 communities responding, cniy 150 replied affirmatively.
This contrasts sharply with the positive response to the gquestion of having
noise control laws, It seems that many officials recognize that nofse control
laws are only one component of a noise control program, Table 5-6 illustrates

the contrast.
TABLE §-6

NOISE CONTROL LAWS COMPARED TO HAVING NOISE
PROGRAM IN SAME COMMUNITIES

Question Yes No Total
Have noise control laws? 404 (75%) 126 (24%) 530
Have noise control programs? 150 (28%) 389 (72%) 539

Queation 4. "Are there exiating laws or ordinances which incorporate noise
control provisicons?"

Queation 74, "Doas your govermment have a noise control pregram?”
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COMPONENTS OF MNOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
State Programs

The respondents were asked to rate pocssible program activities in
terms of {mportance to their programs. At the State leve)l this rating is
shown 1n Table 5«7. Environmental impact report preparation is their major
noise activity. These reports are required bythe many capital expenditure
projects, such as highways, undertaken by States. MNevertheless the budgetary
rasources and manpower required for this activity drain resources fram
activities which would have a more direct impact on State noise problems
and gn their ¢itizens' awareness of these matters. The table indicates that
registration of complaints is the third major activity. This may imply bath
public concern with noise problems and the lack of strong and 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-
munity enforcement agencies, but State-community cooperation is indicated
in this area. Enforcement and public education efforts appear to be
1imited components of State nofsa control programs.

TABLE 5-7

STATE NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES
PERCENT OF PROGRAM EFFORT

Activity Percentage
Environmental Impact Report Preparation 30.7%
pevelopment of Noise Control LegisTation 23.1%
Complaint Handling 15.4%
Monitoring/Social Services 15.4%
Enforcemant 7.7%
Public Educatian 7.6%
General Administration 0
flesearch 0
Question 7C. “Please rank each of the following cetivities on the basis of

the effort devotsd to each by the noise conirel program."

=
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Cormunity Prodrams I
In the communities, the major program effort by far is related te -T
complaint handling, followed by enforcement, and the development of noise
contral Taws and ordinances. Table 5-8 shows the percentage of responses for =
each activity. H
TASLE 5-8 e
COMMUNITY MQISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES -
PERCENT OF PROGRAM EFFORT -
Activity Percentage -
Complaint Handling 27.8% -
Enforcement 17.8% -
Development of Noise Laws 13.7% o
Envirenmental Impact 12.5% -
Surveys 8.7% S
Public Education 7.8% - i
General Administration 7.2% : ; ;
Research 4,74 i
! Question 7C, "Plaase rank each of the following activities on he bastis cf o ‘
i the effort devoted to each by cthe noise control pregram. ' -
. | :
f MAJOR PROBLEMS IN CREATING PROGRAMS ry @
P
! States and communities were asked to rank the importance of nine "
specified problems encountered in establishing and enforcing ngise control = f
pregrams. The percent rasponsas for these problems for States and communities, - §
j respectively, are shown in Tables S-9 and 5-10, -y
f The four major problems for States in order of rank are: lack of -
! manpower, fnadequate budget, lack of political support, and lack of citizen t1
i

support. For communities, the leading problems are inadequate budget, lack of

manpower, untrained personnel, and lack of effective legislation. The main differy,
ence in these rankings {s the greater significance of untrained personnel at the !
community level and lack of political suppert and citizen support at the o

State level.
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STATE RANKINGS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS AFFECTING NOISE CONTROL EFFORTS

TABLE 5-9

PERCENTAGE OF STATES CONSIDERING PROBLEM SIGNIFICAMT

Major Problems Parcentage

Lack of Manpowar 19.8%
Inadequate Budget 18.0%
Lack of Political Support 16.2%
Lack of Citizen Support 13.5%
Lack of Effective Legislation 12.6%
Untrained Personnel B.14
Enforcement Problems 6.3%
Inability to Demonstrate Success 2.7%

2.7%

Inability to Meet Objectives

Guestion 114.

COMMUNITY RANKINGS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS AFFECTING NOISE CONTROL EFFQRTS
PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITIES CONSIDERING PROBLEM SIGNIFICANT

Quegtion 114.

"Please indicate the mejor problems facing your noise control

efforta. "

TABLE 5-10

Major Problems

Percentage

Inadequate Budget

Lack of Manpower

Untrained Personnel

Lack of Effective Legislation
Enfarcement Problems

Lack of Political Support

Lack of Citizen Support
Inability to Demonstrate Success
Inability to Meet Objectives

16.5%
1§.7%
13.6%
12.7%
10.9%
10.8%
9.5%
5.3%
4,8%

"Please indicate the majfor problems Ffacing your neise control

efforts,”

§5-7
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COVERAGE QF MOTSE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Based for the most part on the subjective evaluation of responding
cfficials, the progress that has been made in combatting noise emanating from
different noise sources in State and community programs is shown in Table 5-]1
and Table 5-12. At both the State and community level, the greatest progress
was perceived as having been made in contrelling industrial and entartainment
noise. Progress in the control of public and private entertainment noise is
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 communities may simply indicate that many communities are doing what is

easfest.
TABLE 5-11

SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS IN REDUCING NOISE LEVELS
OF VARIQUS NOISE SOURCES MADE 8Y
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Parcent

Number of 38

Noise Sourca of Stata

Statas | Responses

Industrial Activities 6 16%
Public and Private Entertainment 4 11%
Matorcycles 3 %
Trucks 3 %
Automobiles 3 %
Recreational Vehicles 3 b4
Buses 2 5%
Constructien Sguipment 1 I
Home Power Equipment 1 3%
Afrcraft 0 0
Animals 0 0
Railroad Qperations 0 0
Garbage Compagtors 0 0
Public Service Vehiclas 0 Q

Question 118. "How much progress has beem made by your progrem in reducing
the notae levels or notse intrusivengss frem the following

notge gourcas?!

5-8
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TABLE 5-12

SIGMIFICANT PROGRESS [N REDUCING {OISE LEVELS OF
VARIOUS HOISE SQURCES MADE BY COMMUNITY MNOTSE
CONTROL PROGRAMS

Numbker | Fercent of
Noise Sgurcs ot 342

Communi-| Community

ties Responsas
Public and Private Entertainment 104 199
tndustrial Activities c8 18%
Animals 69 13%
Construction tquipment 61 114
Motorcycles 53 10%
Home Power Equipment 46 8%
Autemobiles . 44 8%
Garbage Cempactors 42 8%
Trucks 39 7%
Recreational Vehicles 28 5%
Buses 28 5%
Public Service Vehicles 25 5%
Afrcraft - 21 4%
Railroad Operations 17 3%

Question 11B. MHow much progress has Deer made by wour progran in yeducing
the notee lavels or noise inTtrusiveness from cthe Jollewing
notae sources?”

The relative progress between States and communities in 2 given
field stems from the Tevel of government which usvally has jurisdiction in
the field, For axampie, more local progress, as compared with State progress,
has been made in controliing noise from animals, garbage contracters, public
service vehicles, and construction equipment. States place more emphasis
on controlling surface transportation nofse such as motorcycles, automabiles,
trucks and buses. State law usually predominates in this field although
enfarcemant 15 conducted in a2 complementary manner by local agencies where
allowed. Note that nefther States nor communities have indicated much
prograss in the fields of aircraft and railroad operations because of

Federal preemption.

59
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EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE PROGRAMS

The effectiveness of the State noise control programs described in
this chapter can be determined from the data developed in previous chapters.
Thig is done by tracing a path from public awareness to azccompiishments. For
example, the importance af each noise source as a State nojse problem was
discussed in Chapter II. Chapter III examined the relative amounts of legisla-
tion that had been passed for each source and the degree to which such legisla-

tion is enforced. Finally the amount of State noise control program progress is

examined in this chapter. Thus, a sequence has been established in which each
noise source 15 viewed in terms of:
e . The frequency with which the problem accurs

s The number of communities having the problem which
have passed legislation with specific quantifiable
provisions

o The numher of enforcement aetions taken under this
legislation

-

¢ The effectiveness, in terms of source noise reduction,
gccurring as a resylt of the enforcement.

Table 5-13 1s a summary of relevant data based on the sequence
described. The fourteen noise sources have been set forth in the order that
they are viewed as problems in the 38 responses tabulated,

For a program that 1s 100 percent effective, each source should have
relatively constant vaiues across the four columns, {.e., for the seguence
from problem to progress. For example, if motorcycles are the number one
noise problem, enactment and enforcement of motorcycle noise laws should have
a high priority, and progress in controlling motoercycle noise should be
indigated.

Examination of the entries in Table 5-13 shows that the range of
effectiveness of noise control programs is very large, ranging from zero
(railroad operations, aircraft, garbage compactors, public service vehicles,
and animals) to a maximum of 57 percent (public and private entertainment).
For the most serious problem, metoreycles, noted by 58 percent of the States,
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RANKING OF THE MOST OFTEN IDENTIFIED STATE NOISE PROBLEMS,
THE RESPONSES TO THESE PROBLEMS, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESPONSES

TABLE §-13

Numbey
Having
Problem

(Percent of

Number With
Quantifiable
Legislation
& Specific
Noise
Provisions

{Percent of

Number With
Enforcement
Actions

(Percent of

Number With
Significant
Reduction

(Percent of

38 Total Those laving Those Having Those Having
Rating tioise Source Responses) Problem) Problem ) Problem)

1 Motorcycles 22 (58%) 13 {659%) 3 (14%) 3 (142)
2 Trucks 22 (58%) 12 (55%) 4 {18%) 3 £14%)
3 Industrial Activities 18 (478) 8 {44%) 4 {22%) 6 -(33%)
4 Automobiles 17 (45%) 10 (59%) 2 (124) 3 {18%)

5 Alrcraft 17 {453) | { 6%) 0 0 0 0
6 Buses 16 (42¢) 9 {56%) 2 {13%) 2 (13%)
7 Construction Equipment 13 {34%) b (38%) 2 {19%) 1 ( 82)

8 Railroad Operations 11 (29%) 3 (274) 2 (18%) 0o - 0

9 Garbage Compactors (24%) 4 (44%) 2 {22%) 0 0
10 Recreational Vehicles (21%) 7 (88%) 2 (25%) 3 (38%)
1 Public and Private {18%) 8 (114%) 4 (57%) 4 {57%)

Entertainment :

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

13 Animals (16%) 2 (33%) 1 (17%) 0 0
14 tome Power Equipment (16%) 5 (831) | 2 (33%) 1 (172)
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enly 59 percent passed appropriate legislation, only 14 percent enforced this
legislation, and as a consequence, only 14 percent of the State programs have

made progress in reducing motorcycle noise.

EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNITY PROGRAMS

The effectiveness of the community noise control programs can be
determined in the same manner as that used to determine the effectivness of
State programs.

Table 5-14 is & summary of relevant data basad on the same sequence
as described above for State programs, The fourteen noise sources have
baen set forth in the order that they are viewed as problems for the 542
tabulated responsas. The last three columns give the number of responses
for legislation, enforcement, and noise reduction.

Examination of the entries in Table §-14 shows that the range of
effectiveness of noise control programs 1s very large, ranging from a Jow of
8 percent (railroad operations) to a maximum of 71 percent (public and private
entertainment). For the most serious problem, motorcycles, noted by 68 percent
of the communities, only 45 percent have passed appropriate legislation, only
15 percent enforce such legislation, and, as a consequence, only 14 percent

of the local programs have made progress in reducing motorcycle noisa.

Note that, in general, the greatest progress has been abtained for
the less significant problems. For communities with the first five problems
(al1 concerning surface transportation) progress has been made in only 12 percent

of these communities,

STATE PROGRAM ELEMENTS

A broad overview of current State activities in the field of noise

control can be obtained by reviewing the responses to sight selected questions.
These are summarized in Table 5-15, Almost three quarters of the respondents
believe noise is of growing concarn in thalr States, and almost all of these
believe noise affects the health and welfare of the citizens in the State.
Of the 29 States that view the nofse issue with growing concern, 11, or about
38 percent, have indicated the existence of some sort of legislation designed
to control noisa, and have some Tevel of funding, personnel and equipment to
implement the legislation. Five States have enagted legislation without
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TABLE 5-14

RANKING OF THE MOST OFTEN IDENTEFIED COMMUNITY NOISE PROBLEMS, THE RESPONSES TO
THESE PROBLEMS, AND THE CFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESPONSES

fumber With
(Quantifiable Number With Number With
Number Having lLegislation Enforcement SiyniFicant
Problem & Specific Actions Reduction
Noise
Provisians
(Percent of (Percent of { Percent of {Percent of
542 Total Those Having Those llaving Those llaving
Rating Noise Source Responses ) Problem) Prablem ) Problem)
1 Motorcycles 369 (68%) 165 (45%) 55 (152) 53 (14%)
2 Trucks 363 (65%) .| 158 (45%) 26 (132) IV (11%)
3 Automobiles 315  (58%) 164 (52%) 48 {154) i (142}
4 Railroad Operations 226 (424} 19 {22%) 19 { 8%) 17 ( 8%)
5 Buses 188 (35%) 142 (76%) 16 { 9%) 25 {132)
6 Mrcraft 188 (35%) 40 (21%) 9 ( 5%) 21 {11%)
7 Animals 170 (31%) 102 {60%) 57 (344} 69 (A1%)
f8 Construction Equipnent 151  (284) 129 (854) 44 (29%) 61 {10%)
9 Public and Private 147 {274) 149 (101%) 59 {404) 104 {714}
Entertainment
10 Industrial Activities 145 (274) 166 {114%) 77 (532) o8 (68Y)
11 Garbage Compactors 124 (23%) 66 (534} 27 (22%) 42 (34%)
12 Recreational Vehicles 79 (154) 91  (115%) 16 (20%) 25 (327)
13 llome Power Equipment 69 (13%) 109 (188%) 36 {52%) 6 (674)
14 Public Service Vehicles 63 {12%) 68 (108%) 15 (24%) 26 (40%)




TABLE 5-18
SUMMARY OF STATE PROGRAM ELEMENTS
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growing concern for noise, and only ane of these, Montana, viewed the issue
as'a health problem.

Approximately 70 percent, or 28, of the State respondents indicatad
possessien of some sort of noise-measuring instrumentation. Twenty-five of
these also indicated that the noise issue was of grawing 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 purchase equipment but had not proceeded further.
Therefare, recognition of noise as a current or potential problem,
having perhaps beth health and economic implications, is a necessary first
step {n creating an enforceable noise control program, The fact that this
first step was only partially followed by the required succeeding steps
confirms 2 cenclusion drawn from the survey which indicated that the most
fraguently desired area of assistance from EPA comsists of education and

training programs.

§-15
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VI. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS

One of the major abjectives of the 1978 survey was to provide infor-
mation that would make the EPA technical assistance program more responsive
to State and local needs in the field of noise control. Since the technical
assistance program began in 1972, EPA has pericdically solicited the opinions
of State and local officials concerning the value of services currantly pro-
vided and the types of additional or refined services they would 1ike to sae
provided. In this way, the technical assistance program is kept abreast of
State and lacal needs,

To provide data on the value of currently provided support, officials
were asked first to rank the value of nine areas of EPA support that have been
available in the immediate past. To provide data that will give EPA guidance
as to the future direction that the EPA technical assistance pragrams should
take, officials were then asked to rank the value of eleven possible assistance
areas that would be contained in future assistance programs. Note that the
{tems in the second questions are {n general more specific than those in the

first question.
VALUE OF CURRENT AREAS QF EPA ASSISTANCE

State Programs

Table 6-1 summarizes the perceived value for States of the nine areas
of EPA support presently available and used.! Of those products and services

T The rank in the tables of tnis chapter are based on the numcer of times an
item was ranked by an official, and not on the rank value itself, 1.e., 0,
1, 2, or 3, as requested by the questionnaire {see page A-6). The data ob-
tained did not permit use of the rank values.
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appear to be the most valuable.

TAELE 6-1

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE TO STATES

. . Number
Arsas of Assistancge 0f Responses
General Support 19
Noise Emission Standards 17
Training Workshops and
Pragram Guidelines 16
Instrumentation, Test, Loan
or Advice 14
Federal Regulationg 13
Model Legislatian 13
Cost and Technology Raports 12
Noise Leval Recommendations 12
Assegsment Guides 9

mentioned, general support, noise emission standards, and training workshops

S .

E

-

|
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Quagtion 10A. '"Plezse rank gach of the following preducts or services
avatlable from the U.5, Inuvironmental Protaection Agency
on the basis of their actual value o yowr program, "

_ Community Programs

Table 6-2 gives the perceived value for communities of the nine
argas of EPA assistanca prasently available and used. A comparison of
communities with Statas shows that both value noise emission standards
nighly. However, training warkshops and general support at the State

3
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at the community lavel,
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Tavel are replacad by noise level recommendations and model Tegislatien
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TABLE 6-2

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE TC COMMUWITIES

Arsas of Assistance

Number

Of Responses

Noise Emission Standards
Neise Level Recommendations
Model Legislation

Federal Reguiations

General Support

Training Workshops and Program
Guidelines -

Instrumentatien, Test, Laan or
Advice

Assessment Guides
.Cost and Technology Reparts

1581
143
140
127
118

118

113
73
62

Quagtion 104. '"Plecse rank sceh of the following products or services
avatlable from the U.S. Znvirommental Protecticn Agency

on the bagis of their actual value te your rrogram.’

DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE
State Programs

Table 6-3 gives the areas in which EPA assistance is desirad by
States. 0Only when the responding State official identified that the particular
area of technical assistance would be of significant value to the State's noise
control efforts was the response included. The first three areas of desired

assistance are:
s Personnel training/workshops
. Noise measurement {nstrumentation

. Effective nofse control methods.

§~3
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TABLE 6-3 :

DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE FOR STATES =

f

Number -

Areas of Assistance Of Responses '

Personnel Training/Workshops 25 f:_

Noise Measurement Instrumentaticn 21

Effective- Nofse Control Methods 21 =
Manpawer 19 ‘

Public Information Materials 18 -

Noise Control Program Guidelines 16 o

Enforcement Procedures 14 s

Land Use Planning Guidelines 14 i

Noise Assessment Guidelines 13 -

Federal Noise Contrgl Methods 12 1

. Model Legislation 12 -

o

Queation 103. '"Please indicate uwhich of the Following areas of assistance
would be of significant value to your netae eontrol affort
in meeting legislative and programmaric needs."”

Community Proqrams

Table 6-4 shows the areas in which EPA assistance is desived by 1
communities. Once again, only when the responding local official {dentified e}
that the particular area of technical assistance would ba of significant .
value ta the community's noise control efforts was the response jncluded. ¥
A comparision of previously used assistance (Table 6-2) with future desired
assistance (Table 6-4) for the first three areas in each table {s interesting. :]
Presently used assistance areas, f.e., standards, recommendations, and legisla-
tion, are those required in the earliest stage of noise program development. R]
The desired areas, 1.e., control methods, personnel training, program guide- ¢
11nes, and instrumentatfon, are those areas required in the following stage gJ
of noise program development. This confirms a conclusion reached previously, L3
that at the local government level, noise control programs are extending E
beyond the development of Jegislation to the development of structured pro- tJ
grams. i

]
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TABLE 6-4
DESIRED AREAS QF EPA ASSISTANCE FCR COMMUNITIES

h Number
Argas of Assistance 0f Responses

B _Effective Noise Control Methods 303
Personnel Training/Workshops 300

R Neise Control Program Guidelines 285
' Noise Measurement Instrumentation 277
- Noise Assassment Guidelines 277
Enforcement Proceduras 260

- Medel Legislation 252
Pubiic Information Materials 246

- Manpower 212
A Fedaral Neise Control Methods 206
- Land Use Planning Guides 1958

- Question 108. "Please indicate which of the following areas of ZPA

! L] - L] . v .
| asgigsance weuld be of signifieant value to your noise
- eontrol affort in meeting legislative and progrermazic

neads. "

It 1s instructive to compare the needs axpressed by communities

{Table 6-4) with common community enforcement problems (Table 3-10) and
major problems facing community noise control efforts (Table 5-10), sin

Ll

the nead "Personnel Training/Workshops" {s reflected in the enforcament

L1

and "Untrained Personnel." Again, the nesd, "Noise Measurement Instrum
tion" 1s raflected in the enforcement probiem, "Inadequate Instrumentat
b Other correlations between needs and probiems can be found, but the inc
sistent terms used makes the comparison less straightforward than the

i | examples cited.

.}
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the needs should be related to solutions to the problems., Thus, for example,

problem, "“Inadequate Manpower" and in the major problems, “Lack of Manpower,”
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FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Although the survey solicitad information on the magnitude of State
and Tocal noise program budgets, the survey did not ask if these budgets were
Alse, EPA financial assistance was not listed among the areas of
potential assistance. Thus, the need for financial assistance 15 not directly
gbtainable from the survey results. However, inadequate resources fraguently
1imited State and local efforts. The greatest resqurce needed was additional
trained personnal. Requests in this catagery encompassed advice on upgrading
the training of existing staff, EPA training courses, guidelines for the
salaction and hiring of personnel, and provision of supplementary personnel
on an as-needed hasis to inerease the level of program expertise. Further,
fuifillment of many of the {dentified requirements (e.g., additional personnel,
purchase of instrumentation) is based upon the availability of additional
moniaes. For those States and communities which have not initiated noise con-
trel activitias, funding {s probably a major barrier to establishment of a

adequate.

program.

6-6
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VII. EPA'S STATE AND LOCAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

This section dascribes those EPA activities and programs relating to,
or having an impact on, the EPA State and local technical assistance program.
Thase activities and programs were either {naugurated by the Quiet Communities
Act of 1978, or are continuing programs origimating in the Noise Control Act
of 1972, The brief descriptions given fn this section are intended to provide to
State and local government officials an indicatian of the varjety of EPA
programs that are available to assist them in their noise control efforts.
Also given 1s the statutory authority for the program and the EPA organization

created to aid these officials.

THE STATUTGRY BASIS FOR THE PROGRAM

The first national noise control legislation in the United Statas was

the Noise Control Act of 1972, Undar this law the Environmental Protection

Agency was mandatad to:
. Identi{fy major sources of noise
. Requlate those {dent{fied sources

. Publish criteria to protect the public health and welfare

[ Propose afrcraft noise standards to the FAA
o  Label noisy products

0 Engage in research, technical assistance, and d
of publ{c information, and ' fssemination

s Coordinate 4171 Federal nofse control efforts.

7-1




As provided in this Act, State and local governments retain primary
responsibility for the control of noise. It neither imposed specific require-
ments on States and communities, nor did it estabi{sh a comprehensive Federal
assistance program ta support their activities, Furthermore, EPA did not
have statutory authority to provide funds to State and Tocal governments for

the establishment or maintenance of nofse control programs.

Recognizing the inability of the EPA te¢ support State and Jocal
programs, Congress passed the Quiet Communities Act of 1978. On November 8th

President Carter signed the Act into law. The primary purposes of the Act
are to extend EPA authority under the Noise Control Act of 1872 and to
significantly expand EPA involvement with State and Jocal governments and EPA
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 the potential dangers and {11 effects of excessive noise.

OBJECTIVES OF THE ASSISTANCE PRCGRAM
To carry cut the expanded authority provided by the Quiet Communities
Act, a revised State and local technical assistance program has been organized
by EPA around the basic cbjectives of:
[} Increasing the number of effective State and local noise
control programs to complement Federal regulatory actions
] Expanding public knowledge and awareness of the effects of
environmental nofse on health and welfare

] Inftiating and enhancing demonstration programs in all
areas of State and local neise contrel

] Conducting research on nofse reduction techniques applicable
to the mest prominent community noise problems

] Assessing cost requirements, feasibility and affectiveness
of State and local naise contral programs.

7-2
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PROGRAM ORGAMIZATION

EPA established the Technical Assistance Branch (in the State and
Locai Programs Division of the Office of Noise Abatement and Centrol) to
achieve the technical assistance program objectives, The Regional Moise
Program Chiefs in the ten £PA Regional Offices work with State and Tocal
government officials in implementing these programs.

The States {ncluded {n each Regional 0ffice's jur{sdiction are shcwn
in Figure 7-1. E£ach Regional Office has several noise control personnel,
and EPA anticipates that this manpower level will increase in future years.
Table 7-1 1ists the name, address and telephone number of each Regional Hoise
Program Chiaf. To augment regiomal noise contrel capabilities, EPA, through
gontractors, has held noise training courses, provided technical services to
the Regions, and used temporary persomnel to supplement its permanent work
force, For example, the Intargovernmental Personnel Act (IPA} of 1970 permits
the temporary interchange of personnel among the Federal government, State
and local governments, and institutions of higher education tu perform
mutually beneffcial assignments. ’

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES
To establish and maintain State and local noise control capabilities,

Congress emphasized the use of State and local financial and technical assistance

in the Quiet Communities Act of 1978. As a result, EPA has developed financial
and technical assistance programs and activities designed to help States and
cormuni ties {dantify and remedy nofse issues and problems, Brief descriptions
of these programs and zctivities follow,

Training of Noise Control Personnel

EPA sponsaors regforal noise workshops and seminars for State and local
officfals. Early workshops focused on stimulating awareness of the noise
problem through presentations on health effects, measurement techniques and
instrumentation, and the EPA role in noise control activities. The program
has now moved into its second phase, that of dissemination of specific data
on the formulation and enfaorcement of State and laocal noise legislation,
Although taflored to a particular audience, these seminars are more tachnically

7-3
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TABLE 7-1
EPA REGIONAL NOISE PROGRAM CHIEFS
EPA Hoise
Regian States Addrass Pragram Chief Telephane
1 Maine, N.H., Vt., JFK Building Mr. A) Hicks 617/223-5701
Mass., R.I., Conn, Room 2113
Boston, MA 02203
iI N.Y.o Nodoy PLR., 26 Federal Plaza Mr, Tom O'Hare 212/264-2109
I, Room 907G
New York, NY 710007
111 Pa., Md., Del., Curtfs Building Mr, Patrick Anderson 215/597-9118
W.Va,, Va. Room 225
Gth & Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19106
v N.C., §.C., Tenn,, 345 Courtland Street Br. James Orban 404/8681-3067
Ky.s Miss., Ga., Atlants, GA 30308
Fla., Alaska
v Wisc., 111., Mich,, 230 5, Dearborn Streat Mr. Horst Witschanke 312435322205
Ohfe, Ind. Chicage, IL. 60604
V1 N.Mex,, Ckla., First International Bldg.| Mr. Mike Mendias 21477493837
Ark., La., Tex, 1201 Elm Street
Daltas, TX. 75210
VI Nebr., Xans., lowa, 1735 Baltimore Strest Mr. Fred Brown 816/374-3307
6, Kansas City, MO 64108
vz Mont., N.0ak., 1860 Lincoln Street Mr, Larry Svoboda 303/837-22
5,0ak,, Wyo,, Suite 900
Utah, Colo. Denver, CO 80203 .
44 Califr,, Nev,, Ariz, 100 California Street Dr. Richard Procunfier 415/556-4606
San Francisco, CA 9411
X Wash,, Oreg,, 1200 Sixth Avenue Mes. Halen Caer 206/442-1253

Idaho

Room 11¢C
Seattle, WA 98100
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orfented and typically include laboratory measurement exercises and 7ield trips

to monitor specific nofse sources and enforcement techniques.

In July 1975, EPA published guidelines for developing a training pro-
gram in noise survey techniques, This material is intanded to assist States
and communities in training technicians to make relfable measurements of simple
noise problems encountered in the community,

EPA has also daveloped a noise training manual for three target
audiences: decisionmakers, environmental managers, and entry-leval noise
technicfans. It fs being adapted inta an accreditad corraspendence course

" for State and local noise control officials.

[nstrumentation Activities

EPA provides technical advice to State and local governments on the
types and uses of sound measurement and analysis fnstruments. Regional officas
lean nofse equipment on a limited basis for support of State and community
moni toring activities. EPA also evaluates instruments such as sound level
metars and community noise monitoring systems.

Development of Imoroved Methods for Measuring and Monitoring Moise

EPA has daveloped a community nofsa monitoring and assessment manual,
This manual is designed to provide Tocal community officials with uniform guidé-
11nes for the design and implementatiaon of a community menitoring program, in-
cluding a lecally administered social and acoustical survey. EPA has developed
an automated system called LISTEN (Local Information Systam to Evaluate Noise)
to assist communities in assessing their noise problems and in pianning their
strategy for abatinn and controiling noisa. Three manuals have baen daveloped
to describe the system and its assocfated computar programs. EPA will provide
computer services to communities on a 1imfted basis to assist in the analysis

of community=-collaected data.
Preparation of Model State and Lecal Lgaislation

8oth a Mode]l Community Noise Control Ordinance and mode] State
noise control enabling legisiation have been developed by EPA. To date,
20 States have incorporated Model Qrdinapca guidelires in their noise control

7-6

“E

‘B

_E

y
H

- |



e d

P IR

¥

B D N

i

i}

-

oy

I

e~
L4

ol AR

programs. The model State law was developed in cooperation with the Council
of State Governments and was published by them in 1974. As a complement to the
model community ordinance, EPA {s developing a Code of Current Enforcement
Practices with simple and technically correct local enforcement procedures.

EPA s also developing a model building code with noise control provisions.

Financial Assistance

‘ Under authority of the Quiet Communities Act EPA has initiated a
financial assistance pragram, The new Act mandates EPA to fund, through
grants, cooperative agreements or contracts:

. Financial assistance to States and communities for:

Problem {dentification

Noise cantrol capacity building

Transportation noise ahatement

Evaluation and demonstration of noise control tachniques

) Establishment of regfonal technical assistance centers
. Provision of assfstance in staffing and training for State
and local prograns
] Maximum participation of older Americans in noise control programs

* Conduct of a national environmental noise assessment
. Jevelopment of educational matarials
] Loans of equipment to States and communities

» Increased noise rasearch.

Girants and agresments will be awarded in limited amounts for periods

of less than twa years. Their primary purpose is to provide financial assistance
to States and communities that are in the process of establishing noise control

programs. They are not avaflable as a primary funding source,

The Quiet Communit{es Program

In September 1977, EPA launched its first Quiet Communities Program
(QCPR) research and demonstration project fn Allentown, Pennsylvania. This is
a pflot project to demonstrate the application of the best available tachniques
for local nofse control, including a community noise assessment program,

7-7
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model local nofse control strategy, noise control legislation, and an
enforcement program. The emphasis of the QCP effort is on total community
involvement and action, aided by EPA guidance and fiscal support. Two
additional pilot QCP demonstrations were successfully initiated in mid-1979
in Spokane and Kansas City.

Allentown has completed the four stages of the program: (1) a
comprehensive assessment study to identify and define their naise control
needs, (2) development of a local noise control strategy incorporating the
assessment data, (3) development of a responsive noise control ordinance
passed in April 1979 by the Allentown City Council, and (4) enforcement of
the noise legislation,

ECHO Program

EPA will be expanding the help it now gives to communities under
the ECHO (Each Community Helps Others) Program. Under ECHO, communities
that already have established noise abatement programs help others to

set them up.

Currentiy, 51 communities are receiving, or are scheduled to receive,
technical assistance through the ECHO praogram., Assistance activities conducted
through ECHO during 1978 and 1879 {nclude:

Development aor strangthening of axisting erdinances
[dentification of specific community noise problems
Inftiation of public education programs

Advice on land-use planning control

Training of local staff,

Regional Technical Assistance Centers

A number of regfonal technfcal assistance centers, using the cap-
abiTities of unfversities and private institutions, have been established. These
centars will supplement the Regional effort in providing technical assistance
and training to State and local officials.

7-8
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Local Information Svstem to Evaluate MNoise

EPA is authorized {n the 1878 Act to "davelop and imoiement a
national noise environmental assessment program to {dentify trends in
noise exposure and response, ambient levels, and compliance data, and %o
determine tha effectiveness of noise abatement actions in communities through
the collection of physical, social and human response data,"

EPA has tharefore developed a Local Information Yystem to Evaluate
Moise (LISTEN). . Using sophisticatad computarized techniquas, LISTEN provides
a tool for evaluating the nature and extent of a community's noise problems
and afds in selecting the most cost-affective noise abatement procedures.

The first comprehensive application of LISTEN has been compieted in
Allentown, Pennsylvania. It has also been applied in Spokane, Washington, and
Salt Lake City, Utan.

Information Services

EPA has established a Vibrary of technical information to sarve the
noise control community. It uses a computerized {nformation retrieval
system to maintain noise data abstracted from journal articles. [Inputs to the
system include information on specific noise sources, control technology,
haalth affaects of noisa, measurement methodoiogies, and noise laws and regula-
tions, Copfes of EPA reports and documents may also be obtained from the )
regfonal offices. An audiovisual Iibrary of training mater{als avaflable for
Toan to State and local qovernmants is alse being developed,

ADDITIONAL EPA ACTIVITIES RELATED TO TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

There are a number of EPA agtivities which have an impact on State
and local noise control programs in addition to the technical assistance pro-

grams and activiiies discussed in the previous sectfon,

Airport Noise Abatement Planning

EPA assists airport proprietors and local jurisdictions in analyzing
afrport noise probiems and examining alternative approaches to noise caontral.
The approach has been to suggest changes in both airport operations and in
Tand use, which will be heavily stressed in the future. Caoperation of the
Fedaral Av{ation Administration has been essential,

7-8
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EPA {s presently assisting the fdllowing airports: | Rochester, Mew
York; Ft. Lauderdale, Florida; Cmaha, Mebraska; Boston, Massachusatts; Atlanta,

eorgia; and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Railroad Noise Abatement Planning

EPA 1s promulgating a national regulation on noise emitted from rail-
road facilities and operations. The new Act authorizes EPA to assist communi-
ties 1n roise abatement planning around such facilities,
Jurisdictions can assess the impact of current rail ngise on thair citizens
and project the }mpact anticipated as a result of the proposed Federal regu-

lation. Communities could then analyze praspects for taking various complementar}

noise abatement actions, espacially in the land use ares,

Hichway Neisa Abatament Planning

In cooperation with the Federal Highway Administraticn, EPA is devel-
oping a simplified highway noise prediction system for use by planners, high-
way officials and other citizens. This system will evaluate the nofse impacts

of highway systam elements.

Public Education and Information
The Act directs EPA to expand 1¢s efforts {n the area of public edu-

cation and i{nformatfon on the effects of noise and what can be done to reduce -

or contrel noise problems.

This expanded effort will inciude providing naise education units
for schools, pragram kits for civic, fraternal and religious organizations,
and informaticn for hearing test centers, doctors, workers, publie officials,

and the general pubiic.
EPA will provide assistance to communities to initiate community
noise education and information programs,

Tha Natfanal Information Center for Quiet was sstablished tc assist
with the processfng of publfc requests for neise education and {nformation
matarials and to conduct other activities which will increasa national public

awarenass of noise effects.

7-10
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Health Related Noise Research

In the area of nofse effects research, studies are being conducted

concerning:

Investigations of the effects of noise exposure on blood
pressure and heart rate

Effects of high level noise during pregnancy (animals)

Assessment of the relationship between annoyance and intrusive-
ness of noise sources

Effects of high level, low frequency nofse (animals)
Longitudinal study of the effects of noise on children
The social handicap of noise-induced hearing loss

The health consequences of nofse disturbed sleep

Study of temporary hearing loss probiems on c¢hildren.

The main area of future research will be investigations inte the
relationships between noise exposure and stress related effects such as
hypertension and cardiovascular disease on the grounds that there is a
potenttally serious publtic health problem. The CQuiet Communities Act also
requests that special emphasis be placed on conducting research 1n this area.

Tachnology Research

In the area of technology research, a program with Purdue University
dealing with identification of truck noise sources and engine enclosure investi-
gations has been completed. Other programs fnitiated in FY 77 ard continuing

through FY 79 deal with:

Quiet truck technology
Quiet tire technology

Internal combustion engine technology.

7-11




Transit and Pedestrian Malls

EPA is currently working with Portland and New York City on their
transit and pedestrian mall noise problems, The Urban Mass Transit Administra«
tion (UMTA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation is cooperating. Under
evaluation are retrofitting of buses and developing models for noise prediction,
Similar activities are eligible for EPA assistance.
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I. INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES OF THE 1978 ASSESSMENT

The objectives of the 1978 assessment of State and loci] noise control

activities and requireaments were to:

L..1

B S T

L

[T

1.

2.

Gather infaormation on the current types and amounts
of State and local noise control activities

Evaluate State and community progress in nofse con-
trol since the 1971 and 1974 assessments

Provide States and communities with a basis for
Judging their noise c¢ontrol needs, approaches, and
performance vis-a-vis that of other similar communities

Develop an updated baseline from which the status
and progress of State and community noise control
efforts may be assessed in future years

Identi{fy State and loca) government needs necessary
for the successful establishment and operation of a
national noise contrel program

Provide information necessary for the development of
an EPA technical assistance program responsive to
identified State and local needs.

1-1
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GEMNERAL APPROACH
The general approach followed in making the assessment involved the

following steps:

Design and conduct of a survey of States and communities
Compitation of relevant demographic data

Anaiysi§ dnd integration of data from the survey
Correlation of survey data with demographic factors

Addition of relevant non-survey material

Examination of the chain of local noise program development
from awareness of the problem, passing of legislation, organizing
a program, enforcement of laws, to progress in abatement of noise

Examination of trends in State and local noise control activities
and the change in their effectiveness since the 1974 assessment

Identification of the needs of State and local governments
in carrying out noise control

Examination of the current usage of various areas of EPA
assistance to State and local governments

Solicitation of planned usage of various areas of EPA assistance
to State and local governments.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The report on the 1974 EPA survey presented an assessment of the State
and Tocal noise control programs that existed in 1973 to 1974,

In that survey

information was requested from 53 States and territories and 235 incorporated

communities with populations qreater than 75,000,
represented by the State survey respondents; 55 million persons were covered in

the community responses.

1-2
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To update the results of the 1973-1974 survey, and to enlarge the
population base, a more comprehensive survey was conducted in 1977 and early
1978, A new questionnaire was mailed to 50 States, 2 Territaries, and to
824 0.5, Tlocal conmunities with populations 25,000 or greater.! Governors,
mayors, and noise control officials were the original recipients of the
questicnnaire. The publications, .S, 1970 Census and Mayors of fmerica's Prin-
¢ipal Cit%es. July 1977, were ysed to determine which communities met the
population criteria. Follow-up contacts were made to stimulate the gresatest
number of responses. In this report, the terms "community" and "local" are
used for the cities, towns, and county governments to which the survey was directed.

A cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and a questionnaire
with instructicns were mailed to State and Tocal governments., A copy of the
questionnaire is included in Appendix A, The questionnaire requests very
specific answers; however, space 1s provided fer "other" comments. The sur-
vey consists of 11 areas designed to determine the status and needs of the
community and State noise control programs. In order to avoid the need for
canstantly referring to the survey questionnaire, and to aid the reader in
interpreting responses to questions, each question is given with the table of
data derived from repiies to the question. Where no such questfon appears,
data in the table are derived from non-survey sources.

Table 1«1 presents a breakdown of survey respondents and the population
covered by the States and communities that submitted a questionnaire.? Of
876 surveys which were mailed, 602 waere returned for a 69 percent responsa.
Approximately 87% of the U.S. population was represented by the States' respon-
dents; approximately §2% by the communities' responses.

! The populatfon solicited, i.e., that of the 824 communities having over
25,000 population, is not necessarily a random sample of the total U.S.
population., The popuiation of the 562 responding communities is, in turn,
a s¢lf-selected sample of the population solfcited.

* Submission of a questionnaire does not mean that a particular question was
answered. Thus, different numbers of responses apply ta various questions.
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1-1

AN ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Total Ruspondemnt
Total i . Population of Population
Survey Catagarics Numbar ﬂl:‘sml‘)lll::::'{‘ nr::c:‘:l]ltud Psng?,l‘:l:'::;‘ Respondents as o Purcant of
Surveyed P o (Th am:n ds) {Thousands) Populatian
Survuyud
Status 60 s 76 202,455 177,007 874
* Territoriog 2 2 100 2,774 2,714 100.0
Comniunitios 824 662 60.2 97,838 60,119 a1.7
Distribution of 1
Communities by Populution
25,000 - 48,999 454 261 619 16,772 9,677 Go.7
60,000 99,909 N 167 7.0 15,124 11,340 74.9
100,000 - 250,000 93 76 81.7 12,151 10,156 69,2
Over 260,000 56 18 85.7 49,791 29,046 68.3
TOTAL 024 662 64,2 97838 60,118 61.7
1 Basod on 1970 Consus and Mayors of Amorica’s Principal Citics,
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Specific

Saverz] general limitations of this survey are discussed below.
limitations are presentad, as appropriats, in the text,

o Some contradictions and inconsistencies can be found within
the responses. For example, numerous communities indicatad
that they have specific noise standards in their legislation;
however, a review of their legislation indicated only nuisance
requlations with no gquantitative standards specified.

8 A number of questionnaires were incomplete in that some
questions, and in some cases parts of questicns, were not
answered,

¢ Some questionnaires were returned tco late to be includad in
the survey data,

¢ In a few cases, communities knawn to have nofse control programs
did not return guestionnaires,

s The questignnaire-was sent to governors' and mayors' offices.
Replies were recefved from police chiefs, sanitation engineers,
public health officers, etc. These persons may not be represen-
tative of the general public in the community,

¢ The effects of the composition of the sample, discussed in
footnote 1, have not been investigated. That is, small communi-
ties (population less than 25,000} and non-cooperative communities
did not contribute to the data. However, Table l-1 indicates
coverage of the U,$, population is high., Hence, the impact of
the communities not represented in the sample is probably small.

The second and fourth limitations made the treatment of nonrespondents

to a question difficult. Alsq, 1t was impossible to be consistent in making

aSSumpt1ons concarning possible responses.

In most cases, ponrespondents were

tgnored, except in cases where the total responses to a question was very low.
In any event, the reader should keep in mind that 12 States and 262 communitias
did not return quastionnaires, and that the number of nonrespondents to any

particular question is usualiy greatar than these values,

© Btdtrinn
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ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

Chapter Il documents the public's concern for noise as & significant
problem in modern life,

Chapter III summarizes the efforts of State and Tocal governments to
combat noise by means of legislation and enforcement.

Chapter 1V is devoted to the resources, i.e., personnel, money and
aequipment, available at the State and local levels to implement their nofse
contral programs,

Chapter V discusses the accomplishments of State and local governments
in contreiling noise together with the problems they have encountered,

Chapter VI uses the results of the assessment to create a Tist of the
needs of State and local governments in the field of noise pollution control.

Chapter VII discusses the organization and characteristics of the EPA
State and local assistance program, both as it existed at the time the survey
was undertaken and as it has been modified by the {Quiet Communities Act of 1978.

1-6
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II. PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE NOISE PROBLEM

NOISE AS A HEALTH AND WELFARE PROBLEM

Unwanted sound is one of America's most widespread nuisances. But
noise i$ more than just a price paid for living in a modern world, for it con«
stitutes a real and present danger to people’s health. However, the effects of
noise on health are often misunderstood or unrecognized. For example, hearing
lass 1s usually considered to be strictly an occupational hazard. Of the many
health hazards related to neise, hearing Joss s the most clearly abservable
and measurable by health professionals. As many as 19 million Americans suffer
from hearing loss. For many of these persons, hearing loss either may be due
to noise or have been fncreased by noise exposure in the workplace and the
general environment,

Recent studies have produced evidence relating the stress, irritabil-
ity, annoyance, and interference with work, rest, and thought caused by noise
to widespread physiological, psychelegical, and performance problems. MNeise
may be asso¢iated with many of the nation's major health problems, such as
heart disease and high blood pressure. Eastern Furdpean studies have shown
an association between noise and potential hypertension, and representatives
from the scientific community, fncluding the National Academy of Sciences, are
of the opinion that this relaticnship should be studied in more detail.

Noise is also suspected of interfering with children's learning and
with normal development of the unborn child. Naise is reported to have
triggered extremely hostile behavior among persons presumably suffering from
amotional {1lness. [t {s suspected that nofse lowers our resistance, in some
cases, to the onset of infection and disease.

2-1
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However, many Americans are largely unaware that noise may pose
possible dangers to their health and welfare. MNoise 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. Biomedical and behavior research are now at the point
where health hazards stemming from noise can actually be identified, though
spacific Tinks have yet to be determined.

Recent surveys indicate that the majority of Americans view noise in
their communities as a growing concern, although this does not mean they
understand ts potential impact on their health and welfare. However, a
survey conducted in Allentown, Pa., of 500 citizens in 1978, showed
that this understanding may be developing. In response to a survey question,
approximately 40 percent of the people interviewed belfeved that naise had
affected their "physical or emotional health and well-being."

This reaction also occurred in response to the survey question that
asked 1f noise was perceived to affect the health and welfare of the com-
munity. Replies to this question (Figure 2-1) indicated that 66 percent of
the 28 responding State officials answered affirmatively. At the community
level, only 38 percent of the 494 community respondents perceived nofse to
be such a problem.

Figure 2-1 also shows that 17 percent of the States and 21 percent
of the local community officials don't know 1f noise 1s viewed by their citi-
zens as a health problem. This may be due to a lack of public education and
infoermation concerning the potential seriousness of the problem. On the other
hand, besides the fssue of a handicapping hearing toss that affects almost 20
mi1iion persons, scientific evidence has only recently shed 1ight on the passi-
ble non-auditory effects of noise.

The survey revealed additionally that thare is a strong tendency %o
view noise as a health and welfare problem in the limited number of communities
that have noise ordinances and that actively enforce such ordinances.

2-2

E

e e

AL i o



RESPONSES FROM 28 STATES

RESPONSES FROM 494 COMMUNITIES

FIGURE 2-1
PERCEPTICN OF NOISE AS A PROBLEM

Queaticn 20. '"Ia the notse issue viewed as < problem affecting the neglin cnd
welfare of the ciiizens tn the cormunity?”
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GROWTH QF CONCERN OVER THE PROBLEM OF NOISE
As many as 86 percent of the States and 52 percent of the responding

—

community officials feel that the noise issue s a growing cencern {Figure 2-2}.1 ..

The reason for the disparity between these percentages probably is based on the
fact that a number of States have already developed noise policies. That is, a
number of States have developed programs and policies for noise control and
other pollution controls, whereas local governments may have many different
prob1ems'compet1ng for 1imitad resources. As a consequence, they have given
priority to environmental probiems mandated by Congressional legislation as
well as to those Federal programs that have made funds available for their
program development. In spite of these competitive factors, a 52-percent
expression of concern for growth of the noise problem in communities is
significant.

Also, since States traditionally control one of the greatest sources
of noise--motor vehicles--~they are more likely to be.aware of the growth of
concern for this noise scurce,

In another survey?® that analyzed the concern for growth of the noise
problem, a sample of urban residents was asked to rank four poilution problems:

. Afr pollutian

s Pollution of drinking water
(] Pollution of waterways

e Noise pollution.

Sixty percent viewed noise pallution as "not toc serious." However,
57 percent of the residents percefved noise as a more serious problem than
five years earlier, and 48 percant felt that "not énough is being done about
it." These percentages demonstrate that the noise problem may he getting
worse and is deserving of more attention.

1 Recall, however, that 12 States did not respond. Lack of response may
indicate a lack of concern.

2 “yUrban Residents' Attitudes Toward Environmental lssues," conducted by
the Gallup Organization for the National League of Cities, Nov. 1978.
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STATE RESPONSES

Yas
52%

No
48%

COMMUNITY RESPONSES

FIGURE 2-2. PERCEPTION OF NOISE AS A GROWING CONCERN

Queation 2B. "Is the noise tssuz a growing concern in your oommunt sy 2!
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In the EPA survey, concern with noise 1s a strong function of popu- -~

lation. In Figure 2-3, survey data show quite vividiy that concern increases

directly with population. In cities having population greater than 250,000, o

76 percent of respanding officials consider that neise is becoming a growing

concern, — .

Expressions of the intensity of public concern for the noise problem

can be obtafned from a series of four recent unpublished surveys conducted by —

the cities af Allentown, Pa., Spokane, Wash., Jacksonviile, Fla., and the

State of Florida. Table 2-1 shows answers to questions concerning the public's: -

willingness to pay for noise control by taxation. Approximately 60 percent of
the persons surveyed in Allentown and Spokane would pay additianal taxes for

neise control.
Communities that have expressed the most concern about the growth of -
noise are located fn Midwestarn and Southwestern States (Figure 2-4), i,

CONTRIBUTIONS TQ THE NOISE PROBLEM —

A key objective of this survey was to determine the noise sources :
causing the greatast problems, Respondents were asked to rate significant
contributions to the noise preblems from 14 specified noise sources, Table 2-2
1ists significant noise sources ordered by the number of States responding. —
Table 2-3 gives a similar 1isting for communities.

Transpartation vehicles of all types were identified most frequently —
by officials as the most significant contributors to the noise problem. Specifi-i..
cally, motorcycles were jdentified most frequently, closely followed by trucks, .
autos, raflroads, buses, and afreraft. . .

For the eight non-transportatfon sources,! these rankings are fairly m—
consistent for States and communities, except for the industrial sources "
and animals. -

Several addfitional observations can be made about the specific L
sources. For example, aircraft noise annoyance increases with population -
as expected, since the number of afrcraft operations usually increases with iﬂ
population. Railroads are more significant noise contributors in small »
cities where a greater portion of the population may live near the rail- 5

road than 1n larger cities.

I See Table 2-3.
2-6 5
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TABLE 2-1

WILLINGNESS TG PAY FOR NOISE COANTRCL
ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA SURVEY

— K

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

Amount Percent

W11l pay extra {total) 60.6%

{ $ .10 per person 5.6%
$§ .25 per person 5.0%

$ .50 par person 6.2%
$1.00 per person 30.3%
$2.50 per person 7.6%

Greater than $2.50

per person 5.9%

Will not pay extra 39.4%

SPOKANE,, WASHINGTON SURVEY
Summer 1978

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

| ’ § .25 per person

Amount Percent

Will pay extra (total) 574
§ .10 per person 10%
7%

S .50 per person 8%
$1.00 per person 18%
$2.50 per person 1%

Greater than 32.50

per person k}
Will not pay extra 433

2-8
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TABLE 2-1 (CONT'D.)}
STATE GF FLORIDA SURVEY

Fall 1976

Of the taxes you pay how much should be used to control noise? (Mo tax increase.)

Amount of Taxes Percent
Nothing 21%
Less than 51 23%
$1 to 35 34%
35 to 310 i5%
510 or more 7%
100%

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA SURVEY

Fall 1977

If $1 of your tax money goes to Environmental Control Programs, how would you like

to see it distributed?

Pollution Programs Cents
Air 32
Water 27
Solid Waste 21
Noise 20

2-9
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NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES

Qhio
100 =~ Indiana
ilinais
90 - Wisconsin
80 Minnaesota
= Hawaii
70 |- Caiifarnia
60 Nevada
- Arizona
50 f= ]
40 =
30 {=
20 L
100 ool
0 l , L L.
1 2 3 4 ] <] 7 g 9 10
EPA REGION
(See page 7-4 for a map of EPA regions)
FIGURE 2«4, GROWING CONCERN WITH NOISE
(512 Communities)
Question 2B. "Iz the nctse issue a growing comcem in your commoity?”

Commutity Data (Figure 2-2) Grouped by EPA4 Regiom.

2-10

T ——AL s i ot £ e b s b

LR

3

. |

1
(8 )




TABLE 2-2

STATE RATING OF VARIQUS NOISE
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM

‘ Rating Noise Source Nug%s;egf E:ggggégg;
' 1 Motarcycles 22 58¢
= 2 Trucks 22 58
' 3 Industrial Activities 18 a7
- 4 Automobiles 17 45
1 5 Aircraft 17 45
- 6 Buses 16 42
5 7 Construction Equipment 13 34
_ 8 Railroad Operations 11 29
‘ 9 Garbage Compactors 9 24
C 10 Recreational Vehicles 8 21
o 11 Public & Private Entertafnment 7 18
7 12 Public Service Vehicles § 16
o 13 Animals 6 16
14 Home Power Equipment 6 16

Queation 2E.

PP S et e e
1 A _ [

{38 State Responses)

"Please rank the follewing noise scuvces on the basis of their
eontridution to your area's noise problem.”

2-11
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Queation ZE.

(524 Communities' Responses )

"Please rank the following noise sources on the basia of their

econtribution to your area's noise problem, "

2-12
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TABLE 2-3 -
COMMUNITY RATING QF YARIQUS NOISE '
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM
L]
Rating Noise Source Cgmgﬁ‘iﬂt?gs Ofpggs?:g:;'lgﬁg a
Communities -T .
v}
1 Motorcycles 369 68% -
2 Trucks 353 65 o
3 Automobiles 318 58 -
4 Railroad Cperations 226 a2 il
5 Buses 188 35
) Aircraft 188 38 A
7 Animals 170 31
8 Construction Equipment 151 28 n
9 Public & Private Entertainment 147 27
10 Industrial Activities 145 27 "7
11 Garbage Compactors 124 23 '
12 Recreational vehicles 79 15 In1
13 Home Power Equipment 69 13 v
14 Publ1¢ Service Vehicles 63 12 o
i
"
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Industrial sources are more ¢f a problem in the naticn's largest
cities than in smaller cities. For example, industrizl noise 15 ranked as the
s{xth most important problem in cities having populations greater than 250,000,
but as the tenth most important problem in c¢ities having populations with less
than 50,000, There may be several reasons for this ranking. Perhaps many small
communities don't have nofsy industries. On the other hand, those small
comnunitias that have such industries may be dependent upon them and hence
reluctant to complain, Many small communities alsc are bedroom communities for
the larger cities. In such communities the commuting transportation noise
problem may be qenerated by the presence of the noisy industries in the
adjoining larger city,

In line with these rankings, EPA (and DOT ) have promulgated or are
proposing regulations for the top six transportation nofse sources and for
& seventh freguently cited suurce,'construction equipmant.,

In almost all regions of the country, motorcycles, trucks, and automobiles
are consistently ranked as the major notse offenders. Reaction to the other
three transportation sources, 1.e,, railroads, buses and afrcraft, is also
fa{rly uniform across regions.

EXPRESSIONS OF PUBLIC CONCERN

There are several ways in which a2 governmental unit gains an under-
standing of the extent of the noise problem in its zrea, The EPA survey asked
respondents to rate the impertance of the follewing methods of gaining such an
understanding: formal complaints, group actions, public hearings, surveys/
monitoring, news medfa, other, and don't know, Relative {mpartance was {
determined for those respondents who consider each of these methods significant., '
The results for both States and communities is shown in Figure 2-5.

Both levels of government seem to obtain their understanding of the
noise problem primarily from formal complaints (States and communities, 38
percent), followed by surveys/monitoring (States 28 percent, communities

24 percent).

2-13
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THE TMPORTANCE OF THE MOISE PROGRAM &
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Yary likely news madia, oudlic hearings, and croup aciicns 2rs

ns oy wnigh incivicuals g2in 2n undarszanging ¢F rz noise oronlam, =zving

TE

[11)

gainad zn undsrssanding, such ingiviguals 2r2 <n2n 3biz 3

to their lzcal government unis, ~lso, tne numoevr o7 complafnis “9isc in a
cormunity reprasents only a fraction of the number oF czople annoyad by noise,

HOISE AS A COMMUNITY PRCBLEM

The various aspects of the studies of <ommunity nofsa, surmarized
w3 .

s

briafly, demonsirate the existence of a neisa crotlem. The next stac i
maasure the'degree of community concern for this probism. This was done in the
EP& survey by asking respondents to ratz significant community preblems; i.e.,
crime, urkan renewal, housing, air pellution, noise pollution, water petluticn
and traffic. Overall, approximataly 32 percent of the cormunities view noise
poliution as a significant problem. This concern {s greatest in the nation's
larger cormunities &s shown in Figure 2-0.

Another national survey has repeatedly produced somewhat difTsrent
results., A comprehensive nationa) housing survey is spenstred annually by the
U.5. Kousing and Urban Development Department,! with tachnica) suppert from
the U,5, Bureau of Cansus. Sincz 1873, RUD nas performed an 2nnual Souiing
Survey in an affort to detarmine the quaiity of housing. Questiens z2re ingluced
concerning losal neighbornood conditions througnout the Unized Statss. cach
sample has ranged between 69,337 and 74,005 resicencas Curing the years 1972- ) .
1876, j

One question asks respondents to identify undesiradlz cenditions in their
area from & 1ist of possible cbjecticnable neighborhooa cenditions, including:

¢ Noise . |
o Heavy traffic |
o Streat lighting

0 Street repafr

¢ Crime

o Commercial and industrial development
o Litter

s Qdor

! Current Housing Reports, Series H 150-73B, Annual Housing Survey, 1973-1976,
Part B, Indicators of Housing and Neighborhood Quality, Departments of Conmerce
and Housing and Urban Development.
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Queation 24.

PERCENT OF COMMUNITIES IN EACH POPULATION
GROUP WHOD CONSIDER
NOISE POLLUTION SIGNIFICANT
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POPULATION GROUP

FIGURE 2-6. NOISE AS A COMMUNITY PROBLEM

the bagis of public concern,"

"Pleage rank the following problems in your commmity cn

Notige Pollution Responses, Grouped by Populationm,
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' Deterigrating housing

] Abandoned buildings.

Since 1973, noise has been consistently the most frequently mentioned
undesirable conditian in residential neighborhoods (see Figure 2-7). In 1975,.
42 percent of homeowners and 50 percent of renters mentioned noise as an
undesirable prablem. These values were fairly consistent for white, black and
Spanish households. In contrast to crime, which seems to receive the nation's
primary attention, noise was mentioned twice as often.

Thus, for individuals, noise appears to be a major environmental
factor influencing the quality of a neighborhcod. For many, it is a sufficiently
undesirable condition to cause them to move. :
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II1. LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

ENABLING LEGISLATION

Enabling noise Tegislatfon is a declaration of policy by a State,
legislature describing the need for noise control, outlining program geals and
objectives, and establishing an organizational framework for carrying out noise
control objectivas. Communities do not usually require esnabling legislation,
Enabling legislation is often an initial step toward formulation of a noise
control program and includes delegation of authority to a specific agency or
agencias or city, and stipulation of thase agencies' functions and powers.
Typical enabling legislation contains the following provisiens:

] The scope of the proposed noise contro) efforts

° The specific no1§e eriteria, standards, and regulations
to be formuTated

¢  An outline of the regulatory development process

e A timetable for development.

Thirty-one States responded to the question' concerning the enactment
of enabling legislation. Fifteen of these stated that such enabling legfslation
had been enacted. The States which did not have enabling noise legislatien were

' Question 3A. "Has enabling legislation been epacted to establish an environ-
mental neise control program?” :
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asked whether such Tegislation was being proposed at the current session of ‘
their legislatures. Twelve States responded to the guestion, five of them "
atfirmatively.
CONTENTS OF EXISTING LAWS AND ORDINANCES f:
State Legislation
) : -
Thirty-two States responded to a question concerning noise control -
taws, Nineteen of these States have laws which incorporate noise control -
legislation. ) 0
Following are brief discussions of the major categories of State -
noise contral legislation. .
. Zoning/Land Use. Six States have noise regulations based on "=
zoning or iand use. These regulations stipulate permissible il
noise Tevels for three land use categories - residential, .
commercial, and manufacturing. o
[ Vehicles. Most States regulate three types of motor vehicles — "
trucks, automobiles, and motorcycles, Approximately 17 States %
which regulate trucks have adopted the same noise emission 1imits W
as EPA, &1
] Recreationa) Yehicles, This is a category of noise emission %
which {is coming under increasing State requlation. The inftial o
impéetus for these regulations was the mushrooming use of snow- £
mobiTes. Subsequently, other varied-terrain vehicles, such as i)
dune buggies, engine-powered water skis, and motor boats, have .
come under regulation. a}
[ Railroads. Very little noise legislatign at the State level T
concerning railroads was in existence during the period 1971-1977. ki
Soeme States rgguTata railroad yards. The Environmental Protection g
Agency ts 1ssufng notse reaulations for all interstate rail .J
carriers,
1
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) Aircraft. Only California has established aircraft
noise 1imits. The initial Taw established a maximum
nolse level for each single afrcraft fiyover and
also a 24=-hour maximum noise level for certain sjzed
atrports, basad on ajrcraft cperations, The Tegality
of the regulation of individual aircraft has been
questioned: this provision appears to be in conflict
with the Federal Aviation Act and the Federal responsibility

to reguiate navigable airspacae.

. Construction Sites. Only one State, Maryland, has any
regulation on construction site noise. It is based on
classifying construction as an industrial activity,
Construction site noise must be within the permissible
lavel allewed for industrial use.

® Buildfng Codes, Californfa is the only State that has a
buiiding code with noise limits. The code applies to
the intrusion of environmental noise in new public
buildings. When these ara exceeded, the code requires
ameifcrative action.

Community Legislation

Seventy-s{x percent of communities report some type of noise con-
trol law or ordinance. There is a very high correlation between the communi-
ties that reported noise as a growfng concern and those with existing
noise control laws. Thus the Tegislation in these communities appears to
follgw 1n¢reasing awareness of nofse as a problem, Table 3-1 shows the
breakdown of these responses by population and by poputation density, The

3-3
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TABLE 3-1

COMMUNITIES WITH SCME TYPE OF NOISE CONTROL LAW

‘Popu1ation & bensity

Population
Over 250,000
100,000 - 250,000
50,000 - 100,000
25,000 - 50,000
Total

Pooulation Density
Over 5,000/sq. mi.

2,500 - 5,000/s9. mi.

Under 2,500/s59. mi.
Total

Mumber of Responses
Yes Yas Total
{(Mumber) (Percent} Number
39 87 45
58 85 &8
112 75 148
15 b} 269
404 76 530
105 78 134
157 75 210
9 % 128
359 76 472

3-4

"Are there extsting lows or ordinances which incorzorate noige
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datz jndicate that noise laws are ccmron in cities over 100,8C0 in sizz tus
there appears to be little dependence on populaticn Zensity,

During the seventies, a major increass cccurred in the amount of loca

noise Tegislation., As late as 1971, just 59 municipal governments had acoazsc
quantitative noise control laws. By 1977, this tatal was well cver 400,

Following are brief discussions of the majeor categories of comrunisy

noise control legislatien,

R s

Zoning/Land Use. Land use controls were the first form of
local noise legislation incorporzzing cuantitative oro-
visions. The basic land cateqories adcdressed generally ars
the same as in State statutes — rasidential, business/cormer-
ciat, and industrial. QF<en a more dedinitive breakdown o7
land uses is cocntained in cordinances which corresoend ts the
Standard Land Use Classification Minual (SLUCM).cr the

Standard Industrial Classification (S{C).

Vehiclés, Regulation of motor venicles is for many corrunizias
the largest category of local noise control. Generally,

trucks, which are categorized in terms of weight, motorcveles and auto-

mobiles are regulated. Many communities are adopting emission levels
comparahie to those in the EPA [nterstate Motor Carrier Fequlaticn,

Recreational Vehicles., Approximately one-third of the
communities establishing vehicle laws have some acoustic
provision requizting such venhicles as snowmobiles, trail
bikes, dune buggies, and motor boats. Snowmobiles and motor
boats with outhoard engines are the most commonly regulated
sources, In additjon to establishing source-specific levels,
many jurisdictions are beginning to examine contrcls over

the area in whfch,‘and when, recreational vehicles are
permitted to operate.

3.5
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Railroads., Railroad activity is not a usual source for
regulation at the local level. OQccasionally limits

are established for particular railroazd-related sources
such as train whistle, refrigerator car, and tccomotive
engine exhaust noise, When EPA regulations for interstate
railroad noise are put in effact, most communities

with interest in this area will begin to enforce noise
Timits compatible with the EPA regulations,

Aireraft. Aircraft noise, although a local noise problem,
is not commonly regulated at the local government level.

~Usually cities have refrained from enacting legislation

because of Federal preemption and the questfon of intar-
ference with interstate commerce. The area of greatsst
local interest has involved regulating noise generated by
maintenance and repair of aircraft. This narrow invelvement
by local governments may be changing as the courts interpret
the role of the proprietor in airport noise liability.

Today, just 26 communities have any type of quantitative
dir-noise emission requiremants. 1In a new category of con-
cern are the varfous types of rotary wing aircraft (j.e.,
police and traffic¢ surveillance helicopters) that use
considerable latitude in their height restrictions, thereby
impacting residential areas.

Construction Sites, Most construction site regulation

is of a non-acoustic nature, e.g., regulation of hours
during which construction 1s permitted. Acoustical criteria
vary considerably, some communities regulating specific
pieces of equipment, Others aggregate construction site
nofse. Some communities utilize property boundaries for

3-8
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noise measurement; athars specify messurement distances

up to 1,00C feet. Morsz popuiatad cities are begianing

to reference the EPA compresser noise smission regulation,
a trend which will increase the total number of communities

having acoustical provisiong,

. Building Codes. Building codes rarely contain quantitative
noise emission provisions. These codes apply to a salect
type or portion of a building structure and its associate
accessory aquipment. To date, there are very few compreéhen-
sive building codes. This appears to be changing, sinca
some municipalities are estahlishing energy requirements
for bullding construction which have added benefits of
réducing sound transmissien. Furthermore, model building
codes are being revised to incorporate noise provisions,

TYPES QF LEGISLATION

EPA Model Leaislation

_ In cooperation with the Council of State Governments, EPA developed
model stata enabling legislation for noise contrel. The model law was pub-
Tished in the Council's 1974 handbook of suggested State legislation. In
September 1975, EPA published a model community naise <ontrol 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 %o 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 material, 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 tegislation. The data are arranged by pepulation

and by population density.

3-7
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Thirty-two communities out of the 156 communities having noise
legistation used EPA's model in formulating this Tegislatian. Since the
model was not published until September 1975, the number of its users 1is
not & fair indication of its usefulness. Communities of 50-100,000 popula-

tion were relatively greater users (31 percent) of the ordinance than

other-sized cities.

TABLE 3-2
COMMUNITY UTILIZATION OF EPA MODEL LEGISLATION
Mo. of Responses
Population & Density
Yas No Tatal
overall 32 | 124 | 186
Population
Qver 250,000 4 18 20
100,000 - 250,000 6 21 27
50,000 - 100,000 11 25 36
25,000 - 50,000 11 57 68
Population Density
Over 5,000/sq. mi. 12 s 7| 47
2,500 - §,000/sq. mi. 8 52 60
Under 2,500/sq. mi. 8 24 32

Guegticn 3C. Mias EPA's Model Community Control Ordinamce used in Formulating
this legiglation?"

Quantitative and Qualitative Legislation

Any discussion of types of noise control Tegislation must wake
clear the distinction between quantitative and non-quantitative regulations.
Noise contre] regulations incorporating quantitative (or acoustical) criteria
are referred to as performance standards. Such standards specify permissible
sound levels, which, if exceeded, are in violation of the regulations and sub-
jeet to enforcement. Hon-quantitative noise control regulations have restric-
tions couched in such general terms as "unnecessarily joud" or "disturbing."
The use of such so-called nuisance regulatfons continues because they

3-8
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can be applied to any source of noise. Their disadvantage stems from lack of
a precise definition that can be measured quantitatively and thus objectively

enforced.

Table 3-3 1ists the numbers of States having quantitative noise
regulations for various noise sources. It is apparent that various types
of vehicle standards predominate in State legisTation, but there has been
significant expansion into other areas in recent years, For instance, in
1973, only three Statas had performance standards for land use noisa. 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. Florida had a seven-man motor vehicle noise enforce-
ment team, which, by its cwn measurement efforts and jts training of lacal
enforcement officers, had succeeded in reducing truck noise in the State by
3 decibels. The Florida program emphasized regulations which will reduce
noise at its source, as in planning construction of buildings and roads so

" that unnecessary levels of noise are designad out from the start,

Table 3-4 shows the number of quantitative noise standards for
varigus noise sources in communities. The regulation of noise from motor
vehicles, industry, construction equipment and even entertainment is predomi-

nant.
shown in 1974 surveys.

Table 3-5 compares the number of communities with specific noise source

standards intheir legislation to the number of communities which percefve the

same noise sources as significant problems. It can be seen that legislation in

many source categories lags behind perception of problems. This is strikingly
apparent in the case of motor vehicles, Railroad noise is also a significant
problem which the proposed EPA regulation will help to alleviate. Relatively
few noise sources -- industrial activities, home power equipment, recreationa)
vehicles and public service vehicles among them -- have adequate amounts of
coverage in legislation having performance standards.

-
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TABLE 3-3

QUANTITATIVE NQISE STANDARDS USED BY STATES
BY NOISE SOURCE CATEGORIES

Source of
Noise

Number of
States

Recreational Vehicles
Motorcycles

Trucks

Automobiles

Buses

Industrial Activities
Public and Private Entertainment
Land Use

Construction Equipment
Home Power Equipment
Building Requirements
Garbage Compacting Truck
Public Service Vehicles
Rafiroad Operations
Animals

Aipcraft

20
13
12

—
o
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Question 40,

3-10

"Tf answer to 44 {8 'yes' please raspond to the following:

{Identify) the noise source controls coveped under the notae

control proviaions of your legislation.
that inelude performarce standards (decibel noise lavels).”

Identify only those
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TABLE 3-4

QUANTITATIVE NOISE STANDARDS IN COMMUNITIES
BY NOISZ SQURCE CATEGORIES

Source of Mumber of
Noise Quantitative Standards

Industrial Activities 166
Motorcycles 165
Automobiles 164
Trucks 158
Entartainment 149
Busas 142
Constructicn Equipment 129
Land Use 118
Home Power Equipment 109
Animals 02
Building Requirements 94
Recreational Yehicles 91
Public Service Vehicles 68
Garbage Compacting Trucks 66
Railroad Operations 49
Ajreraft 40

Total 1,810

Question 4C.

"If answar to ¢4 is 'yes' plegse rearond to the Following:

(Identify) the noise source controla covered under the noise

control provisions of your lagislation.
that include performance standards (decibel noise levels).”

3-11
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TABLE 3-5

NOISE LEGISLATION IN COMMUNITIES COMPARED
TO THEIR PERCEPTION OF NOLSE PROBLEMS

Number of Number of
Source of Quantitative Communities Perceiving
Noise Standards in Noise Sources as
Legisiation Significant Problem
(Question 4C) (Question 2E)
Industrial Activities 166 145
Motarcyeles 185 369
Automobiles 164 315
Trucks 158 353
Entertainment 14§ 147
Huses 142 188
Construction Equipment 129 151
Home Power Equipment 109 89
Animals 102 170
Recreational Vehicles 91 79
Public Service Vehicles &8 63
Garbage Compacting Trucks 66 124
Railroad Operations 49 226
Alrcraft 40 188
Question 4C. "IF ansuer to 4A i3 'yes', pleaase respend to the following:

(Identify) the noise scwrce controls ccvered under the

notse aomtrol provisions of your legislation.

Tdentify

only thege that inolude performence standards (dseibel

netge levelal)."

Quaation 2FE.

3-12

"Please renk the following noise sources on the basis
of their contribution to your area's noise problem.”
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Many cities have built outstanding programs with the help of perfor.
mance standards, frequently with very Timited budgets. HNew York City, for
instance, despite cutbacks in manpower and funding, has begun a 10-year
program to lessen subway noise. Werk is done with the manufacturers of equip-
ment to determine how much noise reduction is technologically feasible. Then
suitable noise level standards are built into the law sa that future equipment
can be designed and built to comply with the reduced decibel levels required.

For example, in Boulder, Calorade, a task force of concerned citizens,
tn a careful study extending over z year and a half, discovered that noise
over 70 decibels could result in up to a 20 percent loss of effectivenass in
Jobs that require concentration., The result of their study was a munfcipal
ordinance specifying noise level allowances for both vehicular and non-venicular
notse., Allowable noise levels betwsen 7:00 A.M. and 11:00 P.M. are 535 decibels
for residential areas, 65 decibels for commercial areas, and BQ decibels for
industrial areas, Monitoring for this program is handled by 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 equipment for this effort come out

of a modest 336,000 budget.
Of the 126 communities which answered no to the question of having

noise control ordinances, 93 responded to the question of whether they antice

1pated the development of such legislation over the next two years. The
respondents split almost evenly, 48 answering that they did anticipate noise
control Tegislation, 45 responding that they did not. If the overall figure
of 52 percent expecting to develop Jegislation is accepted, then the total
percentage of communities with noise control ordinances will increasa from

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

ENFORCEMENT

The designation by a State or community of a particular agency as
the responsible organization for noise control often prevides a nucleus from
which to develop a comprehensive nofse control program. When more than one

State or local agency 1s involved, 2 fragmented or functionally divided situation

! See Table 3-1.
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may arise. Fragmentation frequently cannct be avoided, however, because of
the inherent responsibilities of established agencies. In such cases, a
strong coordinating office, willing to cooperate with other agencies and
even train personnel in such agencies (the nolse controel section of the
Florida Department of Environmental Reoulations is & good example) can often
provide overall direction. Appointment of joint task forces for noise con-
trol 1s another solution to the fragmentation problem.

Enforcement by States

Table 3-6 gives the number of States enforcing noise control laws
for each of 14 noise sources. Note that these numbers are not an answer to
question 5C as quoted under the table. That is, the numbers given are the
number of States, not the number of enforcement actions. This was neces-
sary since many States and communities did not furnish the necessary enforce-
; ment data; overall the largest number of States are enforcing truck,

industrial neise, and entertainment legislation.

Table 3-7 correlates types of legislation and enforcement agencies
at the State level. From the data 1t 1s evident that States rely heavily
on public safety officers. Howaver, the use of specialized Envirormental
Pallution Control Officers is second in frequency and {s a growing factor.
The table also reveals frequent enforcement by State agencies of municipal
codes,

To the survey question regarding treatment of viotations {question
5B), State responses indicated that very few noise fnvestigations result in
the 1ssuance of citations. This does not necessarily indicate weakeness of
enforcement, since the process of investigation 1tself often results in
removal of the viglation. As one environmental protection officer in
Colorado put 1t, the abjective of an ordinance 1s to achieve quiet, not to
collect fines,

Respondents were asked to identify the mest significant problems
9 hindering their enforcement efforts. States answering this question in-
dicate inadequate manpower most frequently as the problem Timiting the
effectiveness of thefr nofse control efforts. The second most pressing
problem was the lack of prioritization.

Enforcement by Communities

Table 3-8 gives the number of communities enfaorcing noise control laws !
! for each of 14 noise sources. As mentioned above, this 1s not a direct answer
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TABLE 3-6

NUMBER OF STATES ENFORCING NOISE CONTROL LAWS
FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

Source of R ISl
States Responding*
Trucks 4 13%
Industrial Activities 4 13%
Public and Private Entertainment 4 13%
Motorcycles 3 10%
Buses 2 6%
Automobiles 2 6%
Railroad Operations 2 6%
Construction Equipment 2 6%
Public Service Venicles 2 6%
Garbage Compactors 2 6%
Recreational VYehicles 2 8%
Home Power Equipment 2 6%
Animals 1 3%
Building Regquirements 1 3%
Land Use/Zoning 1 k}
Other (Grain Elevators) 1 3%
Aircraft 0 0

* Based on 31 States rasponding.

Question 5C. '"Pleage list the mumber of enforvement actions For

2ach

of the following noise source controls." (See text.)
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TABLE 3-7
TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES

FOR STATES
Enforcement Agencies
5 .
= o
a4 = \‘E "a S‘.. 8
s E‘er— g‘ =8 = [=] — 42
qar o= [ N = o= 0O O (8] = Ch P e [ R fud
coh =2 |E25 s | -2 228 ee|58)| 5 | = i
Legislation 5% |88 |255 |22 | 85|35 ER|EE| s |8 5
o. v 0. I wa Nn.oa a.x o~ = 4 = e < - 0.
Municipal Code 2 1 1 1 ] 0 0 0 0 5 18.5
Zoning Code 1] 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 7.4
Vehicle Code 3 0 i 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 14.8
Building Code 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health/Safety Code 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 11.1
Aircraft/Airport Code 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
Adninistrative Code 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 1] 0 b 22.2
State Statute 3 0 1 0 1 0 ] 1 1 7 256.9
Other 0 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 9 4 8 2 1 0 1 1 1 27
Percent 33.3°114.8 29.6 [ 7.41 {3,70] O | 3,70 |3,70 | 3.70

Question 4B, "Please indicate each type of legiolation and vespective type of enfoveement agency."
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TABLE 3-8

NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES ENFORCING NOISE
CONTROL tAWS FOR EACH NGISE SCURCE

Sourca of Number of CE;QSﬁ?Eigg

Noise Communities Respondina*
Industrial Activities 7 14.7%
Public and Private Entertainment 59 11.2%
Animais &7 10.9%
Motercycies 55 10.5%
Automobiles 48 9,2%
Trucks 46 8.8%
Construction Equipment 44 8.4%
Home Power Equipment 36 6.,9%
Garbage Compactors 27 5.2%
Railroad Operations 19 3.6%
Buses 16 3.1%
Recreational Vehicles 16 3.1%
Public Service Vehicles 15 2.9%
Afreraft 9 1.7%

* Based on 524 community responses.

Question SC. “Please liat the number of enforcement asticns for each

of the following noise sources.”

(See texmt.)
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Animals as a noise source receive more attention at the

to question SC.
Otherwise, the leading con-

Tocal level as compared with the State lavel,
trolled scurces are somewhat the same at both lavels,

A slight trend was noticeable toward increased enforcement as com-
munity size and density increased. MNote that 72 percent of the communities
which perceijve noise as 4 growing concern enforce their noise laws.

Table 3-9 indicates that municipal or city erdinances are the most
common typas of legislation (52 percent), followed by zoning erdinances
(17 percent), and vehicle codes (10 percent). The following modes of en-

forcement were most common:

Legislative Type Enforcement Agency
Municipal Code Poiice/Safety
Zoning Code Building/Zoning
Vehicle Code Police/Safety

Almost 50 parcent of all enforcement {s conducted by Police/Safety personnel and

21 percent by Building/Zoning personnal, Only 8 percent of enforcement is
conducted by Envirenmental/Pellution Control personnel. Environmental/Pollu-
tion Control personnel may not be directly involved in enforcement but they
often train poiice personnel in proper measurement procedures and enforcement
techniquas. They also provide valuable consulting and tratning to personnel

in other Tocal offices whe have responsibilities in some phase of noise control

enforcemant,

The communities were asked to {dentify the most significant problems
hindaring their enforcement efforts. Table 3-10 shows the percentages of
communities identifying specific political, financial, and programmatic praoblems
as obstacles to their noisa control programs. The lack of prioritization by
enforcement author{ties stands out as the most frequently identified problem.
This 15 not too surprising, since, as was indicated above, police assign their
officers to what they perceive to be their most important duty, that of com=

batting ¢rime.
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TABLE 3-9

"TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES
FOR COMMUNITIES

Enforcement Agencies
‘=
o4-F e
5 = ~ ’ﬁl: S ] u
S EC_[3& g |5 |- "
87|28 |E58|ES |2y |52 |B5|E85 | 5 | | B
Legislation — u- '.5'5 S 5 > EB s |S55|aa £ 3 g
2alaE |G&8|Ea |&2 88 |kxui12& | & 2 a
Municipal Code 250 39 28 19 18 30 1 1 7 393 52.1
Zoning Code 9 5 3 26 2 80 ¢ 0 1 126 16.7
Vehicle Code 62 1 5 0 1 0 1 ] 2 72 9.8
Building Code 3 1 0 0 4 |36 0|0 0 44 5.8
Health/Safety Code 8 16 4 1 1 1 0 0 1 32 4,2
Alrcraft/Airport Code 0 0 1 0 0 2 14 0 4 8 1.1
Adiinistrative Code 1 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 9 1.2
State Statute 27 3 16 2 0 4 4 0 1 60 7.9
Other 7 1 0 | 0 1 0 0 1 11 1.5
Total 367 66 61 49 27 156 8 1 20 755
Percent 48.6 | 8.74 £.08 | 6.49] 3.58.] 20.6 |1.06}0.13 § 2.65

Wuestion 4B.  "Pleave indicate cach type of legislation and respective type of enforeement agency."
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TABLE 3-10

COMMON PROBLEMS IN EMFQRCEMENT QF MOISE
REGULATIONS IH COMMUMITIES

Percentage of Respondents
Problem Rating Problem as Significant
Enforcement Authorities 0o Not 43
" Prioritize Noise

Inadequate Manpower 28
Inadequate Instrumentation 24
Inadequate Enforcement/Measurement

Proceduras 22
Ambiguous Legislation 19
Lack of Citizen Support/Awareness 18
Unenfarceable Legfslation 17
Actions Not Upheld in Court 15

Juestion 5D. "What are the major enforcement problems reducing tne
effectiveneas of your noise control effort?”

The second 1imiting factor in effective enforcement by police forces
{s that of inadequate manpower. Noise legislation has historically been

enforced through the assignment of 1imited numbers of officers to noise enforce-

ment in addition to their regular duties. Given the appropriate training and
equipment, police officers often can make significant contributions to noise
control,

Without adequate manpower, hoviever, enforcement efforts are subject
to failure, and the good intentions behind the development of noise control
Tegislatfon negated. - Mofse control requires two things: an active public
education program and an active enforcement effort. With both these factors
in operation, the public will be educated to the need for restricting exces-
sive noise producing activities, and a large degree of voluntary compiiance
can be achieved.
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CGHCLUSIONS

Iz is important that the Environmental Protection Agency address
enforcament problem areas by an intensified public education program, by
conducting more workshops tc train lccal personnel in the mest feasible
enforcement techniques, by assisting communities in drafting non-ambiguous
and technically adequate legisiation, and by demonstrating effective noise
control techniquas in selected communities.
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IV. STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES

This section discusses the resources avajlable to the States and
Tacal governments to conduct environmental noise control programs. The re-
sources addressed are personnal, budget allocations, and the availability of
sound measurement and analysis instrumentation,

SUMMARY

Personnel Resources

Trained personnel in adequate numbers able to devote a substantial portion

of time to nofse control activities are essential for the effective administration
The increasing number of States and

and enforcemant of a noise contral program.
communities that have adopted noise control legislation in the last few years
requires a corresponding increase in the availabiiity of expert manpower.

0f the 40 responding States and Territories, 16 States, including

Puerto Rico, reported personnel who devoted at least 20 percent of thelr time
In addition, 12 States had at least one

to neise control activities in 1977.
The total num-

person who devoted some time to neisa functions in the State,
ber of persannel reported in 1977 was 275, with 54 persons spending at lsast
20 percent of their time and an additional 221 persons spending scme time but

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

Sixty-seven communities reported that they had 142 noise centrol
personnel who devote 20 percent or more of their time to noise control activi-

ties. In addition, there are 218 communities with as many as 5,456 part-time

4-1
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stafi members who devote some time (less than 20 percent) to noisa control
activities. Almast 80 percent of the personnel warking in noise-related
actjvities at the loczl level are police engaged in the enforcement of noise
control ordinances, investigating complaints, etc.

Budget Allocations
Nineteen States and Puerto Rico, or 45 percent of the 44 States? and

Tefr1tor1és responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control
In the earlier survey, budget data were provided by 16

activities in 1977,
States or 36 percent of the 45 responding States.

California's $1.6-mi1lion 1977 budget ranks first among the respond-
ing Statas, Seven of the 20 States reparted budgets in excess of $100,000.
Qverall, the budgets for the reporting States increased from about 52,0 million
in 1973 to approximately $3.6 millien in 1977. Thus, the total repartad bud-
gets for the States' naise control activities {ncreased by about 80 percent
over the four-year period.

On 2 per capita basis, Hawail ranks first amoeng the reporting States,
with 2 planned expenditure of 17.6 cents per resident. Two additional Statas,
Arizona and Oregon, reportad per capita budgets in excess of 10 cents.

Noise cantrol budgets were reported by 140 communities, or 25 percent
of the 562 communities responding to the 1978 survey. In the 1974 survey,
46 communities, or 26 percent of the 184 communities responding provided budget
data. Overall, the local noise control budgets fncreased from about 51.9 mil-
1ion in 1973 to about $2.7 million in 1977, an increase of over 40 percent.

Instrdﬁéntatioq_gpd Eguipmant

Only 24 States and 174 communities possess one or more sound level
matars, the basic instrument for making noise measurements. More States and
communities are purchasing, however, saphisticated pieces of equipment such
as outdeor monitoring systems, frequency analyzers, and graphic laval recer-
ders. Such equipmeént 1s being used for neise monitoring surveys and to sub-

stantiate enforcement cases in court,

! Forty States responded to the survey, Budget data only were cbtafned for
four additional $tates.
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_f Although a number of communities have noise Tegislation, many of
these lack noise measurement equipment for enforcement. Analysis of survay

- rasponses in 1977-78 also reveals 133 communities enforcing their noise legis-

Tation without any nofse measurement eguipment. Mithout measurement capability,

- enforcement efforts remain minimal, The 1977-78 survey results clearly dem-
onstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measurement capa~

b{lity, current programs cannot be effectively carried out,

NOISE PROGRAM PERSGNNEL

Survey Coverags -

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 contrel.

Twenty-eight States and 2B5 communities reported personnel associated
with noise control activities in 1877, Table 4-1 11sts the number of person-
nel by State and percent of time devoted to noise activities. The percentage
of time State and local personnel spent on noise control activities was broken
down {nto two catagories: more than 20 percent and less than 20 percent,
Table 4-2 1ists the aggregated number of personnel reported by responding
States by position catagory and percentage of time devoted to noise activities.
The number of States with personnel 1n each posftion categery 1s also shown.

- Table 4-3 presents reported local personnel data using a similar format.

State Noise Cantrol Personnel

Of the 40 respending States and Territories, 17 States, including
; Puerto Rico, reported personnel who devoted at Teast 20 percent of their time
i to noise control activities in 1977 as shown fn Table 4-1, In additien, 12
- States had at least one person who devoted some time to noise functions in
- the State, Twelve other States and Territories did not report even one part-
-/ time person engaged in nofse activities., The number of personnel, if any, in
the 12 States which did not respond to the survey, 1s uncertain. Figure 4-1
shows the regienal distribution of the State noise control personnel. Noise
contral personnel totalled 288, with €7 persons spending at least 20 percent

-
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NUMBER OF PERSONNEL BY STATE AND PERCENTAGE OF TIME

TABLE 4,1

DEVOTED TO NDISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, 1977

State zgtpl‘;:::t ELtfsPserTcheannt Hunber of Persons?
Alahama - 2 H
Arkansas - l4o= 140
Arizana 3 1 4
Califarnia ] 18 27
Delaware - 1 1
Florida 2 4 6§
Georgia 1 1 2
Hawaii 8 2 10
1MMnofs 4 - 4
Indiana - ? 2
Kentucky 2 - 2
Louisiana - 1 1
Maryland 2 - 2
Massachusatts ) . 4
Michigan 1 b 1
Minnesota 13 - 13
Mississippi - 20% 20
Mentana - 2 2
Nebraska - 1 1
New Jersay 4 [ 10
“New York 2 - 2
North Dakota 1 1 2
Ohio - 1 1
Oregon 6 ] 15
Puerto Rico 4 2 6
South Carolina - 1 1
Tennassea - 1 1
Texas - 5 5
Washington 1 - 1

TOTAL &7 221 “ZB8

2Total number of personnel who devote some time to noisa

contral activities,

"200 conservation officers anforce snownchila nofse

regulaticns.

*palice department personnel.

Guestion 64.

4-4

"Pleass (list) each individual who devotes

at leaat 20% (lese than 20%) of hia/her time to noise
control activities, using the position codes indicated below. !
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Wisc.
fid.
Conn,
Nt 10
Col. 1
Md.
2

FIGURE 4-1.

q WITH
NN PERSONNEL (20)

WITHOUT
PERSONNEL {11}

NO REPORT (12}

Puerto Rlcng
1]

-
Virgln 57

Fia.

STATE NOISE CONTROL PERSONNEL, 1977
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of their time and 221 persons spending some time but less than 20 percent
of their time on noise control activities.

Table 4-2 shows the number of personnel by position category at the
State level and the number of States who had at least ope person in each of
these positions., It is evident from this table that the position categories
cited by the greatest number of States are the Poliution Control Program
Director and Environmental Specialist. The prevalence of these two cate-
gories within many State programs may be attributable to the application of
manpower from other environmental areas {e.g., air and water pollution pro-
grams) to noise controil efforts. Since a number of States have just recently
passed legfsTation, the persons in these two categories have been given the
rasponsibiiity to set up noise strategies within States and plan the details
of the noise effort. This may account for a sizeable number of these partic~
ular categories. It also apparently reflects the emphasis at the State
level on development of regulations and/or legisiation as well as provision
of expert guidance to comunities,

Trends {1977 vs. 1973). 1In 1973, 42 percent of the States responding
to the survey had at least one full- or part-time noise personnel position,
In the 1978 survey, this number had jumped to 70 percent. Over the four years
between the surveys, the number of States reporting noise control personnel
increased from 19 to 28 and the number of personnel who spend more time on
nofse control activities increased sharply from 105 to 275, an increase of
170 personnel. Nearly all of the increase {162 persons) is accounted for by
the two States (Mississippi and Arkansas) which reported enforcement of noise
ordinances by State police. Othar posftions to show increases are Pollution
Control Pragram Director and Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist
categories, The number of personnel raported in the Environmental Tech-
nician/Inspector category declined sharply as did that in the Engineer and
Clerical categories. These trends indicate the maturing of the State
programs with less emphasis on inspections (except enforcement activity by
police} and fncreased emphasis on program direction and assistance to

local communities.
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STATE PERSONNEL 2Y POSITION

TABLE 4-2

CATEGORY, 1973 and 1977

1973 1977
Pasition Catagory Number of | Number of At Least Less Than Number of | Number of
Parsons States? 20 Percent | 20 Parcent Persans States?
Pollution Control Program
Director - - 1 8 19 16
Environmantal Specialist 15 10 10 ] 18 13
Engineer 18 [ 10 3 13 8
Physical Scientist - - 1 8 9 3
Public Meaith Specialist or
Sanitarinn; Industrial
Hygianist 7 2 9 14 23 7
Urban Planner; Land Use
. Analyst 1 1 - - - -
Attarnoy - - 1 1 2 2
Environmental Technician .
or Inspactor 36 5 2 1 3 3
Palice 16 2 2 176 178 4
Clarical or
Sacratarial 1" 10 5 - 5 4
Othar 2h 2 3 2 5 4
Total Parsonnet 106 54 27 275
Number of States
Reporting Porsonnel 19 28

a Numbar of States roporting porsonnel in catagory
b Includas administrativo partonnel

Lo
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Queation 6A.

“Please (ligt) each individual who devotes at least 20% (less than 203}

of hie/her time to noise control activities, uging the position codes indicated

below. "
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Communities' Noise Control Personnel

Five hundred and sixty-two responses to the 1978 survey were received
from communities, OQut 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
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
than 20 percent, to noise control efforts.

Position Categories, As is evident from Table 4-3, of the personnel
who devoted at least 20 percent of their time to neise control efforts in
1977, the three professional categories with the largest number of assigned
personnel ware Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist, Engineer, and
Environmental Technician/Inspector. In the less than 20 percent category,
the large number of police overshadows all ather job categories. Almost 80
percent of the personnel werking 1n noise~-related activities at the local
level are police engaged in the enforcement of noise control ordinances, in-
vestigating complaints, etc. Most are‘engaged in motor vehicle noise en-
forcement. Motor vehicle noise, as previously discussed, is the most wide-
spread noise problem. It is alsc the source that has caused the development
of the most noise control legislation and is the most frequently enforced.
Police have the power to pursue motor vehicle noise offenders, pull them
over to the side of the road and issue noise citatfons. It is often ope part
of their many responsibiiities in law enforcement.

Figure 4-2 shows the relative distribution of noise control positions
at the State and local Tevels in 1977. At both the State and local levels
the Police category dominates all others. Public Health Specfalist/Industrial
Hyglenist is the second largest category at both State and local levels. Per-
sonnel in this category are about eight percent of the total personnel at
State and local levels., The third most dominant pesition at the State level
is 1n the Poliution Control Program Director category while at the community

Tevel it {is in the Engineer category.
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TABLE 4-3

COMMUNITY PERSONNEL 8Y PGSITION CATEGORY, 1673 AND 1377

1973 1977
' Numbar of Numbar of Parsons Total Number
Position Category Persons At Laatt Less Than Peuf "
20 Percent 20 Percent mo
Pdllution Cantrol Program -7
Director 7 15 47 62
Environmantal Spuciali;t 29 17 54 71
Enginaer a5 21 181 182
Physical Scientist - 3 ) 7
Pubiie Mealth Spacialist
or Sanitarian; Indus-
trial Hygianist 35 30 438 464
Urban Plannar; Land-Use
Anajyst 16 7 114 121
Attorney 5 0 24 24
Environmantal Technictan ot
Inspoctor 74 22 99 120
Police 18 15 4357 4372 !
Clarical or Sacretarial 20 6 1 27
Gthor 8 6 140 146
|
Building Inspector 15 - - - i
Totl Persannal 260 142 5456 5588 :
Total Laxs Palics 2042 127 1099 1226
Number af Communities 59 87 218 285

Question BA.

(less than 20%) of hWia/her time to noise ocontrol actividies
the poaition codes indicated below."

EF“‘-
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e ey

Please (list) each individual who devotes at least 207

8, using
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FIGURE 4-2. DISTRIBUTION OF NOISE CONTROL PERSONNEL POSITIONS
AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, 1977
Question 6A. "Pleaoe (list) each individual vho devotes at leavt 20% (less than 20%) of his/her
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Trends (1977 vs. 1973). The number of communities surveyed in 1578
was much larger than in the 1974 EPA survey. Therefors, a direct compari-
s0n between surveys is not entirely accurate, However, there are indications
that there are a rapidly growing number of communities which have assigned
personnel to noise control activities. In 1973, 59 communities responding
- to the survey had at least one full- or part-time noise personnel position,
: In 1978, this had increased to 285 communities. Unfortunately, there are come
~ munities whose noise control activities have been reduced or terminated {e.g.,
Boston) causing a reduction in personnel. In some cases, after the program
has been operational, responsibilities have shifted to part-time personnel.

As indicated fn Table 4-3, there has been a dramatic increase in the
- reported number of police who work part-time on nofise enforcement. The rum~
ber of personnel in the Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist cate-
gory also increased sharply between 1973 and 1977, reflecting perhaps the in-
creased awareness of occupational noise hazards and the addition of these
personne] to Tocal health departments to handie the air and water poliution

i

E ﬂ? problems., This probably refiects the formaiization of noise programs at the

i 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 1n the 1978 survey compared to the rankings in 1973. 1In 1977,
the most frequently cited position category was Police, followed by Public
Health/Industrial Hygienist and Urban Planner/Land-Use Analyst. In 1973, the

; position cited by the greatest number of communities was that of Environmen-

‘ . tal Specfalist, closely followed by Environmental Technician/Inspector,
P These shifts in the position categories are to be expected as the communities
I “move from program planning to program implementation with its emphasis on
— {nspections, enforcement, and land use planning.
; - Fields of Experience
; ] ‘ The 1978 survey requested information on the fields of experience
| H
i of those personnel who davote at least 20 percent of their time to noise pro-
i ™ gram activities. Comparable data was not requested in the 1974 survey. A

)
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TABLE 4-4

RANK OF POSITION CATEGORIES USED
IN COMMUNITY NOISE PROGRAMS

1977 vs, 1973

Rank Number of Rank Number of
in Commu - Pasition Category in Commu i~
1977 ties 1973 ties

| 1 102 Police 8 7

: 2 86 Pubiic Health/Sanitarian/ 3 16 .

: Industrial Hygienist

} 3 g2 Urban Planner/Land-Use 5 14

[ Analyst

i 4 61 Enviranmental Specialist 1 18

i 5 " 85 Environmental Technician/ 2 17

i Inspactor

! 6 52 Engineer ) 13

I |

cateqory shown.

|

|

J d\umber of communities reporting personnel in position
|

é

A B e i

Question 64.

Aralyais of reaponses,
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"Please (list) eceh individual who devotes at lecst 20%
(legs than 20%) oF nis/her wime to ncise control cetivitias,
uaing the peeition codes indicaved below."
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summary of the 1978 survey js presented in Takle 4-5 for both State and
community personnel. Forty-seven percent of the community personnel and 37
parcent of the State personnel are either engineers or environmental
scientists. Experfence in the field of acoustics is lacking; only two percent
of the State and four percant of the community personnel indicated that

their experience is primarily in acoustics.
TABLE 4-5
FIELD OF EXPERIENCE OF STATE AND COMMUNITY

PERSONNEL WHO DEVOTED AT LEAST TWENTY PERCENT OF
THEIR TIME TO NOISE COMTROL ACTIVITIES, 1977

Flel¢ of Expariance mﬁfl‘"ﬂlzm Numu:m:ercenn
Enginearing n 22 17 k)|
Acoustics § L 1 2z
Pnysical Scianca ] 2 k| §
Environmentil Science bt 25 ] [
Madical Sciunce H ! 2 ¢
flalogical Sctence 9 § k| 8
Public Hedlth Sciance 16 n 1 Z
Soctal Sclance 3 2 2 4
Law ) 2 1 1 2
Polica 13 9 - -
Community Planning § 4 3 5
Transportation Oparations 1 1 - -
Safaty Dperations . 2 1 -

Not Class{fied 15 n 18 a1
Total 142 100 54 160

Queation 6A. '"Please (list) each individual who davotes at leaat 20% (less than
20%) of his/har time to noise comtrol activities, using the posi-
tion codas tndicated below, "

Analysis of responaes.

4-13
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Problem Arsas l
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 —
fndicate they enforce noise control laws, but only 12 States reported personnel Q!
who devote at least 20 percant of their time to noise control activities. -

Siniﬂarly,’ of the 328 communities that enforce their noise laws, only 55 have
personnel who devote 20 percent or more of their time to noise control activ- L
ities. Clearly, manpower is a critical factor. O

ll‘
TABLE 4-6 . el
PERSONNEL STAFFING COMPARED TO "y
ENFORCFMENT QF MOISE CONTROL LAWS, 1977 .;
Enforcament Number of States Which: Number of Communities Which: :’E
Persannel Enforce Don't Enforce Enforce ODon't Enforce | m
¥
At least 20 percent
of time on noise b
control 12 4 55 12 g
Part-time on noise p1
control but Tess Y
than 20 percent 3 9 167 51 '
No personnel ‘
reportad 2 10 106 170 3
Total 17 23 328 233 :]
Question SA. 'Does your government enforce the notse control provigiona?" K
[ ] 3 ,
Quagtion 4. '"Please (ligst) eaoh individual who devetes ct laast 209 (less
than 30%) of his/her time to notae conirol activities, using I
the position codes indicated below.” t‘J
£l
d
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STATE AMND COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGET ALLCCATIONS

Adequate funding is crucial to the development and implementation of
an effective noise control program. Such 2 program requires establishing a
fiscal budget for the necessary resources, including personnel and equipment.
Without initial appropriations to get a new program off the ground once
1eg1s1atiqn is enacted, and without a sustained level of funding to gperate X
the program once initfal standards, criteria, and administrative procedures )
have teen established, noisa control efforts will be undermined.

The 1978 EPA survey reguested a breakdown from the States and
communities of their specific noise contral program budgets related to each
program activity. This section provides a summary of the budgetary data
reported by the States and communities and compares the 1977 budgets for
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
responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control activities
in 1977, In the 1%74 survey, budget data was provided by 16 of the 45 re-
sponding States and Territories. Table 4-7 1ists the States which provided
budget data for 1973 and/or 1977 and their noise control budgets both in total
amounts and on a per capita basis. The per capita data (in cents) are based
on 1970 census figures and are used as a comparative index since they standardire
the budgets for varfations in populatioen. The noise control budgets and
per capita data for all the States and Territories which responded te either
the 1974 or 1978 surveys are listed by EPA region in Appendix B.

California's $1.6-mil1ion 1977 budget ranks first amonc the responding
States. Seven of the 20 States {(including Puerto Rico) reported budgets fin
excess of 3100,000. The total amount budgeted for noise control in 1977 was
$3.6 miliion. The average noise control budget for the 44 responding States
was approximately $81,000. This was the equivalent on & per capita basis of
about 1.9 cents per resident, Figure 4-3 shows the geographical distribution of
per capita funds budgeted for noise cantrol activities in 1977,

4-15
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TAELE 4-7

STATE BUDGETARY DATA, 1973 AND 1577
T : 5
130 Budiet _p‘l‘; Cidvet CGI:TEJ Change From
State Pupulatian Fargent ] o Yarcent {¢) 1917
fri z0na 1,170,300 1,500 3,1 3,1 i5.0iva | 5,8 121 € 213,500
California 19,945,715 1,348,%004 | §7.7 0. b 1,645,002 45,3 8,3 v 206,100
Connectieut 3,931,709 0 - d.) 21,383 0,7 0.4 + 23,182
Florida 5,769,443 45,000 23 0,7 93,300 1,8 1.4 + 18,000
Sanryie 4,539,575 Q - 0,0 22,090 0.6 9,8 22,000
Hawa il 76D, 581 56,491 2.3 7.3 135,132 1.7 17,8 * 78,641
[11inais 15,109,935 200,000 10,0 1.8 304,490 o.4 EX: + 134,406
Indiana 5,193,669 ob . - 19,270 1,1 0,3 + 38,210
RInsas 0,249,071 1,925 6.1 G,1 {Hat Reoorted - . unknoa
. Kentucky 3,213,706 o< - - 92,075 2.5 2.% + 32,078
Louisiana 3,643,180 4,850 0.2 9.3 b 0.0 6.6 PN 4
Maryland 3,922,199 0 - 0.0 24,000 0.7 n.6 + 24,000
Massachusotts 5.682,170 23,800 1.2 0.3 400,000 11.0 ra + 376,200
Hichigun 8,875,081 ] - a.0 164,535 4.5 1.9 + 164,915
Minnesots 1,806,103 ot Reported - - 53,000 1,5 1.4 + 53,000
Hantana a34,405 .00 0,1 0.1 3,000, 0.1 0.8 + 1,000
Navada 482,118 127 - 0.01 0 no 0.0 . 127
Hew Hampshire 117,861 o - 0.0 810 0o 0.1 * an
Hew Jersey 7.268,184 89,900 4.5 1.3 78,000 L1 1.0 « 14,300
tiow Tork 18,236,951 147,200 14 9.8 50,000 1.4 6.3 - 97,200
tiarth Carnling ‘ 5,082,959 7,000 0,4 A Q 0.0 D..D - 7,000
Oklanhoma 2,559,283 1,000 0,3 Q.03 1} 0.0 0.0 « 1,000
Oregon 2,081,185 44,200 2.2 2.1 215,600 5.9 10,3 + 171,300
Puerta Rico 2,719,000 9 - a.0 37,077 1.1 L v 47,017
Saquth Caroline 2,590,818 16,800 0.4 7 7e0 . 0.9 - 16,100
Washingtan 1,408,181 [+ - 0.0 30,000 0,8 4.9 + 10,000
TOTALS | $1,991,003 | 100 33,836,982 | o0 + 1,643,789

4 gxpludes one-time expanditura of $11,000,000 for construction costs for a school noise attenvation program.
b %2 funds budgeted in 1973 or 1974; £20,000 projectaa for 1975,
€ Ko funds budgeted 1n 1973; $20,000 projectad for 1974,
9 Includes §165,000 for tarriers. Olher states may nat have included such

expenditures,

Fueation 84.

B N sk a7

"Please provide a breakdeum of your quyrent ncize oo

program budges,

provide @ figure For the toigl allceasicw.”

.
ningl

it
Tlarl

If tudgetary rreckdoume are wet qvailatie,
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FIGURE 4-3. STATE PER CAPITA BUDGETS FOR NOISE CONTROL, 1977
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On a per capita basis, Hawaii ranks first among the reporting States,
with a planned expenditure of 17.6 cents per resident. Two additional States,
Arizona and Oregon, reported per capita budgets in excess of 10 cents. A
total of 11 States had per capita budgets of one cent or mare as shown in
Figure 4-3,

Trends. The number of States and Territories reporting a noise con-

trol budget increased from 16 in 1973 to 20 in 1977, an increase of 25 percent.
Overall, the budgets for the reporting States increased from adbout 52,0 million

in 1973 to approximately $3.6 millien in 1977, an increase of 51.6 million, or
20 percent per year, over the four-year perifod. As can be seen in Table 4-7,
budgets of seven States decreased while the budgets in ten States increased,

In addition, six States which did not report budget data in 1973 reported budgets

for noise control in 1977. Kansas, which reported a budget of $§1,925 in 1973,
did not respond to the latest survey. The average per capita budget for noise
control activities of the States responding to the survey increased from

about 1.2 cents in 19873 to about {79 cents in 1977.

Community Nofse Control 8udgets

Noise control budgets were reported by 140 communities, or 25 per-
cent of the 562 communities responding to the 1978 survey. [n the 1974
survey, 46 communities, or 26 percent of the 184 communities responding,
provided budget data. Overall, the ncise control budgets of the reporting
communities {ncreased from approximately $1.% millfen in 1973 to about $2.7
millfon 1n 1977. Appendix C 1ists, by EPA region, the budgets and per
capita data for the communities that reported nofse control budgets in 1973

and/or {n 1977,

Discussfen and Analysis., There is a large variatien in budgeted
funds and planned per capita expenditures among the responding communities.
This varfation reflects different stages of noise program development. The
{naccuracy of budget estimates based on the part time use of police and other
municipal employees should also be noted. New York City had the largest 1977
budget {5250,000). Only five other cities reported budaes of $100,000 or more:

! Information provided by EPA regional representative,
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Chicago, I11innis; Los Angeles and Long Beach, California; New Rechelle,
New Yark; and Salt lLake City, Utah,

The communities with a noise control budget of $10,000 or mere and/cr
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 310,000 or more, and in 1978,
55 communities reported budgets of $10,000 or greater. Of these, 43 had
- populatiens in excess of 75,000 (which was the basis for the earlier survey),
providing some indication that more communities are allecating funds for noise

- control activities.
Thirty-seven communities reported per capita budgets of 15 cents or
- more in 1977 compared to only eight communities in 1873, as shown in Table 4-8,
Twelve of the 37 communities are in California. The higher per capita expendi-
- tures in this area reflect the concentration of well-estabiished noise control

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
P noise control program. - However, several communities with established noise
control programs have allocated less, others considerably more, depending on
the saverity of local nofse conditions and the extend of citizens commitment
to noise control and abatement.

On a per capita basis, New Rochelle, New York, ranks first among the
562 responding communities, with planned expenditures of about 51.33 per
: resident. Olympia, Washington, ranks second with per capita expenditures of
- $1.20. At the other end of the spending scale, Oakland, California, reported
"7 a 1977 per capita figure of about 0.1 ¢ents, and 422 of the responding communi-
- ties did not have a noise control budget in 1977,

—

o Trends. From the Timited data available, there {s evidence that a

- number of communities are increasing their budgets for noise control activities.
- A comparison of the budget data of the communities responding to both the

= 1974 and 1978 surveys raveals that budgets were increased in 20 instances and
decreased in 16 others. Those communities are 1isted in Table 4-9. Another

5 indfcation is evidenced by the fact that 21 communities with populations greater

t
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i
|
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EPA ReganiCammunity Baaet rCasa Buge Pt Capria TABLE 4-8 ‘
*
Argon | COMMUNITIES WITH NOLSE CONTROL
e oo | an | e o BUDGETS OF $10,000 OR MORE 0R =
— 15 CENTS OR MORE PER CAPITA A
— e 10 ua BUDGETED FOR MNOISE CONTROL,
N':l;:iwu,nv N:n 1 Jﬁi?ﬁ |;;; 1973 AND 1977' -y
Maw York, NY 980 000 120 290,000 11
Batimord, MO farety " o ] s “
Rawon 1) )
Himgr, 01 w " 2000 e Ruestion 84, "Please prouvide -
b, 14 42,000 1 R - a breakdoun of your current i
e o G o BT 1S ;ezgedcogtrolbproggam budget. !
Arpon 1v T Du ge_ ary orea 0.1.0‘."18 are
S e wm s not avatlable, provide a . -
Hm B P H ne |3 figure for the total allocation.' |
. F1, Lauderdsiy, FL [} T 10'%0 12
| Jachsonnlla, FL 1018 [ F3 nns it
Columbu, Qa L] [14] 15,000 LR
} RAegon v -‘I
Lomanig, MY (] a8 e we Hi
. Saynaw, M1 1520 7 wHe n4
i Anton, O [ ¢0 420 "
1 Chiape, Ik (3] 1200 3
Quvy, 1N e 1 WH
! Indianssein, iN 1 08 w0 43
Qrang Mo, M) 10,000 ol i s n
' Bosmnglon, MN NR 4100 124
Minnssmalis, Ml 1831 1 1,009 13
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than 75,000 which did not have a budget for noise centrol in 1973 reported
noise control budgets in 1977. These communitias are also listed 1n Table 4-9,
However, considering all cities over 75,000 in population, there was a net
decrease in funding as shown in the table, due to the large decreases in New
York City and Chicago noise control budgets,

Total Funds Allocated for Noise Control Programs

The total reported State and community budgets for noise contro1'
activities 1n 1977 was $6.2 million compared to $3.9 million in 1973, A com-
parison of the 1973 and 1977 reported budgets is shown in Table 4-10,

Table 4-10 indicates that the reported amount budgeted by the States
and communities increased about 60 percent between 1973 and 1977. As indicated
in this table, the funds budgeted in 1973 for noise control activities were
almost evenly divided between the States and communities. In 18977, the States

accounted for 57 percent of the total,

TabTe 4-11 provides a summary of State and local 1977 budgets for
noise control by EPA region. As would be expected, the States and communities
with the largest per capita budgets generally are located where there are
large indus-rialized metropolises and transportation centers., MNone of the
States in Regions VI and VII had budgeted funds for noise programs. However,
the larger urban areas in these regions have funded programs (e.g., Houston,
Oklahoma City, Omaha).

The increasing trend in funding for noise control activities is
clearly evident in Figure 4-4, Per capita planned expenditures in 1973 for
the 16 States reporting noise control budgetary data in 1973 was 1.2 cents,
In 19877, per capita planned expenditures reported by 20 States was 1.9 cents,
or nearly 60 percent greater than the 1973 planned expendfturas. Per capita
expenditures at the local level increased to 6.8 cents from 5.7 cents, or
about 30 percent, during the same period.

4-21



(R T N

TABLE ¢-9

COMMUNITIES WHICH INCREASED, IMITIATED, OR DECREASED

THEIR NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
BETWEEN 1973 AND 1977°

CITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENT

INCREASED BUDGET

Colorado Springs, CO 6,847 17
Columbia, SC 3,080 145
Frasno, CA 16,520 475
Grand Rapids, M| 16,614 166
Hauston, TX 14,283 137
Indianapoiis, IN 35,470 933
Jacksonville, FL 17,300 1704
Kanosha, W! 7,560 1079
Los Angeles, CA 7,500 8
Milwaukee, WI 14,695 119
Narfolk, VA 22,800 1900
Qakland, CA 90 82
Qklahoma City, OK 5721 n
Pasadena, CA 8,723 683
Pasadana, TX . 147 42
Saginaw, M| 18,160 1198
Seattls, WA 33,200 50
Tampa, FL 4,504 164
Tarrance, CA 16,522 70
Tulsa, OK 1,080 37

suaToTaL 250,706

INITIATED BUDGET .

Akron, OH 43,900 100
Allentown, PA 87,000 100
Angheim, CA 25,000 100
Arlington, VA 15,800 100
Columbus, GA 15,000 100
Denver, CO 37,280 100
Bugang, OR 12,980 100
Evansville, 1L 8,878 100
Frasmont, CA 20,000 100
Ft. Laudardaia, FL 10,000 100
Hammond, IN 4,250 100
Huntsville, Al 10,000 100

4 Only thate communitiss which had a poputation of 75,000 or mora in

1970 2ra included.

Question 4. "Please provide a breakdown of your currgnt noize cone
If budgatary breakdowms are not

trol program budget,
avatlable, provide a figure For the total allceation.!

Analygie of responses.

) il
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TABLE 4-9 (CONTINUED)

CITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENT
INITIATED BUDGET {Cont'd.)
Livonia, M! 18,206 100
Newark, NJ 10,000 100
New Haven, CT 300 100
Norwalk, CT 635 100
Pawtucket, Rf 1,000 100
Rackford, IL 1,500 100
San Diago, CA 55,300 100
Toledo, OH 4,800 100,
Washington, DC 43,200 100
SUBTOTAL 405,027
DECREASED BUDGET
Aurara, CO 38,430 a8
Austin, TX 3,750 100
Boston, MA 12,500 40
Bridgsport, CT 2,275 100
Charlotta, NC 75 100
Chicago, 1L 79,345 38
Elint, MI 160 100
[nglewood, CA 16,500 32
Kalamazoo, MI 450 100
Lakewoad, CA 3574 98
Lakawaod, CO 31,842 99
Minneapolis, MN 319 3
Montgomery, AL 560 100
New York, NY 700,000 74
Partland, OR 106,800 63
San Antenio, TX 4,018 100
SUBTOTAL 1,312,098
Net Decraate 350,365

ey e o At Mttt bt e e
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TASLE 4-13

SUMMARY 0F STATEZ AND COMMUNITY NQISE CONTRCL 3ULEETS, 1873 ANC 1377

Noisa Control Sudgess 1%Z3 ‘%{’
State 1,991,061 (16)°2 3,581,352 (29
Communi ty 1,503,353 (45) 2,651,074 (140)
Total 3,89¢,451 5,232,426

3 wumbers in parentheses zre nymdars of 3$tatas/communicies remorting
noise control budgets.

suggtion d4, "Plagse pryou

contral prog

arg nov Quan

alicveaticon.”

3

! : * dnglygts of mresrenses.

| 100 —

i T _ 6.8¢

; [

j f% — 5.7¢ . fij;/////
° 1 COMMUNITIES

| 1.9¢

f 1.2¢ ,//////’

| STATES /,{:;; %
| 1973 1977

FIGURE 4-4, STATE AND CCMMUNITY PER CAPITA ZUDGETS
FOR MOISE CONTROL ACTIVITY, 1673 AND 1377
’ The total populaticn of the 20 Stites reporting a ncise zudget in
' 1977 was about 112 millign, or abcut half the population of the United Statas,

- -

Altheough considerable progeass has Seen made hetween 1973 and 1877, 1T is claar

that funding for noise contrel activities falls far short of befng adequate.
Some of the notaworthy programs as well as problems are nighlighted telow.
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TABLE 4-11

- SUMMARY OF STATE AND COMMUNITY MQISE CONTROL BUDGETS
( :j BY EPA REGION, 1978
’1 . States Communities
_EPA | States Budget Par Capital Budget : itad
h a8 nita ¢ Per Capita
- - Region . g ¢ 3 ¢
; I. ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, 425,163 3.6 (3)b 31,838 2.3 (B)b
—_ CT
IT1. MY, NJ, PR, VI 172,077 0.61 {3} 358,350 3.9 (9)
h III. PA, MD, DE, WV 24,000 0.3 (1) 175,000 10.8  (7)
VA, OC
- Iy, NC, SC, TN, KY, MS, 267,775 0.7 (4) 146,265 7.1 {12)
GA, FL
- v, WI, IL, MI, OH, IN, 508,6G5 1.2 (3} 416,944 4,7 (29}
: MN
- vI. fiM, OK, AR, LA, TX 0 0.0 (0) 96,327 4,1 (9)
VII. NE, KS, IA, M0 0 0.0 {0) 70,373 4,3 (%)
VIII. MT, ND, SD, WY, UT, 3,000 0.1 (1) 250,527 16,7 {15)
co
IX. CA, NV, AZ, HI 1,895,132 8.7 (3) 835,293 0.5  (38)
X. WA, OR, ID, AL 245,600 4,5 (2) 259,660 2.5 (7)
Total 3,581,352 1.9 (20) 2,631,074 6.8 {140)

. @ per capita budget data are based on all States and communities
rasponding to survey (see Appendices B and C).
b Numbars in parentheses are number of States/communities reporting
noise control budgets.
Guestion 8A. '"Please provide o breakdewm of your current noise conirol program
budget. If budgetary breakdowns are not available, provice a
Figuve For the total allocation.”

Analysis of responses.
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Hotewarthy Programs

Among the States and communities reporting budgetary data, several
were particularly significant either with respect to the total amounts of
resources allocatad for noise control activities or due to large increases in
funding levels over the four-year period 1973-1977.

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 Contral in the Department of Health for man-
power ($200,000)s the California Highway Patrol for motor vehicle enforcement
activities ($375,000); the Department of Transportation for the Division of
Highways ($870,000); and the Division of Aeronautics ($200,000).

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 planned expenditures are
for personnel ($118,780) and operating expenses {$165,352).

Arizona reported the largest increase in total budget and per capita
expenditures for noise control., [t increased from $1,500 1n 1973 to $215,000
in 1977 while per capita expenditures are projected to jump to 12.1 cents from
.08 cents in 1973, Funds will go for persaonnel {$40,000), equipment/instruments

($10,000) and barriers (3165,000). It is possibie that other Statas which were

alse constructing barriers during this period did not report such costs in the
survey.
Among the reporting communities, New York City ranked first in 1977

for total funds budgeted for noise control. Norfolk, Virginia, reported the
largest increase 1n planned expenditures over 1973 of those communities which
responded to both the 1974 and 1978 surveys. The Norfolk budget for noise
control increased 1900 percent from $1,200 to 324,000 over the four-year

budget.

Problem Areas

Despite the increased number of States and communities with funded

noise control programs, the lack of adequate funds is a major obstacle to
the development, implementation, and enforcement of noise control programs.

4-26
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Although the development and enactment of nofse legislation represents
a major hurdle (27 gut of 50 States currently have noise Taws), even a more
difficult step is the establishment of a noise control program with 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 legisiation., While it is most desirable to have a specific 1ine
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 line item budget accentuates the concern for noise control
and reinforces the government 's commitment to the cause.

As will be discussed below, an inadequate operatﬁng budget ranked
second behind the lack of manpower as a major problem facing the States.

Over 150 communities who responded that noise fs 2 growing concern
in the community did not have a noise .control budget in 1977. The magnitude
of the funding problem is alse indicated by the nearly 300 communities that
have existing laws or ordinances which incorporate noise control provisiens,
yat do naot have a noise control budget. Clearly there is a tremendcus gap
between the growth of the problem and the fiscal commitment to counteract its

growth,
INSTRUMENTATION AND EQUIPMENT

Definitions

One of the objectives of the survey was to detarmine the quantity of
sound instrumentation on hand for noise control programs. Sound instruments
are naecessary for noise monitoring and for the effective enforcement of noise
control laws,

Noise instrumentation has been classified {nto nine categories:

i. Sound Level Meter -- Used to determine sound levels in decibels.
The more expensive versions are capable of measuring peak levels
from impilsive sources with a peak hold mechanism, and contain
an octave-band filter set for frequency analysis, The less
expensive versions measure A-weighted sound levels only,
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Microphong Calibrator -- Generates a constant high-level sound
pressure level to ensure that the microphone s functioning

properly,

Sound Spectrum Analyzer -- Sometimes referred to as a freguency

analyzer, and is used to determine the freguency content of a
given noise. Octave-band, 1/3 cctave-band, and narrow-band
capabilities are avaiiable.

Amp1}tude Distritution Analyzer -- Measures the percentage of
time that the sound level falls within a given decibel range.
Data obtained are used to develap sound level histograms, and to
determine levels exceeded for a given percentage of time.

Graphic Level Recorder -~ Creates a permanent, reproducible
record of the results of a measurement by means of scribing 2
line on a moving paper tape., As an accessory te sound and
vibration finstruments, it can portray the measured sound or
vibration levels over periods of time,

Vibration Meters and Accelerometers -- Mzasure one or more of
the following three parameters of a vibrating body: its
acceleration, velocity, or displacement,

Magnetic Tape Recorder -- Creates a permanent reproducible
record of a measurement by means of recording an electrical
signal on a moving magnetic tape. As an accessory to sound
and vibration instruments, it can be used to record sound or
vibration phenomena over periods of time.

Real-Time Analyzer -~ Provides a continuously varying display
of the frequency content of a noise signal in real-time {i.e.,

as it oceurs). This type of operation usually requires a parallel

type of analyzer or some storage system. These units perform
statistical analyses and store the results in memory for later
retrieval. Complete octave, 1/3 cctave, or narrow-band analyses
may be performed by real-time analyses on a continuous basis,

4-28
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9, Community Mojse Monitoring Systems -- Calculate the day-night
sound level, equivalent sound level, and various statistical
distributions. Such self centained systems are extremely useful
for monjtoring over an extended peried of time (24 hours or longer)
without attendant personnel since they can accumulate and anaiyze

large quantities of data.

Table 4 12 identifies the types and quantity of instrumentation
reportad by States and local communities; sound level meters and microphone
calibrators are the only items of instrumentation available in 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 2-12
implies that thete are two States and 46 communities using sound level meters
possibly aut of calibration due to the unavailability of calibrators. The
validity of such measurements would be questionable, if this were the case,
However, responding States and localities may have taken it for granted that
sound level metars cannot be used without calibrators and therefore did not
separata thesa instruments in their responses.

More States and communities than ever are purchasing mere sophisticated
pieces of noise measurement and analysis equipment. In order to conduct the
basic enforcement of property 1ine/industrial legislation and vehicular noise
legislation (the two most-often-found types of noise legislation), simple Type II
sound level meters suffice. In the last couple of years, a number of com-
munities have decided to include a time-weighted factor in their legislation.
This usually requires equipment with greater analysis capabilities, such as the
statistical analyzer, or more recently, the community noise monitoring equipment
appearing in the market. Since advances have been made with smallar micrepro-
cessors, ete., this equipment is becoming less expensive. '

In addition, dual purpeses can be served by utilizing equipment such as
community noise monitoring systems in measuring community nofse levels for basa-
1ine surveys, trends, and land usa planning as well as for enforcement. Many more
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TABLE 4-12

STATE AND L.OCAL SOUND MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS INSTRUMENTATION

Sound Sound Amp1i tude Graphic [ Vibration Mégneti ¢ Conununi ty
Instrument | Level Microphone | Spectrum | Distribution Level Meters & Tape Real-Time Noise
Quantity Meters | Calibrators | Analyzers| Analyzers fecorders | Acceleron-| Recorders | Analyzers | Monitoring
' eters Systeus
State Respondents
1 1 i 8 10 12 6 7 7 9
2 3 2 5 1 4 0 3 0 1
3or 20 19 4 1 1 ] 4 0 3
nore
Local Comnunity Respondents
1 106 76 39 10 30 N 21 4 18
2 39 28 4 2 4 0 1 0 3
Jor 29 24 3 0 0 1 6 2 5
more

Entries are numbers of States or communities having indicated quantity of instruments.

Queation 4. YFor each inatrument or piece of equipment listed bhelow, pleane indivate
the quantity currently on hand for your noiue control program,"
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tape recorders and graphic level recorders are being used to obtain permanenf
records where enforcement violations are being contasted in court.
St. Louis County has never lost a noise enforcement case since these recordings
became part of al] enforcement proceedings.

For -the most part, where noise legisTation contains maximum noise
Tevels not to be exceeded, simple sound level meters are adequate. Overall,
diffarent types of nojsa legislation will require different instrumentation,
Thus, equipment requirements should be & decisive factor in the type of noise

legislatfon developed,

Analysis
The quantity of equipment possessed by communities was 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 development and the type and quantity of nofse instrumentation.
Ninety-one communities that have noise legislation with specific performance
requirements and are enfercing their legislation reported having at least one
sound level meter. A sound Tevel meter is the fundamental piece of enforce-
ment equipment. Fourteen communities with no program (neither legislation nor
enforcement) have sound level meters, and a few of these communities also have

other. instrumentation to do statistical analysis. [t is possible thdt these
communities have propesed Tegislation and the instruments were used to conduct
baseline surveys and to assist in the development of responsive legislation,

Table 4~13 shows that there are 200 communities (55 percent of those
responding to the question) having some type of noise legislation Eut not
any equipment on hand. This could be dug to the fact that some of these com-
munities only have nufsance-type legislation, and hence do not require sound
instruments. Only with quantifiable noise legislation, however, and the
epforcement of this legistation with approved equipment, will enforcement
citatfons stand up in court, It is aiso interasting to note that there
are 22 communities that have {nstrumentation but no legislatian.

Table 4-14 presents the number of communities with equipment as a
function of law enforcement. There are 129 communities enforcing their noise
legislation with this equipment. However, thers are 133 communitiss that

4=31
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TABLE 4.13
NUMBER OF COMMUMITIES WITH EQUIPMENT .
AS A FUNCTION OF THE EXISTING LAWS ‘
—
Quantity of | Are There Existing Laws? '
- |Equipment -
: Yas Ne e
0 200 99 -
>1 166 22 .
H
TABLE 4-14 "
NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES WITH EQUIPMENT =
AS A FUNCTION OF THE NOQISE LAY ENFORCEMENT '
Quantity of| Do You Enforce Neise Laws? .
Equipment
Yes | Mo -
0 133 117
>1 129 30 "'
“
i
TABLE 4-15
a3
NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES WITH EQUIPMENT ]
AS A FUNCTION OF THE ENFORCEMENT PROBLEM !
DUE TO INADEQUATE INSTRUMENTATION by
- ol
Quantity of| Significance of Enforcement Problem
Equipment Oue to Inadequate Instrumentation -“I
| 5
Minimal Significant
"
0 63 28 =l
>l 43 60 -
a
Hl
“l'
4.32
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enforce legisiation but do not have any equipment. Again these communities
may have nc legislation yet or only nuisance-type of Jlegislation. MNote 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

acoystic performance standards. However, it can be seen from Table 4-14 that

only 129 of these cormunities enforce their noise laws. Thus, there are as
many as 45- communities with equipment not enforcing their local nofse legisla-
tion., This could be due to (1) fnadequate nofse legislation, (2) the lack of
trained manpower, and (3) inadequate instrumentation.

The question then arises whether the available instrumentation meets
the needs of the communities for noise Tegislation and enforcement requirements.
As shown in Table 4-15, 60 communities with one or more sound level meters have
significant enforcement problems due to inadequate instrumentatfen., It 1s often
difficult to mount an enfdrcement program effectively with only one or two sound
level meters. This does not mean that some noise reduction will not be obtained.
However, additional sound level meters, microphone calibrators and recording
aquipment may be necessary, since the legisiation in some of thesa communities
may stfpulate criteria requiring more sophisticated instrumentation.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL NGISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY
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(=3 TAEAD INSTRUCTI QN2
' ON AEVERSE B5FORE

ENVIRONMENTAL NCISE CONTROL PRCGRANM SURVEY - GOMPLETING FORM.

"

=3, 8% STLNENTALAAQTECT CH el

NOQOTE: Participanian in this survay prageam i strictly en a2 vaiuntary basis, All returnad survey quastionnairus will Become guhlic recards.

1. RESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION

MEMTUNITFCR YikICH YCU ARE RESPCNLING

A, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE FLLLICENTITY OF THE GOVEANIME
1, CITY QR TOWN 2, COUNTY
4, OTHER

1. STATE

2, ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE DESCRIPTION

A, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS IN YOUR COMMUNITY QN THE BASIS OF PUBLIC CONCERN (0 = none, ! = minimal,

2 = signifleant, 3 ® most importans)
). CRIME B, NOISE POLLUTION
2. URABAN RENEWAL 6. WATER POLLUTION
3. HOUSING 7. TRAFFIC
4, AIR POLLUTION 8. CTHER (ipecifvi:

B, S THE NOISE ISSUE A GROWING CONCEAN IN | C.i5 THE NQISE |1SSUE VIEWED A5 A PROALEM AFFECTING THE HEALTH AND
YOUR COMMUNITY? Clves Ono WELFARE QF THE CITIZENS IN THE COMMUNITY? CIYES CINO CIBONT KAOW

0O, HOW HAS YOUR GOVEANMENT GAINED AN UNDERSTANOING OF THE EXTENT OF THE NDISE ISSUE IN YOUR AREA?
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (0 = none, I = minimal, 2 = significant, 3 = most important),

1. FOAMAL COMPLAINTS 5. NEWS MEhA

2. GROUP AGTIONS 8. OTHER /5pecify)

2, PUBLIC HEARINGS 7, DON'T KNOW

4. SURVEYS/MONITORING

E, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING NOJSE SOURCES ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CONTRIGUTICN TO YOUR AREA’S NOISE PRCBLEM
{0 = nane, ! = minimel, 2 = tignificant, 3 = most important).

S, PUBLIC SEAVICE VEHICLES.EQUIPMENT

1, AlACAAFT
2, TRUCKS 10, GARBAGE COMPACTORS

3, BUSES 11. RECAEATIGN VEHICLES

4, AUTOS 12, PUBLIC GR PAIVATE ENTEATAINMENT
5. MOTORCYCLES tincluding sound svstem)

6, AAILROAD CPERATIONS 13, ANIMALS

7, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT

8, INDUSTAIAL 15. OTHER fipecifys:

3. NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

A, HSS ENABHNG LEGISLATION BEEN ENACTED TQ ESTABLISH AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
YES NO

8.ALEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE NAME OR TITLE OF THE ENABLING LEGISLATION ALONG WITH ANY APPLICABLE CHAPTER OR
SECTION NUMBER. ALSO, PROVIDE THE DATE THAT THE ENABLING LEGISLATION WAS ENACTED,

1L.TITLE 2. CHAPTER 3. SECTIQN [4. DATE ENAGTED

€, WAS EPA'S “MQDEL COMMUNITY CONTROL ORDINANGE" USED IN FORMULATING THIS LEGISLATION? OYES LINO

0, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE IDENTITY OF THE OFFICIAL WHQ QIRECTS THE NOISE CONTROL PROGAAM

1, NAME 2. TITLE 3. TELEPHONE (fitciude Area Codey

4, OAGANIZATICN 5. ADDRESS (Street, City, Seare and Zip)

E.IF YOU HAVE NO ENABLING LEGISLATION, HAS ANY BEEN PAOPOSED FOR ENACTMENT BEFORE THE CURAENT SESSION OF
THE GOVERNING BODY? [JYES Ono

NOTE; It would ba most sppraciated if you would snciose & copy of any existing or prapored enabiing legisiation with YOUr SUTvay resgonss,
4, NQISE CONTROL LEGIBLATION
A. ARE THERE ANY EXISTING LAWS OR ORDINANCES WHICH INCORPCRATE 40ISE CONTROL PROVISIONS?
CvYEs Ono

B. IS 30, PLEASE INDICATE EACH TV'PE OF LIGISLATION AMD RESPECTIVE T¥0E OF ENFORCEMENT [
AGENCY, USING THE CODES LISTED ON T2E FOLLOWING PAGE, jom {EAY

LECITLATICN TYPZ (LTI ANE ENFIRIEVENT AGENCY (Ead
EGIILAT.ON TYPE LT AMD ENFLPCENENT AGENCY (B4

1,
2. L

PA Hg Form 88202 (10.77)
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LT+ LEGISLATION TYPE

B,1F 5Q, ALEASE 'NCICATE BACH TYPE OF L 2GISLATION ANQ AESPECTIVE TYPE QF SNFORCEMENT ) (EAL
AGEMCY, WSING THE CORES LISTED 8310w 'Cuntneeid
3. LEGISLATYICN TYPE (LTI AND ENFCQRCEMENT AGENCY t4A) H
4. LEGISLATION TYPE (LTI AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY (EA)
5. LEGISLATION TYPE ILT} AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY (EA) | i
NOTE: It would ba mest appreciated if you wauld enclase copias of any dxisting or propasad laws ar prdinances incargorating noise control pro- |
visions with your survay responss,
LEGISLATION T¥aE CSCE.LT) ENFORACEMENT AGENCY CORE .24 IND.SF EVENTS CODE -
MG MUNICIPAL QR CiTY SCE, PS.POLICE,SAFETY 0 \Ou‘ '
CRDINANCE PH«PUBLIC HEALTY i 1 '
20 ZONING CODE/QRDINANCE EP« ENVIRONMENTALACLLUTION 2 aO 99
V&« VEHICLE CODE CONTAQL 3 100248 —
BG « BUILDING COOE PD+PLANNING/CEVELOPMENT 4 260.499
HS « HEALTH/SAFETY CODE AW . PUBLIC WORKS 5 500.999 ,
AA - AIACRAFT/AIRPQAT COOE 82 - BUILDING/ZONING & 1,000.2.499
AGC ADMINIATRATIVE CODE TA« TRANSPORTATION 7 2,500.4,299
SS«STATE STATUTE NA-NATURAL AESQUACES 9 5,000.9,998
OT «QTHEA OT-OTHER 9 10,000 AND QVER MJ
C.IF ANSWER TO <A S “YES" PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING: !
PLACE AN "X" NEXT TO THE NQISE SOURCE CONTROLS COVERED UMDER THE NOISE CONTROL PROVISIONS OF YOUR LEGKER
LATICN, ONLY IDENTIFY THOSE THATINCLUOE PERFQAMANCE STAMBARDS Jovhel none leredsy, ;
1. AIRCRAFT { 10, GARBAGE €OMPACTORS )
2. TRULKS 11, RECREATION VEHICLES
3. BUSES 12, FPUBLIC OA PAIVATE ENTERTAINMENT rincliding sound “_
4, AUTOS svstems; |
5, MOTORCYGLES 13, ANIMALS
&8, RAILAQAD QPERATIONS 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT ﬂ_‘
7. COMSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 15, BUILDING REQAUIAEMENTS . u,_
8. INODUSTRIAL 16, LAND USE 20NING
9, PUBLIC SEAVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT 17. QTHER Jspewits ] .,,4
D, IF ANSWER TQ 4 1S "NC' PLEASE RESPCND TO THE FOLLOWING:
DD YOU ANTICIPATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF ANY NDISE RELATEC LE3ISLATION QVEA ThANEXT TWO YEAAST Jves Tnd !
5. ENFORCEMENT ' \
A. DOES YOUH GOVERNMENT ENFORACE THE NQISE CONTROL PROVISIONS? f_Y-S CNDIF YOUR ANS\VER 1S NG GO TO,
QUESTION 8 .
B, PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING ENFORCEMENT DATA FOR THE PAST ACCOWNTING YEAR EINTER ONE LINE FOR SACH
LEGISLATION TYPE LISTED IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIOM 4B, USING THE CODES thNDICA 2ELOW !
B NI Y ve 1+ co: J
4

Nl NUMBER OF NQISE INVESTIGATIONS MADE

NV - NUMBER OF VIQLATIONS FQOUND
VG- NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS RESCLVED 8Y VOLUNTARY
COMPLIANCE
1S NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS RESULTING IM THE ISSUANCE OF CITATIONS
CO - NUMHAER OF CITATIONS OVERAULED BY COUAT OADER

BLy R =

C,PLEASE LIST THE NUMBER OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS FQR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCE CONTROLS. (F INFOR
MATION S NOT AVAILABLE, WRITE "NA" NEXT TQ THE NQISE SQURCE CONTRQL,

1, AIRCRAFT 10, GARBAGE COMPACTORS "']'
2. TRUCKS 11, RECREATION VEHICLES
2. BUSES 12, PUBLIC/FAIVATE ENTEATAINMENT ]
4, AUTOS 13, ANIMALS X
8, MOTORCYCLES 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT
6, RAILROAD OPERATIONS 15, BUILDING AZGUIREMENTS 21
|7. CONSTRUCTION QUIPMENT 16, LAND USE/ZONING y-i)
8, INDUSTHIAL 17, OTHER /specifi
0. AUBLIC SEAVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT WL
0. WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ENFORCEMENT PROBLENMS REDUCJNG THE EFFECTIVENESS QOF YOQUR HNOISE CONTAQL EFFORT? J
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS /0 mnone. [ = minimal, 2 = signifleant, 3 = mogr imparizny), K
t, AMBIAUOUS LEGISLATION 8, LACK GF CITIZEN SURPQRAT AWA RENESS .
2, UNENFORCEABLE LEQISLATICN G. INADEQUATE MANROWER ¥ r
3. INADEQUATE INSTRUMENTATION 7, ENFORGEMENT AUTHOAITIES OO0 NOT AALQITIZE MOISE %7
4. INADEQUATE ENFOAGEMENT/MEASUREMENT 8. ACTIONS ARE NOT HELD IN COURT ]
PROCEDUAES 9. QTHEA [rpecify) 4
el

BFA Mq Form 86003 110-77)
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8, PERSONNEL

CODES INDIGATED BELOW
RC.RPOSITION CODE =

A, PLEASE COMLETE ONE LINE FOR ZACH INDIVIOUAL WHO DEVOTES AT
LEAST 20% QF HIS/HER TIME TC NQISE CONTROL ACTIVITI ES USING THE | BY PQSITION CQDES AS IN A" WHO DEVOTE

["PLEASE IMOJICATE THE NUMBERS CF INDIVIDUALS,

| LESS THAN 20% OF THEIR TIM: TO NOISE COM-

gxs st | TROLACTIVITIES,

ta \PEACENT OF TIME OEVQTED TQ
NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES

Q NQ.

1
a
Exp+FIELD OF EXPERIENCE 3
ST SUPPLEMENTARAY TRAINING IN a

THE FIELD OF NOISE CONTAROL
feombued festedh of 2l courses
taken)

|
J 2.
|

FIELD OF EXPERIENCE COOE (EXP

SUPPLEMENTARY TRAINING CORE (ST

301 BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE

100 ENGINEERING 1,
14 ACOUSTICS 302 PUBLICHEALTHSCIENGE 800 7na~spon-r.mo~ 2 1702 WEEKS

200 AHYSICALSCIENCE 400 SCCiaL SCIENCE QPERATIO 1 2TC 4 WEEKS

201 ENVIRCNMENTAL SCIENCE 500 LAW 900 SAFETY GRERATIONS i VORE THAN & WEEKS
300 MEDICAL SCIENCE 600 POLICE e

700 COMMUNITY FLANNING LESS THAN ONE WEEK

POSITION CODE IPC)

21 POLLUTION CONTHOL PROGRAM DIRECTAOR
Plans, organizes, ang directs tne orofanianal, agministrative and
téchnicai activities at a leginlatively cacrasnd gollution controd
orogram; evaluates program ang perionnel affectivanass; initiacas
imgprovamants,

02 ENVIRCNMENTAL SPECIALIST

Dirscty, iupervises, or parfarms work which Involves providing
advics and sssistance in program snd saministrative mattess
ratating 19 the davaigpment, execution, and maintenancse of sge-
auata envirohmental programs,

03 ENGINEER

Parfarm orofarsional anglnesring waek in an atfice of In tha
fimic; makus anaivies anc avaluations of enginasring prodlerma:
provides prafassionsl acvice,

04 PHYSICAL SCIENTIST

Adrinivters, Sucervised ar parfosme radearch or othar pro-
faptionar and scientific work in the inveitigation and apphicatian
ot a particular fiald of the physical szlences.

05 PUBLIC HEALTH SPECIALIST OA SANITARIAN, IN-
DUSTAIAL MYGIENIST

Plans, cavaians, scministery, qupsrvises, or garforms work in
catacting, sliminating, ang araventing aunlic, inaustrial, or
snvironmental neslth hazarde.

08 UABANPLANNEA, LAND USE ANALYST
Suparviem gr parfarme grofessional word in the aevaippmaent at
plans far tha ordarly growth of matropoiitan sress,

Q7 ATTORNEY
Ng jo0 description desmed necesiary.

11 ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICIAN OR INSPECTOR |
Jnaar genseral supervision, parfarms nanprofesional work of &
rachrical nature in the environmantal tieid,

12 POLICE
NQ job qescription Seemac Recetsary,

13 CLERICAL QR SECAETARIAL
No jao aneriptian deemed nacessary.

59 OTHER
This catagary is o be usaa 1or InCwiduals whote Quting 2re noT

caversd by any of the (oD descrigtions proviged sbhave,

7. FROGRAM EFFORT

A. DOES YOUR GOVERNMENT HAVE A NOISE CONTAOL PRO.
GRAM?  mygg Cno

B.IF ANSWER TO 7A 15 "NO", PLEASE AESPOND TO THE FOLLDWING:

PLEASE RANK THESE FACTQRS /U = none, | = minimal. 2

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS DESCRIBE WHY YOUR COMMUNITY COES NOT HAVE A NOQISE CONTROL PROGRANM?

a signiticanr, 3 e muast imgoriant;,

1. NOV A PACBLEM

5. TOO COSTLY

2. NQT A PARIQRITY PROBLEM

6. OPPOQSITION FROM INDUSTRY

A NOTHING CAN A DONE

7. QTHER /tpeciivy.

4, NOT RESPONSIBILITY QF COMMUNITY

TROL PROGRAM (0 = nony, I = minimal, 2

C, PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ON THE BASIS OF THE EFFORT DEVOTED TO EACH BY THE NDISE CON-
= sighifleant, 3 * most impurtans),

1, ENFORCEMENT

& MONITORING/SOCIAL SURVEYS

2, COMPLAINT HANOLING

7. AESEAACH

J, CEVELOPMENT OF NOISE LAWS AND ARGULATIONS

8, GENERAL ADMINISTAATION

4, PUBLIC ERUCATION

9. OTHER /specifvy)

5 Rty

V'IEENMENTAEJMPACTHEPOHT PREPARATIONY

B, BUDGETARY DATA
A, PLEASE FROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF YOUR CURRENT NOISE CONTROL PROGAAM BUDGET. IF BUDGETARY BREAKDQWNS ARE
LABLE, PRQVIDE A FIGURE FOR THE TOTAL ALLOCATION, [F THE NQISE CONTROL BUDGET IS NOT IDENTIFIABLE

AS ;UCH ESTIMATES ARE_ACCEPTABLE,

THE FOLLOWING DATA 1S FOR THE YEAR BEGINNING /Month/Year):

1. PERSONNEL [ 8 MONITORING/SUAVEYS 5

2. ENFOMCEMENT 7. RESEARCH

3. EQUIPMENT/INSTAUMENTS B, QTHER (specifyvy:

4. PUBLIC EDUCATION TOTAL (I breakdown s not avaifubler

5. AARRIERS: NOISE CONTROL MATERIALS

B, PLEASE INDICATE THE TOTAL CURRENT BUDGET FOR YOUR GOVERNMENTAL UNIT iidentitivd in (uesrion [A)
) TOTAL GOVERNMENT UNIT BUDGET §

EPA Hq Form 88006 {10-77)
A-5 !
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9, INSTRUMENTATION/EQUIPMENT
ACH INSTAUMENT OR PISCE OF S2SUIBNMENT LISTED 3ELOW, FLEASE INDICATE THE QUANTITY CURRENTLY ON.HAND
’ [

FOR YOL'A NOISE CONTROL PRCGRAM

A, FOR 54
I

» 3OUND LEVER METERS , 7. MAGNETIC TAPE AECORDEAS

. MICAOPHONE (Squng lavel) CALIBRATCRS 3, REAL-TIME ANALYZZRS

2]

. SCUND SPECTRUM [Fraguancy! ANALYZERS 3. COMMUNITY NOISE MONITSRING SYSVEMS

-

4, AMPLITUDE DISTRIBUTION {(Lavell ANALYZERS I 10, COMPUTERAS, PROGAAMMABLE CALAULATORS

{
F
I
|

. GRAPHIC LEVEL RECORDERS ‘ —IH.“QTCH YEHICLSS

5
ey
8, VIBRATION METEAS ANO ACCELEAQOMETEAS ' 12, QTHER /1pecitye. L
10. EPA SUPPQRT -1—
A, PLEASE AANK EACH QF THE FOLLOWING PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AVAILABLE FAOM THE U.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC
TION AGENCY ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTUAL VALUE TO YOUR PROGRAM /0 * nawe, | = minimal, 2 & sighiticahit. 3 & most inn
portany) \F A GIVEN ITEM HAS NOT BEEN USED BY YOUR PROGRAM, ALLEASE ENTER THE LETTER YRR
1. PEOEAAL REGULATIONS 8. ASSESSMENT GUIDES [
—
2, NQISE EMISSION STANCARDS L INSTRUMENTATION, TEST. LOAN QA AQVIGCE '
3. MODEL LEGISLATIQN 4. NOISE LEVEL AECOMMENDATICNS -
T

J‘IFNAEI;INQ WORKSHOPE AND PAQGAAM GLIDE

9, GENEAAL SUPPCRAT

5. COST ANOTECHNOLCOY AEMOATS

10. QTHER /specityy.

8, PLEASE INDICATEWHICH OF THE FOLLOCWING AREAS OF EPA
CONTROL EFFORT INMEETING LEGISLATIVE AND PHOGRAMMATICNEECS /0 = onw, | = mitimal, 2 # significant, 3 = most jmpo

ASSISTANCE WOULD BE QF SIGNIFICANT VALUE TQ YQUR ND|
izl

1. MODEL LEGISLATION 7. LAND USE PLANNING GUIDELINES ™ ]
2. MANPOWER B, NQISE MEASUAEMENT INSTARUMENTATION —
3. PRASONNEL TRAINING/WOAKIHOAS 4, PUBLIC INFOAMATION MATEAIALS |

3. NCISE CONTROL ARQQRAM GUIDELINES 10 BRFECTIVE NQISE CONTROL METHODS ]
5 ENRQACEMENT FAQCEQUAES 11, FEDERAL NQISE CONTROL METHODS o

4, NOISE ASSESIMENT GUIDELINES

12. OTHEA /tpegiry):

11. NQISH PROGRAM EVALUATION

1 = munimal, 2 = significane, 7 = most important},

A, PLEASE INDICATE THE MAJQOR PROSLEMS FACING YOUR NOISE CONTROL EFFQRTS, PLEASE AANK THESE FACTORS 0=y

L

8. LACK OF SFRECTIVE LEGISLATION

1, LAGK @F CITIZEN SUPPOAT
2, LACK GF POLITICAL SUPPOAT 7. ENFOACEMENT ASLATED AROBLEMS [
3. LACK CF MANPOWER 8, INABILITY TO DEMONSTAATE PASORAM SUCSESS L
| 4. UNTRAINED PEASONNEL 9, GENERAL INAGILITY TO MEET PROGRAM ORJECTIVES
: 4, INADEQUATHE QPERATING BUDGET 10, ATHER /1oecitv,. """_
8 Efgm‘“#ﬁé' FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCESS FLEASE AANK THESS FACTORB (0L none, 1 =g, T s emeantr S 3 wasomgc's |
1, AINCAAFT 10. CAABAGE COMPACTOAS |
2, TAUGKS 11, AECREATION VEMIGLES S
3, AUsea 12, PUBLIC OB PRIVATE BNTEATAINMENT -~
&4, AUTOS 13, ANIMALS .-.-.|_'
3, MOTORCYCLES 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT \ h
& RAILADAD ORENATIONS 18, BUILOING AEQALIAEMENTS =
7. CONSTRUCTION 18, LAND USE/ZONING B
8, INDUSTRIAL 17, OTHER /5pecifiy. '_',
. ' N FUBI:LC SEAVICE VEMICLES/EQUIFMENT ._f"“-_l
i COMMENTS: i
! M
; .
: -
| E
J e
.r | I
l o
; i
{ EPA Hq Form 8800-6 110.77) i
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APPENDIX B

STATE NOISE CONTROL
BUDGETS 1973 AND/OR 1977
BY EPA REGION -
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APPENDIX 8

STATE NOISE COMNTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

)
State 1970 Poputaticn 1873 1
Budget § fer Lapita ¢ Budgat § Per Capita ¢
Ragton |
c tieut .1,001,709 9 0,0 1,15 0,8
Maing 992,048 0 2.0 ‘o 2o
Massachutetts 5,689,170 21,400 0.4 400,000 1.0
New Hamosnira 737,861 0 0,0 SW 0.t
Ahoda 1sland 934,123 [} 0,0 H 0.9
‘farmant 444,110 0 0.0 &0
Total 1973 11,844,881 b 23,800 az
o7 11,844,841 % 426,163 1.6
Reyicn [1
Hew Jerie! 7,268,164 89,309 1.2 75,000 1.0
e York 18236951 147,800 0.8 531000 0.3
Puerta Rice 2,719,000 ¢ " 0.0 47,017 1.7
¥irgin Istinds 62,463 {1,840} 2.9 9 0.0
Total 1571 28,224,115 237,100 0.4
1w 28,286,563 112,017 Q.56
Reglon I
Oalaware £49,104 ¢ 0.0 2.8
HIWTlIW 3,922,399 0 0.0 24,000 n.6
Penntylvania 11,800,756 [ 0.0 N3 Repart -
Virginia 4,648,841 0 0.8 a 0.0
West Virginta 1,248,217 0 Q.0 No Haport -
tetal 913 22,664, 47 b 0.0
wn 9,119,344 24,000 g3
Reglen f¥
Alabana 1,444 354 9 0.9 a 0.0
florfda 5,789 443 45,000 0.1 93,000 1.4
Georgia 4,585,578 6.0 22,000 0.5
Kantucky 3,218,708 (20,0000 0.4 92,075 2,9
Nississipni 2,215,994 q 0.0 Q 0.0
North Cardlina 9,084,411 7,000 0,1 0 q,d
c 2,590,516 16,4800 o7 100 0.03
1,926,019 2 0.0 0 0,0
Tota) 1373 28,641,311 68,500 ¢
1877 31,060,017 207,715 0.7

i 1974 budget sstimats, no nodis contrgl bl.!dgﬂ tn 1973, Hat included in totals,
Population af Statas reporting budgets ia 1973,
€ Population of Stetes reporting budgets 1n 1377,

e e et e 5 2w




APPENDIX 8  (CONTINUED)
1971 1977
Stite 1570 Population
Audget § Per Capita ¢ Budget ¢ Far Capity ¢
Region ¥
[114nody 11,109,935 200,000 b 1.4 304,400 2.7
{ndiana 5,191,669 (21,000 a4 0.4 1,270 0.8
- Ohfe 10,652,017 (1,844 0,02 0 - 0.0
Michigan 8,875,000 0 0.6 164,915 1.9
Ninnescta 1,806,103 tio Report . 53,000 1
Wiscongin 4,417,821 '] 0.0 & 0.0
Total 1§73 24,402,319 200,000 0.8
197 44,053,620 5€1,605 1.2
Ragion 41
Arkansas 1,923,322 q 0.0 ¢ 0B
Loulsiana 1,541,180 4,650 0.1 Q 0,4
Hew Mextfco 1,017,085 Q 0.0 Q 0.6
Cklahoma 2,559,261 1,000 0.4 0 a0
Texas 11,199,385 Mo Report - [:] 0.0
Total 1973 4,142,810 5,650 0.
N 20,342,195 0.0
Region VI
[owa 2,825,368 ¢.0 Q f
Xansag 2,249 01 1.928 0.1 Ho Report -
Hissourt 4,677,623 Ko Report - q .0
lizoraska 1,485, "] 0.0 ] 0.0
Total 1373 §,559, 12 L.928 0.01
1N 8,988,324 0 0.0
Region V1Lt
Colorado 2,209,536 a 2.0 No Heport .
Fantana 594,409 2,000 0.3 3,000 0,4
torth Dakdta 617,782 Ko Report - ] 0.0
South Dakots 666,257 ¢ &0 ko Report -
Utan 1,059,273} ko Report . 0 a9.¢
Wyoming - Ny Rapart - Ho Report -
Taotsl 1973 1,570,262 2,000 [}
nun 2,371,474 3,000 0.1

41974 budget estimate, no naise control budgat 1n 1973, Mot facluded in totals.

B e budget astimata, no naise centrol budgets im 1973 or 19M4,

B-4

Nat incluced in totals,
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APPENDIX 8  (CONTINUED)
1973 150
State 1972 Papulation
Budget § Per Copity ¢ Budget § Per Capits ¢
Reqion J%

Arizons 1,770,500 1,500 o1 215,000 )
California 13,345,715 1,348,300 6.4 1,645,000 8.3
Hawatd 768,561 56,48] 1.3 135,112 1.6
Hevads 488,738 127 2.03 a t.0
Total 1973 22,973,914 1,406,918 6.1

1977 22,971,914 1,995,132 a.7

Regian

Alaska - No Raport . o Repart .
1daho 713,015 0 Q.0 o _Rapert .
Oregan 2,091,285 44,300 1 215,600 10.3
Washfngton 3,409,163 0 ] 30.000 5
Tetal 1873 5,213,561 45,200 Q9.7

1977 5,500,548 245,600 4.5
GRAND
TOTAL 1873 164,237,714 1,991,093 1.2

1917 185,341,868 3,614,382 1.5

B~5
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APPENDIX C

COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
1973 AND/OR 1977
BY EPA REGION
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APPENDIX C

COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

1973 1977

City Popj?zgfon augget Per gap{ta Bugget Per Eap{r,a
Regfon
Bridgeport, CT 157,000 2,275 1.8 o} 0.0
New Havern, CT 137,715 0 0.0 300 0.2
Norwalk, CT 79,192 0 a.0 635 0.8
Lewiston, ME 41,779 NR? 10,000 23.9
Boston, MA 641,053 31,000 4.8 18,500 2.9
Holyoke, MA 50,032 NR 400 0.8
Springfield, MA 163,886 No Report 760 0.4
East Providence, RI 48,135 NR 100 0.2
Pawtuckat, Rl 76,992 0 0.0 1,000 | 1.3
Totals 1973 1,001,952° | 33,275 3.1

1977 1,395,784°¢ 31,635 2.3
Region IT
Bridgenater, N 32,000 " wR 1,200 3.8
Kearney, NJ 37,589 KR 2,100 5.6
Newark, NJ 382,377 ] 0.0 10,000 2.6
Orange, NJ 32,565 NR 500 1.5
Perth Amboy, NJ 38,777 NR 400 1.0
Teaneck Twp, KJ 42,000 AR 1,500 3.6
Wayng Twp, NJ 49,000 NR 3,150 6.4
Nassau County, NY 1,428,000 41,290 2.9 Ho Report

Not requested toc respond to 1974 survey.
pPupuhﬁon of communities reporting budgets in 1973,
cPopu]atfan of comnunities reporting budgats in 1977,

c-3




APPENDIX €  (CONTIHUED)
1970 1973 1977
City Population Budget | Per Capita Budget | Pap Capita
S ¢ S ¢

Region 1T (tont.)
New Rochelle, NY 75,385 (759)P 1.0 100,000 | 132.7
Naw York City, NY 7,895,000 950,000 12.0 250,000 3.2
Totals 1973 9,705,377 991,290 10.2

1977 8,584,593 368,850 4.3
Region 111
Baltimore, MO 905,759 (57,957"l 5.4 0 0.0
W{lmington, OE 80,386 NRa 20,000 24.%
Allentown, PA 109,521 a g.0 $7,000 61.8
Pittsburgh, PA 520,000 42,000 8.1 No Report
Alexandria, VA 110,938 Ho Resort 3,500 3.2
Arlington, VA . 163,401 0 0.9 15,800 9.?
Chesapeake, VA 39,580 No Report 1,500 1.7
Rorfolk, VA 307,951 1,200 0.4 24,000 7:8
Washington, OC 756,510 | 0.0 43,200 5.7
Totals 1973 1,857,383 43,200 2,3

1977 2,524,046 175,000 6.9
Region 1V
Huntsville, AL 137,878 0 0.0 16,000 7.3
Hontgomary, AL 133,000 560 g.4 0 0.0
Boca Rateon, FL 28,542 NR 3,000 10.5

ot requested to respond to 1974 survey,

b1974 hudget est{mates; no nofse control budget {n 1973; not {nciuded in totals,

c-4
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APPENDIX C  {CONTINUED)
1870 1973 1977
City Populatian Bu%get Per gaPTta Bugget per gapita

Region IV (Cont.)
Daytona Beach, #L 45,327 MR 1,500 3.3
Ft, Lauderdale, FL 139,543 0 0.0 10,000 7.2
Gainesville, FL 64,510 HR 35,000 34.3
Jacksenville, FL 529,000 1,015 6,2 18,315 3.5
Miami, FL 335,000 1,200 0.4 No Repart -
Hiami Beach, FL 86,974 No Report 35,000 40,3
St. Petersburg, FL 216,000 1,713 0.8 No Report -
Tampa, FL 278,000 2,746 1.0 7,250 2.6
Columbus, GA 154,098 0 0.0 15,000 9.7
8iloxi, MS 48,486 NR 5,000 10.3
Charlotte, NC 241,000 75 0.03 0 0.0
Fayetteville, NC 53,510 R 1,000 1.8
Columbia, SC 113,842 2,120 1.9 5,200 4.5
Totals 1973 2,277,061 9,429 0.4

1977 2,053,410 146,265 7.1
Region V
Chicago, IL 3,362,825 206,500 6,1 127,155 3.8
Downers Grove, IL 32,700 NR 2,000 5.1
Normal, L 26,346 NR 1,400 £.3
Rockford, IL 147,205 0 0.0 1,500 1.0
Evansville, IN 138,690 0 0.0 8,876 6.4
gary, IN 176,415 {20,725)% | 1.8 0 0.0
Hammond, [N 107,737 0 0.0 4,250 3.9

“Not requested to respond to 1974 survey.
1974 budget estimates; no noise contral budget in 1973; not included in totals,
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APPENDIX € (CONTINUED) 1
‘ -y
1973 1977 |
City Pomﬁ:gion Budget | Per Capita | Budget Per Capita
s ¢ $ ¢’ T
Region ¥ {Cont,) o
Indianapalis, IN 745,000 3,800 0.5 39,270 5.3 -
Birminghan, MI 26,181 KR 700 2,7 a
Flint, MI 193,000 160 0.1 0 0.0 -
Grand Rapids, MI 197,534 10,000 5.1 2,614 13.5 o
kalamazoo, MI 86,000 440 0.5 0 0.0 "'1
Livania, NI 110,183 0 0.0 18,206 | 16.5 e
: Saginaw, MI 91,820 1,520 1.7 19,680 21.4 =
Taylor, MI 70,082 NR §,000 7.1 '
| Warren, NI 179,000 85 0.1  |No Repart
; Bloum‘lngt.:un. N 81,948 o Report 43,200 52.7 i
% Edina, MN 44,031 NR 500 1,3 -
: Fridley, MN 29,215 3R 500 1.7 Y
| Minneapolis, Mt a3,381 | 10,319 2.4 10,000 2.3
, Minnetanka, MN 15,779 NR 2,500 7.0 .-l
; Richfield, MM 47,242 R 4,500 | 9.5 “
: St. Cloud, MN 19,691 NR 4,500 | it.3 v
| Akron, OH 275,420 0 0.0 43,90 | 159
Cincinnatt, OK 452,000 1,515 0.3 | No Report n
Cleveland, OH 750,751 | (71,351)P 5,5 0 0.0 .
j Shaker Heights, O 36,309 NR 2,000 5.5 t]
: Toledo, OM 384,015 0 0.0 4,800 1.3
‘ Kenosha, W1 78,817 700 0.9 8,250 10.5 ﬁ
i ¢
f zl
1 30t requested to respond to 1978 survey, : P
I b1974 budget esltimaten na neise control budget in 1973; not included in totals. &j
{
g.
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APPENDIX C  (CONTINUED)}
1973 1977
1970

City Population Bugget Per gapita Bugqet Per gapita
Region ¥ (Cont.)}
Manitawag, WI 33,497 HR3 2,000 6.0
Marathon, WI 1,214 NR 100 8.2
Milwaukee, Wl 717,124 12,298 1.7 26,893 3.8
Oshkosh, WI 53,155 NR 1,250 2.4
Ragine, WI 95,193 0 2,700 2.8
West Allis, WI 71,691 ) NR 4,700 6.6
Totals 1573 7,877,852 247,337 .14

1977 8,802,139 416,944 4.7
Region VI
Albuquerque, KM 243,751 No Report 20,869 8.6
Norman, OK 52,128 NR 18,000 | 34.5
Qklahoma City, OK 366,734 17,279 4.7 23,000 6.3
Tulsa, 0K 331,800 2,920 0.% 4,000 1.2
Austin, TX 251,000 3,750 1.8 0 0.0
Bryan, TX 33,719 NR 2,000 5.9
Galveston, TX 61,813 NR 3,100 5.0
Houston, TX 1,232,407 10,450 0.9 24,733 2.0
Hurst, TX 27,238 Gt 125 0.5
Pasadena, TX 89,316 353 0.4 500 0.6
San Antonio, TX 654,000 4,018 0.6 0 0.0
Totals 1973 2,925,257 38,770 1,3

1977 3,343,907 96,327 2.9

ot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
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APPENDIX C  (CONTINUED)
| 1870 1973 1977
City Population Bugget Par gap1ta Bugget Per gap1ta
Region VII
Ames, IA 39,699 NR® 4,750 12.0
Clinton, IA 34,718 NR 1,000 2.9
Council Bluffs, IA 60,588 NR 573 0.9
Bubuque, TA 62,313 NR 4,250 6.8
Kansas City, M0 507,330 [ (65,000)° { 12.8 0 0.0
Prairie Village, KS 258,104 KR 25,000 88.9
Wichita, KS 3ae,000 No Report 1,000 0.3
Grand Island, NE 31,269 NR 2,000 6.4
Lincoln, NE 149,518 (5,000)b 3.3 25,800 17.3
|| Omaha, NE 347,380 No Report 6,000 1.7
Totals 1973 0 0 0.0
1917 1,649,920 70,373 4.3
Reaion VIIT
Arvada, C0 46,694 NR 1,000 2.1
Aurora, G0 74,868 39,030 52.0 600 0.8
Boulder, CO 56,870 NR 36,000 53.8
Colorado Sprngs.,CO 35,017 41,000 30.4 47,847 35.4
Denver, CO 514,678 ] 0.0 37,280 7.2
Greeley, (0 38,902 NR $,300 13.6
Lakawood, CO 93,000 31,042 33.4 200 0.2
Pueblo, CO 97,453 No Repert 4,000 4.1

Mot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included 1in totals.
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APPENDIX € (CONTINUED)
City popﬂ?zgian Bugget 1wser Eap1ta Bugget 197:er Eapita

Region VIII (Cont,)

Great Falls, MT 60,091 MR 2,000 3.3
Helena, MT 25,000 NR 3,300 13.2
Grand Forks, ND 39,044 NR 8,000 20.5
Minot, ND 32,270 NR 1,600 4.9
Sioux Falls, SD 72,488 ‘NR 2,500 3.5
Bountiful, UT 27,882 NR S 1,100 3.9
Salt Lake, UT 175,813 No Repert 100,0C0 56.8
Totals 1973 817,563 111,072 13.6

1977 1,500,070 250,727 16.7

Region IX

Anaheim, CA 166,118 0 0.0 25,000 15.0
Arcadia, CA 44,602 NR 1,000 2.2
Buena Park, CA 64,124 NR 1,000 1.6
Costa Mesa, CA 72,129 NR 1,200 1.5
Covina, CA 30,405 AR 1,800 5.9
Culver City, CA 31,350 NR 5,000 15.9
Downay, CA 88,000 3,240 3.7 No Report
Freemont, CA 100,870 0 0.0 20,000 19.8
Fresno, CA 165,972 3,480 2.1 20,000 12.0
Garden Grove, CA 123,000 2,180 1.9 Ho Report
Gardena, CA 41,090 HR 2,900 7.1
Glendora, CA 31,349 NR 3,200 10.2

5ot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
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APPENDIX C  (CONTINUED)
T 1970 1973 1977
City Population Bugqet Per Eap’[ta Bugget Per gapita

Region IX {Cent,)}

Hayward, CA . 93,000 296 0.3 No Report
inglewood, CA 90,014 51,400 57.1 34,900 8.7
La Habra, CA 41,298 NR? 3,000 7.26
Lakewood, CA 82,928 3,774 4.6 200 0,2
Livermare » CA 37,703 NR 4,000 10.6
Lompoc, CA 25,320 NR 500 1.97
Lang Beach, CA 358,673 Ho Report 106,851 29.8
Los Angales, CA 2,816,000 22,500 3.3 108,000 3.6
Menio Park, CA 26,721 NR 8,500 3.8
Modasta, CA 61,712 NR 11,100 17.9
Monteray, CA 49,146 NR 7,000 14,2
Mountain View, CA. 64,200 MR 2,000 3.3
Oaktand, CA 361,613 110 0.03 200 0.1
Ontarfo, CA 64,105 NR 50,922 75.4
Paramount, CA 34,508 MR 16,300 46.8
Pasadena, CA 113,254 1,277 1.1 10,000 8.8
Rialto, CA 28,490 AR 3,000 10.5
san Diego, CA 765,000 0 0.0 55,300 7.2
San Francisco, CA 715,674 No Report 43,500 6.1
San Leandro, CA 68,698 4R 9,300 13.5
Santa Cruz, CA 32,076 KR 1,500 4.7
Santa Monica, CA 88,000 13,750 15,6 No Report

Santa Rosa, CA 49,873 HR 20,000 40.1
Simi Valley, CA 56,676 NR 8,900 15.7
N9t requested to respond to 1974 survey.
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APPENDIX C  (CONTINUED)
1670 1973 1977
City Population Bugget per gapita Bugget Per Capita
¢
Region IX (Cont.)
Stockton, CA 109,963 (26,588)° ) 24.1 0 0.0
Sunnyvale, CA 95,200 Ne Report 2,300 2.4
Torrance, CA 134,507 21,478 7.5 40,000 29.7°
Phoenix, AZ 963,000 0 0.0 50,600 5.2
Totals 1973 6,156,276 195,485 3.2
1977 7,996,261 670,293 8.4
Regien X%
Anchoraga, AK 48,157 NR2 40,000 83,1
Corvallis, OR 35,153 NR 2,800 8.0
Eugene, OR 76,341 0 0.0 12,980 17,0
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 HR 30.000 120.,0
Seattle, WA 530,890 66,000 12.4 99,200 18.7
Tatals 1972 990,231 233,500 23.6
1977 1,152,273 259,660 22,5
Grand Totals . ;
|
1973 33,698,992 1,903,358 8.7
1877 39,002,503 2,651,074 6.8 i
|

:Not requested to respond to 1974 survey,
1974 budget estimates; no noise contro) budget in 1973; not {ncluded 1n totals.
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APPENDIX D

STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL
NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS:
NAMES, ADDRESSES, TELEPHONE NUMBERS
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APPENDIX D

ALABAMA

Lydwig €, motfman, 11]

Alagama Afr Paliution Contral Comdsstan
645 Soytn HePanough Strest

Mantgomery, Alamima 16130

Annigton
R, €. Cheatham, City Mgr.
Anntstan, Aledama 36201

Birminqnam

* Mayar
Nrminghaw, Alavara 25200

Deghan
Qfffen. Soard n! {2oning} Adjustment
Cug of Su:n

Box 2

- Dethan, Ahnm

302
Talwpnone: zus-m-om Ext, 118
facsden

Magor
?, 0, Box 26
Gadsden, Alabaws 15902

LITALY

City Hall
fooiln, Alabers 660

Richird L. Saitn
P, 0. Bax 182
mtile. Alavama 35601

fonsqomy ey
d Annsn;thr. Oiructar

P, 0, bax
Mentgonery, Alatams 26102

Saine

F. R, Laforts

1300 Mabasa Averus
Sulms, Alanss 36701
Telaphona:  204-374-6811°

ALASKA

Mororigy

Patrick C, walch

Oept, of riaslth I Environamnts)
Protection

B L Strent

Ancharage, Alaska 59501

Talepnane: §07-264-4881

AR Z0NA

Jobn M, Back, Chisf

Buraau of Sanitation
mi'r‘unnnu; aneh Sarvicey
Pmni‘n. Arunnn lim
Taluphone: 602-255+1160

ARTIONA {fant'd, )

Fhognix

Jimer £, Derre, Minager
Enviranmental Planning Services
Lapartrent of Teengpartation
266 5 17th Avarug

Pheents, Arizoms 85007

Clty mall
PMIMI. Arizans 85000

Toms

Jumer M. Catey

3, Skn Sr.rln

Tema, Artzona 85281
Taieshone: £02-948-8221

Tugson

Merris Freaks, lontag Acministrator

WilHe Lucas, Chief Butladng Inspectar

250 ¥, Alamada

Tucsen, Artzony 85724

Talephone: 602:T91-454% {Franns}
S02-791-4548 {Lixas)

Yo

Lity Hal)
\‘m. Artzona 85364

ARKAKEAS

Fayattpeille

Cartar B, Schall

P, G, Orawar ¥

Figattaviita, Arkansas 72701
Telopnona:  501-5217700 Eat, 241

Fort tmren

£1ty malt
Fart Smith, Ariansas 72901

Johegtere

Qscar Mdlack

Chlat of Palice

34 W, Washington
Jenstbaro, Arcsrsar 72400
Tolepnane:  §01-935.5581

Litsls Rock

Mary Lynn Walker

Citizan Complaint Reprasantative
TRRAR and Eroidmiy Streats

Little Rock, .lrnnm na

] utt

Crail R"Ln fnviroranzal Planner

Plo l1ufr. Arkansas 71601

elepnane;  501-538-7990

Hast Mepnty

1) hwhl: City Caynctl

ZD! 5.
t Mempnig, Artangas 72301

T T e e it e i e

STATE AND LOCAL NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS

CALIFORNIA

A £ Lowe
(hiaf, Office of Nelse Contra)
State Dupartrwnt af Health

2151 Burkeluy ¥ay
tfomis 4704

Bareele
talephone:  +15=B43-1900 Exe. 37§

Dﬂlin IM Engmnlrlng

Gl nrlm Dupartrant of Transpdrtition
[CALTARNS )

1120 K, Street

Sacrarmntn, Cq“fvmla $5814
Telapnons:  §15-445-4400

wirran M. Feath, Chief Englneser

Rest A, Lictle, Associate Automative
Equipmant §tandardy tnrfmr

Laltfornin sigheay Patrn

P, 0, Box 898

Secramnto, Californts 95804

Tainpnone: 9164463909

Alhaners

Leslie G, Palyl

Nnuilng & Urdan Davelopment

City of Alnarora

HYS, Firsc Stramt

Amwr.. Califarnta 9180
Talepnands 2132825011 Elt. il

dnunein

Ellwyn G. Brickson, R. 5.
Crangs County Heatts Dc;urtnnt
1011 Sautn Eant Stren

Angnaim, Californiy !ZBOI
Telsphone: 114834619

Ropart J, relley

Flanning (huru-n: .
P, 0. Bax 1222

Anabeim, Californis 92805
Tolapnana: 7145335717

Anttoen |

mmnth !hunk

» Bax

anm:n c.marm H509
Talupnora: 415.757-30) €at, 24
Argaciy

R, Tarry Basey

« 0. Box 60
Arcidia, Caltfornia 93006
Talepnone:  213-448-M) Eat. 47
Apugy

Clity Hall
A:vu. California #7102
Baverifilald
Cal Blawal)

1501 Truxtan Avarus

Bakersfinld, Calffornia #3301
Tolapnona: BO§<881<2714

Balduin Park

Cley Hall
Baldwin Park, Califarnia 91706

e e ey
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APPENDIX D

CALIFORNIA {Conttq, }

Balif1awer,

Lew Whitteatarg

S83B E. Balrong

Bel)flomar, Caligornyy 90708
Talephona: 213-§85-3001

A0)) Gardeny

Farica Childery

Chlnf of Pojicy

7100 Gartinld Avanuy

31 Gardens, Califarnre 0201

Serkelay

Elffan B, Rogtn. Clty Manager
2180 ¥11via Sereat
Barkelay, Caltfornta 38704
Talephone; A15-624- 4580

Beverty Hilly

H. W, Nich
450 Narth Crescene Brive
Bavarly wif1y, Celifornia 90219
Talephone 213-550-4927

Buana Pare

D, F, Sowder, Toning Adwiniseraear
G650 daach Boulaverd

Aueta %y Cilifornta . anszp
T4a52) 5500

Telephan,

Burtank

Ralena v, Scauler

P. G, Box 6459

Bursank, Californiy 1810
talapnany: 213-8479541

Burlingare

City manager
501 Prinrse Hoad
Burlingny, coliformia gigrg
Telughara: 415-242.893)

tlﬂﬂﬂ

Clty Hal)
Carson, Caliramia 9744

Chula yisry

Aoy B; Hodpe, tening Enforcammnt Qfficar
276 atn Aviiue
Ehula Vista, Cabifamnta 2010
Teluphane: 714-575.5007

Lgsts Meea

Richard 0, paniny, Diviaton thigs
P 0. Bax 1200

Casta Mena, Califaeniy Y2624
Telephonas  714-556. 5248

Cartng.

Nichanl A, Mirquag, Plarning Director
125 E. Calluge

Cayina, Calffarnia 721

Talbphang s A3-1310001

Culvar Cigy

tharlas F, hn?uy. Asufstant Planngr
9770 Culver Boufuvird
Culvar City, Califaraia #0230
Telaphone: 2-83-4521)

CALIFDAKLA tCont'a, )

90630
T14-028.2200

Jly Lty

Do Flamiag

08N Strews & Sullivan Avenge
Bily City, Califarnia 94015
Trlepnone: d15.952.4500 Ext. 277

£] Lerrttg

City Hall
E¥ Carritn, Callfornia ga830

gt Monte

Iscondigo

Gant Ervin, Butldlng Dirsceor
100 valley Soulevarg
Eaconatdg, Califernts 92025
Teluhone: 7147414847

Fatrftatd
City Nall
Fatrfiale, Caltfornia gas)

Fremony

Oon priggs, City Manager
Civic Canter Orfyg
franont, Califarniy 4513
Telepnone: 5193411

Fresra

Gary Lenciant
Manning § Intpection
2026 Fresna Straer
Frasng, Caiffarniy $3121
Tolaphoas; 209-488-153]

Gardens

$huji Tekmtomo, Principal Inspaczor
1200 w, 162 Straet

Gardenw, California 0247
Telephone:  313-321.0220

Glendory

OHver 8, Posey
150 Glendors Avanue
Glendars, Ealitornty §ll40

Jngtewsoq

P. Patrigy Mana, Eny, St, Minager
P. 0, Box g50¢
Inglewded, Caiitgrnta 90308
Telaphonn: 212-649.7293

Likevong

City lall
Lakiwcod, Califapnqs 0714

D-4

(CONTINUED)

CALLFoRnLs ftenza, )

LA Hadry
RMcnerd Jirmer

Clvic Lontar

Lo Hatra, Califoeniy 90631
Telephone; (AL ITHT )

L1 Miraga

ftchird F, Pyegi
13200 La Hérada Aoulevarg

Y Rlrada, Cativarniy 30638
Telagrang: N30T £ax, 35

L Puanes

Pan Lindgren

1050 Sauth Straat
Livirmors, Caltfornyy 34550
Telaphone : d15-483.0111

Lerpoe
David E, Miler

City Hall

119 h‘alﬂétl.l:nnu‘u 914
Lempde, Ca Itormta
Teluphdne: 60507581347

Lang Beegn

Juff Lewin

2655 Pira Avenuy

Long Beacr, Califomiy 90804
Telepnna: 42 un

Los Angedey

Jamey wpy

QFtice of Envircrmental Qualiey
Aoce S17 City wal)

200 Noren Sarmr Streat

Los Angaley, [ tfarnia 30012
Talepnone: 113-435-4z¢7

Hantattan seacn

W (am H, Ormdarty
1400 Hightand Avenye
HMnhactn Sqach, Gl tlamie 90266
Telapnere ; 213-545-452) '

Mante Park

P311en Department
Henlo Park, Lalffamyy Jup2s

Hades to

Bale tavls, Puodic Services Isspaceer
P 0. Bax 642 .
831 THIN Sepagy

Hadesto, Califarnty 95151

Telepnong: 209.52¢-401T

Hontabe)la

fanry F. Couch

1600° W, lltll’l{ Loulevarg
*oatebella, Califernia ICH
Taleghone: 237251200

lhnslnl

Hantel Cape

City Hat]

Montarey, Caltfarnia 93945
Taleghang; 408-02.8921

[
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CALIFOR5TA (Care'd.)

Fonterey Park

Aanty Tarashita

20 W, Newmars Aysnue

Hart Park, Cadlfornta 99754
Telepnone: 21)-573.1211

Bzuntain View

Michaal Parry

Phaantng De:irwnt

540 Castro Stras

Mountatn yiew, :l'ill'urnu 94042
Taleprone:  415:367-72%1

tags

Clty Ha

Nipt, Ecl\fnrnll 54559

harwali

Ji Clira, Station Conmandar

LA, County Sharifity Dedirtment
12335 Luffinguil)
forwalk, Cllr;dfﬂll 90650
Talepnona: 213-863-8711
liovats

City Hall

namn. California j4947

fanlang
City wall
ﬂll{and. Caltfarniy 4612

gntario

Paul Clark

225 5. Eqclid

Ontario, Californis 91761
Talephara;  712-586-1151

Barangun

Har + Bona, City Managar
Lharles D, Coraron

16400 Caluraay Avenu
Fursmount, calffyenty 30723
Telephane: 213-63.312]

Pagadang

Hurray Caopar
Environmencal Heslth Diewctar
City Halk

100 N, Gartlald

Patddens, Ca)ifarnia 91309
Teloprores 21251744330

Pico Hvgry

City nal)
Pico Rivara, Califarnéy 90860

Pomona
Sanford A, Yorensan, ity Plannar
Gare;

05 5,
Pamgn. nl{fenm §1166
Tal 1 TH-420.3180

Rymwoad City

City mall
Remoed City, falifamia 94084

APPENDIX D

CALTFMERTA eCantra, )

falro

ﬁau L, Tayler, Plasning Dirsctor
150 Squth Palm dyanue

Rialee, C41Ifnmu 92378
Talepnone: 714.875.3410 Eat, 64

Rivary|de
Clty Wall
Riversige, Californta 42501

Ronamead

Mienas) Q'Conner

283 £, valley Boulevard
Ratamgad, California 91770
Teleprone: 213-788-6671

Sicrarantn

B111 Presy, Direcrar
Steve Rikala

1400 rmn Streat

Sacrirentd, California 93818
Telephone: 916-322-6212

M, H. Japnsan, Eng, Admtnietratdr
$15 "1 Straet, Room 207
Sacramanto, Caiffornia 95614
Taltpnone; 316-ad9.5281

Charles L. Charlton

370) Branch Canter Road
Sicramanta, Lalifornia 95827
Telephene: 916-440.553)

Dannts Goodenow

1416 40 Leepet

Sacramento, Califarnia  $5B14
Telephone:  916-44542827

San Barnaretne

Cley Hall
San Barnaraing, Califormts 92419

RTLY 5?!00

?armnt of Plinning & 8uilding
Police Departrunt

$67 £l Camino Rul

346 Bruno, California 54006
Talephong:  415-583.308)

San Buwhsvantyrs

Lty Mall

2,0, dax

San Busnaventues, Callfornfa 93001
Tolephone: 505-648-7631 Eag, 318

San Garlpy

Durm Bunlen

Lity H

466 El- t it

San Carlos, California 94070
Telapnonm:  415-592.8011 £at, 57

Sen Franclsce

Willlem Covtants
400 Grang Avenua
San Frangiuco, Callfornia 94080
Taltphone; 415.873+8000 Eat. 207

Richard G, Bodfico

£ty & Lounty of San Franctecy
Holse Abaterent, Hall of Justice
San Trancisen, Caltfornta 38301
Telaphone:  435-681.4100

0-5

{CONTINUED)

CALIFSPHIA (Lont'd. )

Sén Leandro

City mall
$an Leandra, Caiifornia 94577

San Luty Obispo

Police Depirtment

§7% Santa Rosa Steent

S4n Luis Cbispa. Callfoenia 33401
Telepnone:  HOS-5d4-515]

$ap Hageo

Rnb.l‘l ﬁ. ﬂl!zlﬂl
130 Weit 25t

Sdn Paua Californfa_ J34C2
Talagnene! 4184574-6790

Santa dng

d, Brl

City mall

Santa Ana, Salifarnis 52707
Telephane;  Fl4=324-4187

fanta Eirnary

Lesndrd Prewett. lonlng Inspactor
F. 0, Driwgr P-R

B20 Laguna Street

fanta Sarbars, California 97102
Telaghane: 805-261-0811 Eat, 161

Santa Clara

S:'Im: J. Diviea

Cit,

150 ilr&urlan Avanue

a1 Califomia  §5050
Tclapllunl' 408-984-1111

fanty Cruz
Planning Qapdrement

60§ Canti ll'
\ Californty 35060
nu: 400-429.3854

Santa ety

Al Autrs cul. Dn. Dirwstar
110 £, Loox

Sanla Mria, Culll‘urnu §455
Telepnona:  838-§25-9351

8111 Myary, Suitding Inginaar
0, Box 167
Santa Rota, Califarnis  §5402
Telegnane: 707-528-5201

Laitide

City
s-uiuc. cal!fnrnu 93315

Sims vailay

Maurice Glinag

.‘I DQ Cochrin Sereet
Vallay |l|\'qrnl| 91c65

Tlhpﬂunl' uns 532«

Stockton

City Hall
S:ncunn. talifornia 95202

T b4 it B e o e =
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APPENDIX D

CALIFORNIA (Cant'd,)

$unnyva

JERR Hopk {ns

456 W, 0l1ve Avanue
Surnyvile, Califarnia  40d6
Telephane: 408 138.5460

Temple Cley

Hixn kissell, Assisgant Flaaner
+ @, Bax EEB
Tewle Ciey, fa)ifomia 9t780
T#lephane:” 211.285.2171

Torrance

Glen Goafrey

tllf Envircnmantal Aemindgtrstor
03] Torrance Boulevare
Tarrance, Cakifornts 90503
Teleprone:  213.328-5310 Eat. 204

City Hall

55 santa Clara Strast
ValleSo, Caltfamia 94530
Telapnone: 07553437}

Wilnut freek

Chisf of Palice

1449 larth Broadmay

Walout Creak, Califarnia 44696
Telepnons:  415-935.3%00

whittter

City Hall
Whittier, Califarnia 90600

LOLORADG
Arvada

Mike imith

510] Aalston Aoad B
Arvida, Colorido  800(2
Tolaphone:  J03-424-894)

Aurora

David H. HWeCory

1430 5, Aavama

Aurors, Coloreda 00012
Toleghona: 350.760-5000 Eat, 350

Bouldar

Jars ¥, Adum

C|§£ af Boulder

5080 Paar! Straet
Baulder, Calsrade B0302
Talephonw; 203.441-1299

COMKECTICUT

Helvin J, Schnatdarmeysr, Daputy
Lomisylonar

Qepartment of Coviroreental Protectian

State Off1ca Quilding

185 Capital Avarua

Martferd, Coanecticut 46115

Telaphone:  703-5486-4256

Joseph B, Pulaski, Trams. Plansar

Cannegticut State Departrant of Teany.
portation

24 wWolcott HIT) koad

Wetherafield, Connecticut 08109

Talephone: 203.585.4212

CORBICTICUT {Cont'd.)

8ridgeport

Mayor
City af Briggeport
Bricgecart, Connecticut OF6Q4

fristsl

Frank Bartuces

11 sarth Main Street
Iristal, Comnecticut Q6010
Telepnone;  203-59118])

Gresrwicn

Or, Jamms iicbarman

Qfrector of neadtn

Town hall Annax

Creametch, Connecticut 06310

Hartforg

Loult Prows
bepartrant of Environomntal Planning
Clty Hal)

350 Main Strent

Kartfora, Connecticut 05101

Middlntown

Llty wel)
1 Desoven Driva
Hedlatown, Connecticut 06357

Milford

WHTHem N, Whitney

2051 Eridgaport Aeanes
Hilford, Conneczicut Q4460
Teleahora:  203.878-173;

liew London

<. E, Moare, Coasyltent
Mysieinal Buitding

New Londom, Connecticut Q6320
Telephone:  203.443.2861 Eat, 222

Chinf Samue) Fandel

111 Untan Strest

Mew London, Connmcticut 06120
Taleprona:  201+443-4115

K Haven

Edwird O Lauise

One State Street

Naw Haven, Cionecticut QE51]
Talaphane: 203.542.0150 Ext, 252

Horealk

Dapirtrent of Enviromeata] Procection
Horwalk, Cannecticue 06858

Norwjen

Fatar Sarpar

City Fall Annax

Narwich, Connecticut 06150
Telephora:  20)-389-2893

Sraltan

Mike Cictlla

58 HIET Strest

Shaltan, Connecticyt QEid
Telephane:  203.135.9231

(CONTINUED)

CONELTICNT (Cznrg.)

Chief Geerge Reqaa

Whesler Strest

Shelton, Connecticut CE4B4
Talepnone: 201 735.2387

startorg
HMicharl A. Pavia, Blrectar
Eneironcentat Arotaction doarg
429 Atlaatie Strast

itamford, Connecticut 6508
Taleprone:  203-J5B-3028

Terrington

Sty val}
160 Ratn Sereet
torringtan, Connecticut 06790

Tromou|)

Joma J, Sutoy

Town Wall

S865 Mufa Street

Trmoull, Conomcricut 06611
Teleghara: 201-26).3601

Wazerbuey

Gart Wallacn, #.0,

tiedlth Department.

216 Grand Steest

Wateroury, Conmecticyt 06702
Telephond: (03.574.6780

DELARARE

fobart A, Franch, Maniger

Mr Resources Section

Stata Dezartewnt of Autursl Rescyrees
ind [nvirormenta b Control

4 San 1301 Tytnall Builaing

Ocvar, Doliwars 19991

Telepnone:  302+678.4751

Allaingron

Willlam G, Turner, Ragia Sargrint
Burmau of Police

Franch Strest
atlwington, Delaware 19801
Taleghond:  302+571-4526

QESTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Herbars L, Tucier, Dirsclor
Batlus Waltar, Jr,, Asmintitrstar
Eavironnantal sesltn Adeinigtration
415 3200 Street . 4300
Wathington, 0,6, 25004

Talephane: X 1

—
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FLOATOA

Righird 8434, Aeministrator
haoiis Control Swatian
Flaride Department of
[nvironzental Requlatiang
2602 Blairytana Roud
talinisses, rlarm 12101

Boca Raton

Richard £. wolf

Chief Environmentai ofticer
201 W, Palmetta Park inu

8o h:nn. Flarids 1

Talephona:  105-395- lll'.l ht. HL]

Daytona Beach

Frank Hbeika

Licmu 4 Inspections

@, 0. Box 55

Sayiom lu:n. Flerida 12015
Talgphona: 904-252-6481 Ext. 110

Fart Lauderdals

Calvin B, Hows

P, 0, Box 14240

Fart Laudardale, Florids 3302
Telephene: 305-76]-221

Fart "I.l’l

City Wall
fort Myars, Florics 32902

Fort Plarce

Ht'llul ll Nann

P, Q, Bol

Fort PII F!orid s
Talephone: 'J05-484-5600 Eat. 269
Saineevifle

aAihivi e

charles A, Ball
4 x 49

o8 mvnh. Flnrhu 2408
Telaphone: 904-324-2020

Hialeh

Robert mlﬂl‘l\‘l
0, Bo

N
sh, Flarids 33011
Telephone: 3058081501 €ap, 215

Hollymood

Hayor

City Hall

nuﬁy-m. Florida 33020

Jagieanville

yar
City Hall
Ju{muillt. Floriga 32207
Kay Wt
Hayor
City Wil
Kay West, Florida 13040
pl’hnd

Ci
Lllllll’ld Ftorida 33802

APPENDIX D

FLOR[DA [Lonz'g.)

Mgl hourne

Hikg Ognonhye

00 Strawbridne -lvnnut
Felbourna, Florida I7%01
Teleprene:  JD5-T27-2900

Hiami Beath

Richard Disan

€1ty of Higmi Beach

1780 Canvention Centar Ortve
Mtami Buach, Flartda 13139
Telephone: 3236717553

Horth Mlani

Loosun ity Flanning and Ceveloprent
716 W.E, 123 Strast

Narth Miami, fturldl 1318)
Telaphona: 305-89148511

Delande

Ioning Offictsl

400 5. Orange Avanus
Orlands, Florida 32609
Talephona: I06.849-7217

Pansma Chey

Mayor
Cley 1Nl
Paneza City, Flartds 10401

Fensacols

ity Hall
Pansacola, Flordda 3M01

Pompang Besgh

iulur uHIuma. Building Official
Box 1302

Fwau Brach, Flarida 13061

Telaphona: 308-942.1100

Sarageta

Police Depirtrent
205 Ringllng Boule
Sarasoea, Florida 3578
Telepnons: 813-164.4000

5%, Patersburg

Glenn Graer, Chief
. 0, Bon 2842
§t, Petgrabueg, Florida 21700
Tulapnons: B11-833-M71

lamy

Pogar B, Stewart, Dirsctor
Su1tding S0

T4O2 ¥, S6th Strest

Tamp4, Florida 11877
Talsphons:  Bi.272.5960

Titugyill

t,
nmvm- !allcr Twpartrent
P.0, Box 81§

1819 tmnu higuky
Titusvitla, f'lnrid: 12180
Telaprana;  10%.769.7500

D-7
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(CONTINUED)

LoalpA (gont'd,)

Wyt Pa ch

Josenn E. Hughas, Director

106 = 2nd Street

West Palm 3racn, Floelds 13402
Teleghore; 105-655-631] Eat. 261

GEOPGLA

Charlas Wead

Geputy Diractor of Environmental tealth

ftate Dapirtment of Human Rgsourced

47 Teinity Avanue, 5.4
Atlanta, Gaorgia 1034
Talaphone: 304-6556-1660

Atlanty

Hayor
860 City nall
Atlants, Seorgla 10103

Columnyl

Jixen R, D||v|

P. 0. Baa 2299

Colurbui, Georgla 11902
u'lnpm;-u. 03271841

Marintts

Clty Halt
0. Box 613
Mar(un. Georgla 30041

Savanmin
City MI'I
P, o 10N

Saunnnn. Gaorgle I

¥algasta

Lity Hall
P, 0. Bax 1123
Vatdosta, Gnrgll N

Harnar Robing

Rhett Milam

700 katsen Boulsvard

Wirner Rabing ergla J109)
Talaphone: 912-923-2630 £at. 212

HAWAT]

Shinyk Saneda

chimf, Environrantal Protaction b raaltn farvices

Oivision, Haise § Radiation Srinch
State Desartoent of Kealth

1250 Punghbewl Strast

ronnlulu, nawail 964131

Telapnone: BOA-548-645§

[DAHG

n
&, dox 500
foite, ldlm 701

Susan Stagy
Sotxa City Plenning Dedartswnt
Saise, [daba 83701
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1ARD (Cenmtd.)

Lesno Fally

Rotert Pallotk

Chinf of Police

tdahn Fatls, Idaty 83401

Lawitton

City Hall
Lewiston, |daho 83501

Pocatatle

C. W, Monx

209 E. Lawis

Pocatello, Jdana 23201

Teisphone: 208-232-4311
1LLINOTS
Jonn 5. Maore

Manager, Division of Lind/Naite
Po}Tutian Contral

1114013 Envircomental Pratectien
agnney

2200 Churchill Rosd

sgringfinld, 1111noiy_ 42708
Telephonu: 217-782-E760

Alton

Myyor

ity Hall

Alten, [13tnols 62002
Arlington Heights

LA, H
yis1 Managar

13 5. Arlingten Buights Road

Artington seignes, [111nots B0
Teleghone: 1(2.253-2340

1on

Aurara
Zaptain Richarg lagrer
44E

. Gownar
Ayrara, [11inals 60504
Talephona:  32-891-8%51% Lrt. 210

Beblavills

Raymond 0111

161 &, 1)11nois Strest
petlaviita, [1linois 6222%
teleghorn: 814-213-6810

Llconington

Jares R, Happarly
Satety :nn;“ltumr

. 0, Ba

Bloond . Ninais E17)
Talepho! 109-528-T161
ghigagn

W. M. Postoa, Commissioner
Reem 40

20 K, Clark

thizage, 11Vinnis 2610
Telephona: 312-144-4080

ey gt Ay b T

APPENDIX D

TLLINOIS {fans'a.]

feeytur

City nall
Cacatur, L1%inals €241

te_¥alh

Qe #a’h

Mayor

Ciey Hall

pe Kalb, [111nots 60115

Cat Plaines

Pnil11p Lindanl, P.E.

City Environnental Officer
1420 Winar Street

des Platnas, [17inais 60096
Talephone:  312:241-1200

Downers Grove

Arthyr Hesy

tniaf of Palice

810 Burlingten Avenus

Downars Grove, 111inots 66515
Talaphane:  352.964-0300

1gtn

Fraaeric Carbyon

150 Caxter Court

Elgin, !111nety 60120
Talephong!  112.499-6500 Eat, 1%

mrurst

Hg11 Fuiton

119 Schiller

Elmhurst, [Ninois 60126
Telephone: 312.830-302%

flmwood #ark

Richard 8. Hurzo

3169 77th Avanue

Elnwood Park, [11inals 60635
Talepnone: }12-352.7380

Fresport

city Engineer John Aaby
230 Wast Steprensen Streat
fraspart, {il1ncis 61032
Telaphare: B15-232.991%

Harvey

Mayer

ity vl

Harvay, 11linols 60424

Hignlaag Hark
tity mall
wignland Park, 11)inois 60038

Fankakay
Clarence Cimpbell

City wall
1t1inais 60901

rankak
Telsphane: B15-511-0478

D-8

(CONTINUED)

ILLINGIS [Cent'd.}

Laasing

Rienara Rladernotf
3300 %, 1F1at Sbrest

Lansing, 1111na1s 60413
felophones  112:424-1111
torbard

Clty Hall
Lotbard, 1111nois 0148

Horton firgve
City Hall
Warton firove, [11iols E0081

niles

Witlian Hlavaenk

7601 Hilwaukes Avanus
NiTes, {H4ni 60549
Telophony:  312-967-8100
Horma)

Ron Allars

100 E. Fhoenis
hormal, 113inols EL763
1094547444

topshbrost,

Charlay Haekle

1228 Cacar Léna
Nortnbrogk, {111nats 60062
Talepnona: 192.272-5058

torth Chicago

Evelyn M
Haalth Cfficer

1840 3, Lewis Ayenua

sarth Chicags, 1111nols EO0E4
Telaphane:  112+609-0900

Palating

Hedlth Departrant
Palating, {11inoly 6006}
Pari Farest

Ednin Kéirath

200 Forest Baulavard
Park Forast, [111nafs 60466
Tolaghone: 112-748-1112
Fare Ridne

Hartin 3, Butler

Hayor

505 Fark Flace

Park Ridge. 1111naly GO0SE
Talephone; 332-199-5204

Quincz

City tall
Quingy, 1111nels 62101

.1
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b
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APPENDIX D

ILLIKOIS (Cant'd,)

Recifard

Mike Bacon

401 Oivision Strent
Rachforg, I17inols 817108
Teleghone: 815.962.5094

Aser lylanz

yer

Ctt{ dali

Rgeh Islang, [ltnals 1200
Sigute

dueton Z9wi ik

§127 W, Qaxton Sgraet

Skokle, Hitnely 60078

Talephone:  312.613-0050 Ext. 221

Anadten
Rilgh W Darger [Maysr
Inlplﬂ rae My}

J01 W, Wesley Straet
Whaston, [11tnaty 60187
Tolspnone:  112-658-3130

InDIANA

RaTon €. Pickard, Technical Sscretary
Environmanta] Managerent Boare

State Baard of knalth

120 W, Michigan Straet

Inddanapatis, Indtama 3620§
Talaphene: 3176008404

f} ni

H. Al Xnan

900 E. Zhicago Avenue

Exst Chicags, Indiana 46212
Talephonn:  219-192-8247

fvangvitlg

Samal B, Harring

Roon 207

Administration Bldg., Civic Contyr
Evankviite, Indfana 3350
Telaprane:  B12+426-559%

£, Mayon

Rayor
City ll
FL, wayna, Inaisny 46602

gy

Ry

Clt N

hry. [ndunl 45402
Hamroagd

Aonald L. Nom:
4925 Calom

Harioad lmﬂam 48320
Telaphdne; 219-853-8308

fokom

Fallce Dapartmant
kokosm, {ndiana 48901
Talephana:  J17-453-5101

Ll'l mite

City Hall
Lafaystta, Indiana 47301

Miend

tity Wan
Hichigan City, Indians 46350

(CONTINUED)

INBTANA (Cant'd,}

Sew Albany

Clty nall
bew Albiny, Indiina 47140

Alchmana

hay G‘umllr
3. dtn feee
Richrand, lr\dilnl ANrd

Terre Hayty

City Hall
Terre Hiuta, [nciama 47808

1WA
Larry Crans
Eigcutive Dirpctor
fowa Supt, of Environmenta) Quatity
Caattol Corplax
Wiltace Bulfdsng
4 Moleet, Iowa 509
Telaphore:  §15.265.8134

omg,

Laa Fellingar, Mayor
City Hal)

Ay, [ows 50010
Talepnone:  $14-232-6210
Burlirgton

T.A, Bal

thief of Police

412 valley Strast

Burlington, joma 32601
Telaphene:  J19-753-6547

Elinton

Bryce Johansen

¥
£linton, Jows 52732
Taleprana:  319-242.2144

Loyncil 8luffy

Richard 4, Elongi
Qfractor of Public Haslth
City Hall

209 Pearl Straet
Council Blufry, [oms 51501
Telephons; 12-323-4656

Lavgnpare

Kanneth Conlon
Chinf of Police
128 West 4en Strost
Davanport, Iowa 52801
Telaphone: 1[9-326-7778

Des Moingy

Tad Saidormann
luﬂdin? Directar
Ciey vall

Edse 148 an¢ Locust

Det Moinas, [owa 50307
Telaprona:  $15-281-4354

Budyguy

Arthur J. Roth, Jr,

ity mall

13th 4 Central

Gubugua, Jowa 5200)

Telsphone:  119=883.544) Eat, 60

10WA (Cane‘a, ]

¥r, Dodge

Wilttem D, Lamb

Poltce Chinf

Hunigiga) Buildtn

Ft, Dodge. [ows 50501
Telapnane:  515.576-]1168

£t vadison

Basny Bllluy
den §

lowa 52627
39-312-1700

Mayon ity

City ratl

Kagon City, fows 50401
Nawton

City nall

Newtan, fowa 30208
Ot tymma

Cizy Hall
D:tml. Toma 524801

1oux G

Domald 0. Erigksan
Capuin, an:n Dapartrent
116-6th §

Slow C|ty, lmu 1103
Taleohone: 7122196112

uﬂﬂm

Cicy

luurlna Tows 53705
KANSAS

Erporia

Mayor
City Hall
Erporia, <ansas 66801

Ft. Mley

City Al
F:.Uaﬂoy. Fangas GE447

S rNC;

City mal)
Lawrence, Kangat S6044

LaAvarworth

City Hall
Leavarmorth, Kentai 66040

Mchhyryon

C.iv. Corwin

Melvin Janeaten

400 £, Kinyay
McPharson, Kansas 7450
Telaphone: 1]18-741.8088

Pitesburq

City [nspectizn Bivisien
City Hall

4th anda Ping

Pittsburg, Fanias B8TE2
Telepnona:  316.231.4170

e e M 8 s g s SRR S
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KANSAZ [Cant*d.}

Prafris uillage

46, Leland R, Megsner

Chiaf of Polica

7700 Mtsrton Aond

Prairia Village, xansas 66208
felaphone:  $1-642-6868

$hawnes Migsion

Jim Sandilos, O.P,

3500 Santa Fe

{ss1on, Kansas 86212

913.381-5252
wlenies
City mall
Wicnita, Kansas 67202
KENTUCKY

Tomwy Jackson

Kantucky Departrant for Haturs!
Resources

u. 5 127 s

Frankfory, Kentucky 4GE01

Talephone; 502-364-1560

dphland

¢ty nall
Asnland, Kantutky &4100

Hewport

¢ty mall
dth & vork Streets
Mewpart, Kentusky $VMI1

LOVISIANA
Alanandriy

Mayar
.0, 8on 2}

Aasandria, Louistana 21301
Telephone!  313-442-88aL Ext, 201

!Ilﬂg lgu]g

Joa Blanchard

7.0, doa 1N

Baton &ouqe, Laufsiana 70821
Telepnrones  504-Bag-209

!ﬂ!l‘!l‘ E! 5]

Marvin E. Anding, Mayar

Mayor's Qff1ce

§35 Barkid 1« Soutevard

gossier Cicy, Lowisiana 71111
phone:  JLE-742-353% Ext, 260

Haura

sartin druno

#.0. Bon 6097

wouoa,, Lautsisna 70260
Talapnone; 404-368-50%0

!.‘llﬂ!F

Nora CTancy

1605 Willfams

xannar, Loutelans 70062
Talaphora: 504-722.7701

Lefargiie

city Hall
Lafayatta, Lowistend 1o

Mew Qrlgany

M.H, Charaannat
Admin{strator

P.0. Box 60630

Wew Orlwams, Loultiama 70140
Telephonet  S04=i68-5140

APPENDIX D

LOUTSIANA (ant'a,)

Snreveport

Tarry Hiyes, Commisyiner

121 Toriy Avenua

Shrevaport, Louldian 11130

Telepnone: 316-228.815]
MALE

Lewigten

rayor

Pinn Streat

Lemi$%on, Maine 04240

Partlang

City W)

339 Lomrust Strest

Partland, Mafan 04111
MARYLAND

Thoras A, Towars, Chisf,

Biviston af Kolse Conirol
®”,E, Corcarin, thie

i
Rudfation Zontral Bivistan
State Dapertmmnt of Health &

Mentyl Hy

? ne
Environmenzal kealth Administration

201 W, Preston Straet

84| timora, Maryland 21200
Telaphona: 301+383-2H4
Beltimors

Elhing W, Danle, Jr

111 H. Calyert s:ru':. Room 219

Baltim

+, Mrylang 11702
Tel epnei

o l0T-a9s-a2r

Rochvilla

Mayar W1E)(am Hapda, Jr
Tanial 0. hetbs,

Aggistant City Maniger
Gity Hal

Maryland at Yinnon $tredts
Sackytlle, Margland  2083C
Teleghona: J01.424-2000

Sedbrogk
5.K, Adrim], Chisf

10216 Grapnbalt Road
Saabrook, Maryland

20801
Talaphona: 3D1-79d-5300 Eat. HH 3

WASSACHUSETTE
Boyton

Donna Sarran
9% High Sirmt

Boston, Mssschusetes 02110

Talaphone: 617-482-29%0
Eugera Ersl
Boston City Wall, Room 956
Aoston, Missichuintty D201
Talepnoner  B17-725-4414
£.M, corpront, Chinf

20

on
BOD Sashington Straat

pastsn, Mygachusetts 0211

Talaghongt  617-727-2650

!I’ﬂtilbﬂ

Cley Kall
45 Schoo] Streat

Srockton, Mavsachusetty 02401

Chiccpey
ity Ha

1
fnfcopen, Massachusatts 011D

b b i

{CONTINUED)

WASSACHUSETTS (Cant'd.)

Gloucertec

Earland Wortliss

Police Chiel

197 Main Sereat

Gloutester, Mazsachugatts 01910
felaphora:  617-283-5131

nalyoke
laning Administrater
Ctty Rall Anne

L3
e lyoka, MIstIchuIatLs 01040
Telepnons: 411-513-8184

Lakgyille

Ropert E. Donalason, thisf
Lakevi1To HospiLa

ville, Magrachusecty 02346
Telephone: 517=947-1231

|eonirjter,

Rouert P, Carlson

Direttar af hgdlth

2% wnt niren

Leoming tar, Massaenysatis 3145
Talaphong; §17-537-85C5

Haloen

Zity Hell
200 Plaagant Strast
Kajgen, Maskchuseets 02148

Marlboroygh

Rabert Kana
B6 Pleasant Streat
Marlborough, Maytachusatty 01752

Meafard
Heafstd

Jarms 0, Nicholson

City Mnager

Mectard, Rassachusetts 02188
Talephore: 617-398.5500 Ext, 23

Halrosy

Serald R, Himo

£1ty Hall

Melrase, Mastachutetts 02176
Telaphons: E[1.555-5450

Northamaton

Wayor Wancy 4. SEdek, Atied, AP,
focm 11, Clty Hald

210 Mein Straet

Horgrampton, MLESAChuLECEs DIGED
Talephone; 617-564.0044

Raverd

Paul Rmp

iy Wall

Ravers, Mastichusetts 02191
Talaphonny  E17=284-3600 Exe, 14D

Salam

{hary) Cacpar

1 Salem Grean

Salao, Massachuistts 01970
Talephona: §17-74d-4580

Sormryille
J, Alenara Faulin
tity Mall

)
Somervi)ln, Maisechaaatts 02141
Telaphone: 617-£65-6600 Ext, 142

Soringfipld

Rabert B, OQikey
#rincipa) Planmer
spriagfield, Marsachusetts 1100

Stapaen Joycw, Chiaf
1414 $tate Straat
springfield, Mssachuratis 01109
Talephone; 413 2t
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APPENDIX D

MASSACHUSETTS (Cont'd.)

Kaltham

Alan McClennan
City Hall
Waltnam, Massacnusetts 02154

Worcaster

Francis J. McGrath
Clty Mamagqar

455 Main Strant

Wgrieitar, Massachusetts 0l4ad
Teleghone:  617-198.0181

HICHIGAN

G.M, Danl

chief, Liw fnforcement Divition
State Departrent af Satural Resdurcas
Stavans T. Mazon Building

0x
Langing, Michigan 46309

Faul Mi11imn

Trantpertation illnrtn Enginesr
Capt, af State Highwi

Box MO5H, Hi?llll,i Bu|la|ni
Linging, Rich ’ 3309
Tehapnone: 371-2720

Allen Park

Ray G. Doughty
Cniaf of Police
15840 Philomne

Allan Park, Michi
Talaphane: 313

Bay it

Cley tall
lu City, Micnigan 48705

Rirmtngham

n_48101
BOA

City Hall
Birmingham, Michigan 480)2

Chtaf of Polfca

151 Martin Street
Birminghan, Michfoan 480L1
Telaphons:  31)-644.1800

Burton

Clty a1l

8urton, Michigan 48519
Dmgrolt

Howsrg A, Murrdy

1311 E. Jaffarion

Detroit, Michigen 48207
Talaphore: 313-224-4650

farmo.

City Hell
Ferndale, Michigan 48220

Eltat

Ratx Fruhr
1301 5. Sagin
Func. mmm 18502

Grand Rapids

/. Dahlquist
Environmantal Protecticn Depariment
5G9 Wealthy Strast, 5.W.

Grand Rapids, Michig 46503
Talephthar #38-458-320

e 14 i e T e

(CONTINUED)

NICHIGAN {Cong'a,)

Higrland Pare

Cley mall
Hignland Park, Michigan 48201

po1land

Richard Hymn. Sanitartan
City lall

nalland, Michigin 45421
Tn1ear.ur|l: &1&-376-1508
[nkttar

City rall

2521 Inkater Aoad
Inkiter, Mizhigan d874)
Xalumapoo

Falicy Department

Lovald Straat

Kalamazos, Nicnigan 49007
Talephona; §]6«185-B144
Canying

Steven E. Dougan

City Hall

Sth Floge

Lanting, Michigan 43312
Tulephane: 517-481-1414
Linesin Pare

roy Altey

135 Suuanru'ln

Lincatn Park, Hl:Muln 48146
Telephona: 113.185~1000
Livonia

Frank A, Xert,

15200 anﬂnqun Roae

Livania, Micnigan 48154
Telephoae: 1114212000

Mialang

yor
City Hall
ma{mu. Kicnigan 48500
Huskegon
Aick Chapls
Clty Hall
Hugkagon, Wichigan 4344
Oab Park
Gecrge Armoyr
13600 Oak Park lnu'lnlrd

Dak Park, Richigan 482}
Telephone:  31)-! MI-I:I:II Ext. 242

Saginaw
Robert 8, Pearca
City Noll. hoom 102
13 Waghington Strwat
' HI:h!,ln 48501
Talephora: 517-753-5411 Ext, 30

Sauthfigla

£ty Hall

Southfiald, Mishigan 48075
$t. Clate Shores

City tall
§t. Clair Shores, Michigen 48083

aplor
A, Edmard Kaschels

Tayter, michigen 48180
TeTuphana: 313-287-8074

D-11

MICKIGAN [Conz'd.]

Warren

Tad Bates, Miyor

29400 Van Dykm Avenue
Warran, H|cn1!|n 45091
Telephone:  113-573-9500

Wastlan:

ity Fall
artland, *chigan $8165

¥ppilantt

Theadaee M, Hauser
304 M. Huron Straet
Ypsilanty, Micaigan 48157
Talephona: 334823918

HINNESQTA
tryytal
Jonn .I msnn
cit,

411{ nuug'ln Lrive .
Cryttal, Winneista §3422 : !
Telephana: E12-537-842¢ :

§dirg '
Qavid valde ‘
4601 %, 50th Streat

Edina, Minngiota 55424 X
Telephona; $12-327-2851° .

Fridley

Steven J. OFsan

6431 niversity Avanue, N.E,
Fridlay, Minnesota 55412
Yalephana: §12-571.3450

Mankato

Qrficar maffaun
City Hall
Mankate, Minnasats $5001

Minnaapolly

Rapart L. Liras

¥300 Public Hullh B1dq.

250 5. 4eh Ser

Ninnaapalis, mnunu LEH
Telaphora; &12-14H-7827'

Minnagonka

Ann €, thorgson H
4630 Winnetankd Blvd, .
WinngLonka, Hinnesots 55343
Telaphonw: $12913:2511

NUDI”I!I!
City Hall
Medrhedd, Nianesota 54560
Adchfisld

Taminua) F. Roaglur
City of Ricnftald
E750 Partland Avenve
Ricnfiald, Minnesota 5542)
Talephone:  612.869-7521

Rothesler
william P, Poblatz, P.E., M.P.H.
414 Fourth Street, $

Rochwstar, Minnesots %5901
Tatephone:r 507-285.4342

se, Cloud

city Hall
$t. Clovd, Minnasots 58301




APPENDIX D (CONTINUED)

HINHESOTA {CONT'D.)

5k, Aau)

Gegrqe Latimer, Mayor
LR

.St Paul, ®inneston 35102

Hingna

Rager H, Canqer

City Hall

Winana, Minnasota 55987
Telaphone: §07-432-3550

MIS§1S5IPF(

Bilaal

City Hal)
8110a), Misstesippl 39530

Graunvilla

Chief Robert Skinnar

216 Miin Street

Grawnville, Miggisipal J870)
Telaphona:  601-378-2634
Hagtietdurg

city W

P,0, Box 183E

Haettasburg, Mississippt 39431

Jigkson

City mal}

Jachson, Mizgiasippl 39205
Maridian

Neal Carson, P.E,

?.0, Box 143

Meridian, Mississtippd 19301
Tnlipnou. 6016511820 €at, 2

Pascigouls

(4197
Pascagouls, Mississipgl 5567
RISSQURL

Jaras F, Odendanl
pirector, Sivision of nvironmantal

Quality
Mfssour! Dept. of Katura] Retourcey
p.0. Bor 1368

2010 Misaqurt Baulavard

Jaffersan City Imnurl 85101
Talaphona ! ‘ 751-1

Ha ¥

Nancy Shlvlj

6142 North Hanley
Barkeley, H1luurl B3¢
Talaphonat  A14-524-1112

Gape_Glrardssy

ity Hall
€408 Glrardeau, Missoury  B1701

1qyton

John ¥, Spelt

St. Lovls Caunty
Depirioent of nalin

801 Sautn Arentwtod Dlvd.

Claytan, Missouri 63105

Telephonai 114=126:1100

olysbis

{l"l A, Ihrdhl
East B

Columbia, Hlnourl 45201
Talsphone:  JNd-074-7214

MISSOURE {Canta.)
Floriigant

Al Mocker '

54§ Aue §1, Francols
Flarissant, Miisoert 61031
Talepnons; 314-921-5700

Indepencance

Lawranca Cogk
thinf of Palics

. Main
u, Hissourl 64050
!H 2J6-8300

ity
anHn. mnnuﬂ s4801

Kapaag City

Larey Cola

lel ftoor, City Wall

Kansas City, Missourl 641GE
Taleohora: 816-374-2501

J.E, Myslinsky, Managar
Health Department
Kansat Gity, Miasour! 64108

Kirkwoad

City Hail
1205 Markat Streat
Kirkwood, Misséur! 63103

Byarlind

Robert B, Brooks, Jr.
Diractor

19 Lackland Acad
Qverland, #itgourl 63114
Talaphong: 114.328.412%

Raytown

city ald
mymn. Migeourl 63114

5t. Charles

Q1)1 GoveJanan

00 N, Se¢ond Straet

« MSixourl 63301
Telaphona:  J14-925-2000

Cley
5t Jnuph Missour! 64501

5t; Louls

C.M, Coplay, Jr,

Alr I'nnu:inn Comminntr
Room 419, City

5t. I.nu|l. Nlnwrl um
Tolaphone; J14-453.113

Hlb! !!P Graves

Wity all
Wabstar Groves, Mitsavr! 61119

HONTAMA

Larrey Lloyd, CMaf
Gccupationa] Hedleh Buresy

Staty Dept, of Health and Environrantal

NEARASKA
Grand Island

City mal)
Grlna Island, Nebrasks 68301

[RLII5)

Dick Yarner

04 Centanatal Mall %a,
Liatein, Nebragka E4509
Telephona: 402.471.2186

Richard &, HeElvain
LincolneLancaster

tounty Hadlth Dlurtnnt
2200 6. Mm"
Lincola, rnkn 6!50?
Tnllphunn A02-44a1441

draha

Robart Tirmerman

Civic Conter

1819 Farnam

Omaha, Xebrasha 68102
Telephang:  402-444-5370

$cotey Mludf

James Livingstan, Polica Chiaf
1818 Avanue A

Scotey Blure, Nubrun 48361
Talaphona; 308-832-114

NEVADA

Regng

Carl &, Lanill

P. O. Bea 17120

Rano, Nevada B98I0
Talaphona: 702 Jak-4190

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Kashua

Waattenschat1lar, KPH Dir.

ry Sireet
Kaw Hingshire 03060
a:  601-BRO-1356

P2ortimauth

Carl Suwpson, Building [napector
Public Works Departmant
Istingtan Street

Portemouth, Hew Hampshire CIEQT
Telophore: 6283-434<0176 or 0177

NEW JERSEY

E.J. Difclvers. Chief

OFfice of Nelia Control

Oapartrant of Environesatal Pratection
340 Scotch Aoad

West Tranton, Mew Jarsey 00528
Talsphone: 609-292-189

Bayanne
City Hald

630 Avenue &
Bayonna, Naw Jersey QHOZ

!Ill!vllt!

Hll
53 ‘dllnlnmn Aveut
Balloville, hew Jersey 07109
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EW JERSEY (Cont'd.)
fridganster

Jahn Fallgwt, Environmantal Of Ficer

Bax 610¢

-Briaceater Towninipn
dridgewater, New Jarsey 0807
Talapnona: 201725650

East Oranse.

Eqward 1. Bowsar, §r.

44 City Hall Plaza

Tast Orange, Naw Jersay Q3701%
Talapnone; 203.268-5145

Englewtod

Marein Tiliingar
81 Grand Avanus
Englumoad, New Jersey_ 01611
Talsghone: 201-567-1301

Garfisle

Jarmy Lusclandralte

149 Harriton Avenue
Garfteld, N Jersey 0026
Telepnones 20%- J40-0807

Haghemyach

¥1lbur K. Lind, Chief

65 Lantral Avamoe
Hackantack, hiw Jersay 07602
Taleghona:  201-342-3000

Highlind Park

Bavid A, Paph, Senior Sanitarian
417 Cennigon Strest

Hignlane Park, New Jursey 03904
Talephone: 201-328-0300

Jurtey City

Affrad J, Stattle
512 Summit Avanu
Jaruey City, New Jarsty 01306

Easeny

Staphen Mkam, Sanfor Sapitarisn

Kearny Departmnt of Health and
Environments] Prataction

59% Eadrny Avanve

Kearny, Hew JIHI; aroa

Talephane: 20]=337-0600

Lincen

Haary F, Chvan

City Hall

N, Watd Avenue

Linden, Bew Jersay 07036
Telephore: 201-486.3803 Ext, 811

Long Brinen

Mayor

44 Sroddway

Lang Branch, New Jariey ortin
Hawmprk

Hubert {11 1ams, Pol, Directar
Jonn Walier
22 Franklin Strest or

Nawark, ! anoz
Telaprona:  201=732-6007 or 73)-3548

APPENDIX

NEW CERSEY (Cont'd.)

Hutlay

Roy E. SU
Kennedy Or

Butley, fiew o

Talwpnone: 2016672000 Lig Cruges
Qrunge City mall
Separtmnt of Haslth

H, Day
Granga, baw Jersey CTOSC

Baramus

Cley rall

D (CONTINUED)

Hoths

1 Clty Hall

1]

sy 0710

KEW MEX(CO (Cont’d.)

Hebdy , hew Mealce 88230

Las Crucas, New Mexien 68001

Rackmal]

City Mall
Rackwell,

Haw ¥axico 58201

MW YORK

Paramus, e Jerpay 0765

Fassaic

fobert G, Mill{gan, MPH

9r, Frad G. Haag, Bureau of Notie Contral
A,Y. Dept, of Enviroreantal Comiervation
50 Wolf Road

101 Paggaic Avenos .
Pansaic, Hoew Jarsey 07055 Telaphone:
Talephans: 201+471-2100

Butfaly
Parth 3‘00!

Thomas Santiraria
City of Farth Amboy
Enviranmentsl Contrel

Talephona:

£92 Smitn Street

Parth Arvoy

Telaphons:

Tasnech
piiliioy

Rick Veniald

ity Hall

Teanack, New Jerpwy 01866

Telephona:
T

Ton

Natnanial €. Cobb, Oteector

. New Jarsey Q8B61 Frueport
201-817-1600

Talaphons;

201-827-1800 dytes Lown

Mbany, hew York 12233

§1e-457-100%

Thomas A, #earn, Jr,
Room 502, City Hall
Suffale, Hew Yarl

ka2
T15-356.4200 Exz, 201

Thomas Devincanzo, YIilage Clark
1ne, Yillage of Frmapart

46 N. Ocean Ayaniut

Freeport, New Yarx 11520

5162784000

Staven B, Carlion
Funicipal Hoilding

Jurastosn, Mew Yerr L4701

Kingston, New Tork 12401

City Hall
Tranton, New Jertey ODEDY Kingiton
Robert Bicciannd Hayor
2090 Gredmwood Avenua City #all
Trenton, Km Jeriey O0B419
tataphone: 4§09-586-2500

Loekpart
Troy HUTy

Joan T, Radeche
Touwnshtp of Parsippiny

1061 Parsippary Boulevard

Lochpert Municipal Building
1 Locks Plaza
e York 140H

Tray Hi11s, New Jersay 01054 Lockpert, N
unian #t, Vernon
Jacgues ¥, Slchel Thomat E. Shirpe, Mayar
1024 Sayra Road 100 Slevens Avanua
Unton, in Jarsey 07081 Ht, Varnon, New York 10550
Telapnane;  914-6568-0140
Hl!’ll
) Mewburgh .
Oscar Aquino, Health Qfficar
A75 Vallay Raad City Well
wayne, Now Jertey OMT0 8) Broscedy
Talephone: 20)=694-1800 Kawburgh, Waw Yorn 12580
N4 NESICD haw_fBochalle
ATbuguatque Alex Toons
30 Basufart Place
MtYas Drton Naw Rochalle, Hew York 10801
204 Shangri La MW, Telaphone: §54-8322021
Abuqueraue, hew Mexico 87103
Teleghonas 508~78d-7418
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APPENDIX O

NEW YORK [Centre.]

Hlagere Falls

City Hell

s H.|| Stre

Hlagara Fi‘lll H.u Yore 14302
Barth Tanawanda

City Hall
Marth Tonawanrds, New York 14150

Fuchaster

Bichael A, Koral

111 Westfall Road

Raghettar, MNew York L4
Talaphong: T16-242-3000 E:: 851

Thomay 7. Ryan, Je., Mayoe
City Hall

Rochaester, Hew Yors 14620
Aome

Lity Hall

07 H. James Strest
Rorm, Hew York 13440

Sthenectady

Hiyor
City Hall
Schenactady, bew Yark 12305

Troy

Thoras Murlay or James Conroy
Mongmnt Squire

Troy, Mew York 12160

Telephenar  510-270-4547 or 270-M77

White Plaing

Cark Qlsen

255 Main Street

whita Plains, Hew Yark 10612
Talepnonm: 914.682-420¢

HCRTH CAROLINA

Jutmt K, Rinklay, Special Asietint

Stats Departemnt of Haturs) Rasources
and Community Devalocomant

Box 27487

Ralntgn, Horth Carplina 27611

Tlllﬂllﬂnﬂ $13.713-2857

Aphavilln

4, E. Johngen

#,0, Bax 7148

Asheville, North aroline 20307
Taluphane: 704.255-3391

Burlington
Pail 0'Nea), Lnief of Palice
x 1258

Buriingtan, Narth tarolima 27218
Telaphona: 919-726=1831

Charlotte

Chirlotts mm utmr.:lur
B25 €, Fourth 5

Chariotts, Horth Cmﬂini H:ritd
Telaphane: 704+]74.2121

HOATH CAROLIMA {Cont'a.}

Durnam

Rotars W, Hitas, Jr,

181 City Hall Plazg

Ournam, larth Caroling 27702
Telsphone:  919681-4130

Fayattedille
city Hll'i

P.0, fSox
Fuuml'lll. North Caralima 18307

Gagtoniy
ﬁutunla Plarning Deparement
. Box L748
Gntnnla. Korth Carabina 28052

Ggldsbarg

%annath Kyla. ity Maneger
Crawar 4
214 N, Centar Street
Galdsbors, Norta Caroline 27510

Gragnybora

Hawite E. Lovelecw, Jr.

Drawar ¥=2

Gresnsboro, Korth Camlim p410H
Telepnone:  $19-173-2

Gregnvillp

Hugh 0, ta:. Jr,, Police Attorney
#.0, Bon 7

Ennnvl;h. Harth Carcling 2783
Talepnane: 919.T52.1342

High Point

Clty Hall

P.0. Ban 2]

Algh Poln:. Narth Carelima 27261
falgign

R, [, Goodwin, Polica Chiaf

110 5. Mclowall

Ralaigh, Karth Carnlina 27602
Talaphone;  919-755-6370

Racky Hount

Lizy

mh
P, D. II a0
Rn:ly Mount, North Caralina 27801

Htlnington
City vall
Wilmingten, Narth Caralire 28401

Wilgan

Cley

Hmnn. Mr:n Carolina 27883
Minjten-5qlem

ity HI'I1

P.0. Box 1180

H|n|tnn-$llq. North Caroline 7102

(CONTINUED)

NORTH DAXQTA

Gene A, Chrittiangon, Directar
Divitéan of Cnviranmental Engirearing
State Haalth Cepartnent

1200 Yitgour! Avanus

Sisrurck, North Dakowd  §8505
THaphone 101+224.2345

aHig

Hed £, ¥{11fams, P.E,

Oirector

oo Env!rnnnntll Protaction Agency
Box 1039

JEY L, Broac Street

Calueyg, Onfo 43216

Telepnone: ﬂ:l-l&ﬁ 8555

Akron

Horman F, rKeckler
177 South Broacway
Akron, Qhla :uns
h'l-phunu' 216-275-2440

Al tance
Jarws Puckett

Senok Pari
Albere CastelM

6181 Engle Road
Grcak Park, Ohia &4142
Talaghans: 218-423-123

ANt

Rabart Maurar

Cantan ity Planning

218 Cleveland Avanue, 5.4,
Canton, On1y  d47
Telaprahe; 216-483-2004

nd

foyd T, Margn

1925 5t. Clates Avenua
Clavaland, Caio 44114
Taleahone: 215-634-2304

0 | whbu

City Hall
tolueus, Onfa 43218
Tyria

L1ty nnlt
Elyria, Onio 44035

fuyclig
Tnnv 4 iulllrlk. Hayor
Eucrhl Chia 44123

Fairtorn

Ciey HIll
Fairvorn, Ohlo 45324

-..E )|
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APPENDIX D

OH10 (Cont'd,)

Firdlay

Polica Cepartment
Flaglay, Onda 45840

Gartteld nelgniy

Janes L. Watars

Safety Diractor

§553 Tyrnay Ortve

Garflalg Hulg)lll. Chlo #4125

Kant

Jarmy theupann

119 5. Water

Kant, Dhlo 4424
Talephane: 216.678-2100

Katiarin

Hermon Drodrick
Superintendent

Division of lulldlnq Inspaction
1600 Shroyer R

Knnlrulg. em li‘Z!
Telepnona:  §13-296.244]

Lima
Hayor

City Hall
Lime, Chia 45801

Lﬂl‘ﬂn

City Hall
Larnn. Chin 44082

Rangtieln

Georgs 2. Cun
City Englnesr
Municipal Byllding

10 N, Dismond Street
Mansfiela, ORlo 44302

Marien
Cley sal)

Nlrlnn. Chie 41302
Pantar

Eward J, Padogil

City Nanager

4500 {ivic Clntcr Blvd.
Mantor, Qnio 45060
Talephones  216.255-1100

tarma

Ita

Pirea, Onlo 44129
Talephane:  216-885-232) Ext, 219-212

Pireg heigney

land £, Reid
Iru:ur af Pullic Sifaty
ull rl Foa

ights, Chip #4417
h'lluuou. 216-B84+9800

Rortymory

Alen D. Gabal

118 Second Sereet
Portsanutn, Ohio 43682
Telsphone:' 614-383-7510

(CONTINUED)

Ol (Cant*d,}
Shiber Haignts
City Hall
Ehekar Heights, Ohla 14320
Sorinafiald
Kinston J, Styltr
Chinf
120 5. Canter Street

Sprlnqﬂ.ld Chio 45502
Telephane; 513123918}

Totedo

Paul ©. Findlay, Director
25 Main Street

Toleda, Chia 48805
Tolephone: 419=247.6524

Upper Arlington

Palice Division

Travont Roae
Upper Arltngten, Ohia 43220
Telaphona:  §140887.5080

Harren

Clty Mall
191 manoning Avenyr, NN,
Warren, Ohfo 44481

Ehityhall

John A, Bishap,

350 Seuth I'ur!!ng am
Whitanell, Chio 42213
TeTuphone! G14- 217:8611

Janasvtile

City tial1
ZunwsviLia, Ohie 43701

OrLAHOMA

Pale McHard, Chtaf
Sccupationad Radiation Health Services
State Dvwmn of Wealth

P.0. Sox 81551

Ok lahoma Cll{ Ok)ahoma 73108
Telephone: 405-27%.5221

Dgl Clty

City
Dut C|ty. lanma  JUI25

Lawton

Paul CulTen
dth & A Streety
Linton, Chlarora 7110
Telaphna: 405.357- HOQ Ext, 316
LI £t
mrin; 1!:] Read, Mayar
»
mn-u City, Dilanom Hllu
Hu!iuﬂ!

City Hat)

Hu:{am. Oxlanoma  7ido)
Horman

W, Duh Bagly

B, ot

an. ak'lmma 73070
Taleshonw:  405-121-1604

D-15
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OKLAMDMA [Cant'd.}

Chlanoms City

formy 8. Wntte

Qiroctar

$ILH.E. 23rd Straat

Cklanema City, Okdahoma 73308
Telepnone:  408-427-865)

thawes

Davtd L. Hudlbypgh

7,0, Drawsr 1448
Shwnes, Okianoma 24301
Telephone:  405-273-1250

Stilluatar

CI;r Hall
St lwater, Ohlahoms 74074

Tylen

Gearge Pracaro, H.0,
lblﬁ E. I5th Strest
Tulsa, Oklangrs Jdi04
!lhpwnl: 18-919.267)

CREGOH

oJohn Hacear, Supervigar
Oregon Dept, of Enviromental Quality
£11 5.W. Sth Avenue

Portlind, Oragen $1204

Tulaphone:  503s220-5989

Corvalils

City mll
Cnrvmh dregon 57310

Eugrna

Sgt. R, A,

City af Ew Iﬂl Puli:r

127 Paarl Strmt

Eupsra, Orsgon 974

Talsphona: 503« II?-S'IES Ge S166

Medford

Richird Viklan, City Plannar
Orlc KeGew, Chinf of Police

L#a 5. Fancay, Assistant City Nnager
City vall

Medford, Oregon 375)

Telephone;  803-778.T4%8

Portland

Bavid &, Swew

Nuiie So:mm. Bur, of N, Env,
2040 5.E, Powsll Blvd.
Fortland, Oregon 37204
Telephone:  503-243.4488

Sl

City Ha)
Salen, Orwgen 97304

Springfisld

City Hal}
Springfisld, Gregon SM4T7?
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-
PERNSYLYANLA PUERTO AICO SQUTH CAROLINA (Cant'd.) (i
Allentown tantoy Rorema Batancourt Charlagton
Bsiociate Civector far 50116 Wadle -
J. J. Evaratt and Agise Sontrol Joan Pool :
418 Hamilton Street Enylranmental Quality Godre 116 Hoeting Sprevt
Algntost, Ponnsglvanis 1a10t Jouk Satoquld Charleyton, Soulh caralind 29441 A
Telaphane: 213-191-4tth 1937 foriaguen Gardeas elepnane;  BO3-377-3200
Rig Pledrai, P.R. OEZE
Bathlanen Eelumbis -
ity tall RHODE [SLAND Jamey M, Nortan i
Bathlchem, Pennsylvanta 18016 ticy Hall, P.0. Baw 147 !
Lolumbia, $outh taroling 297
Jaaeph F, Arruda, Planning Trief, Talaghonet 8017651041
Easton State fepartment ot Transportation -
State Office Iulmng R
Fhilip tanlin Providance, Angse Lilang 02903 Fiorence )
City Sanitarian Telephone: S0k-217-7694 '
K50 Farry Streat John €, Strofandy Ioning Adv,
Eistan, Pennsylvanta 18042 Harpert F, Kilgust Brawer GG, Clty-Tounly Complan
Deeupationst Haalth specialist Florence. Soutn Cerolin 350t
plyision of Decupatiznal vaalth relepnione:  03-655- 3143 Lad
. Lancaster State Oepartrant of Headth {
: 75 Savis Steaet H
. wally €, Stambaugh Providence, Phade [5land 02908 Graenvill [
; Municipal Builaing
! 120 4. Duke Strest Cranston ety Hall
Lancaster, Punnsylvsnia 17604 7,0, Box 2207
! Telaphone: 71722973600 az. 83 é?':"n"i\m" Ir., Hayar Ereenvil s, South Carolins 23602 =
: y HA ‘
Cranyton, Rhode faland 02310 + \
; Nckagrpert tigren Charleston
: Eagt Provigence
. 2" Halt 1 _— paal A Fl -, Su::ﬂ;« Departnent
Kaagpart, Papnsylvinia 5 aul A, an, C1E; nager gniing Avanod
! part, fapniy ft B 1Y e ariaiton, Souh Carstine 20406
; Erst Providance, Rhooe Thand G198 Teleghona: 803-954- 010 ] .
: Aew Ca3tle Telgphone: 40F=4343310 LI
! City Hall Aeck HiMY N
230 N, Jaffarson Strest Kawpar. . o
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TENNESSEE {Cont'a.]

Jahngon Ctty

thiaf Tom Halton

Johnean City Police Dapartmant
Mintcipa! & Safaty Building
P.0. Box 21§

Johngan cuy. Tllmlllll 7N
Telapronat  615-326-1

Lingepert

Hurfreqabory

Claude A, Armour

Comisyioner of Safuty

Police Departmant

302 5, Lhuren Strast
Murfrasibora, Tannessee 37130
Teleprone: 615-A931311

Hashville

Or. Jos, Biztowish, Dir, of Healith
m - Avi Nortn
Mashville, Tenraszee 17203
Talephone: 615-327-930)

Oak R1d3e

Dask Sergeant {Police Departreat)
Dave Foate (Building lnmcwl
J13 Harlngs (Env. Health
Wi1liam Haddich (City M‘lnlw}
PG Bon d

Oak Ridge, Teandizes JTHIG
Talephone: 6§15.481-5671

TERAS

Horaca Adrian, Aocministrator
State Depirrent of Haalth
1100 West 49th Strest
Austin, Tauas  JO746
Talyphone: 512.458-7254

Abilang

CIIY Hall
Abllane, Texas 79604

Amarilig

Gty Hal

Amarilic, Texas 79101
Arlington

Maycr Dins Lafler

City Hal

.\anotM. Texas 76018

Sugin

Maursen MeReynolds, Director
P.0, Box

. Austin, Tanas 78787

Telaphons:  $12-477-£510
Browngvil

City Hal
Imnﬂl“n. Texax 14520

Bryin
'l'on'—cn thia? E1iison
x 1060

r{ ll 1801
TIINIMI: 7130230011

APPENDIX D
TESAS
mlly
(113

mll
nl n Tesas E21E

1 Page
Cltg Hall
£1 Fase, Tonas 79501

Fr, Morth

A. J, Brown, Chtef of Police
Public Sn‘uy & Courrs Bleg.
Ft. Worth, Tais 76102
Talephona: Bi7-318.721%

Ca¥veston
City rail
Galveston
La Marque, Texas 1749%0

Garland

Shnlly Fust
ng of E.lrhnd
Aon 40188
Garlend, Tenas ?50‘0

Grand Pralrie

City
Grand Pn'ril, Tenas 75060

Agriingen

Guy And-rml. Chiaf of Palice
Ban_ 2207

Hariingan, Teass 78550
Tataphone: 5$12:423-4200

Haugton

Josn ¥, Comiit, Chief
1115 H. Macgregor
Houston, Taxds 77030
Taluphone: 113-222-420%

Hirst

homay £, Pugh, S1ty Manager
|5us rmmu Llu Rnlu

L L1}
flll'le\l: u1T-2!|-5160

Longyies

City mll

I.mwulr-. Teses  TE601
Lubbock

Ciey Hall
Lunbuk. Texas TE549

Bayquite
#olice Duplrunn:

n
hiqu!ll. Tnu T54%
Talapnone: 214-208-7711
1414l

tity rall
Migland, Tewas 7OTDY
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TEXAS

Pasidany

Edward R. [birl‘.

204 W, §

P-mm. fulll 17808
Tedepnanar  TLJ-477-1501 Ext,

FDI’E "'"l!;

B, J. Minkin

Dale L. Wation

P.0. Bax 108%

Part Arthur, Tesat M0
Telopnone:  711.583-1321

Ricnirdtan

Bob Galvan

Bon 309

Aychardsan, Taxas 75080
21a-235-811

San_Anoaln

Pat Taylar

Pul1c| Dmruut

Sox 175

San Angato, Tazas TH§02
Telagnonas 915-655.B121

Lan_Antanfo

City Hal)
San Antonia, Tanads TBIC4

tharwan

City Hall
smmn. Tamas 75050

Taxarkang

Stusrt A, Bach, City Manager
P.0. Bax 1987

Tensrhana, Tazas 73501
Telophare; 214+755-3414

Texas ity

Faul O, farth

Gity mal)

1801 - Jin Avenus

Toxds City, Tezas T7590
Telepnane:  713-§43-111

Iyler

R, 5. Malloch, Chiaf of Falice
F.0. Box 2019

Tylar, Toas T5101
talephone: 214-5397-6850

uies
BN Fnl:n
P.0. K

wica, hns 7670)
Telaphone: 817-756-61510 Eat,

dehiga fally

City tat)
Wichita Fally, Tenss 70300

VERMONT

Burlipgton

Police Departomnt
Qfficar in Charge
Burlington, Yartent 05401
Talephonas B02-458-1700
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YIRGINLA

Algxandria

Or. A, A, fardond, Dir. of Health
517-H. 5t, Atapn Streat
Mexansria, Vieginla 22314
Telaphone: 703750-6400

Arl Ington

Ricnard 0, Blar

ind Floor, Courthouse
Arlingtan, 'ﬂrglnh 22201
THephonk;  703-568-215

gmr]!tqvi‘lh

Asn Higginm

). Dakoven Bowan, Chief af Police
608 €, Markat Strest
charlottasvilla, wrginll 2190
Telaphara: 804« 2950157

oad
. Virginta 23320
045476404

Fatrfas

J. G. Maize, Zoning Enforcesent
10555 Hain Streat

fatrfax, Virginta 22030
Teluphone:  /03-651-2354

Nlﬂgl!ﬂ

Jamms D, Ashley

22 Lingaln Street
Himgton, yirginia 21649
talaphonei  S04-727-622%

Lynchburg -

city rall
Lynenburg, Virginia 24508

Mawort, Apwp

Randy W, Kiidebrandt
Atpigtant City Managar

2400 Waghington Avenue
Hewpart Naws, Virginia 21807

Horfalk

H. 5. Wiie, M.0.
401 Colley Avenue
Norfelk, Virginid 23507

Pariyroyth

City Hall
R0, Box 820
Fartsmuth, virginta 237103

Ricnmnd

tity Hall
901 Droad Straet
®ichond, Virginia 23219

YIRGIN (SLANDS

pessls €, Francals, Asst. Ditecto
Ofvision of Hntuni Rysources
Departmint af Canzervation

#.0. Bax 4240

st. Thosas, Virgin 1s)ands 0080

Telupnone:  809-774-3133

APPENDIX D (CONTINUED)

WASHINGTON

Cavid £, Saundors, lotse Section dead
Stite Dapértmant of Ecology

M/§ PY 1)
Dlrnnu snington 96504
Talapnone: Z06-253-6867

Eallavue

K. 0. Sauer, Planning Depirtrent
658 « 120th Strast, K.E,
Bellavus, Wigningtan 9806%
Talephand: 206-155-8384

Harold . Corkary, Deguty Chisf
Pelice Depirtmant

Bellavue, Washington 98009
Telephons; 206-455.6923

Beltinghan

Cloy all
hliiaqn!n. Wignington 98225

funrett

uil1{am Strong

City of Everskt

Lity Hal)

Evarett, Washington 38201
Teleohone: 206-253-8841

Longwlaw

xemit Wnite, Palice Chiaf M
kall of Justica, L1276 = ist Strest
Longview, Kathington 98432
telephone: 2085773318

Renton

Ronald G, Belson

200 MI11 Avetug Sowth
Rentan, Hnn!ng!nn $BOSS
Telephone: 208-23%.2540

Snattle

turt Hormer, Coordinstor
Nolew Absterant Progrim

Spattle=King Co. Hedith Owot.
Saattle, Washington $8104
Talephane: 206-625-2138
Spokinn

Hayor

City Ha

|
Spokane, Nasnington $9701

Tacom

Tom Rogars, E.#.5.

3629 3. D Street

Tacona, Hashington 98408
Talephona: 206-593:4760

Yantouver

Rich Hinas

F.0. Soa 3000

yancauver, Basningion 98661
Talephones  206-899.2361

Yahtina

City Hall
Yakima, Mashington 98900

WEST Y1RGIMIA

Falemont
Talrront

wayra Stutler, Chinf of Police
P.0. Bon 1428

Fairment, wast urzlnu 26554
Taispnona:  J04-168-5211 Eat. 52

Huntingtan

Lity vl
Huntington, West ¥irgintd 2570%

farkarghurg

Mayor
P.0. Box 1348
Parkersburg, et Virginie 26100

Welirtan

Gearge Raaisn, falice Cnigf
200 Munieipal Plaze

Weirton, West V!rglnu 16062
Telapnane:  304.148-5050

WISCONSIH

Departmwnt of Matural Rasources
Burasu of Rir Minsgement

Box 450

Madison, Wisconsin 51700

Belsit

John M, Mizerka

230 ¥, Grang Stramt
Eeloft, ¥isconsin 51811
Telaphcne:  608.164-6800

Broskfiald

aroes o s

¢ity rall
rookfiald, Wisconstn 5100%

Eau Claire

Derryl Farmr

720 - 2ng Avenus

Eau Claire, Wiscamin 4701
Talephore:  733-839-413

Grasn By

Wargld Comaton, Palice Departmnt
307 5. Adamy Street

Leasn Buy, Kisconsin 54301
Talephone; #14.497-1800

Kanoihi

Gearge A, Iimsmr
625 - 53nd Straet
Kenosha, Wincoasin 51140
Telephone: 4145566310

ta Crotie

City Hall
La Crasse, Wiscansin 54305

Mad{gon

Pollca Depirtrent
Madison, Wiscontin 53701

Hanitaws

Anthony V. Dufak, Mayor
817 Frankdin Streat
Manitowos, Wisconsin 54220
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WISCONSIN (Cant'd, }

Mencronas Fells

Nill{am €, Fradsleban
#, 0. box 100

Henomones Falle, Wisconsin 5041
Telephene: 414.741.7800

Milwauise

George A. Kupfer

Municipad ‘Butleging, Azom 105
341 N, Broagway

#lwaukes, Wisconsin_ 51202
Talephone:  414-278.3674

Qshkosh
Victor Rassing, Health Departrant

1] -
Oynkagn, Wisconsin 54901
Telepnona: 414-424-0287

Shapoygin

City Hall
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 53081

Superioe

City Hall

140? Hammand Avenue
Suparior, Wisconstn S4B
Talephama: JB-134-0]133

HIHIIH

Caunty Heslth Officer
Courthause

Wiusev, wiscpnyin  Sdd0L
Teloprone:  715-342-2141

HIWIMII

City Halt
Wawmatoss, Wisconsin 63210

uygt A

Roastd M, Bupqr, Weat AllIg
Health Department

1220 W, Matienal Avanus

West ATlig, Witconsin 43214

Telophones  414-476-3770

APPENDIX D
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