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PREFACE

N

In 1971, the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency, Officeof Noise

Abatementand Control(EPA/ONAC),surveyedthe 50 States and the nation's

largercitiesto determinethe of the noise controlproblem. The 1971
scope

surveywas part of a comprehensiveEPA study of noise and its healthand

: welfareeffectswhich documentedthe need for Federal noisecontrollegislation.
The resultsof the EPA assessmentof the problemwere summarizedin

: the 1972 "Reportto the Presidentand Congresson Noise''Iand treatedin
greaterdepthin the EPA publicationentitled"Stateand MunicipalNon-Occupa-

!4 tlonalNoise Programs.''_Thisassessmentof State and municipal1971noise

• _ controleffortsconcludedthatStatesand communities3 were only beginningto

dealwith noise in 1971, and,with few exceptions,were in the exploratorystagesof developinga noise controlprogram. It was realizedthat Stateand

localnoise controlprogramsmust be the backboneof a nationalnoise control

program if the nation is to reduce appreciably its noise control problem.

#.i

_" 2' "Reportto the Presidentand Congresson Noise,"Senate92-63 (February1972).

= "Stateand MunicipalNon-OccupationalNoise Program,"NTID 300,8 (Decemberi971).

In this report,the terms "local"and "communities"have been used in most
[-i instancesto refer to governmentalunitsbelow the State level,i.e., for

cities,counties,regionalauthorities,etc.

,)
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The Noise Control Act of 1972 stioulates that EPA orovide technical

assistance to States and communities to facilitate development and implementa-

tion of their environmentalnoise control programs. To assure that the EPA

technicalassistanceprogram is responsiveto changingState and localrequire-

ments, EPA assessed the status of State and local noise control efforts

in 1971, 1974, and 1978.

The first assessment, conducted in 1971, of communities with populations

greater than IOO,0OO, was instrumental in writing the Noise Control Act, with

its provision for a technical assistance program.

The second assessment conducted under this policy was based on a

surveyconductedin early 1974. The resultingreport_presentedan assessment

of the environmentalnoise controleffortand noise controlneeds in the 50

States and 235 incorporatedmunicipalitieswith populationsgreaterthan

75,000. The surveyresultshave been used by EPA as a guide for the develop-

ment of the presentEPA technicalassistanceprogram. The documentwas also

preparedfor use as a planningand referenceguide for publicadministrators

and other officials engaged in the development and implementation of environ-

mental noisecontrolprograms. "-

This reportpresentsthe thirdassessmentconductedunder the policy __

of periodically determining the status of 'State and local noise control

efforts, A survey,conductedin 1978,was the major componentof thisassess- :"

mont. It was intendedto cover all Statesand territoriesand 824 com- L

munities in the U.S. with populations greater than 25,000. Responses were r-

obtainedfrom 40 States,Zand562 communities._

F.

"_ "Stateand MunicipalNoise ControlActivities 1973-1974,"U.S. Environmental
ProtectionAgency,EPA 560/9-76-006,January 1976. !i

2 IncludingPuertoRicoandtheVirginIslands. "-

IncludingtheDistrictofColumbia. 'l

,l
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The 1978survey is considerablymore comprehensivethan the 1971and
{; 1974 surveys because there has been a dramatic increase in State and local noise

control legislationand capabili_ since 1971. The aurveyis the principal
P
_, sourceof materialfor the assessment. Hov1ever,other relevantdata available

to ONAC has been used to supplementthe surveyresultswhere they complemented,

f_ or substantiatedthese results. Given the new legislativemandateof the Quiet
; ¢t_|

CommunitiesAct of 1978 it is increasinglyimportantfor EPA to identi_ the

)__ specific mechanisms, structures, and resources that have been developed by

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

responsiveand coordinatedprogramis to be implementedat all levelsof

'_ government.

r?
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_ EXECUTIVESUMMARY

:t ,
+: I i

By passingthe Noise ControlAct of 1972_ Congressrespondedto an

increasingconcernfor "an environmentfor all Americansfree from noise that

Jeopardizestheirhealthand welfare." Section14 of the Act authorizesEPA11

to providetechnicalassistanceto facilitatethe developmentof State and

local noise controlprograms. In the interestof speedingup and increasing

the leveland effectivenessof this assistance,Congresspassedthe Quiet

: _ CommunitiesAct of 1978which gave the EPA additionalauthorityto assist

_m Statesand communitiesin developingnoisecontrolprograms. As a result EPA's

:;_ )_ technicalassi.stanceprogramhas been expandedto includeauthorityto develop
a financialassistanceprogramfor State and local noisecontrolprograms.

EPA conducteda comprehensiveassessmentof the State and local noise

programsin 1977and early 1978 to obtaina better understandingof State and
t_

i_ local requirements.The major elementof the assessmentwas a survey ques-
tionnairemailedto officialsin the 50 Statesand 2 territories,and to

824 communitieswith a populationgreaterthan25,000. Thiswas supplemented
Fa
_ with informationobtainedfrom other studiesand surveys. The goal of the

assessmentwas to:

! ,
• Examinecriticallythe statusof State and localnoise

controlprograms
l

._ e Ascertainthe problemsthese programsare encountering

and technicalassistanceneededto overcomethem

w.
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e AssessState and localprogressin developingnoisecontrol

legislation and in reducing specific noise problems.

Thirty-eightStates,2 territoriesand 562 communitiesreturnedcom-

pletedquestionnairesfor an overallresponse rateof 69 percent. In contrast

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

was expandedto includemore questionsand additionalcommunities. For

example,the I973surveywas mailedto all communitieswith a population .

greater than 75,000.

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

arrangedinsixcategories: !

e PublicAwareness

e Legislation

e Implementation

m State and LocalResources ._

e ProgramProgress

e TechnicalAssistance.

PUBLICAIVARENESS

Environmentalnoise is perceivedby the majority of both State and

local government officials as a problem of growing concern. The survey asked

Stateand localofficialstp rate 14differentnoisesourcesas to the signl-

ficance of each as a problem in their State or community. Motorcycle noise
!-

was rated the most significantproblem(58 percentfor State officialsand 68

percent for local officials). For communities the next most frequently deslg-

hated noise problems are in order: trucks, automobiles, railroad operations,

and buses. ?able A liststhe frequencywith which the fourteennoise sources -

were identified by community officials. These findings agree with those of

previoussurveys.

Governmentofficialsat bothState and local levelsobtainan under-

standing of the seriousness of their noise problems principally through formal "_

complaints(3B percent)and noise surveys(24-28percent). Since the numberof .,

complaintsfiled in a communityrepresentsonly a fractionof the peoplebothered w

by noise,complaintsshouldnot be viewedas an accuratebarometerof the _r

5-2 "P



TABLEA

COMMUNITYNOISE CONTROLACTIVITIESFROM IDENTIFICATION
OF NOISE SOURCES TO REDUCTION THROUGH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Specific Identifiedas a Noise Legislation FullScope Implementation
Noise SignificantProblem for Sourcewith Per- of Noise Programs
Sources formanceProvisions

Motorcycles 36ga ]65 55

Trucks 353 158 46

Automobiles 315 164 4G

RailroadOperations 226 49 19

Buses 188 142 16

Aircraft 18B 40 9

Animals 170 I02 57

Construction 151 129 44

Entertainment 147 149 59

IndustrialActivities 145 166 77

Garbage Compactors 124 66 27

RecreationalVehicles 79 91 16

HomePowerEquipment 69 109 36

PublicSvc.Vehicles 63 68 15

a Number of ConBunities Responding



extensivenessof a community'snoiseproblems. In recentyears, social-atti- :__

tudinal and noise monitoring surveys have provided a more accurate assessment

of the noise climate. The results of these surveys have been used as guidance

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

Pennsylvania).

LEGISLATION

In discussingtypes of noise controllegislation,there is an .-

important distinction between those that incorporate quantitative criteria

(performancestandards)as a basis for determiningpermissiblesound levels

and thosewhich describeillegalnoise in qualitativeterms. By 1978, 19

Statesand 166 communitieshad edoptedquantitativelydescribednoisesource

]egislation. Recreationalvehiclesare most frequentlymentionedsourcesin

such State legislation.Other sourcesmentioned,in order,are motorcycles,

trucks,automobiles,and buses.

At the communitylevel the noise sourcecategorycoveredby the

largestamountof legislationhavingperformancestandardsis industrial

activities (166). Followingcloselybehindare: motorcycles,automobiles,

trucks,and entertainmentequipment.

Approximatelyone-halfof the communitieswhich reportedsignificant

vehicular noise problems (fable A) have developed legislation with perfor-

mance standardsin an attemptto controlsuch problems. Thus, there is a sub-

stantialgap betweenthe numberof communitieswhich reportedsignificantnoise

problemsand thosewhich have developedquantitativelegislationto counter-

act such problems. Furthermore,only about 20 percentof the co,unities with

significantaircraftand railroadproblemshave attemptedto developnoise

legislationin the hopes of reducingtheseproblems. Federalpreemptionin

these areas may have discouragedlocalitiesfrom attemptingto handlethese

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

problem can be dealt with through airport cooperation and operational restric-

tions.

{

J
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" IMPLEHENTATION
)
IJ

Noise control laws are fully implemented in very few of the 31 States

'_ respondingto this portionof thesurvey. The implementingagenciesare most

' often police/safety(33 percent)followedby a growingnumberof environmental

_, pollution control agencies (30 percent). Inadequate manpower and lack of

_ priority are the t_o major problemswhich limit the extent and effectiveness

of noise control implementationefforts at the State level.

_ Noise controlordinancesalso are not fully implementedin all the

respondingcommunities. The typeof legislationmost often implemented(52

I:._ percent)is a municipalordinancecontaininga rangeof specificallyprohibited

noise offenses,followedby zoningordinances(17 percent),and vehicular

I:_ ordinances(10 percent). As withState noise controlefforts,implementation

at the local levelis accomplishedmost often by police/safetypersonnel. Lack

of priority, inadequate manpower,and inadequate instrumentation are Me problems

i_ frequently identified as causingfailure to carry out the intent of legislation.

:7 #_I

i__ STATEAND LOCAL RESOURCES

State Noise Control Budgets?J

_ NineteenStates and PuertoRico budgetedfunds for noise control

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

the 12 Stateswhich did not respondto the survey) did not have any line

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

controleffort. The totalamountbudgetedby the Stateswas $3.6 million.

Seven States budgeted in excess of $i00,000, led by California's $1.6 million.

P! On a per capita basis,Hawaiiranksfirst in plannedexpendituresat 17.6

cents per resident. Using the $2 million figure for State budgets in 1973

_ as a baselineamount,noise budgetshave been increasing,on the average,at

_" 16 percentper year over the lastfouryears. However,in comparingthe indi-

!'i vidualState budgets for 1977-76to those of 1973,budgetsfor seven States
,- decreased while those of ten States increased.

r S-S



Local Noise Control Budgets

Noise control budgets were reported by 140 communities. This is a

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

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

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

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

In the earlierSurvey,20 communitiesreportedbudgets for noisecontrol of

$10,000 or more. In the last survey, this figure increased to 55 communities.

Overall, for communities responding to both surveys, noise control expenditures

increased in 20 communities while decreasing in 16.

Adequacy of Budgets

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

vities increased by 59 percent in four years, i.e., to $6.2 million in ig77-78

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

remains a major obstacle to the development and implementation of successful

noise controlprograms. Only two-thlrdsof the Stateswith noiselegislation _
L

have funds budgeted for noise control. Nearly 300 communities with noise

controlordinanceslacka noise controlbudget. In addition,over ISO com- _

munitles identifying noise as a growing community concern do not have funds ....

budgeted for noise. Here again, there is a serious deficiencybetween the
growth of noise programsand the necessaryfiscalcommitmentto implement _

meaningful programs.

Personnel --

Twenty-eight Statesreportedhavingpersonnelworkingin noise

control. However,of these only 16 have personnelspendingat least 20

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

reportingnoisecontrol personnelincreasedfrom 19 to 28. L

The total numberof noise controlpersonnelworkingin State pro- !

grams in 1977-78was 275. Of these, 54 personsspend at least20 percent "-

of their time and 221 personsspend lessthan 20 percentof their time on

noise controlactivities. Thus,many Statesapparentlyview noise control w,

as a part-timeactivityto be added to an employeetsexistingduties. The

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

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

inspection positions and the increase in pollution control positions since

_? 1973 may point to a greater emphasis by States in providing technical assis-

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

_" at the locallevel,
i,

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

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

_'" health specialists,engineersand environmentaltechnicians/Inspectorsfilled
(

;__ most of the programpositions. Thereare another218 communitieswith nearly
L.., 5500 part-time staff members working less than 20 percent of their time on

_ nolse-relatedactivities. By far, the largestnumber of these 5500are police
[: li
; t_J officers. They are enforcingmotor vehiclenoise laws and respondingto

nuisancecomplaintsas a part of theirnormalpoliceduties.

; _'_ Most State and local programs,therefore,are staffedby a largeri!
number of part-time than full-tlme people. These part-time people have their

_: t._ major responsibilityin areas other than noisecontrol. Also, anothersizable

• related problemis the numberof personnelenforcingnoise lawswithouttrain-

_'_ ing in acoustics. Although half of theState and local noise control
over

_- personnelare eitherengineersor environmentalscientists,only i0 percenthave experiencein acoustics. This may impedetheir effectivenessunless

supplementarytrainingis provided.

_;_ Instrumentationand Equipment

Only 24 States and 174 communities possess one or more sound level
i!

meters, the basic instrumentfor makingnoisemeasurements. More Statesand

communitiesare purchasing,however,sophisticatedpiecesof equipmentsuch

(@ as outdoormonitoringsystems,frequencyanalyzers,and graphic levelrecorders.

Such equipmentis being used for noisemonitoringsurveysand to substantiate

enforcementcases in court.

vl

!)
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Although a number of communities have noise legislation, many of

those lack noise measurement equipment for enforcement. Analysis of survey

responses in 1977-78 also reveals 133communities enforcing their noise

legislation without any noise measurement equipment. Without measurement

capability,enforcementeffortsremainminimal. The 1977-78surveyresults .

clearly demonstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measure-

ment capability, current programs cannot be effectively carried out.

PROGRAM PROGRESS

Progresstowardachievingnoise abatementand control is not easily _.

defined. Before communitynoisecanbe noticeablyreduced,legislationmust

be enacted,resourcesapproprlated,abatementplans implementedand their en-

forcementcarried out. Althoughthereis no singleevaluationsystemfor rating

programprogress,the main programelementsmust at leastbe in placebefore

there can be any significantreductionin environmentalnoise.

Enforcementemphasisat theState or local level dependson government

Jurisdictionat that level. States,for example,concentrateenforcement

actionsagainstmotor vehiclesof alltypes, since they controlthe licensing

i of such vehicles. On the other hand,many communitieshave noise ordinances

aimed at controllinganimals,an areaof obviouslocaljurisdiction. This

segregationof enforcementby jurisdictionalso involvesthe FederalgOvern-

ment. For example, there is oftenconfusionas to whether Federallaws preempt

the jurisdictionof local ordinancesregulatingairport/aircraftnoise. Noise

from commercialaircraftaccessingan airport is controlledby F#J_;but noise

from equipmentand operationsat theairport itselfis the responsibilityof

the airportproprietor,which, in manycases,is the local government.

The importance of obstacles facing noise control efforts was ranked

by State respondents as:

e Lack of manpower .

e Inadequatebudget "

k,

• Lack of politicalsupport ;

e Lack of effectivelegislation.

S-8 _
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m- Community respondents ranked their obstacles as:

e Inadequatebudget

e Lackof manpower
+;

a Untrained personnel

L_
_.j a Lackof effectivelegislation.

_,, TECHNICALASSISTANCE

J*_ Responsesto the 1977-78noise controlprogramassessmentconfirm

the need of States and communities to have comprehensive technical assistance
J_

+_ programs. The Quiet CommunitiesAct of 1978 authorizesEPA to developassis-

tance programsin a more comprehensivemanner thanwas permittedby the

t_ Noise ControlAct of 1972.

When asked which areas of EPA assistancewouldbe of significant
t_ value in meetinglegislativeand programmaticneeds,the numberof replies

wa s:

t_ (a) attheStatelevel:

• PersonnelTraining/Workshop(25)

• Noise Measurement Instrumentation (21)

• EffectiveNoise ControlMethods (21)

• Manpower(19)

• Public InformationMaterials(18)

_ (b) at thecommunitylevel:

i EffectiveNoise ControlMethods (303)
0!

e PersonnelTraining/Workshops(300)

m Noise Control ProgramGuidelines(285)

e Noise MeasurementInstrumentation(277).

I'T In summary,both State and local noise controlprogramsrequire:

e Comprehensivein-depth_ederalassistance

!'i S-9



e The developmentof and accessto Federallydeveloped '_-

technical and research data, tools, and information

relatingto noiseabatementand control.

A comparlslonbetweenthe resultsof the 1973surveyand the 1977-78

surveys revealsthat therehas been littlesignificantchangein these reouirements......

However, EPA anticipates that significant progress in noise reduction will be

made in the immediatefuture. The added authoritywhich the Quiet Communities

Act gives to EPA in the areaof financialand technicalassistanceshouldhelp

to achievethis objective,
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Jt I. INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVESOF THE 1978 ASSESSMENT

The objectivesof the 1978 assessmentof State and local noise control

_ _ activities and requirementswere to:
I. Gatherinformationon the currenttypes and amounts"

_ of Stateand localnoisecontrolactivities

2. EvaluateState and communityprogress in noise con-

_ trol since the 1971 and 1974assessments

° f_ 3. ProvideStatesand communitieswith a basis for

judging theirnoise controlneeds,approaches,and

: performancevis-a-visthatof other similarcommunities

4, Developan updatedbaseline from which the status

i_ and progressof Stateand communitynoise control
effortsmaybe assessedinfutureyears

_ 5. IdentifyStateand local governmentneeds necessary
for the successfulestablishmentand operationof a

national noise control program

_'_ 6. Provide informationnecessaryfor the developmentof

,.? an EPA technicalassistanceprogramresponsiveto

._ identifiedStateand localneeds.

i-I
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GENERALAPPROACH _

The general approach followed in making the assessment involved the

following stops:

e Design and conduct of a survey of States and communities

o Compilation of relevant demographic data

o Analysis and integration of data from the survey

a Correlation of survey data with demographic factors

e Additionof relevantnon-surveymaterial _- i
)

o 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

• Identificati'onof the needs of State and localgovernments L

in carrying out noise control

m Examinationof the currentusageof variousareas of EPA

assistance to State and local governments

m Solicitation of planned usage of various areas of EPA assistance _.

toStateandlocalgovernments.

SURVEYMETHODOLOGY _-

The report on the 1974 EPA survey presented an assessment of the State

and local noise controlprogramsthat existed in 1973 to 1974. In that survey _-

informationwas requestedfrom53 Statesand territoriesand 235 incorporated

communities with populations greater than 75,000. Over 180 million persons were _.

represented by the State survey respondents; 55 million persons were covered in

thecommunityresponses. _-.

?

i

W
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To updatethe resultsof the 1973-1974survey,and to enlargethe

population base, a more comprehensive survey was conducted in 1977 and early

1978. A new questionnairewas mailed to 50 States, 2 territories,and to

I_ 824 U.S. localcenmunitieswith populations25,000or greater.I Governors,

mayors, and noise control officialswere the original recipientsof the

• i_ questionnaire. The publications,U.S. 1970 Census and Mayors of America'_ Prin-

cipal.Cities,July 1977_ were used to determinewhich communitiesmet the

i,_ populationcriteria. Follow-upcontactswere made to stimulatethe greatest

numberof responses. In thisreport,the terms "community"and "local"are

,i used for the cities,towns,and countygovernmentsto which the surveywas directed.

A cover letterexplainingthe purpose of the surveyand a questionnaire

with instructionswere mailed to Stateand local governn_nts. A copy of thehl

questionnaire is included in Appendix A. The questionnaire requests very

_ specific answers;however,space is provided for "other"or comments. It consists
of 11 areas designed to determinethe statusand needs of the communityand

F_ State noise control programs. In order to avoid the need for constantly

t_ referring to the survey questionnaire, and to aid the reader in interpreting

_. responses to questions, each question is given with the table of data derivedfrom replies to the question. Where no such question appears, data in the

table are derived from non-survey sources.

Table i-I presentsa breakdownof survey respondentsand the population

I_ covered by the States and communities that submitted a questionnaire._ Of
876 surveys which were mailed, 602 were returned for a 69 percent response,

Approximately 87% of the U.S. population was represented by the States' respon-

I_ dents;approximately62% by the communities'responses.

_ The population solicited, i.e., thatof the 824 communities havingover
25,000 population,is not necessarilya random sample of the total U.S.
population. The population of the 562 responding communities is, in turn,

,,i a self-selectedsampleof the populationsolicited.I

2 Submissionof a questionnairedoes not mean thata particularquestionwas
,_ answered, Thus, differentnumbersof responsesapply to variousquestions.

l!
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TABLE 1-I

AN ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

R0spondent
Total Popul=tion of PopulationTotal Number of Percent PopulationSurvey Categorlo= Number R0spondentz asa Percentof

Surveyed Respondents Responded Surveyed(Thouzands) (Tltoulandz) Population
Surveyed

Statel 50 38 76 202,405 177,007 87.4

Turritorios 2 2 100 2,774 2,774 100.0

Communities 824 502 60,2 97,838 60,119 01.7

J=
Distribution o|

Communities by Population 1

25,000 - 49,999 454 281 61.9 15,772 9,577 60.7

50,000 • 99,899 221 187 71.0 15,124 11,340 74.9

100,000 - 250,000 93 70 81.7 17,151 10,156 59.2

Over 250,000 06 48 85.7 49,791 29.040 583

TOTAL 024 562 68.2 07,830 60,119 61.7

1 Baled on 1070 Cenzu=and Mayor=of Americ.a'=PrincipalCities.

i _ _;_; _ "_-"_ ....... -....... ' .........................
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Several general limitations of this survey are discussed below.

_" Specific limitations are presented, as appropriate, in the text.
(

o Some contradictions and inconsistencies can be found within

f', the responses. For example,numerouscommunitiesindicated
#,#

that they have specific noise standards in their legislation;

however, a review of their legislation indicated only nuisance

_' regulationswith no quantitativestandardsspecified.

m- e A numberof questionnaireswere incompletein that some
[;

'_ questions,and in some casespartsof questions,were not

,., answered.
b_

o Some questionnaires were returned too late to be included In

thesurveydata.

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

il_ did not returnquestionnaires.

51 m The questionnairewas sent to qovernors'and mayors'offices.
_4

_ __ Replieswere receivedfrom policechiefs,sanitationengineers,
. public healthofficers,etc. These personsmay not be represen-

i _ tativeof the generalpublicinthe community.

I _ o The effectsof the compositionof the sample,discussedin
_! footnotei, havenot been Investigated•Thatis, smallcommuni-

ties (populationless than 25,000)and non-cooperativecommunities

i._ did not contributeto the data. However,Table1-i indicates

i _ coverageof the U.S. populationis high. Hence,the impactof

the communities not represented in the sample is probably small.8_

,°)i
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ORGANIZATIONOFREPORT -_

Chapter II documents the public's concern for noise as a significant

problem in modern life.

Chapter Ill summarizes the efforts of State and local governments to

combatnoiseby meansof legislationand enforcement. _-

Chapter IV is devoted to the resources, i.e., personnel,money and i
_=

equipment, available at the State and local levels to implementtheir noise i
controlprograms.

Chapter V discusses the accomplishments of State and local governments i
in controlling noise together with the problems they have encountered.

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

F
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 undertakenand as it has been modifiedby the Quiet CommunitiesAct of 2978.
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(:_ II. PUBLICAWARENESSOF THENOISEPROBLEM

(_I NOISEAS A HEALTHAND WELFARE PROBLEM

i_:&_ Unwantedsound is one of America'smost widespreadnuisances, But

I._ noise is more thanJust a price paid for livingin a modern world,for it

_i constitutes a realand present danger to people's health, However, theI_

!! [_ effects of noise on health are often misunderstood
or unrecognized. For

il - example, hearing loss is usually considered to be strictly an occupationalhazard. Of the many healthhazardsrelatedto noise,hearingloss is the

most clearly observable and measurable by health professionals, As many as

r_ 19 millionAmericanssuffer from hearingloss that may be relatedto noise

fromall sources,

Recentstudies have producedevidencerelating the stress, irritabil-
ity, annoyance, and interference with work, rest, and thought caused by noise

_-_, to widespreadphysiological,psychological,and performanceproblems, Noise

,,i_ may be associatedwith many of the nation'smajor healthproblems,such as

f! heart disease and high bloodpressure, EasternEuropeanstudieshave shown

i _ an associationbetweennoise and potentialhypertension,and representatives

from the scientificcommunity,includingthe _lationalAcademyof Sciences,are
J_

._ of the opinion thatthis relationshipshouldbe studiedin more detail,

Noise is also suspectedof interferingwith children'slearningandi-+I

with normal developmentof the unbornchild. Noise is reportedto have

triggeredextremelyhostilebehavioramongpersonspresumablysufferingfrom
i!

,. emotionalillness, It is suspectedthatnoise lowersour resistance,in some
cases, to the onset of infection and disease.

:, 2-I



However, many Americans are largely unaware that noise may pose _-

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

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

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

or mental ailment. Biomedical and behaviorresearchare now at the point

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

specific links 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 its 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 believed that noise had

affectedtheir"physicalor emotionalhealthand well-being."

This reaction was also evident in answer to the survey question that

asked if noise was perceived as a problem affecting the health and welfare of
the community. Replies to this question (Figure 2-I) indicated that 66 percent

of the 28 responding States answered affirmatively. At the community level, r-

only 38 percent of the 494 communityrespondents perceived noise to be such _-

aproblem.

Figure 2-I also shows that 17 percent of the States and 21 percent of "

the local communities don't know if noise is viewed by their citizens as a

health problem. This may be due to a lack of public education and information

concerning the potentialseriousnessof the problem. On the other hand,

besides the issue of hearing loss that affects almost 20 million persons, _.

scientific evidence has only recently shed light on the possible non-auditory

effectsof noise,

The survey revealed additionally that there is a strong tendency to

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

that have noise ordinancesand thatactivelyenforcesuch ordinances.

_jw
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RESPONSESFROM28STATES
¢

RESPONSESFROM494COMMUNITIES

FIGURE 2-I

PERCEPTIONOF _OISEAS A PROBLEH

I_ _es_ion 2C. "-rathe noise issue vieued ae _ pz,ob_em e_._eotinc the hec_t_ _:d

welfare of the oitizeno in the oemw_unity?"
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GROWTHOFCONCERNOVERTHEPROBLEMOFNOISE

As many as 86 percentof the Statesand 52 percentof the communities

feel that noise is a growing problem (Figure 2-2),I 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

developedprogramsand policiesfor noise controland other pollutioncontrols,

whereas local governments may have many different problems competing for

limitedresources. As a consequence,they havegiven priorityto environ-

mental problems mandated by Congressional legislation as well as to those

Federalprogramsthat have made funds availablefor their programdevelopment.
L

In spite of these competitive factors, a 52-percent expression of concern for

growthof the noise problemin communitiesis significant. '-

Also, since States traditionally control one of the greatest sources

of nolse-motor vehicles-they are more likely to be aware of the growth of _-
L_

concern for this noise source.

Another survey that'analyzedthe concern for growth of the noise

problemwas conductedby the GallupOrganizationfor the NationalLeagueof

Cities in November 1978. A sample of urban residentswas asked to rank four _-

pollution problems:

: m Air pollution _
L.

a Pollution of drinking water

g Pollution of waterways

e Noise pollution.
i_

Sixty percentviewednoise pollutionas "nottoo serious." However,

57 percentof the residentsperceivednoise as a more serious problemthan five r

years earlier,and 48 percentfelt that "not enoughis being done about it."

These percentagesdemonst:-atethat the noise problemis gettingworse and is ,.

deservingofmoreattentin.

Recall,however,that 12 Statesdid not respond. Lack of responsemay
indicate a lack of concern.

.J
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STATE RESPONSES

M

COMMUNITY RESPONSES

I

= FIGURE2-2. PERCEPTIONOF NOISEAS A GROLVI_IGCO_CERN

'_ _xes_ion aB, "Ia the noiae iasue _ growi_ oonoe_n,in yohr eo_r,,_nity?"

-- 2-5



In the EPA survey, concern with noise is a strong function of popula-

tion. In Figure 2-3, survey data show quite vividly that concern increases

directlywith population. In cities havingpopulationsgreaterthan 250,000, __

76 percent of respondents consider that the problem is growing,

Expressions of the intensity of public concern for the noise problem --

can be obtainedfrom a seriesof foursurveysof particularStatesand communities.

Table 2-I shows answers to questions concerning the public's willingness to pay _

for noise control by taxation. For Allentown and Spokane, approximately 60

percent of the respondents would pay additional taxes for noise control,

Communitiesthat have expressedthe most concernabout the growth .L_

of noise are locatedin Midwesternand SouthwesternStates (Figure2-4),

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NOISE PROBLEM

A key objectiveof this surveywas to determinethe noise sources

causing the greatest problems, Respondents were asked to rate significant _--

I contributionsto the noise problemsfrom 14 specifiednoisesources. Table 2-2

lists significant noise sources ordered by the number of States responding, L.

Table 2-3 gives a similar listing for communities.

Transportationvehiclesof all types were identifiedmost frequently -_

as the most significantcontributorsto the noise problem, Specifically, ....

motorcycleswere identifiedmost frequently,closelyfollowedby trucks,

autos,railroads,buses,and aircraft.

For the eight non-transportationsources,_ these rankingsare fairly

consistent regardless of population and for States and communities. Except

for the industrial source, the rankings of these sources varies very little.

Several observations can be made about the specific sources in addition ,

to the above generalones. For example,aircraftnoise annoyanceincreases _.

with populationas expected,since the numberof aircraftoperationsusually

increaseswith population. Railroadsare more significantnoise contributors L.

in small cities where a greater portion of the population may live near the

railroadthaninlargercities, 'i
m_

zSeeTable2-3. _I

2-6 _J



...
...

...
...

...
.

_:
_

:_
:

_:
_

n_
r

.:
_"

_:
_i

_.
_7

_
_

_!
._

!"
_-

•
•

.,.
,

...
...

...
.

_
..

.

P
er

ce
n

t
A

n
sw

er
in

g
rn

"'Y
es

'"

!
!

l
J

!

_
o_

C
10

D
.0

00
-2

50
,0

00
m

_

_
O

50
.0

0D
-1

00
,0

00

'
25

.0
00

-5
0,

00
0

e
_

"d
l .=



m

TABLE 2-I

WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR NOISE CONTROL

ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA SURVEY

Now much are you willing to pay in additionaltaxes for a noisecontrolprogram?

Amount Percent

Willpayextra(total) 60.6%

$ .I0perperson 5.6%

$ .25perperson 5.0%

$ .50perperson 6.2%

$I.00per person 30.3_

$2.50perperson 7.6%

Greater than $2.50
perperson 5.9%

Willnotpayextra 39.4%

SPOKANE,WASHINGTONSURVEY

i Summer1978

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

Amount Percent --

Willpayextra(total) 57%

$ .lOperperson I0%

$ .25 per person 7%

$ .EOperperson B%

$I.00perperson 18%

$2.50perperson lit

Greaterthan$2.50
per person 3% ! :

Will not pay extra 43% -

i i i

.J
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I_ TABLE2-1(CONT'D.)
STATE OF FLORIDA SURVEY

Fall1976

Of thetaxesyou payhew muchshouldbe usedto controlnoise? (Notaxincrease.)

Amountof Taxes Percent

Nothing 21%
Lessthan$I 23%

$I to $5 34%
i_ $5 to $I0 15%

$I0or more 7%
100%

JACKSONVILLE,FLORIDASURVEY

Fall1977

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

to see it distributed?

PollutionPrograms Cents

Air 32
Water 27

_'_ SolidWaste 21

Noise 20

' I

, E
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Ohio _,

100 ! indiana

90 Illinois_u Wisconsin

80 Minnesota
Hawaii:_ 70 California

• _= Nevada :.
_ 60 Artzonc

. _u. 50- m !_-

40-

20 _-

" FIF]F] r]A f]t 10

ij ; 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

EPAREGION

FIGURE2-4. GROWINGCONCERNWITH NOISE ,.-(512Communities)

r.

Queetion2B. Co._unityData (Figure2-2) Grouped by EPA Region.
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TABLE2-2
i

I_ STATERATINGOF VARIOUSNOISE
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM

i

I_ Numberof Percentof
Rating NoiseSource States Responding

p. States

_ 1 Motorcycles 22 58%: 2 Trucks 22 58

3 IndustrialActivities 18 47

'_ 4 Automobiles 17 45

B Aircraft 17 45

6 Buses 16 42

7 ConstructionEquipment 13 34

_ 8 RailroadOperations 1I 29
9 GarbageCompactors 9 24

_, I0 RecreationalVehicles 8' 2111 Public& PrivateEntertainment 7 18

12 PublicServiceVehicles 6 16
13 Animals 6 16

14 HomePowerEquipment 6 16

i 11 (38 States'Responses)

_es_ion 2E. "PZeaserankthe folZo_ng noise Bouroeaon the basle of thei_

osntributlsnts your arears noisepPoblem.'t

1
: :t
b

r_

! ,E
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TABLE 2/3

COR4UNITY RATING OF VARIOUS NOISE
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM

Percentage
Rating NoiseSource Numberof OfResponding

Communities Communities

i Motorcycles 369 68_

2 Trucks 353 6B

3 Automobiles 31B 58 --

4 RailroadOperations 226 42 ,

5 Buses 188 35

6 Aircraft 188 35

7 Animals 170 31

8 ConstructionEquipment 151 28

9 Public & PrivateEntertainment 147 27

10 IndustrialActivities 145 27 _

II Garbage Compactors 124 23

12 RecreationalVehicles 79 IB

13 Home Power Equipment 69 13

14 Public ServiceVehicles 63 12 ,-

(524 Communities' Responses) _'

queation 2E. '_Ze=ae rank the foZZowi_ noise 8om,oe8 on the basi_ of _heir
contribution¢o your area'anoiaeprobZem,"

L.,
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Industrial sources are more of a problem in the nation's largest

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

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

but as the tenthmost importantproblemin cities havingpopulationswith less

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

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

_J communities that have such industriesmay be dependent upon them and hence

reluctant to complain. Many small communities also are bedroom communities for

_m the larger cities. In such communities the commuting transportation noise

problem may be generated by the presenceof the noisy industries in the

_ adjoining largercity.

F_ In linewith these rankings,EPA (andDOT) have promulgatedor are
iJ proposingregulationsfor the top six transportationnoise sourcesand for

a seventhfrequentlycited source,constructionequipment.

._ In almost all regions of the country, motorcycles,trucks,and automobiles
T)

_ are consistentlyrankedas the major noise offenders. Reactionto the otherE, three transportationsources, i.e.,railroads,buses and aircraft,is also

fairly uniformacrossregions.

I [_ EXPERESSIONSOF PUBLIC CONCERN

• _ There are severalways in which a governmentalunit gainsan under-

standingof the extentof the noise problemin its area. The EPA surveyasked

respondentsto rate the importanceof the followingmethodsof gainingsuch an,i FJ
understanding: formal complaints, group actions, public hearings, surveys/

_ monitoring,newsmedia, other,and don't know. Relativeimportancewas

I_ determinedfor those respondentswho considereach of thesemethodssignificant.Im

The resultsfor both Statesand communitiesis shown in Figure2-5.F

L_' Both levelsof governmentseem to obtain their understandingof the

noise problemprimarilyfrom formal complaints(States38 percent,communities

38 percent),followedby surveys/monitoring(States 2B percent,communities

24 percent). The other three methodstrail these two.

!

: t
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  rcon,of --Ruponden_ .
Considorlng

EochMethod / Complaint= _ _,"__ \

SignlflcQnt

i

StateResponses

T--

i I r

/ Complaints / \
38%

/ Monitoring _ /

CommunityResponses

! ,

FIGURE2-5. METHODOF GAINING UNDERSTAHDINGOF _'*

THE IMPORTArlCEOF THE NOISE PROGRAM ,,_

Question_D. "Howk_s Four governmentg_in_d an urZ.erstandingof the extentof

the noiseproblem in yoz_r_rea?" _I
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Very likelynewsmedia,publichearings,and group action3are the

means by which individuals gain an understanding of the noise problem. Having

_" gained an understanding, such individuals are then able to make formal complaints

to their local government unit. Also, the number of complaints filed in a

_- communityrepresentsonlya fractionof the number of peopleannoyedby noise.

NOISE AS A COMMUNITY PROBLEM

,_' The various aspectsof the studiesof communitynoise, summarized
¢I

briefly, demonstrate the existence of a noise problem. The next step is to

ql measure its magnitude. This was done in the EPA survey by asking respondents

to note significantcommunityproblems;i.e.,crime, urban renewal,housing,

air pollution,noise pollution,water pollutionand traffic. Approximately

_J 32 percentof the communitiesviewnoise pollutionas a significantproblem.

!. _ However, anothersurveyproducedsomewhatdifferentresults.
_m

w A comprehensivenationalhousingsurveyis sponsoredannuallyby the

_ U.S. Housing and Urban Development Department, with technical support from

_' the U.B. Bureau of Census. Since 1973, HUD has performed an Annual Housing

Survey in an effort to determine the quality of housing. Questions are included

concerning local neighborhood conditions throughout the United States. Each

samplehas rangedbetween69,337and 74,005residencesduringthe years 1973-

1976.

One question asks respondents to identify undesirable conditions in their

mm area from a ,io_ _iblo objectionableneighborhood conditions, including

I_ o Noise
o Heavy traffic

e Streetlighting
f_

6_ o Streetrepair
o Crime

v'l o Commercialand industrialdevelopment

m Litter

!i e Odor

iI
_md
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• Deterioratinghousing "-

• Abandoned buildings.

Since 1973,noise has been consistentlythe most frequentlymentioned

undesirableconditionin residentialneighborhoods(see Figure2-6). In 1975,

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

undesirable problem. 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 --

factorinfluencingthe qualityof a neighborhood. For many,it is a sufficiently

undesirable condition to cause them to move.

2-16
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FIGURE 2-6. TIIETHREE MOST UNDESIRABLE NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS

(Percentages identified in 1975 HUG/Census Bureau Survey oF
Ilomeowners)
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Ill. LEGISLATION AND ENFORCE_IENT

)

F_

ENABLING LEGISLATION

iT Enablingnoise legislationis a declarationof policyby a State
legislature describing the need for noise control, outlining program goats and

_ objectives,and establishingan organizationalframeworkfor carryingout noise
controlobjectives. Communitiesdo not requireenabling legislation. Enabling

_t legislationis oftenan initialstep towardformulationof a noise controlpro-

gram and includesdelegationof authorityto a specific agencyor agenciesor

city, and stipulationof thoseagencies'functionsand powers. Typicalenablinglegislation contains the following provisions:

e The scopeof the proposednoise controlefforts
a The specificnoisecriteria,standards,and regulations

_ to be formulated
m

e An outlineof the regulatorydevelopmentprocess

a A timetablefor development.

,._ Thirty-oneStatesrespondedto the questionI concerningthe enactment

of enablinglegislation. Fifteenof thesestatedthat such enablinglegislation

had been enacted. The Stateswhich did not haveenabling noiselegislationwere

:!

t Question 3A. "Has enablinglegislationbeen enactedto establishan environ-
,_ mental noise controlprogram?"
' i
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asked whether such legislation was being proposed at the current session of

their legislatures. Twelve States responded to the question, five of them

affirmatively.

CONTENTS OF EXISTING LAWS AND ORDINANCES

State Legislation

Thirty-two States responded to a question concerning noise control

laws. Nineteen of these States have laws which incorporate noise control

legislation.

Followingare brief discussionsof the major categoriesof State -_

noise controllegislation.

a Zoning/LandUse. Six Stateshave noise regulationsbasedon

zoningor land use. These regulationsstipulatepermissible

noise levels for threeland use categorles- residential,

commercial,and manufacturing. "-

• Vehicles. Most Statesregulate three types of motor vehicles- _-"

trucks,automobiles,and motorcycles. Approximately17 States _-

which regulate truckshave adoptedthe same noiseemissionlimits

: asEPA. ,-

• RecreationalVehicles. This is a categoryof noise emission "-

which is coming underincreasingState regulation, The initial

impetus for these regulations was the mushrooming use of snow-

mobiles. Subsequently, other varied-terrain vehicles, such as _-

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

comeunderregulation. _-

a Railroads. Very littlenoise legislationat the State level

concerningrailroadswas in existenceduring the period 1971-1977.

Some Statesregulaterailroadyards. The EnvironmentalProtection ,

Agency is in the processof issuingnoise regulationsfor all ,_
interstaterail carriers.

3-2
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f" e Aircraft, Only Californiahas establishedaircraft

noise limits. The initial law established a maximum

noiselevelfor eachsingleaircraftflyoverand

i_ alsoa 24-hourmaximumnoiselevelfor certainsized

airports,basedon aircraftoperations.Thelegality
i_ of the regulationof individualaircrafthas been

N questioned:thisprovisionappearstobe in conflict

_,_ with the FederalAviationAct and the Federalresponsibility

to regulatenavigableairspace.
M
|J e ConstructionSites. 0nlyone State,Maryland,has any

regulation on construction site noise. It is based on

[j classifyingconstructionas an industrialactivity.

Construction site noise must be within the permissible

I_ levelallowedforindustrialuse.

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

buildingcode with noise limits, The code appliesto
the intrusionof environmentalnoise in publicbuildings.

_ When these are exceeded,the code requiresameliorative

action.

[I Communit_Legislationh.

!:i Seventy-sixpercentof communitiesreport some type of noise con-

y _ trol law or ordinance. There is a very high correlationbetweenthe communi-
}

ties that reported noise as a growing concern and those with existing

I_ noise controllaws. Thus the legislationin these communitiesappearsto

follow increasingawarenessof noise as a problem. Table 3-I showsthe

" breakdownof these responsesby populationand by populationdensity. The
_w

F!
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TABLE 3-I

COt.IMUNITIEBVIITHSOMETYPEOF NOISECONTROLLA[V

Number of Responses

Population& Density
Yes No Total

Population

Over 250,000 39 6 45 -"

I00,000-250,000 58 I0 68

50,000 - 100,000 112 36 148 ....

25,000- 50,000 195 7__44 269

Total 404 126 B30-

Pop.ula.tionDensity _--

Over B,OOO/sq.mi. 105 29 134 _

2,500 - B,OOO/sq.mi. 157 53 210

Under 2,500/sq.mi. 97 31 12B

Total 359 113 472* 4_

* Totalsare not consistentbecausepopulationdensity
(or area) was not availablefor some communities. _"

L_

Question4A. '_rethere e_a_ing Zoueor ord_oes _hi_h i_zeorpo_t_noise
. oontro_prouieiona?" -.

I

o*
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r- data indicatethat noise laws are commonin citiesover lO0,O00in size but

i, there appears to be little dependence on population density.

_" Duringthe seventies,a major increaseoccurred in the amountof local

_ noise legislation. As late as lgll, Just 59 municipal governments had adopted

_, quantitative noise control laws. By 1977, this total was well over 400.

Following are brief discussions of the major categories of community

_, noise control legislation.
l

a Zoning/LandUse. Land use controlswere tha first form of
m

_! local noise legislationincorporatingquantitativepro-

_ visions. The basic land categoriesaddressedgenerallyare

the sameas in Statestatutes-- residential,business/commer-

|_ cial, and industrial. Oftena moredefinitivebreakdownof

land uses is contained in ordinances which correspond to the

StandardLand UseClassificationManual(SLUCM)or the

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC).
F_

_'iJ o Vehicles. Regulationof motorvehiclesis for many communities

the largest category of local noise control. Generally,

i_ truckscategorizedin terms of weight,motorcyclesand automobiles

are regulated. Many communities are adopting emission levels
f!

comparableto those in the EPA InterstateMotor CarrierRegulation.

e Recreational Vehicles. Approximately one-third of the
IJ
_. communitiesestablishingvehiclelawshavesome _ -'_O_OU_ _ C
u

provision regulating such vehicles as snowmobiles, trail

_@ bikes,dune buggies,and motorboats. Snowmobilesand motor

boatswith outboardenginesare the most commonlyregulated

J_ sources. In additionto establishingsource-specificlevels,

many jurisdictions are beginning to examine controls over

iT thearea in which,and when,recreationalvehiclesare
_- permittedto operate.

I

E .
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J Railroads. Railroad activity is not a usual source for

regulation at the local level. Occasionally limits

are established for particular railroad-related sources

such as trainwhistle, refrigeratorcar, and locomotive

engine exhaust noise. When EPA regulations for interstate

railroad noise are put in effect, most communities

with interestin thisareawill begin to enforcenoise

limitscompatiblewiththe EPAregulations.

m Aircraft. Aircraftnoise,althougha local noise problem,

is not commonly regulated at the local government level.

Usuallycitieshave refrainedfrom enacting legislation

because of Federal preemption and the question of inter-

ference with interstate commerce. The area of greatest

local interest has involved regulating noise generated by

maintenance and repair of aircraft. This narrow involvement

: by localgovernmentsmay be changingas the courtsinterpret

the role of the proprietorin airportnoise liability.

: Today,just26 communitieshaveany typeof quantitative

air-noise emission requirements. In a new category of con-

cern are the various types of rotary wing aircraft (i.e.,

police and trafficsurveillancehelicopters)that use _-

considerable latitude in their height restrictions, thereby

impactingresidentialareas.

a ConstructionSites. Most constructionsite regulation

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

during which construction is permitted. Acoustical criteria ,.

vary considerably,some communitiesregulatingspecific ,.v

pieces of equipment. Others aggregate construction site

noise. Some communitiesutilizeproperty boundariesfor ,_

;I¢
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noise measurement; others specify measurement distancesm-
_ up to 1,000feet. Morepopulatedcitiesare beginning

to reference the EPA compressor noise emission regulation,
c-

a trendwhichwillincreasethe totalnumberof communities

havingacousticalprovisions,

i (_ o BuildingCodes, Buildingcodes rarelycontainquantitative
noise emission provisions. These codes apply to a select

i _ typeor portionof a buildingstructureand its associate

i accessoryequipment,To date, thereare veryfew comprehen-

" sivebuildingcodes, Thisappearsto be changing,since: I!

_i_' some municipalitiesare establishingenergy requirements

:i:_ for buildingconstructionwhich haveadded benefitsof

! _ reducingsoundtransmission,Furthermore,modelbuilding

!i_ codesare beingrevisedto incorporatenoiseprovisions.

_"[_ TYPESOF LEGISLATION

il EPAModel Leaislation

In cooperationwith the Councilof State Governments,EPA developed

! _ modelstate enablinglegislationfor noisecontrol. The model law was pub-

_. lishedin the Council's1974 handbookof suggestedState legislation, In

I _ September1975,EPA publisheda modelcommunitynoise controlordinancein

conjunctionwith the National Instituteof MunicipalLaw Officers, The model

!_ legislationis intendedto be a basic tool that communitiescan use to con-
structnoise controlordinancessuitedto local needs and conditions, The

modelordinanceincludesboth nuisanceand performanceprovisionsand covers

stationaryand mobile noise sources,togetherwith land use planning. The

preamblecontainsan extensivediscussionon Federalpreemptionin additionto

otherexplanatorymaterial. EPA has also prepareda modelcode of recommended

practicesfor properemforcementof the ordinance,
{-?
_._ Table 3-2 contains the numberof responsesby communitiesto the

questionof using EPA model legislation.The dataare arrangedby population

i and by populationdensity.
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Thirty-t_vo communities out of the 156 communities responding used

EPA'e model in formulating noise legislation. Since the model was not pub-

lished until September 1975, the number of its users is not a fair indication

of its usefulness. Communitiesof 50-100,000populationwere rela-

tively greater users (31 percent) of the ordinance than other-sized cities.

TABLE 3-2

COMMUNITY UTILIZATION OF EPA FIODEL LEGISLATIO_I

No. of Responses
Population & Density

Yes No Total ..

Overall 32 124 156

Population

Over250,000 4 16 20

ZOO,O00- 250,000 6 21 27

50,000- I001000 II 25 36 ..

25,000- 50,000 11 57 68

Popula.tionOensitY

J Over S,O00/sq.mi. 12 35 - 47 ._

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

. Under 2,50.O/sq.mi. 8 24 32

Q_estlon3C. "W_sEPA'8MmdeZ Com_ni_y Con_ro_ordinc_aeusedin io._.<,_t_ng
this Zegielatlon?_' _

Q.uantitatlveand qualitativeLegislation

Any discussionof types of noise controllegislationmust make clear

the distinctionbe_veenquantitativeand non-quantitativeregulations.Noise

controlregulationsincorporatingquantitative(or acoustical)criteriaare

referredto as performancestandards. Such standardsspecifypermissible

sound levels,which,if exceeded,are in violationof the regulationsand "_

subjectto enforcement. Non-quantitativenoisecontrol regulationshave _I

restrictionscouchedin such'generaltermsas "unnecessarilyloud"or "disturb- "_

ing." The use of suchso-callednuisanceregulationscontinuesbecausethey ,,_
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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.

i, Table 3-3 lists the numbersof Stateshaving quantitativenoise

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

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

significant expansion into other areas in recent years. For instance, in

(, 1973, only three States had performance standards for land use noise. By

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

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

titative provisions. Florida had a seven-man motor vehicle noise enforce-

ment team,which, by its own measurementeffortsand its trainingof local

t_ enforcementofficers,had succeededin reducingtruck noise in the State by

3 decibels. The Florida programemphasizedregulationswhich will reduce

noise at its source,as in planningconstructionof buildingsand road_ so

that unnecessary levcls of noise are designed.out from the start.

Table 3-4 shows the numberof quantitativenoise standardsfor

ii various noise sources in communities. The regulation of noise from motor
vehicles,industry,constructionequipmentand even entertainmentis predomi-

nant. This is a nearly tenfold increase in the number of comparable standards

shownin 1974surveys.

Table 3-5 comparesthe numberof communitieswith specificnoise

il_ standards in legislation with thosewhich perceive the same noise sources as

significantproblems. It can be seen that legislationin many sourcecategories

i _ lags behind perception of problems. This is strikingly apparent in the case

of motor vehicles. Railroad noise is also a significant problem which forth-

+_ coming EPA legislation will help to alleviate. Relatively few noise sources --

industrial activities, home power equipment, recreational vehicles, and

-" public service vehicles among them ---have adequate amounts of coverage in

legislation having performance standards.

r"!
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TABLE 3-3

: QUANTITATIVENOISESTANDARDSUSEDBY STATES
BY NOISE SOURCE CATEGORIES

: Sourceof Humberof
Noise States

RecreationalVehicles 20 :

Motorcycles IB

Trucks 12 -

Automobiles 10 _

Buses 9 -

IndustrialActivities 8

Publicand PrivateEntertainment 8

LandUse 6 ,

ConstructionEquipment 5

Home Power Equipment B i_,
BuildingRequirements 4

r-
GarbageCompactingTruck 4

PublicServiceVehicles 3

RailroadOperations 3

Animals 2

Aircraft I

Question4C. "If=newer to 4A is 'yea'pZeaserespondto the foZlowing:

(Identify)the noise.so_a,eecontrolscoveredunderthe noise
controlprovisioneof your _egislation. Identifyonly those
that includeperformanoestand.tale(decibelnoise levels)."

"i
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TABLE 3-4

pm QUANTITATIVE NOISE STANDARDS IN COMblUNITIES
_ BY NOISESOURCECATEGORIES

N

I_ Source of Number of

! Noise Quantitative Standards

IndustrialActivities 166

i _ Motorcycles 16B

Automobiles 164

Trucks 158

i_ Entertainment 149

_ Buses 142
i ConstructionEquipment 129
_, Land Use 118

_ Home Power Equipment 109

l Animals 102

'i_ Building Requirements 94

Recreational Vehicles 91

' _ Public Service Vehicles 68
{ GarbageCompactingTrucks 66

RailroadOperations 49Aircraft 40

t_ Total 1,810U

_B _eetion 40. "If answer _o 4A is 'yes' p_ease respond _o _he foZlowing:

U (Identify) the noise source oontrols covered _nder the noiag

control propisione of your _sgislation. Identify only _hose
(_ tl_t inoZude perform_noe standards (decibel noise leve_s)."

'I
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TABLE 3-5

NOISE LEGISLATION IN COMMUNITIES COMPARED
TO THEIR PERCEPTION OF NOISE PROBLEMS

Numberof Numberof
Sourceof Quantitative CommunitiesPerceiving "
Noise Standards in Noise Sourcesas

Legislation SiQnificant Problem

IndustrialActivities 166 147

Motorcycles 165 369

Automobiles 164 315

Trucks 158 353

Entertainment 149 14B :-"

Buses 142 IB8

ConstructionEquipment 129 151 _-

HomePowerEquipment i09 69 i_.

Animals 102 170

RecreationalVehicles 91 79 !

PublicServiceVehicles 68 63
,iC;!t ,-.

GarbageCompactingTrucks 66 124 !

RailroadOperations 49 226

Aircraft 40 188 'i

See _c_bl.e82-_ and 3-4 for 8u.z_eyquestions.

i
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r_ Manycities have builtoutstandingprogramswith the help of perfor-

4_ mance standards, frequently with very limited budgets. New York City, for

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

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

ment to determine hew much noise reduction is technologically feasible. Then

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

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

i_ For example,in Boulder,Colorado,a task force of concernedcitizens,

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

J_ over 70 decibelscould resultin up to a 20 percentloss of effectivenessin

jobs that requireconcentration.The resultof their study was a municipal

f_ ordinancespecifyingnoise levelallowancesfor both vehicularand non-vehicular
4J

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

I_ for residentialareas,65 decibelsfor commercialareas,and 80 decibelsfor

_ industrialareas. Monitoringfor this program is handledby a teamof three

t_ officers operatingabout 20 hoursa week in a speciallyequippedand marked
_ car. Their salariesand the cost of the equipmentfor this effort come out

of a modest$36,000budget.

Of the 126 communitieswhich answeredno to the questionof having

noise control ordinances, g3 responded to the question of whether they antic-

ipatedthe developmentof suchlegislationover the next two years. The

respondents split almost evenly, 48 answering that they did anticipate noisefa

con:roi legislation,45 responding that they did not. If the overall figure

of 52 percent expecting to develop legislation is accepted, then the total

!:_ percentageof communitieswith noise controlordinanceswill increasefrom

404 to 470, or from 76 percent to 88 percent,l

'_' ENFORCEMENT

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

_ the responsible organization for noise control often provides a nucleus from

which to develop a comprehensive noise control program. When more than one

i'_ State or local agency is involved, a fragmented or functionally divided situation
w_

I See Table 3-I.

I
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may arise, Fragmentationfrequentlycannotbe avoided,however,becauseof

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 noise control section of the Florida

Oepartmentof EnvironmentalRegulationsis a good example)can often provide •

overalldirection. Appointmentof joint task forcesfor noise controlis

anothersolution to the fragmentationproblem.

Enforcement by States

Table 3-6 gives the number of States enforcingnoise control laws

for each of 14 noise sources. Note thatthese numbersare not an answerto

question 5C as quoted under the table. That is, the numbers given are the

number o7 States, not the number of enforcement actions, Five of the first

seven controlled sources are surface transportation vehicles.

Table 3-7 correlatestypesof legislationand enforcementagencies ._

at the State level. From the data it is evident that States rely heavily

on publicsafetyofficers, However,the use of specializedEnvironmental

Pollution Control Officers is second in frequency and is a growing factor,

The table also revealsfrequentenforcementby State agenciesof municipal "-"

codes,

To the survey question regarding treatment of violations (question 5B),

State responses indicated that very few noise investigations result in the

issuance of citations. This does not necessarily indicate weakness of enforce-

ment, since the process of investigation itself often results in removal of

the violation. As one environmental protection officer in Colorado put it,

the objective of an ordinance is to achieve quiet, not to collect fines,

Respondents were asked to identify the most significant problems

hindering their enforcement efforts. States answering this question indicate

inadequate manpower most frequently as tlleproblem limiting the effectiveness

of their noise controlefforts, The secondmost pressingproblemwas the

lackofprioritization, .,

Enforcement.b_Communities "-

Table 3-8 gives the number of communities enforcing noise control laws _,

for each of 14 noise sources, As mentioned above, this is not a direct answer
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TABLE 3-6

_m NUMBEROF STATESENFORCINGNOISECONTROLLAWS
FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

_ Sourceof Number Percentof
of Statesi m_ Noise

i L_ States.Responding*

Trucks 4 13%

+! IndustrialActivities 4 13%
¢,4|

Publicand PrivateEntertainment; 4 13%

_ Motorcycles 3 10%

Buses 2 6%

t_ Automobiles 2 6%

I_I RailroadOperations 2 6%

f_ ConstructionEquipment 2 6%
q_ PublicServiceVehicles 2 6%w

GarbageCompactors 2 6%

RecreationalVehicles 2 6%

Home Power Equipment 2 6%

Animals 1 3%

BuildingRequirements 1 3%

J:o Land Use/Zoning i 3_

Other (GrainElevators) I 3%

_ Aircraft 0 0
, {

* Based on 31 States responding.

,J• _e8Cion 50. '_Zeaeelist the n_.be_of enforcementaotionsfor eaoh
of _he followingnoise sourceaontrol_."(See_ext.)

. ri

&)

.... 3-IB



TABLE 3-7

TYPES OF LEGISLATIONAND ENFORCEMENTAGENCIES
FOR STATES

Enforcement Agencies

,r-4_ _. _ 5-

Legislation ,-.- _:= >,.-= > .=L .-= =_ _ = ,_

MunicipalCode 2 I I i 0 O 0 0 O 5 18.5

ZoningCode 0 I 0 1 0 0 0 O 0 2 7.4

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

BuildingCode O O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

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

Aircraft/AirportCode 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 O 0 0 0

AdministrativeCode I O B 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 22.2

StateStatute 3 B 1 0 I O O I I 7 25.9

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

TuLaI B ,1 8 2 I 0 1 1 i 27

Percent 33.3 14.8. 29.6 7.41 3.70 0 3.70 3.70 3.70

(_uust'ion4B. "PZeaueind_aaLeeaah tpp_o_ _gisZation and resl;eotipetype of enJb_,aementagena_j."

.............. i
_ L,,.n ........ , --.w ....... ' -'
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TABLE 3-8
e"

_ NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES ENFORCING NOISE
CONTROL LAWS FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

I_ Percentof
Sourceof Numberof Communities

Noise CommunitiesRespondi.ng,
Industria] Activities 77 14.7%

Publicand PrivateEntertainment 59 11.2%

I_ Animals 57 10.9%

Motorcycles 55 10.5%

_.4 IAutomobiles 48 9.2%

Trucks 46 8.8%

_' I_ Construction Equipment 44 8.4%

3, Home Power Equipment 36 6.9%

!i_ Garbage Compactors 27 5.2%

_" RailroadOperations 19 3.6%C_

_ Buses 16 3.1%

_ RecreationalVehicles 16 3.1%Public Service Vehicles 15 2.9%

i, in _,& Aircraft 9 1.7%

* Based on 524 community responses.

_ @ues_ion 5C. "Pleu8_ Zist the _umbe_ of @nfo_oemen_ ao_ione fo_ eaoh
of the foZZowlng _oise aouroea." (See _ext.)

i
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to question 5C. Animals as a noise source receive more attention at the

local level as compared with the State level. Othemvise, the leading controlled

sourcesare somewhatthe same at both levels. "-

A slight trend was noticeable toward increased enforcement as community

size and density increased. And 72 percent of the communities which perceive

noise as a growing concern enforce their noise la_._s.

Table 3-9 indicatesthat municipalor city ordinancesare the most

common type of legislation (52 percent), followed by zoning ordinances

(17 percent),and vehiclecodes (I0 percent). The followingmodes of

enforcementweremostcommon: '

LegislativeTyDe EnforcementAgency

MunicipalCode Police/Safety

ZoningCode Building/Zoning

VehicleCode Police/Safety

AlmostSO percentof all enforcementis conductedby Police/Safetypersonnel,

21 percentby Building/Zoningpersonnel. Only B percentof enforcementie

conductedby Environmental/PollutionControlpersonnel. Environmental/Pollution

Control personnel may not be directly involved in enforcement but they often

: train policepersonnelin propermeasurementproceduresand enforcementtechniques._"

They often providevaluableconsultingand trainingto personnelin other _-

local offices who have responsibilities in some phase of noise control enforcement, r_
i

The communities were asked to identify the most significant problems

hinderingtheir enforcementefforts. Table 3-10shows the percentagesof

communities identifying specific political, financial, and programmatic problems

as obstacles to their noise control programs. The lack of prioritizationby

enforcement authorities stands out as the most frequently identified problem.

This is not too surprising, since, as was indicated above, police assign their

officers to what they perceiveto be theirmost importantduty, that of

combatting crime.
• r

.j
I
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TABLE 3-9

"TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES
FOR COMMUNITIES

EnforcementAgencies

Legislation ,-4- _ >,-= =_ _ ,=- _ ,_o _: 4_

MunicipalCode 250 39 28 19 18 30 1 1 7 393 52.1

ZoningCode 9 5 3 26 2 80 0 0 1 126 16.7

VehicleCode 62 I 5 0 1 0 I 0 2 72 9.5

BuildingCode 3 I 0 0 4 36 0 0 0 44 5.8

Health/SafetyCode 8 16 4 I I I O 0 1 32 4.2

Aircraft/AirportCode O 0 I 0 0 2 1 0 4 8 1.1

AdministrativeCode 1 0 4 O I 2 I 0 0 9 1.2

State Statute 27 3 16 2 0 4 4 0 4 60 7.9

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

Total 367 66 61 49 27 156 8 i 20 755

Percent 48.6 8.74 8.08 6.49 3.58 20.6 1.060.13 2.65

QI_e_tlon4B. "P_eaoeindioateeaoh type of l.eaialationand rcspe,.'tipotUpeofe_j_]_(_l_(_}llla£lc_Jay."



TABLE 3-10

COMMONPROBLEMSIN ErCFORCEMENTOF NOISE i:
REGULATIONS IN COMMUNITIES

r_

Percentageof Respondents
Problem RatingProblemas Significant

EnforcementAuthoritiesDo Not 43
• Prloritize Noise

r-

InadequateManpower 28

InadequateInstrumentation 24 --

InadequateEnforcement/Measurement _-'
Procedures 22

AmbiguousLegislation ig

Lackof CitizenSupport/Awareness 18
L

UnenforceableLegislation 17

ActionsNotUpheldinCourt 15 ;

Question5D. "Wh_tare the mejor enforcementproblemsred_olng the _-
effeotiveneeeof your noieecontrol effort?"

The secondlimitingfactorin effectiveenforcementby policeforces i_'

is that of inadequate manpower. Noise legislation has been enforced through

the assignmentof limitednumbersof officersto noise enforcementin addition _'

to their regular duties. Given the appropriate training and equipment, police

officersoften can make significantcontributionsto noise control. _

.__
Without adequate manpower, however, enforcement efforts are subject

to failure, and the good intentions behind the development of noise control i

legislationnegated, Noise control requires two things: an active public _-

educationprogramand an activeenforcementeffort. _Jithboth these factors ,_

in operation,the public will be educated to the need for restrictionof ._

excessive noise producing activities, and a large degree of voluntary com-

pliancecan be achieved. ;!4#
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_' CONCLUSIONS

It is important that the Environmental Protection Agency address

enforcementproblemareas by an intensifiedpubliceducationprogram,by
4_

conducting more workshops to train local personnel in the most feaeible

enforcement techniques, by assisting communities in drafting non-ambiguous
N }

i_,_ and technically adequate legislation, and by demonstrating effective noise

control techniques in selected communities.
b_

t!

P_

,!
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IV. STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES
M

• i:i This sectiondiscussesthe resourcesavailableto the Statesand

_ localgovernmentsto conductenvironmentalnoisecontrolprograms. The re-

_"L_ sourcesaddressedare personnel,budgetallocations,and the availabilityof

soundmeasurementand analysis instrumentation.

SUMMARY

_ _._ PersonnelResources

i' _I _ Trainedpersonnelin adequate numbersable to devote a substantialportion

of timeto noise controlactivitiesare essentialfor the effectiveadministration

and enforcementof a noise control program. The increasingnumberof Statesand

I_ communitiesthat have adoptednoise control legislationin the last few years

vW requires a corresponding increase in the availability of expert manpo_.ler.

i_ Of the 40 respondingStates and territories,16 States, including

_" PuertoRico, reportedpersonnelwho devoted at least20 percentof their time

,,, to noisecontrolactivitiesin 1977. In addition,12 Stateshad at least one

w, personwho devotedsome time to noise functionsin the State. The totalnum-

f..? ber of personnelreported in 1977was 275, with 54 personsspendingat least
20 percentof their time and an additional221 personsspendingsometime but

less than 20 percentof their time on noiee controlactivities.

'.3' Sixty-sevencommunitiesreported that theyhad 142 noise control

._ personnelwho devote 20 percentor more of their timeto noise controlactivi-
m_ ties. In addition,there are 218 communitieswith as many as 5,456 part-tlme

'-? 4-I
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staffmemberswho devotesome time (less than20 percent) to noise control

activities. Almost 80 percent of the personnel working in noise-related

activitiesat the local levelare police engagedin the enforcementof noise

controlordinances,investigatingcomplaints,etc.

BudgetAllocations ....

NineteenStatesand PuertoRico, or 45 percentof the 44 States_ and

territoriesrespondingto the 1978survey,budgetedfunds for noise control ....

activitiesin 1977. In the earliersurvey, budgetdata were providedby 16.

or 36 percent,of the 45 respondingStates.

California's$1.6-million1977budget ranksfirst among the respond- C.

Ing States. Seven of the 20 States reported budgets in excess of SlO0,O00.

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

in 1973 to approximately$3.6millionin 1977. Thus, the total reportedbud-

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

over the four-year period.

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, reportedper capitabudgets in excess of I0 cents.

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

I of _he B6B communitiesrespondingto the 1978 survey. In the 1974 survey,

46 communities, or 26 percent of the 184 communities responding provided budget v

data, Overall,the localnoise controlbudgets increasedfrom about SI.9 mil- "

lion in 1973 to about $2.7 million in 1977, an increaseof over 40 percent. -"

Instrumentatipnand Equipme.nt

Only 24 States and 174 communities possess one or more sound level

meters,the basic instrumentfor makingnoise measurements. More Statesand

communitiesare purchasing,however,sophisticatedpiecesof equipmentsuch

as outdoormonitoringsystems,frequencyanalyzers,and graphic level racer- ''

dare. Such equipment is being used for noise monitoring surveys and to sub- "_

) stantiateenforcementcases in court. _)
i

I i Forty Statesrespondedto the survey. Budgetdata onlywere obtained for

fouradditionalStates. _I

! 4-2
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Although a number of communities have noise legislation, many of

these lack noise measurement equipment for enforcement. Analysis of survey

responses in 1977-78 also reveals 133 communities enforcing their noise legis-
m,

lation without any noise measurement equipment. Without measurement capability,

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

,_, onstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measurement capa-

bility, current prngrams cannot be effectively carried out.

NOISE PROGRAMPERSONNEL

Survey Coverage
mm

'i
_j In the 1978 survey,States and communitieswere requestedto provide

the number of personnel affiliated with their noise programs, categorized
r"
_ by positionand trainingand percentageof their timedevoted to noisecontrol.

Twenty-eightStates and 285 communitiesreportedpersonnelassociated
i_ with noise control activities in 1977. Table 4-1 lists the number of per-

sonnel by State and percent of time devoted to noise activities. The per-

Er_ centegeof time Stateand localpersonnelspent on noise controlactivities

was broken down into two categories: more than 20 percent and less than 20

I: percent. Table 4-2 lists the aggregatednumberof personnelreportedby re-
sponding States by position category and percentage of time devoted to noise

F

activities. The number of States with personnel in each position categoryisalso shown. Table 4-3 presents reported local personnel data using a similar

!_! format.
"- State NoiseControlPersonnel

!! Of the 40 respondingStatesand territories,16 States,including

PuertoRico, reportedpersonnelwho devotedat least20 percentof theirtime

!m to noisecontrolactivitiesin 1977 as shown in Table 4-I. In addition,12

States had at least one person who devoted some time to noise functionsin the

),_ State; thus,at least12 Statesand territoriesdid not have even one part-time

person engaged in noise activities. The number of personnel, if any, in the

12 States which did not respond to the survey, is uncertain. Figure a-l shows

the regional distribution of the State noise control personnel. Noise

control personnel totalled 275, with 54 persons spending at least 20 percent

4-3
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TABLE 4-1

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL BY STATE
ANDPERCENTAGEOF TINE DEVOTEDTO --
NOISECONTROLACTrVITIES, 1977

At LIIII LIII T_lln Numbir {I
Sl| {ll _0 PQIGIfll Z(}Pl#¢lfl I pI rll)lli I

AIi_lml Z :

Afklrlwi 14Q* 14()

AI)lOnÁ 3 1

01_ JW|{II _ 1

FIQfidi 2 4 6

OlOlllill _ 1 _ .--

HawiiJ a _ 10
i

Ifllnoil 4 4

Ifldlllna _ 2 --

Klnmcky 2 2

Lo_ilil_ I 1

Muyiand Z 2

Mll|li¢ _l,gulm ,I 4 _--

_chlg*m 1 b 1

Mlis_plip_ -- _0" ZO

M011110111 - _ .

NabrJs_ I 1 _

NIW Jli'l| y 4 _ 10

I N*w"fork 2 2

" ! Ohio I I "L_

PUlHO Rico 4 2 6 . ' j
k_

1

_U[I'I C4t_ln_ I I J

Tgnn_s,e 1 I , !
T,x. "_ S !

TOTAL8 54 221 275 I I J
i

Tali_ 4_ul_l_lira__f_orlnl[ who dl_oll _1_11ljn_l Tonotsl ¢_Ifol i_tfillll, J_ ;

200 OQr4lfillJOn alfl_lrl InfM_ s_wm_lll ooill tlgMllllo_l,

*Poil=l _l_wlmlnt _rlo, nl_el I _ :
: l i

_d
_ueetion_A. "Please(Zlst)each individu_ who devotes

_t lea_t 20_ (Zess th_n _0,,) ,T hi_/her¢im_ _o no_se _I
oontro__otivitles__in_ the positionoodea ind'oat_dbelow,"
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of their time and 221 persons spendingsome time but less than 20 percent
of their time on noisecontrolactivities.

There has been some improvementin the personnelsituation at the .-

State level since 1973. In the Ig74 Stateand local survey,19 Statesre-

ported that personnel were engaged in noise control activities, with a total

staffing of lOS persona identified. California reported the largest number

of personnel - 50 staff members or 48 percent of the total reported State

personnel. In the 1978 survey, nine additional States brought on noise con-

trol personnel. In 1973, 42 percent of the States responding to the survey

had at least one full- or part-timenoise personnel position. In the 1978 ,

survey,this numberhad jumped to 70 percent(28 out of 40 States responding). _:

Table 4-2 shows the numberof personnelby positioncategoryat the

State leveland the numberof Stateswho had at least one person in each of

these positions. It is evidentfrom thistable that the position categories

cited by the greatestnumberof Statesare the PollutionControl Program

Directorand EnvironmentalSpecialist. The prevalenceof these _vo cate- F
gorieswithinmany Stateprogramsmay be attributableto the applicationof

manpower from other environmentalareas (e.g.,air and water pollutionpro- _,

grams) to noise controlefforts. Sincea number of Stateshave just recently _.

: passed legislation,the persons in thesetwo categorieshave been given the
i, F.-

responsibilityto set up noise strategieswithin Statesand plan the details

of the noise effort. Thismay accountfor a sizeablenumberof these partic-

ular categories. It also apparentlyreflectsthe emphasisat the State _

level on developmentof regulationsand/orlegislationas well as provision --

of expertguidanceto communities.

Trends (1977vs. 1973). Over the fouryears betweenthe surveys,the

number of Statesreportingnoise controlpersonnelincreasedfrom 19 to 28

and the numberof personnelwho spendsome time on noise controlactivities

increasedsharplyfrom I05 to 275, an increaseof 170 personnel. Nearlyall

of the increase(162 persons)is accountedfor by the two States (Mississippi

and Arkansas)which reportedenforcementof noise ordinancesby State police. :!
Other positions to show increases are Pollution Control Program Director and

:J
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TABLE4-2
I J

STATE PERSONNEL BY POSITION

r" CATEGORY,1973and1977

1973 1977

PositionCategory Numberof Numberof At Least LessThan Numberof Numberof

Persons Statesa 20 Percent 20Percent Persons Statesa
Pollution Control Program

Director - - 11 8 19 15

EnvironmentalSpecialist 15 10 10 8 18 13

_ Engineer 18 6 10 3 13 8i,J
PhysicalScientist - 1 8 9 3

PublicHealthSpactallttor
_ Sanitarian;Industrial

Hygienist 7 2 9 14 23 7

,_ UrbanPlanner"LandUla
,5 Analyst 1 1 - - -

I!_ Attorney 1 1 2 2

EnvironmentalTechnician

or Inspector 35 5 2 1 3 3
Police 16 2 2 176 178 4

ClericalorSecrctadal 11 10 5 5 4

LI Other 2b 2 3 2 5 4

TotalPersonnel 105 54 221 275

Numberof States
ReportingPersonnel 19 28

a Numberof Statesreportingpersonnelincategory
b IncludctadministratIYapersonnel

Qu_8_ion 6A, "PZease (Ziec) each individual who devote3 at Zecet 20g (lee8 tb_n 20%)

,_! of hisher _ime to noise control actiultleej _eing the poeition codes indicated
ii be_ow,"
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Publ'icHealth Specialist/IndustrialHygienistcategories. The number of per-

sonnelreported in the EnvironmentalTechnician/Inspectorcategorydeclined

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 increased emphasis on program

direction and assistance to local communities.

Communities' Noise Control Personnel

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

from communitles. Out of this number, only 67 communities had personnel who

specifically devote 20 or more percent of their time to noise control activ-

ities. 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

than20 percent-tonoisecontrolefforts.

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

who devoted at least 20 percent of their time to noise control efforts in :"

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

personnelwere Public HealthSpecialist/IndustrialHygienist,Engineer,and '-'

EnvironmentalTechnician/Inspector.In the less than20 percentcategory,

the large number of police overshadows all other job categories. Almost 80 --

percentof the personnel working in nolse-related activities at the local -

levelare policeengaged in the enforcementof noise controlordinances,in- .._

vestigatingcomplaints,etc. Most are engagedin motor vehiclenoise en-

forcement. Motor vehiclenoise,as previouslydiscussed,is the most wide-

spreadnoise problem. It is also the sourcethat has caused the development

of the most noise control legislationand is the most frequentlyenforced.

Policehave the power to pursuemotor vehiclenoise offenders,pull them

over to the side of the roadand issue noisecitations. It is often one part

of their many responsibilitiesin law enforcement.

Figure4-2 shows the relativedistributionof noise controlpositions

at the State and local levelsin 1977. At both the State and local levels ''i
m

the Policecategorydominatesall others. PublicHealthSpecialist/Industrial

4-8
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'" TABLE4-3

COHHUNITYPERSONNELBY POSITIOi'JCATEGORY,1973Af'ID1977
I *

1973 1977
I i Numbarof Pargons

Number of Total Numbe_
m PositionCategory Persons At Least LaSlThan ofPersons
..i_i 20 Percent 20 Percent

Pollution Control Program

Director 7 15 47 62

_'J Environmental Specialist 29 17 54 71

Engineer 35 21 1fi1 182 i

PhysicalScientist 3 4 7

Public Health SpociaJist
or Sanitarian:Indus.
trial Hygienist 35 30 435 464

Urb_,l Planner;Land.Use
Analyst 16 7 114 121

Attorney 5 0 24 24

EnvironmontalTechnician or

Inspector 74 22 99 120

Police 18 15 4357 4372

Clerical or Secretarial 20 6 21 27

f_ Offi=r 5 6 140 146
Building Inspector 15 - - -

_ Total Personnel 260 142 5496 559E

Total Le$1Police 242 127 1099 1226

Number of Communities 59 67 219 295

' _eatlon CA, Please (ZisC) eaoh ind"vidua_ who devo+_es at _east 20g

(lea8 than 20%) of hls/her time to noise control aotivities, using
._._ the position oodes indicated below. "

i
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FIGURE4-2. DISTRIBUTIONOF NOISE CONTROLPERSONNELPOSITIONS
AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, 1977

C_ueationGA. 'V*leaae(Zi_t)each indiw'dz_alwho devotesat lea_t20_ (le_o _;Iian20%)oJ'hi_/her
time to noiue controlaotiv£tiee,uninO the poIJitionoorleoindicatedbelow."
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Hygienistis the second largestcategoryat both Stateand locallevels. Per-

i. sonnel in this categoryare about eightpercentof the total personnelat

State and local levels. The third most dominantpositionat the State level

is in the Pollution ControlProgram Director category while at the community

level it is in the Engineer category.

(s Trends (1977vs. 1973). The numberof communitiessurveyedin 1978

was much larger than in the 1974 EPA survey. Therefore, a direct compari-

son betweensurveys is not entirelyaccurate. However,there are indications
IQ

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 increasedto 285 communities. Unfortunately,thereare com-munitieswhose noise controlactivitieshave been reducedor terminated(e.g.,

Boston)causinga reductionin personnel. In some cases, after the program
kJ has been operational,responsibilitieshave shifted to part,timepersonnel.

t

LI As indicatedin Table4-3,'therehas been a dramaticincreasein the

_ reportednumber of policewho work part-timeon noise enforcement. The num-

ber of personnelin the PublicHealthSpecialist/IndustrialHygienistcate-

gory also increasedsharplybetween1973 and 1977, reflectingperhapsthe in-

creasedawarenessof occupationalnoisehazards and the additionof these

/ I_ personnelto localhealthdepartmentsto handle the air and water pollution

problems. Anothernoticeableincreasewas the ProgramDirector/Administrator

f_ category. This probablyreflectsthe formalizationof noise programsat the

local levelsand the designationof at least part-timenoise prngramdirectors.

i_ Table 4-4 shows the relativerankingof the top six positioncate-
W

gories cited in the 197B survey compared to the rankings in 1973. In 1977,
¢.r4

_ the most frequently cited position category was Police, followed by Public

w, Health/IndustrialHygienistand Urban Planner/Land-UseAnalyst. In 1973, the

C'l positioncited by the greatestnumber of communitieswas that of Environmen-
I

"_ tal Specialist,closelyfollowedby EnvironmentalTechnlcian/Inspector.These

.-_ shifts in the positioncategoriesare to be expectedas the communitiesmove

_- from programplanningto programimplementationwith its emphasison inspec-

tions and enforcement.
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TABLE 4-4

RANK OF POSITION CATEGORIES USED
IN COMMUNITY NOISE PROGRAMS

1973 vs. 1977
L_

Rank Numberof Rank Numberof
• in Communi- PositionCategory in C_mmu_i- i

1977 tiesa 1973 ties_ "-

102 Police 8 7

2 86 PublicHealth/Sanitarian/ 3 16
IndustrialHygienist

". 3 62 Urban Planner/Land-Use B 14

Analyst .-

4 61 EnvironmentalSpecialist I 18 _-
I

I 5 "55 EnvironmentalTechnician/ 2 17
._i: Inspector -.

5 52 Engineer 6 13 -

aNumberof communitiesreportln9personnelin ,osition
category shown.

Queation8A. AnaZysiaof responses.

fi

!f

'I
W

J
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r- Fieldsof Experience

The 1978 survey requested information on the fields of experience

of those personnelwho devoteat least20 percentof theirtime to noise pro-
+e

gram activities. Comparable data were not requested in the 1974 survey. A

r" summaryef the 1978survey is presentedin Table4-5 for both State and

communitypersonnel. Forty-sevenpercentof thecommunitypersonneland 37

percentof the Statepersonnelare eitherengineersor environmental

(_ scientists. Experiencein the field of acousticsis lacking;only two percent

of the State and four percentof the con_nunitypersonnelindicatedthat

(_; their experienceis primarilyin acoustics.

TABLE4-5

FIELDOf EXPERIENCEOF STAT[AND COMMUNITY

PERSONNELWHO DEVOTEDAT LEASTTWENTYPERCENTOF_' _ THEIRTIME TO NOISE CONTROLACTIVITIES,197?

[_ COI]I_UBtI_ State
_ Field o_ Experience N_er Percen_ Nu_er Percent

Engineering 31 22 17 31

6J AcOustics 5 4 1 2

Physicel Science 3 2 3 6

_, Snvtror_en_l Science _5 25 3 S

_dtcal 5clence 1 l 2 4

[_] Biological Science 9 6 3 6

_1 I P_l_c Hea]Lh _cience 16 II t

'Social Science 3 2 Z 4

:t Law 2 1 1 ?

Police TS 9

Co_unl_ Planning 6 4 3 S

h,_ Transportation Operations 1 1

Safety Operations 2 1

I"_ Ro_ massifled I5 II t8 33

Total 142 ]00 54 100

_aee¢_o_ _A. AnaZy_e o_ _ez_c_eee,
qF
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Problem Areas

As will be discussed in a later section, the lack of an adequate number

of trainedpersonnelis a criticalfactorin the Stateand localnoisecontrol

activities as indicated in Table 4-6. Almost half of the 40 responding States

indicate they enforce noise control laws, but only 12 States reported personnel

who devote at least 20 percent of their time to noise control activities.

Similarly; 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-

ities. Clearly, manpower is a critical factor.

TABLE 4-6

PERSONNELSTAFFINGCOMPAREDTO
ENFORCEMENTOF NOISE CONTROLLAWS, 1977

_cement Numberof StatesWhich: Numberof CommunitiesWhich:

Personnel _ Enforce Don't Enforce Enforce Don't Enforce

Atleast20percent!
: i of timeon noise ,

control 12 4 65 12
I

Part-timeon noise
controlbut less

than 20 percent 3 9 167 51

No personnel
reported 2 lO 106 170

Total 17 23 328 233 '-

Oomparisonof Reaponsesto _estion8 _A and GA

iI
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STATE AND COMMUNITYNOISE CO_TROLBUDGETALLOCATIONS
J

'' Adequate fundingis crucialto the developmentand implementationof

an effective noise control program. Such a program requires establishing a
il

,, fiscal budget for the necessary resources, including personnel and equipment.

IVithout initial appropriations to get a nelv program off the ground once

bi legislation is enacted, and without a sustained level of funding to operate

the program once initial standards, criteria, and administrative procedures

have been established, noise control efforts will be undermined.14

The 1978EPA survey requesteda breakdo_vnfrom the Statesand

[_ communities of their specific noise control program budgets related to each

programactivity. This sectionprovidesa summaryof the budgetarydata

_;_ reported by the States and communities and compares the 1977 budgets for
noise control with those reported for 1973 under the previous EPA survey.

r4

[I State Noise ProgramBudgets

_ NineteenStatesand PuertoRico,of the 44 States and territories

[_ responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control activities

in 1977. In the 1974 survey,budgetdata was providedby 16 of the 45 re-

I_ spendingStatesand territories. Table4-7 lists the Stateswhich provided

budgetdata for 1973 and/or 1977and their noise controlbudgetsboth in total

amountsand on a per capita basis. The per capita data (in cents) are based
on 1970censusfiguresand are usedas a comparativeindex since they standardiT:

I_ the budgets for variations in population. The noise control budgets and

per capita data for all the States and territories which responded to either

,_+., the 1974or 1978 surveysare listedby EPA regionin Appendix B.
J)

:" California's $1.6-million1977 budget ranks first among the responding

(.) States. Seven of the 20 States (includingPuerto Rico) reported budgets in

excessof $100,000. The total amountbudgetedfor noise controlin 1977 was

v_, $3.6 million. The averagenoise controlbudgetfor the 44 respondingStates, /
was approximately$81,000. This was the equivalent on a per capita basis of

about 1.9 cents per resident. Figure4-3 shows the geographicaldistributionof

,, per capitafunds budgetedfor noisecontrolactivitiesin 1977.

4-15
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TABLE 4-7

STATE BUDGETARY DATA, 1973 AND 1977

iU/] I_17

J _rcr P_rBud_e_ Caplta Chanoufr(.n1970 gudqe_ CapJt_
State Populatlon (!) l;ercent (_1 (11 Per'ce 1_1 1911

Arizona 1,770_900 1,500 O,I O,I 215,d_g 6,0 12,1 + 211,500

California 19.945,715 T.348,0001 67,7 b,8 1,640,080 45,9 11.3 + 206.2_0

Connecticut I 831,?09 0 8,0 24,393 8.? 0,8 + 24,353

Florida 6,?09,.143 45,000 3.3 N.7 93,000 2.6 1,4 + 4@,088

Geor91_ 4,609,575 6 8,0 23,000 8,6 8,5 + 22,000

84w_11 768,561 56,491 2,8 ?,O 136,132 1.8 17,8 * 78_641

Illinois 11,109,930 200,008 lO.d 1,8 384,400 8,5 3.7 + 104,480 .! 1

Indian4 5,193,669 0b 30_g70 I.I 0.8 + 39,070

k4n$41 21249_d71 I,ggS 0,1 O,I Rot Reported Unknown

Kentuck_ ),210,106 0¢ 92,0?g 3,6 3,9 + 92,0?5

Louisiana 3,643,180 4,650 0,2 0,1 0 0.8 8,0 - 4,658

_larylAnd 3,932t199 0 O,O 24t000 0,7 0,6 * 24,_00

Haszachuletts 5,689,1/0 01,b_O 1,2 0,4 400,000 II.O 7.0 + 176,208

HIc_lgan 8.070,083 8 9,0 164.935 _.6 1,9 + 164,936

Montana 694,4n9 2,000 O,I 0,3 3,000 8.1 0.5 * 1,080 _.

Nevada 488,738 137 0,03 O 8,0 8.0 127

New _flrc_$hJ_e _371661 8 O,O 010 8,9 O,] ÷ 810[
I HewJersey 7t368.104 89,900 4.6 1.3 75mOOO 3,t 1.0 - 14,900 _

flewYork 10,236,961 14?,8_0 ?,4 0.0 50,000 1,4 0.3 * 97,800

r North C4rellni 5,082,969 7._00 0,4 ,1 0 o.o o.o l,oO0

t Oklahoma 2,559,253 I,OgO O,I O,O_ 0 0.0 O.O I_000

Oregon 2,091,366 44,300 2,2 Z,I 315,600 6,0 10,3 ÷ 171,100

Puerto Rice Z,719,800 9 O.O 47.077 1,3 1,7 * 47,877

South Carolina 2,590,016 16,B00 O.O .7 708 0,0 - 16,100

Washington 3,400,161 9 8,0 38,009 0,8 9,0 * _0,000

TOTkLS gI.991_003 100 13,5S1_852 IbO • 1,ggo,_O

| E_ol_des onl-tlmo expend|Lure of Sl1_0_0,000 for construction costs for _ school noise abten_b_on program,

b _e funds budgeted in 1973 or 1974; I_O,OOOprojected for 1975. T
¢ NO funds budgeted in 1973t $gO,COOpfo_ected for lg/d.

Question 8A, "PZeaae provide a breakdown of uour ourrent noise control
progrc_ budget. Zf bz(dgetaryb_eakdowne o.re not a_alZeb_e_
provide a flg:_e for the total a_looation,"

i I
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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 more as shown in

Figure 4-3.

Trends. The number of States reporting a noise control budget

increased from 16.in 1973 to 20 in 1977, an increase of 25 percent. Overall,

the budgets for the reporting States increased from about S2.0 million in 1973

to approximately $3.6 million in 1977, an increase of $1.6 million, or 20 percent

per year, over the four-yearperiod. 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 reportbudget data in 1973 reportedbudgets for

noise control in 1977. Kansas, which reported a budget of $I,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 1973 to about 1.9 cents in 1977.

CommunityNoiseControlBudgets _.

Noise controlbudgetswere reportedby 140 communities,or 25 per- r--_

cent of the 562 communitiesrespondingto the 1978 survey. In the 1974 _

survey,46 communities,or26 percentof the 184 communitiesresponding,

providedbudgetdata. Overall,the noise controlbudgetsof the reporting _._

communitiesincreasedfromapproximately$1.9 million in 1973 to about S2.7

millionin 1977. AppendixC lists,by EPA region, the budgetsand per

capitadata for the communitiesthat reportednoise controlbudgetsin 1973

and/orin 1977.

Discussionand Analysis. There is a large variationin budgeted

fundsand plannedper capitaexpendituresamong the respondingcommunities,

reflectingdifferentstagesof noise program development. New York City had

the largest1977 budget ($250,000)l followedby Phoenix,Arizona ($215,000).

Only five other citiesreportedbudgetsof $100,000or more: Chicago,Illinois;

.)

Informationprovidedby EPA regionalrepresentative, o_
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Los Angelesand Long Beach,California;New Rochelle,New York;and Salt Laket

It
City, Utah.

The communitieswith a noise controlbudgetof $I0,000or more and/or

planned per capita expenditures for noise control activities of 15 cents or

greater in 1973and/or 1977 are listedin Table4-B, In the 1974survey, 20

Im communities reported budgets for noise control of $10,000 or more, and in 1978,

55 communities reported budgets of SIO,O00 or greater, Of these, 43 had

(_ populations in excess of 75,000 (which was the basis for the earlier survey),

providing some indication that more communities are allocating funds for noise

i:_ control activities.

On a per capita basis, New Rochelle, New York, ranks first among the

is 562 respondingcommunities,with plannedexpendituresof about$I.33 per

resident. Olympia, Washington, ranks second with per capita expenditures of
. _a
/ tl $1.20. At the other end of the spendingscale,Oakland, California,reported
_: a 1977 per capitafigureof aboutO,l cents,and 422 of the respondingcommuni-

_i @.I ties did not have a noise conCh.elbudget in 1977.

_ Thirty-sevencommunitiesreportedper capitabudgetsof 15 cents or

_, more in 1977comparedto only eight communitiesin 1973, 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-established 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
(

nolee controlprogram. However,several communitieswith establishednoise

control programs have allocated less, others considerably more, depending on

! the severity of local noise conditions and the extent of citizen commitment

to noise control and abatement,

Trends..Fromthe limiteddata available,there is evidencethat a

number of communities are increasing their budgets for noise control activities,
F!

A comparison of the budget data of the communitiesresponding to both the

1974 and 1978surveysrevealsthatbudgetswere increasedin 20 instances

: T') and decreased in 16 others. Those communities a_-elisted in Table 4-9. Another

indication is evidenced by the fact that 22 communities with populations greater
, i
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_, than 75,000 which did not have a budget for noise control in 1973 reported

noise control budgets in 1977. (Only communities with populations of
m,

i_ 75,000 and over were included in the 1974 survey.) These communitiesare
also listed in Table 4-9. However, considering all cities over 75,000 in

population, therewas a net decrease in fundingas shown in the table, due
_a

to the large decreases in New York City and Chicago noise control budgets.

Total Funds Allocatedfor Noise ControlPrograms
I,

The total reported State and community budgets for noise control
m4

(._ activities in 1977 was $6.2 million compared to S3.9 million in 1973. A
comparison of the 1973 and 1977 reported budgets is shown in Table 4-10.

_m Table 4-10 indicatesthat the reportedamount budgetedby the
States and communities increased about 60 percent between 1973 and 1977.

i_ As indicatedin this table,the funds budgetedin 1973 for noise control
¢I

activities were almost evenly divided between the States and communities.

In 1977,the Statesaccountedfor 57 percentof the total.

_" Table4-11 providesa summaryof State and local 1977budgets

: Fa for noise controlby EPA region. As would be expected,the States and

_J communities with the largest per capita budgets generally are located

• ?, where thereare large industrializedmetropolisesand transportation
6_ centers. None of the States in Regions Vl and VII had budge:eo funds for

_,, noise programs, However, the larger urban areas in these regions have

_ funded p_'ograms(a.g., Houston, Oklahoma City, Omaha).

F_ The increasingtrendin funding for noise controlactivitiesis
i
w, 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 1977, per capita planned expenditures reported by 20 States

was 1.9 cents, or nearly 60 percent greater than the 1973 planned expendi-

_ tures. Per capita expenditures at the local level increasedto 6.8 cents

from 9.7 cents, or about 30 percent, during the same period.

1 5
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: TABLE4-9

COHMUNITIES WHICH INCREASED, INITIATED, OR DECREASED -'
THEIR NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS

BETWEEN 1973 AND 1977a

CITY ANDSTATE CHANGES PERCENT

INCREASED BUDGET

ColoradoSprings,CO 6,847 17
Columbia,SC 3,080 145
Fresno,CA 16,520 475

GrandRapidl,MI 16,614 166
Houston,TX 14,203 137

Indianapolis,IN 35,470 933
Jacklonville,FI. 17,300 1704
Kenmhg,WI 7,550 1079 _-

LosAngeles,CA 7,500 B i.
Milwaukee,WI 14,595 119
Norfolk.VA 22,500 1900
Oakland,CA 90 82
OklahomaCity,OK 5,721 33

Pasadena,CA 8,723 683

i Pasadena,"iX 147 42
Sagnow.M 18,160 1195

I Seattle,WA 33,200 50

Tampa,FL 4,504 164 --
Tarr=nne,CA 16,522 70
Tulsa,OK 1.080 37

SUBTOTAL 250,706

' INITIATEDBUDGET

Akron,OH 43,900 100
Allentown,PA 67.000 100
Anaheim,CA 25.000 100 :_

Arlington,VA 15,8OO 10O ..
Columbul.GA 15,000 100
Denver,CO 37,2S0 100
Eugene,OR 12,980 100 --
Evansville,IL 8,876 100
Fraamont,CA 20,Q00 100
Ft. Lauderdale,FL 1O,0O0 100

Hammond,IN 4,255 100
Hun.villa,AL 10,000 100

aOnlythosocommunitieswhichhada populationof 75,000 or morein
1970areinctudad. ,,

4
_eaC_on 8_. A_:z_sis of _,esyo_ea. ,._

_p
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t,', TABLE 4-9 (CONTINUED)

CITY AND STATE CHANGE$ PERCENT

INITIATED BUDGET (Cant'd,)

T_m Livonia,MI 18,200 100
I J Newark, NJ 1O,00O 1B0

New Haven,CT 300 100

Norwalk, CT 635 100
I:$ Pawtucket,RI 1,000 100

Phoenix,AZ 215,000 100

' _ Rockford, IL 1,800 100
B

I_ll San Diego,CA 55,300 100

i Fib Toledo, OH 4,800 100

till'; Wnlhington,OC 43,200 100
i SUBTOTAL 620,027

i! _. DECREASED BUDGET
it Aurora, CO 38,430 98

Aultin,TX 3,750 100

_ Boston,MA 12,500 40
I,JI Bridgeport,CT 2,275 100

_. Charlotte, NC 75 100

i_,_ _ Chicago,lL 79,345 38Flint, MI 160 160

Inglewood,CA 16,500 32

_ Kalamazoo,Mi 450 100
Lakewood, CA 3,574 95
Lakewood, CO 31,842 99

f_l Minneapolll, MN 319 3

ti Montgomery, AL 060 100

New York, NY 70O,0OO 74

Portland,OR 63
105,800

San Antonio, TX 4,018 100

SUBTOTAL 1,012,098

' ; Net Decrease 141,365

!'t
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TABLE4-I0 --

SUMMARYOF STATEANDCOMMUNITYNOISECONTROLBUDGETS,1973 AND1977

1973 1977
NoiseContro]Budgets S S

State 1,991,093(16)a 3,581,352(20)

Community 1,903,358(45) 2,651,074(140)

Total 3,894,451 6,232,426

a Numbers in parenthesesare numbersof States/communitiesreporting
noisecontrolbudgets.

Q_esClon8A. A_Zzjeisof responses.

10.0 -

- 6,B_
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........ f il/i/ij

s.o -H.H_. "///////,r_/////I

_ vJfliJl_

_ _,'//////.
r/I///fl

_ 1,9¢ _ -.
1,2¢ "_"

.lJliJ.,

-STATESI "///'////_

1973 1977

FIGURE4-4. STATE AND COMMUNITYPER CAPITABUDGETS
FOR NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITY, 1973 AND 1977

The total populationof the 20 Statesreportinga noise budgetin

1977 was about 112 million, or about half the population of the United States.
:i

Althoughconsiderableprogresshas been made between1973and 1977, it is clear ,w

that fundingfor noise controlactivitiesfalls far short of being adequate.

Some of the noteworthyprogramsas well as problemsare highlightedbelow. _
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TABLE 4-II

_ SUrIMARYOF STATEAND COMMUNITYNOISE CONTROLBUDGETS
BY EPA REGION,IglB

States Communities

L_i RegionEPA States Budget Per Capitaa'_c Budgets Per Capitaa¢ ,

I. ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, 425,163 3.6 (3)b 31,635 2.3 (8)b

_._ CT
II. NY, NJ, PR, VI 172,077 0.61 (3) 368,8S0 3.9 (9)

_:_ Ill. PA, MD, DE, LqV 24,000 0.3 (i) 175,000 10.8 (7)
VA, DC

IV. NC, $C, TN, KY, MS, 207,775 0.7 (4) 146,266 7.1 (12)
GA, FL

V. WI, IL, MI, OH, IN, 508,605 1.2 (3) 416,944 4.7 (29)MN

VI. NM, OK, AR, LA, TX O 0.0 (0) 96,327 4.1 (9)
VII. NE, KS, IA, MO 0 0.0 (0) 70,373 4.3 (9)

VIII. MT, ND, SD, WY, UT, 3,000 0.1 (I) 250,527 16.7 (15)
CO

IX. CA, NV, AZ, HI 1,995,132 8.7 (3) _3_,_9J 10.5 (35)

._ X. WA, OR, ID, AL 245,600 4.5 (2) 259,660 22.5 (7)
i, l

Total 3,581,352 1.9 (20) 2,651,074 61'8 (140)

=, a Per capitabudget dataare based on all Statesand communities
respondingto survey (seeAppendicesB and C).

• I':T b
Numbersin parenthesesare numberof States/communitiesreporting

noisecontrolbudgets.

,_? Question8A. Ar_.Z_si_of respons_n.
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Noteworthy Programs

Among the States and communitiesreportingbudgetary data, several

were particularly significant either with respect to the total amounts of

resources allocated for noise control activities or due to large increases in

funding levelsover the four-yearperiod1973-1977.

California ranked first among reporting States in overall planned

expenditures and fourth in planned per capita expenditures. Their funds were

allocatedto the Office of NoiseControlin the Departmentof Healthfor man-

power (S200,000);the CaliforniaHighwayPatrolfor motor vehicleenforcement

activities($375,000);the Departmentof Transportationfor the Divisionof

Highways (S870,000);and the Divisionof Aeronautics($200,000).

Hawaiiranked firstin plannedper capitaexpendituresfor noise

controlwith 17.9 cents per capita. The reported1977budget totals$135,132

and is over twice the amountspentin 1973. Theirplannedexpendituresare

for personnel(S118,780)and operatingexpenses(516,352). r-

Arizonareported the largestincreasein total budgetand per capita "_

expendituresfor noise control. It increasedfrom51,500in 1973 to $215,000 F

in 1977while per capitaexpendituresare projectedto jump to 12.1cents from

.08 cents in 1973. Funds willgo for personnel($4O,OOO),equipment/instruments _-

:: ($10,000)and barriers (S165,000).

Among the reporting communities,New York City and Phoenix, Arizona,

ranked first and second in 1977 for total funds budgets for noise control.

Norfolk, Virginia, reported the largest increase in planned expenditures over

1973 of these communities which responded to both the 1974 and 1978 surveys. ._

The Norfolk budget for noise control increased 1900 percent from $1,200 to

$24,000 over the four-yearperiod.

ProblemAreas

Despitethe increasednumberof Statesand communitieswith funded

noise controlprograms,the lackof adequatefunds is a major obstacleto ,

the development,implementation,and enforcementof noise controlprograms. .,

,)
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_, Althoughthe developmentand enactmentof noise legislationrepresents
a major hurdle (27 out of 50 States currently have noise lavls),even a more

difficult step is the establishment of a noise control programwith a line

. I_ item budgetfor noise control. This appears to be a major hurdlefacing
F

m, State governments,and may jeopardizethe legislativeintentandenforcement
b _

_ objectives. Despite the fact that 27 States have some law with quantitative

provisions,only 19 States and Puerto Rico have budgets for noisecontrol to

i i._ supportthis legislation. While it is desirableto have a specificbudgetfor

noise control, other States and communities support noise contml activitiese_

4_, with funds from sources other than noise control budgets.

As will be discussedbelow, an inadequateoperatingbudgetranked

second behind the lack of manpower as a major problem facing the States.

Over 150 communitieswho respondedthat noise is a growingconcerni in the communitydid not have a noise control budget in 1977. The magnitude

_ of the funding problem is also.indicated by the nearly 300 communitiesthat

have existing laws or ordinances which incorporate noise control provisions,

_' yet do not have a noise control budget. Clearly there is a tremendousgap

I _ between the growth of the problem and the fiscal commitment to counteract its

growth.

' _I_ INSTRUMENTATIONAND EQUIPMENT

Definitions

One of the objectivesof the surveywas to determinethequantityof

ii _ sound instrumentation on hand for noise control programs. Sound instruments
are necessary for noise monitoring and for the effective enforcementof noise

control l_ws.

I;

_, Noise instrumentationhas been classifiedinto nine categories;

!_) I. Sound Level Meter-- Used to determinesound levelsin decibels.

The more expensiveversionsare capableof measuringpeak levels

b_ ,-_, from impulsivesourceswith a peak hold mechanism,and contain
!

J an octave-bandfilterset for frequencyanalysis. The less

expensive versions measure A-weighted sound levels only.

_w
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2. Microphone Calibrator -- Generates a known constant and high

level sound pressure level, usually between 90 and 125 dB, at

either a single frequency or at a series of frequencies.

3. Sound Spectrum Analyzer -- Sometimes referred to as a frequency

ana]yzer, and is used to determine the frequency content of a

given noise. Octave-band,i/3 octave-band,and narrow-band

capabilities are available.

4. Amplitude Distribution Analyzer -- Measures the percentage of

time that the sound level fallswithin a given decibelrange.

Dataobtainedare used to developsound levelhistograms,and to

determinelevelsexceeded for a given percentageof time.

5. Graphic Level Recorder -- Creates a permanent, reproducible

recordof the resultsof a measurementby means of scribinga

lineon a movingpaper tape. As an accessoryto sound and

vibrationinstruments,it can be usedto recordsound or .

vibrationlevelsoverperiodsof time.

6. Vibration Meters and Accelerometers -- Measure one or more of

the following three parameters of a vibrating body: its

acceleration, velocity, or displacement.

7. MagneticTape Recorder-- Createsa permanentreproducible

record of a measurement by means of recording an electrical

signalon a movingmagnetic tape. As an accessoryto sound

and vibration instruments, it can be used to record sound or

vibration phenomena over periods of time.

B. Real-Time Analyzer -- Provides a continuously varying display

of the frequencycontent of a noise signal in real-time (i.e., ,._

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

type of analyzeror some storagesystem. These unitsincorporate
nine computersor microprocessorswhich digitizesound level

measurements,performstatisticalanalysesand store the results _F

in memoryfor laterretrieval. Completeoctave, i/3octave,or

narrow-bandanalysesmay be performedby real-timeanalyseson _

acontinuousbasis.
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9. CommunityNoise MonitoringSystems-- Calculatethe day-niqht
J_

sound level, equivalent sound level, and various statistical

_" distributions.Such systemsare extremelyusefulfor monitoring

over an extended period of time (24 hours or longer) without

attendantpersonnelsincetheycan accumulateand analyzelarge

_i quantitiesof data.

Results

Table 4-12 identifies the types and quantity of instrumentation

mm reported by States and local communities; sound level meters and microphone

calibrators are the only items of instrumentation available in any significant

quantityto the Statesand localcommunities. Twenty-fourStatesand 174

(:J communitieshave at least one sound levelmeter. Twenty-twoStatesand 128

communitieshave at leastone microphonecalibrator, There are 106 communitieswith one sound level me_er but only 76 of these communitieshave microphone

c calibrators. This could implythat thereare 30 communitiesusing sound level

_,_ meterspossiblyout of calibrationdue to the unavailabilityof calibrators.

_: The validityof such measurementswould be questionable. If this were the case,

i {f_ however,respondingStatesand localitiesmay have taken it for grantedthat
soundlevelmeters cannotbe usedwithoutcalibratorsand thereforewould not

' ¢_. separatethese instrumentsin their responses.

Nora States and communitiesthanever are purchasingmore sophisticated

r_ piecesof noise measurementand analysisequipment. In order to conduct the,J
basic enforcementof propertyllne/industriallegislationand vehicularnoise

!'_ legislation (the two most-often-found types of noise legislation), simple Type II
w, sound levelmeters suffice. In the last coupleof years, a numberof com-

_i munitieshave decided to includea time-weightedfactorin their legislation.

_- This usuallyrequiresequipmentwith greateranalysiscapabilities,such as the

,.._ statistical analyzer, or more recently, the community noise monitoring equipment

appearingin the market. Since advanceshave been made with smallermicropro-

cessors,etc., this equipmentis becominglessexpensive.

-- In addition,dual purposescan be servedby equipmentsuch as community

noisemonitoringsystemsin monitoringcommunitynoise levelsfor baseline

surveys,trends,and land use planningas well as for enforcement. Nany more

i 4-2g
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TABLE 4-12

STATE AND LOCAL SOUND MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS INSTRUMENTATION

Sound Solmd Amplitude Grapffic Vibration Magnetic Communi
Instrument Level Microphone Spectrum Distribution Level Meters& Tape Real-Time Noise
Quantity Meters Calibrators Analyzers Analyzers Recorders Accelerom-Recorders Analyzers Monitor

eters System

State Respondents

I l ] 8 10 12 6 7 7 9

2 3 2 5 ] 4 0 3 O 1

3 or ,20 19 4 1 1 1 4 0 3
more

Local Communit),Res,,ondents

1 106 76 39 I0 30 II 2] 4 18

2 39 28 4 2 4 O 11 0 3

3or 29. 24 3 0 O 1 6 2 5
more

Entriesare numbersof Statesor con_llunitleshavingindicatedquantityof instrualents.

Queer.ion Oil. "Po_ eaoh "i.ne_,mlent o_, p_eae of e_ipneni; ZY,oi;ed be'lov, pl_eaoe 4._tdlutzt;e
t;hecFtanti_U eIIz'z'eni,?_U on hand for yoga.nofoe eoni;po?,p_,ocjra?_J,l,
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r, tape recordersand graphiclevelrecordersare being usedto issue permanent

_; recordswhere enforcementviolationsare contestedin court. For example,St.

_ Louis Countyhas never lost a noiseenforcementcase since these recordings

_ are part of all enforcementproceedings.

_, For the most part,where noise legislationcontainsmaximum noise

Ii levels not to be exceeded, simple sound level meters are adequate. Overall,

:__ different types of noise legislation will require different instrumentation.

! i:_ Thus, equipment requirements should be a decisive factor in the type of noise

legislationdeveloped.
i n
i_ Analysis

_wD The quantityof equipmentpossessedby communitieswas compared_vith

_ the legislativeand enforcementresultsin an attempt to findcorrelations

_.i_I between these factors. There is a definite relationshipbetweenthe stageof

_i I# noise programdevelopmentand the type and quantityof noise instrumentation.

_i Ninety-one communities that have noise legislation with specific performance

i IF requirementsand are enforcingtheir legislationreportedhavingat leastone
sound level meter. A sound level meter is the fundamentalpiece of enforce-

_ ,_ ment equipment. Fourteen communities with no program (neither legislation nor

enforcement) have sound level meters, and a few of these communitiesalso have
• fm other instrumentationto do a statisticalanalysis. It is possible that these

communitieshave proposedlegislationand the instrumentsvlereused to conduct

_ baseline surveysand assistin the developmentof responsivelegislation.

Table 4-13 shows that thereare 200 communities(55 percentof those

t,_, respondingto the question)thathave existing legislationbut do not have

_" any equipment on hand. This could be due to the fact that some of these com-

,,_ munities only have nuisance-typelegislationand hence do not requiresound
r;

-- instruments. Only with quantifiablenoise legislation,however,and the

,_.:, enforcementof this legislationwithapproved equipmentwill enforcement

citationsstand up in court. It is also interestingto note that there

are 22 communities that have instrumentation but no legislation.

Table4-14 presentsthe numberof communitieswith equipmentas a

function of law enforcement. There are 129 communities that enforce legisla-
h_

tion and have at least one instrument. However, there are 133 communities that

i_ 4-31
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TABLE 4-13

NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES WITH EQUIPMENT
AS A FUNCTION OF THE EXISTING LAWS

Quantity of Are There Existing Laws?
Equipment --

Yes No

0 200 99 -

>I 166 22

TABLE 4-14

NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES WITH EQUIPMENT
AS A FUNCTION OF THE NOISE LAW ENFORCEMENT

Quantityof DoYouEnforceNoiseLaws_
Equipment

Yes No .-

0 133 117 '-

>_1 129 30

r
TABLE 4-15

I NUMBEROF COMMUNITIESWITH EQUIPMENT
AS A FUNCTIONOF THE ENFORCEMENTPROBLEM

DUE TO INADEQUATEINSTRUMENTATION

Quantityof Significanceof EnforcementProblem
Equipment Dueto InadequateInstrumentation

Minimal Significant
) ,

0 63 28

>_I 43 60
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enforce legislation but do not have any equipment. Again these communities

,, may have no legislationyet or only nuisance-typeof legislation._lotealso,
from Table 4-12 that 174 communities have at least one sound level meter. This

t_ implies that 174 communities have the capability of enforcing a noise ordinance

specifying acoustic performance standards. However, it can be seen from Table

m- 4-14 that only 129 of these communities enforce their noise laws. Thus, there

are as manY as 45 communities that have equipment, but do not enforce their

M_ legislation. This could be due to (1) the absence of noise legislation,(2)
J_'_ the lack of trained manpo_ver,and (3) inadequate instrumentation.

_" The question then arises whether the available instrumentationmeets

(_i the needs of the communities for noise legislation and enforcement requirements.

As shown in Table 4-15, 60 communitieswith one or more sound level meters have
_ significant enforcement problems due to inadequate instrumentation. It is

difficult to mount an enforcement program effectively with only one er two sound
m
_w level meters. Additional sound level meters, microphone calibrators and record-

ing equipment may be necessary, and the legislation in some of these

communities may stipulate criteria where more sophisticated instrumentation

is required.

!

P_

,f

r

1
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4-33

+........



II

r_

)

,'_ V. STATEAND LOCALACCOMPLISHMENTS

The initialstep in creatinga noise controlprogramis to developan

I_ awareness of the seriousness of the noise problem at the State and local level.
:!i

Development of awareness is followed by the initiation of noise control legis-

" latlon, Once legislation is enacted, a further step is the design of a program

structured to carry out the mandate set forth in the legislation. An adminis-

trative structure must also be developed for the effective management and m

coordinationof the programamong the participatingState and local agencies.

i _ And such a programrequiresestablishinga fiscalbudgetfor the necessary_ resources, allowing for the hiring of necessary personnel and the purchase of

_ noise measurement equipment. Unfortunately, many States and communities
have noise control lawson the books with no sinqleprogramofficeor enforce-

!i_ ment agency to conductthe program. Of thosewhich do have some structureand
_ enforcementcapability,many reporteitherno fundingor inadequatelevels

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

i _ conclusionsbased on this chapteris that there is no strictdefinition
of what constitutesa "noisecontrol program," These data representthe

i , respondents'personalevaluationsof what constitutesa noise controlprogram.

EXISTENCE OF NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

(

State Programs

! _,_ Table5-1 gives the numberof State noise controlprogramsin existence.

-3' However, not all of these Stateshave specificnoise controlbudgets, In the

States with no noise budget or a minimal one, the legislative intent and e_iforcement

5-1
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objectivesof programsare severelyjeopardized. The failureto provide

budgetary support gives the people in these States a false idea of the pro-

tection which they feel they are receiving from noise legislation.

TABLE 5-i

STATENOISECONTROLPROGRAMS --

i ,il

NumberofStateResponses 33

Number of States Having a Noise Control Program 18

Percentof RespondingStatesHavinga Program 55_

question?A. "Does_murgoVerr_enthavea noise _ontro_program?"

When the Stateswere requestedto rank the factorsthat inhibit

establishmentof noisecontrolprograms,they indicatedtheirchief problem

as one of givingnoise a high priorityin relationshipto other programs. The

nextmost importantfactor,as indicatedin Table 5-2, was cost. A related

factor, "nota problem,"was third. (SomeStatesrespondedin more than one ,-..

category.) The perceptionof noisecontroleffortsas costlydemonstratesthe L.

misunderstandingof the minimalcost requirementsof noise programs. Further __

educationaleffortsby EPA and other concernedagenciesare clearly indicated.

TABLE 5-2

FACTORSDESCRIBINGWHY STATESDO NOT
HAVE NOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

Factor NumberofStates

NOt a priorityproblem g

Too costly 4

NOt a problem 2 '-"

Nothingcan be done 2

Not a responsibilityof community I

Oppositionfrom industry i

Question ?B. "Fihishof the foZlowingffao_or8desarlbveuhy _our sorr_rwnit_
doesno_ have a nolee sontrolprogrc_n,?" _I
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' Community Programs

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

: existence.

TABLE 5-3
tm

'; LOCALNOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

Numberof CommunityResponses 539
_,J Numberof CommunitiesHavinga NoiseControlProgram 150 ;

Percentof RespondingCommunitiesHavinga Program 28%

_ : Q_ee_ion ?A. "Doee your gov¢_men_ have a noise oomtroZprogrc_n?"

r'9 Generally,largecommunitiesand communitieswith highpopulation

_I densitiesare the oneswhich havenoisecontrolprograms(Table5-4).

The principalreasonfor the absenceof noise controlprogramsin

the communities, identified by 42 percent of the respondents, is the same as that

_e at the State level.,i.e.,lackof priority. The secondmost importantreasonis

_ cost, and here again, the inappropriatenessof and need to remedythis

perceptionmust be emphasized. Table5-5 illustratesthe percentages.accorded

I _ toeachfactor.

_ _ TABLEB-4
: _ _ COMMUNITIESWITHNOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

(Percent Response)
i_ ,, ,

i'_ CommunityPopulationand Density PercentYes Response

_:m Population

i _ Greaterthan250,000 45%
%

[ lO0,O00-250,000 41_

_w BO,O00- lO0,O00 29%
25,000- 50,000 20%

w" PopulationDensity (personsper squaremile)

Greater than 5,000 38%
l'i

2,500 - 5,000 29%

Lessthan2,500 18%
I)

_W _eetion7.4. Anc_yeieof Responsesby Pop_Zationand ?opuZa_ionD_:_i_.
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TABLE5-5 "

FACTORSDESCRIBINGWHY COr_MUNITIESO0 NOT
HAVE NOISE CONTROLPROGRAm'S

Factor Numberof Communities

Not a priorityproblem 264

Toocostly 139

Not a problem 139 :--

Communitynotresponsible 32

Oppositionfromindustry 29 ._

Nothingcan be done 24

(-627RESPONSES) ._

_uestion?B. "Whichof the foZlowingfactorsdescriBeswhyyoz_roonTnu_zity
does no_ have a noise controlprogreJn?"

Community response %oncerning 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, only 150 replied affirmatively. __

I This contrasts sharply with the positive response, also 539, to the question
of having noise control laws. Table 5-6 illustrates the contrast.

TABLE 5-6

NOISECONTROLLAWSCOMPAREDTO HAVINGNOISE '_
PROGRAMSIN SAMECOMMUNITIES ,-,

'Question Yes No Total ""
L_

Havenoisecontrollaws? 412 (76%) 127 (24%) 539

Havenoisecontrolprograms? 150(28%) 389(72%) 539 _-'

COMPONENTSOF NOISE CONTROLPROGR_S .,

State Programs

,)
The respondents were asked to rate possible program activities in

terms of importance to their programs. At the State level this rating is
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shown in Table 5-7. Environmental impact report preparation is their major/=.
noise activity. These reports are required by the many capital expenditureJ_

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

resources and manpower required for this activity drain resources from
if@

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

m- on their citizens'awarenessof these matters. The table indicatesthat

'_ registrationof complaintsis the third major activity. This may imply both ;

great public concern with noise problemsand the lack of a strong and compre-
,4 hensiveState and/or localprogramto resolvenoise problems. Data are not

m- availableon the extentto which complaintsmade to State agenciesmay be
tC

_ referred to community enforcement agencies, but State-community cooperation

is indicatedin this area.

II
TABLE 5-7

:,_ STATE NOISE CONTROLACTIVITIES
i_:t_ PERCENTOFPROGRAMEFFOR%

_ Activity Percentage

_ EnvironmentalImpactReportPreparation 30.7%

Developmentof Noise Control Legislation 23.1%ComplaintHandling 15.4%

_= Monitoring/SocialServices 15.4%
Enforcement 7.7,%

PublicEducation 7.6%

GeneralAdministration 0

Research O

i_ Question ?C. "Pleaeerank e_oh of the foZZowingao_ivitieson the basis of
the effortdevoted to each by the noise controlprogram."

I'?

i ,
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CommunityPrograms

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

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

control laws and ordinances. Table 5-8 sho_.ysthe percentage of responses for

each activity.

TABLE 5-8

COMMUNITY NOISE CO_ITROL ACTIVITIES
PERCENTOF PROGRAMEFFORT

Activity Percentage ,_
i

ComplaintHandling 27.8% '-

Enforcement 17.8% !-

Development of Noise Laws 13.7%

EnvironmentalImpact 12.5%

Surveys 8.7%

PublicEducation 7.8%

GeneralAdministration 7.2%

Research 4.7%

Q_eation ?C. "PleasePank eaoh of the fo_Zowingactivitieson the baei8 of '-
the effortdevoted to eaoh by _he noise oo_trolprogram." ,.

_IAJORPROBLEMSINCREATINGPROGRAHS Fh

Statesand communitieswere asked to rank the importanceof nine _-'

specifiedproblemsencounteredin establishingand enforcingnoise control

programs. The percentresponsesfor these problemsfor Statesand communities,

respectively,are shown in Tables5-9 and 5-10.

The four major problemsfor Statesin order of rank are: lack of

manpower,inadequatebudget,lack of politicalsupport,and lack of citizen .
J

support. For communities,the leadingproblemsare inadequatebudget, lack of --

manpower,untrainedpersonnel,and lackof effectivelegislation. The main differ-,

ence in these rankingsis the greatersignificanceof untrainedpersonnelat the

cor_munityleveland lack of politicalsupportand citizensupportat the

State level. ,,V
5-6
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,i The communityresponsesto the nine major problemslistedin Table 5-10

were compared with the community responses to a number of other questions

_, asked in the survey. In general,correlationswere found betweenthe major

problems,enforcementproblems,and the reasonsfor not havinga noise control

_,i program. The majorproblem, lackof politicalsupport,is relatedto the
enforcement problem (see Chapter Ill}, lack of citizen support. This is

perhaps obvious, since citizen support is necessary to generate political

support. Also, a relationship apparently exists between lack of citizen

supportas a major problem, and "not a priorityproblem"as a reasonfor
L_ lack of a program.

i_ TABLE 5-9

STATE RANKINGS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS
PERCENTAGEOF STATES CONSIDERINGPROBLEMSIGNIFICANT

lJ

Major Problems Percentage.

IJ Lack of Manpower 19.8%

_ InadequateBudget 18.0%

_ Lack of PoliticalSupport 16,2%

Lackof CitizenSupport 13.5%

Lack of EffectiveLegislation 12.6%
Un_rainedPersonnel 8.1%

I_ EnforcementProblems 6.3%

_ Inabilityto DemonstrateSuccess 2.7%

('_ Inabilityto Meet Objectives 2.7%

II Questio_11A. '_Zeaseindicatethe major probZem8faoingyour noioe eontroZ
efforts."

Ei
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TABLE B-lO

COMMUNITYRANKINGSOF MAJOR PROBLEMS
PERCENTAGEOF COMMUNITIESCONSIDERINGPROBLEMSIGNIFICANT

Major Problems Percentage

InadequateBudget 16.5_ -.

Lack of Manpower 15.7%

UntrainedPersonnel 13.6%

Lack of EffectiveLegislation 12.7%

EnforcementProblems I0.9%

Lack of PoliticalSupport I0.8% "-"

Lack of CitizenSupport g.S% ""

Inabilityto DemonstrateSuccess 5.3% _"

Inabilityto Meet Objectives 4.8%

Queetlon 21A. "P_eaeeindioat__he major progra_nsfaolngyour noise oon_roZ
eflorae."

COVERAGEO; NOISE CONTROLPROGRANS

Basedon self-evaluation,the progressthat has beenmade in combatting ._

: noise emanatingfrom differentnoise sourcesby State and communityprograms .-

is shown in Table 5-11 and Table 5-12. At both the State and community _J

level,the greatestprogresswas made in controllingindustrialand

entertainmentnoise. Controlof publicand privateentertainmentnoise is

'fairlyeasy, since non-quantitative,nuisance-typelaws can be used by

the local police. Hence,this rankingas number one for communitiesmay simply :

indicatethat many communitiesare doing what is easy to do. Also, young

people,often major offendersin this category,have littlepoliticalpower _'

inthecommunity. _-

The relativeprogressbetween Statesand communitiesIn a given

field stems from the level of governmentwhich usuallyhas jurisdictionin the _"

field. For example,more local progress,as comparedwith State progress, '_

has been made in controllinganimalsand buildingrequirements. The reverse "_

situationis true for motorcycles,automobiles,trucks,buses, and recreational ._1

B-8
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vehicles. These lattersourcesare all transportationareas in which State

*_. law usuallypredominates. Note that neitherStatesnor communitieshave indi-
, ,I

cared much progress in the fields of aircraft and railroad operations, apparently

_. feelingthat Federallaw must be used in thesecases.
r

TABLE5-11
r

,:4 SIGNIFICANTPROGRESS IN REDUCINGNOISE LEVELS
OF VARIOUS NOISE SOURCES MADE BY

STATENOISECONTROLPROGRAMS
j-,g

Percent
,_ Numberof38
I-4

NoiseSource of State

r_ StatesResponses
, #'I

_; IndustrialActivities 6 16%

P_ Publicand PrivateEntertainment 4 11%):J

Motorcycles 3 8%

i(_ Trucks 3 8%
Automobiles 3 8%

pm RecreationalVehicles 3 8%

In Buses E 5%

;. (_ ConstructionEquipment I 3%
'7

Home Power Equipment I 3%

Aircraft 0 0

Animals 0 O

RailroadOperations 0 0

'_ GarbageCompactors 0 O

PublicServiceVehicles 0 0

,,. QuestionlIB. _ow muah progresshas been made by your progro_in reducing
, _he noise leveesor noise intrusiveneeefrom the foZ_owin9

,.w noiss so_l_ceS_ tt

+?
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TABLE 5-12

SIGNIFICANTPROGRESSIllREDUCINGI'lOISELEVELSOF
VARIOUS IIOISE SOURCES MADE BY COMMUNITY NOISE

CONTROL PROGRAMS
r i

NumberPercentof
NoiseSource of 542

Communi-Community
ties Responses

'Publicand Private Entertainment 104 19%

IndustrialActivities 98 18% --

Animals 69 13% _.

ConstructionEquipment 61 11%

Motorcycles B3 10% L

HomePowerEquipment 46 8%

Automobiles 44 8%

GarbageCompactors 42 8%

Trucks 39 7%

RecreationalVehicles 25 5%

Buses 25 B%

PublicService Vehicles 25 5% _"

Aircraft 21 4%

RailroadOperations 17 3_

QueStiOn11B. "HoWmuch progress hasbeen ma_e by yourprogramin red_oing
the noise _eveZeor noiseint_aivsnes_ from _he following
noise eo_ee87 r'

EFFECTIVENESSOF STATE PROGRAMS L_

The effectivenessof the Statenoisecontrolprogramsdescribedin

this chapter can be determinedfrom the data developedin previouschapters. L_

This is done by tracing a path from publicawarenessto accomplishments.For
t,

example,the importanceof each noise sourceas a Statenoise problemwas ._

discussedin ChapterII. ChapterIll examinedthe relativeamounts i

of legislationand enforcementthat had beenpassed for each source. L_
Finallythe amountof State noise controlprogramprogressis examined

in this chapter, Thus, a sequencehas been establishedin which each 'f

noise source is viewed in terms of:



i a The frequencywithwhichtheproblemoccurs

..i * The number of communitieshavingthe problemwhich

have passed legislation with specific quantifiable,,-,
i

,; provisions

#, * The number of enforcementactionstaken underthis

_J legislation

• The effectiveness,in termsof sourcenoisereduction,
i:

LI occurringas a resultof theenforcement.

Table 5-13 is a summaryof relevantdata basedon the sequence
described. The fourteennoise sourceshave been set forth in the order that

they are viewedas problems in the 38 responsestabulated.

For a program that is 100 percent effective, each source should have

relatively constant values across the four columns, i.e., for the sequence
from problem to progress. For example, if motorcycles are the number one

@_ noise problem, enactment and enforcement of motorcycle noise laws should have
_J a high priority, and progress in controlling motorcycle noise should be

indicated.

{_ Examinationof the entries in Table 5-13 showsthat the range of

effectivenessof noise control programs is very large, ranging from zero

(railroad operations, garbage compactors, public service vehicles, and animals)

to a maximum of 57 percent (public and private entertainment). For the most

: (_ seriousproblem,motorcycles,notedby 58 percentof the States,only 59 percent

passed appropriatelegislation,only 14 percentenforcedthis legislation,and as

_, a consequence,achievedonly a 14 percent reductionin motorcyclenoise.

EFFECTIVENESSOF COMMUNITYPROGRAMS

,h

•._ The effectivenessof the communitynoisecontrolprogramscan be

determinedin the same manneras that used to determinethe effectivenessof
6_)

State programs.

Table 5-14 is a summaryof relevantdata based on the same sequenceI
I as describedabove for State programs. The fourteennoise sourceshave

t been set forthin the order thatthey are viewedas problemsfor the 542
, !

tabulatedresponses. The last three columnsgive the numberof responses

for legislation, enforcement, and noise reduction.

--' 5-11



TABLE5-13

RANKINGOF THE MOSTOFTENIDENTIFIED STATENO[SE PROBLEMS,
THERESPONSESTO THESEPROBLEMS,ANDTHE EFFECTIVENESSOF THE RESPONSES

NumberWith
Quantifiable

Number Legislation BumberWith NumberWith
Having & Specific EnForcement Significant
Problem Noise Actions Reduction

Provisions

(Percentof (Percentof (Percentof (Percentof
38 Total Those flaying Those Having ThoseHaving

Rating NoiseSource Responses) Problem) Problem) Problem)

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

2 Trucks 22 (58%) 12 (55%) 4 (18%) 3 (_4%)

3 IndustrialActivities 18 (47%) 8 (44%) 4 (22%) 6 ,(33%)

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

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

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

7 ConstructionEquipment 13 (34%) 5 (38%) 2 (19%) 1 (8%)

8 RailroadOperations 11 (29%) 3 (27%) 2 (18%) 0 0

9 GarbageCompactors 9 (24%) 4 (44%) 2 (22%) 0 0

i0 RecreationalVehicles 8 (21%) 7 (88%) 2 (25%) 3 (38%)

11 Publicand Private 7 (18%) 8 (I]4%) 4 (57%) 4 (57%)
Entertainment

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

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

14 Home Power Equipment 6 (16%) 5 (83%) 2 (33%) I (17%)

_.__ _ _ ,_._ 1_..... ...... ' .__. ,i_..... • •I_L



TABLE 5-14

RANKINGOF THE MOST OFTEN IDENTIFIEDCOMMUNITYNOISE PROBLEMS,THE RESPONSESTO
THESE PROBLEMS, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESPONSES

Number With
Quantifiable NumberWith NumberWith

Numberliaving Legislation Enforcement Significant
Problem & Specific Actions Reduction

Noise
Provisions

(Percentof (Percentof (Percentof (Percentof_
542 Total ThoseHaving Those llaving These Having

Rating Noise Source Responses) Problem) Problera) Problem)

1 MotOrcycles 369 (68%) 165 (45%) 55 (15%) 53 (14%1

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

3 Automobiles 315 (58%) ]64 (52%) 48 (15%) 44 (14%)

4 RailroadOperations 226 (42%) 49 (22%) 19 (8%) 17 (8%)

5 Buses 188 (35%) 142 (76%) I6 (9%) 25 (13%)

6 Aircraft 188(35%) 40 (21%) 9 (5%) 21 (11%)

7 Animals 170 (31%) 102 (60_) 57 (34%) 69 (4I_)

8 ConstructionEquipment 151 (28%) 129 (85%) 44 (29%) 61 (40%)

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

IO IndustrialActivities 145 (27%) 166 (I]4%) 77 (53%) 98 (68%)

11 Garbage Co_@actors IZ4 (23_) 66 (53_) 27 (22%) 42 (34%)

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

13 HomePower Equipment 69 (13%) 109 (158%) 36 (52%) 46 (67%)

14 PublicServiceVehicles 63 (12%) 68 (108%) 15 (24%) 25 (40%)



Examination of the entries in Table 5-14 shows that the range of effect-

iveness of noise control programs is very large, ranging from a low of 8 percent

(railroad operations) to a maximum of 71 percent (public and private entertain-

ment). For the most serious problem, motorcycles, noted by 68 percent of the

communities, only 45 percent passed appropriate legislation, only 15 percent

enforced such legislation, and, as a consequence, achieved only a 14 percent

reductioninmotorcyclenoise.

Note that, in general, the greatest reductions have been obtained for

the less significant problems. For the first five problems (all concerning

land transportation)the reductionaveragesonly 12 percent. _-

STATE PROGRAM ELEMENTS

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

control can be obtained by reviewing the responses to eight selected questions.

These are summarized in Table 5-15. Almost three quarters of the respondents
k

believe noise is of growing concern in their States, and almost all of these

believenoise affectsthe healthand welfareof the citizensin the State. /-

Of the 29 States that view the noise issue with growing concern, 11, or about _'

38 percent, have indicated the existence of some sort of legislation designed to _-_

controlnoise, and have money, personneland equipment to implementthe

legislation. Five States have enacted legislation without recognizing a

growing concern for noise, and only one of these, Montana, viewed the issue

asahealthproblem.
i.

Exactly 70 percent, or 28, of the State respondents indicated possession

of some sort of noise-measuring instrumentation. Twenty-five of these also

indicated that the noise issue was of growing concern, but only 11 of the 28

had also enacted legislation and had appropriated money and assigned personnel.

In the other 17 cases, the concern had apparently prompted action either in

anticipation of a problem or to eliminate what was perceived as a problem.

Therefore,recognitionof noiseas a currentor potentialproblem, ._

having perhaps both health and economic implications, is a necessary first step

in creating an enforceable noise control program. The fact that this first _i

stepwas only partiallyfollowedby the required succeedingstepsconfirmsa con-

clusion drawn from the survey which indicated that the most frequently desired _

area of assistancefrom EPA consistsof education and trainingprograms.
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,_i Vl. TECHNICALASSISTANCENEEDS

(;

f._ One of the _jor objectivesof the 1978surveywas to providethe

information necessa_ to make the EPA technical assistance program responsive

• to State and local needs. Officialswere asked to rate nine areas of support

presentlyavailablefromEPA and to identifywhich of 11 possibleareasof

_ _ future assistance they considered most desirable in terms of meeting their needs.

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE

I

State P,_rams

,_m_ Table 6-1 ranksthe perceivedvalue for Statesof the nine areas of
W_ EPA support presently available. Of those products and services mentioned,

_, generalsupport,noiseemissionstandards,and trainingworkshopsappearto bethe most valuable, while assessment guides are the least valuable.

F_ A substantialneed existson the part of States for a general,in-depth

Federal assistance program. A majority of respondents identified several areas

in which assistance was necessary if their noise control objectives were to be

_, attained. States also require guidance on how to establish sound level values

appropriate to varying configurations and magnitudes of noise sources.

it
,-_ The most frequentproblemcited by Stateauthoritiesin enforcingnoise

._I control legislationwas inadequatemanpower,and communitieslistedthis as the

i ,.j second mostsignificantproblem. Well-conceivedand well-plannedtrainingprograms/

6-i
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and workshops under the sponsorship or direction of competent EPA personnel

would go far toward relieving the shortage of manpowertrained in environmental
noise measurement and control.

TABLE6-i

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCETO STATES

Number Percent -
Areas Of Assistance Of Responses Responses ,

GeneralSupport Ig 15.2%

Noise EmissionStandards 17 13.5% _

TrainingWorkshopsand Program 12.8% _._
Guidelines 16

Instrumentation,Test, Loanor II.2_
Advice 14

FederalRegulations 13 10.4%

Model Legislation 13 10.4%

Cost and TechnologyReports 12 9.6%

Noise Level Recommendations 12 9.6%

AssessmentGuides 9. 7.2_. _

Total 125 lOG% ....

; Queatlon IOA. "PZeaeerank each of the foZZowingprod_e_8or 8erpieee "_

i auailabZefrom the U.S. EnvironmentalPro_eotionAgenoy
J N_

on the basis of theira_tual_al_e _oyour 9rogrom."

CommunityPrograms

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

of ERA assistancepresentlyavailable. A comparisonof communitieswith States .

shows that both value noise emission standards highly. However, training work-

shops and general support at the State level are replacedby noise level rac-

on_endationsand model legislationat the communitylevel.

t

w_

;)
_W
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m-, TABLE6-2

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTAIICETO COMMUNITIES

i,
Number Percent

Areas Of Assistance Of Responses Responses

_' Noise EmissionStandards 151 14.5%

_ Noise Level Recommendations 143 13.8%
_:_ ModelLegislation 140 13.4%

FederalRegulations 127 12.2.%

General Support 118 II,3%

TrainingWorkshopsand Program 115 11,0%

GuidelinesInstrumentation,Test,Loanor I13 10.8%
Advice

_. AssessmentGuides 73 7.0%
CostandTechnologyReports 62 5.9%

_. Total 1042 I00%

QuestionIOA. '_leaserank each of the folZowingprod_(ctsor servicesavailablefrom the U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
on the basis of tIieiractual va_ue to yo_2,program."

DESIREDAREAS OF EPAASSISTANCE

i_} State Proqrams
'_ _ Table 6-3 gives the areas in which EPA assistanceis desiredby States,

_ The firstthree areas of desiredassistanceare:

e Personneltraining/workshops

m Noisemeasurementinstrumentation

a Effectivenoise controlmethods.

It is somewhatdifficultto comparethe EPA assistancebeingused

.,_ (Table6-I)with the EPA assistancedesired(Table6-3) since somewhatdifferent
' C
._ assistanceareaswere used in each case, However, training/workshopsis both

usedand desired, This reinforcesthe conclusionreachedpreviously,that ade-
T_
_' quate manpoweris one of the greatestneeds of the States, The other two most

;"l 6-3
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desired assistance areas in Table 6-3 (instrumentation and control methods)

could perhaps be equated with the General Support'area of Table 6-I. Thus,

States seem to be consistent in expressing a desire for additional assistance

inareasthathaveprovenvaluablein thepast. --

TABLE 6-3

DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSZSTANCE FOR STATES

Number Percent -

Areas Of Assistance Of Responses Responses

PersonnelTraining/Workshops 25 13.5%

NoiseMeasurementInstrumentation 21 11.4% i....

EffectiveNoise ControlMethods 21 11.4%

Manpower 19 10.3% L

PublicInformationMaterials 18 9.7%

NoiseControlProgramGuidelines 16 8.7% :

EnforcementProcedures 14 7.6%
r-

LandUsePlanningGuidelines 14 7.6%

NoiseAssessmentGuidelines 13 7.0%

FederalNoise ControlMethods 12 6.5% -

ModelLeglslation 12 6.5%
, r_

V Total 185 100% :

Quea_on lOB. I_eaae indicate which of the following _eas of EPA r-
_eeietaneewo_d be of ei_nifioantv_I_e to _o_r _oiee L_
controleffortin meeting legislativeand prog_atic
n_8_8. It • ,

CommunityPrograms "

,.
Table 6-4 shows the areas in which EPA assistance is desired by

communities. A comparison of presently used assistance (Table 6-2) with

futuredesiredassistance(Table6-4) for the first three areas in each 'i

table is interesting. Presentlyused assistanceareas,i.e., standards, '_

recommendations,and legislation,are those requiredin the earliest stage _

of noiseprogramdevelopment. The desiredassistanceareas,i.e., control _w

methods,personneltraining,programguidelines,and instrumentation,are

6-4
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those areas required"in the following stage of noise program development.

". This confirms another conclusion reached previously, that at the local

_; governmentlevel,noisecontrolprogramsare at a very early stage of

development.

DATA INTERPRETATION

. ' Note thatin Tables6-I through6-4, the most "valuable"area is
I,Q

the one havingthe greatestnumberof responses. These responsesare the

_ sum of thosereceivedfrom severalStates. Unfortunately,every State

_" did not evaluateeach assistancearea on the list. Thus, there is no

singlenumberof respondingStatesapplicableto the table.I,

The interpretation of question IOA as referring to present assistance

areas and questionIOB as referringto futureassistanceareas might be

[_ questioned. This interpretationhingeson the respondent'sequating "actual

_ F_ value" with the present time (questionIQA), and "would be of value"

with future time (question lOB). A certain potentiality for confusion

C, TABLE 6-4

DEBIREDAREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCEFOR COMNUNITIES

NumberOf Percent

_! Areas Of Assistance Responses Responses
w, EffectiveNoiseCo rolMethods 303 10.7%

j_ PersonnelTraining/Workshops 300 I I0.6_

B

L_' NoiseControlProgramGuidelines 285 1 IO.l%
_, NoiseMeasurementInstrumentation 277 9.8%

_,_ NoiseAssessmentGuidelines 277 9.8%

EnforcementProcedures 260 9.2%

:.' Model Legislation 252 8.9%

PublicInformationMaterials 246 8.7%

:_! Manpower 212 7.5%

FederalNoise ControlMethods 206 7.3%

-_ LandUse PlanningGuides 195 6.9%

Total 2,813 100%

Q_eB_ionlOB. '?_easeindicatewhio;_of ¢l:efol_i_g areae of EPA
asale_ancewo_d be of a_gnlfloan_u_z(_ to _oz_ noise

• +,
/_ eo,_:roZeffortin meeting leg_sla._ueand progra_.atio
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would appear to exist in this situation. If this indeed occurred,then the --

consistency between present and future, reflected in the tables, would be

somewhat fictitious.

SPECIFIC CONCLUSIONS

The areas of desiredassistancebear a close relationshipto the

sequence of subjects discussed in previous chapters of this report. That is,

the amount of desired assistanceis inversely related to the program progress.

Governments _ith little progress request a significant amount of assistance;

those with well-established programs request less.

InadequateresourcesfrequentlylimitedState and localeffortsand _....

were identified as major assistance requirements. The greatest resource needed _

wae additionaltrainedpersonnel.Requestsin this categoryencompassedadvice :

on upgradingthe trainingof existingstaff,EPA trainingcourses,guidelines

for the selectionand hiringof personnel,and provisionof supplementary

personnelon an as-neededbasisto increasethe level of programexpertise.

Many States and communitiesspecificallycited inadequatefunds as a

factor limitingtheir noisecontroleffortsor as an area where assistancewas

necessary. Due to the datalimitationsof the survey, the extentof Stateand .

municipalneeds for financialassistanceis significantlyunderrepresented.

Further,fulfillmentof manyof the other identifiedrequirements(e.g., 7'.

additionalpersonnel,purchaseof instrumentation)ie baeed upon the avail-

abilityof additionalmonies. For thoseStates and communitieswhich have r:

not initiated noise controlactivities,funding is a major barrier to _-

establishmentof a program.

I k

6-6



i

m_

_.+

I!

m

)/
L_d

m
VII. EPA'S STATE AND LOCAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

f

This sectiondescribesthose EPA activitiesand programsrelating to,
or having an impact on, the EPA State and local technical assistance program.

These activitiesand programswere eitherinauguratedby the Quiet CommunitiesAct of 1978,or are continuingprogramsoriginatingin the Noise ControlAct

of 1972. The briefdescriptionsgiven in thissection are intendedto provideto

State and localgovernmentofficialsan indicationof the varietyof EPA

programsthat are availableto assistthem in their noise controlefforts.

given thestatutoryauthority programand organizationAlso is for the the EPA

created to aid these officials.

THE STATUTORY BASIS FOR THE PROGRAM

The first nationalnoise controllegislationin the United Stateswasthe NoiseControlAct of 1972. Under this law the EnvironmentalProtection

Agencywas mandatedto:

o Identifymajor sourcesof noise

a Regulatethoseidentifiedsources

a Propose aircraft noise standards to the PAA

'i a Label noisy products

a Engage in research, technical assistance, and dissemination
-_ of publicinformation,and

o Coordinate all Federal noise control efforts.
r!

r_
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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 establish a comprehensive Federal

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

have statutory authority to provide funds to other levels of government for

the establishment or maintenance of noise control programs.

Recognizingthe inabilityof the EPA to support State and local _

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

were to extend EPA authority under the Noise Control Act of 1972 and to

significantly expand EPA involvement with State and local governments, 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 ill

effectsofexcessivenoise.

OBJECTIVESOFTHEASSISTANCEPROGRAM
)
k_

To carry out the expanded authority provided by the Quiet Communities

Act, a revisedStateand local technicalassistanceprogramhas been organized "_'

by EPA around the basicobjectivesof:

e Increasingthe numberof effectiveStateand local noise

controlprogramsto complementFederalregulatoryactions

e Expandingpublicknowledgeand awarenessof the effectsof
4"

environmentalnoiseon healthand welfare

e Initiatingand enhancingdemonstrationprogramsin all

areas of State and local noise control
q

e Conductingresearchon noise reductiontechniquesapplicable

to the most prominent community noise problems
:I

e Assessingcost requirements,feasibilityand effectiveness

ef Stateand local noise controlprograms, _,

7-2 j



. PROGRAMORGANIZATION

'' EPA establishedthe TechnicalAssistanceBranch (in the State and

Local Programs Division of the Office of Noise Abatement and Control) to

,, achieve the technical assistance program objectives. The Regional Noise

r_ ProgramChiefs in the ten EPA RegionalOfficeswork with State and local
:' governmentofficialsin implementingtheseprograms.ii

The States included in each Regional Office's jurisdiction are shown

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

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

Table 7-i lists the name, address and telephonenumber of each Regional Noise

ProgramChief. To augmentregionalnoisecontrolcapabilities,EPA, through

contractors, has held noise training courses, provided technical services to
the Regions,and used temporarypersonnelto supplementits permanentwork

[_ force. For example, the IntergovernmentalPersonnelAct (IPA)of 1970permits

i| the temporary interchange of personnel among the Federal government, State

_I_ and local governments,and institutionsof highereducationto perform
_, i_ mutually beneficial assignments.

TECHNICALASSISTANCEPROGRAMSAND ACTIVITIES

'_ To establishand maintainState and localnoise controlcapabilitie.s,

' _ Congressemphasizedthe use of State and localfinancialand technicalassistance

in the Quiet CommunitiesAct of 1978. As a result,EPA has developedfinancial

_tI:_ and technicalassistanceprogramsand activitiesdesignedto help Statesand1:

, _ conmunitiesidentifyand remedynoise issuesand problems. Brief descriptions
)

)_+.a of theseprogramsand activitiesfollow.
)r , c

_ Trainin_ of Noise ControlPersonnel

!'f EPA sponsorsregionalnoiseworkshopsand seminarsfor State and local

" officials. Early workshopsfocusedon stimulatingawarenessof the noise

,_'! problem throughpresentationson healtheffects,measurementtechniquesand
"- instrumentation, and the EPA role in noisecontrol activities. The program

.-_ has now moved into its secondphase, thatof disseminationof specificdata

-_! on the formuJationand enforcementof Stateand local noise legislation.

Although tailoredto a particularaudience,these seminarsare more technically
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, TABLE7-I

t" SPAREGIONALNOISEPROGRAHCHIEFS
i;
lJ

paz SPA Noise
I_ Region States Address ProgramChief Telephone
¢ l

I Maine,N.H.,Vt., JFKBuI1ding Mr. AI HIcks 617/223-5703
Mess., R.I., Conn, Room0113

Boston, MA 02203
_'I IS N.Y.,N.J,,P.R., R6 FederatPlaza Mr.Tom O'HaR 212/Z64°ZIQ9

V.I, Room907G
New York,MY 10007

Ill Pa.,Md.,De1., CurtisBulldlng Mr. PatrickAnders_n , _ 215/597-911g
W.Va.,Va. Room225

d_ & WalnutStreets

_ Phlladelphla,PA 19108IV N.C., S,C,, Tenn., 345 Courtland Street Or, Kent C. Williams 4041881-3067
Ky,, MtSs.,Ga., Atlanta, GA 30308

;' Pla.,AlaskaP_B

_ _ V WIsc,, I11,, Mtch., 230 S, Oea_orn Street Mr. Horst Wltschonke 3121353-2205
• Ohio,I_d. Chicago,IL. 60504

},

f_1 VI M,Mex.,Okla., FirstInternatlona]Bldg. Mr.MikeMendJas R14/749-3037
Ark.,La,, Tax. 1201 ElmStreet

Dallas, TX. 75270

VII Nobr.,Kans,,I_4, 1735BaltimoreStreet Mr.VincentSmith g15/374-3307

Mo. KansasCIW, MO 641g8VIII Mont,, N,Oak,, 1860Lincoln Street Mr, Robert Simmons 303/837-2221
S,Dek., Wyo., Suite 900
Utah, COLO, Denver, CO 80203pm

IX Callf,,Nay,,Arlz, logCalJfornlaStreet Or. RichardProcunler 415/55d-4d06
SanFrancisco, CA g4111

X Wash., Oreg,, 1200 Six_ Avenue MS. DeborahJ, Yamamoto 206/442-1253
Idaho Room11C

Seattle,WA 96101

II
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oriented and typically include laboratory measurement exercises and field trips "-

to monitor specific noise sources and enforcement techniques.

In July 1975, EPA published guidelines for developing a training pro-

gram in noise survey techniques. This material is intended to assist States

and communities in training technicians to make reliable measurements of simple

noise problems encountered in the community.

EPA has also developeda noisetrainingmanual for threetarget

audiences: decisionmakers, environmental managers, and entry-level noise ''

technicians. It is being adapted intoan accreditedcorrespondencecourse _-

farStateandlocalnoisecontrolofficials. _-.

InstrumentationActivities

EPA provides technical advice to State and local governments on the '-

types and uses of sound measurement and analysis instruments. Regional offices "

loan noise equipment on a limited basis for support of State and community '-

monitoring activities, EPA also evaluates instruments such as sound level

metersand communitynoisemonitoringsystems. ,._

Developmentof ImprovedMethods for Measurin9 and Monitorin9 Noise '_

EPA has developeda cmmunity noise monitoringand assessmentmanual,

This manualis designed to providelocalcommunityofficialswith uniformguide- T-'

linesfor the design and implementationof a communitymonitoringprogram,in- w

cludinga locallyadministeredsocialand acousticalsurvey. EPA has developed ,-

an automatedsystemcalled LISTEN(LocalInformationSystem to EvaluateNoise)

to assistcommunitiesin assessingtheirnoise problemsand in planningtheir

strategyfor abatlnqand controllingnoise. Three manualshave been developed

to describe the system and its associated computer programs. EPA will provide

computer services to communities on a limited basis to assist in the analysis

of community-collected data.

Preparationof Model State and LocalLegislation ..

Both a Model Community Noise Control Ordinance and model State ,.

noise controlenabling legislationhavebeen developedby EPA. To date, ,w

20 States have incorporated Model Ordinance guidelines in their noise control

7-6 ';I



programs. The mode.lState lairwas developedin cooperationwith the Council

r- of State Governments and was published by them in 1974. As a complementto
,b

the model community ordinance, EPA is developing a Code of Recommended Practices

r_ with simple and technically correct local enforcement procedures.
_r

Financial Assistance

i,,,, Under authorityof the Quiet CommunitiesAct EPA has initiateda

financialassistanceprogram. The new Act mandatesEPA to fund,through

) _ grants, cooperativeagreementsor contracts:

}
a Financial assistance to States and communities for:In

! _i Problemidentification

Noise controlcapacitybuilding

I_ Transportationnoise abatementil
:4

:ii_1 Evaluationand demonstrationof noise controltechniques

_ [,i m Establishmentof regionaltechnicalassistancecenters
I

_if_ .m Provisionof assistancein staffingand trainingfor State

I_ andlocalprograms
i

e Maximumparticipationof older Americansin noisecontrolprograms

m Conduct of a national environmental noise assessment

_ a Developmentofeducationalmaterials

m Loans of equipment to States and communities

i_ e Increasednoise research.

r_ Grantsand agreementswill be awarded in limitedamountsfor periods

w of less than twoyears. Their primarypurposeis to providefinancialassistance

r'_ to Statesand comnunitieethat are in the processof establishingnoisecontrol

programs. They are not availableas a primaryfundingsource.

,_ The quietCommunitiesProgram!

In September1977, EPA launchedits firstQuiet CommunitiesProgram

-_ (QCP)researchand demonstrationprojectin Allentown,Pennsylvania.This is

- a pilot project to demonstratethe applicationof the best availabletechniques

for local noise control,includinga communitynoiseassessmentprogram,
L
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model local noise 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 will be initiated in mid-lg79.

Allentown has completed the first two stages of the program: (i) a

comprehensive assessment study to identify and define their noise control

needs, and (2) development of a local noise control strategy incorporating

the assessment data. A responsive noise control ordinance has been drafted

and is currentlybeing consideredby AllentownLsCity Council. It is

anticipated that the noise ordinancewill be in effect by May 1979. Design _-

and developmentof responsivecontroland enforcementprogramsare currently L..

underway and will be implementedwhen the noise ordinance becomes effective.

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 alreadyhave establishednoise abatementprogramshelp.othersto

setthemup. :_.

Currently,51 communitiesare receiving,or are scheduledto receive, .-

technicalassistancethroughthe ECHO program. Assistanceactivitiesconducted --

throughECHO during 1978and 1979 include: _-

i Developmentor strengtheningof existingordinances

6 Identificationof specificcommunitynoise problems k

e Initiationof publiceducationprograms L_

= Advice on land-useplanningcontrol

o Training of local staff. _.

RegionalTechnicalAssistanceCenters

A numberof regionaltechnicalassistancecenters,using the

capabilitiesof universitiesand private institutions,will be established, r

These centerswill supplementthe Regionaleffortin providingtechnical

assistanceand training to Stateand local officials. !!
=#
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Local Information System to Evaluate Noise

i, EPA is authorizedin the 1978 Act to "developand imDlementa

national noise environmental assessment program to identify trends in

,_ noise exposureand response,ambientlevels,and compliancedata, and to

determine the effectiveness of noise abatement actions in communities through

if" the collection of physical, social and human response data."

EPA has therefore developed a Local Information System to Evaluate

_:_ _Joise(LISTEN). Using sophisticatedcomputerizedtechniques,LISTENprovides
!:tO

a tool for evaluating the nature and extent of a community's noise problems

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

The firstcomprehensiveapplicationof LISTENhas been completedin

Allentown, Pennsylvania. It is currently being appliedin Spokane, Washington,

and in 15 different Iowa communities.

_ InformationServices

EPA has establisheda libraryof technicalinformationto serve the

l_j noise control community. It uses a computerized information retrieval

system to maintain noise data abstracted from journal articles. Inputs to the

system includeinformationon specificnoise sources,control technology,
health effects of noise, measurementmethodologies,and noise lavesand regula-

tions. Copiesof EPA reportsand documentsmay alsobe obtainedfrom the
regionaloffices. An audiovisuallibraryof trainingmaterialsavailablefor

C_ loan to State and local governmentsis also being developed.

ADDITIONALEPA ACTIVITIESRELATEDTO TECHNICALASSISTANCE

(_) Thereare a numberof EPA activitieswhichhave an impacton State

and local noise control programs in addition to the technical assistance pro-

i_ grams and activities discussed in the previous section.

Airport Noise Abatement Planninq

EPA assistsairport proprietorsand localjurisdictionsin analyzing

airport noise problems and examining alternative approaches to noise control.

The approach has been to suggest changes in both airport operations and in

land use, which will be heavily stressed in the future. Cooperation of the

': FederalAviationAdministrationhas been essential.
I
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EPA is presently assisting the following airports: Rochester, New

York; Ft. Lauderdale, Florida; Omaha, Nebraska; Boston, Massachusetts; Atlanta,

Georgia; and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Railroad Noise Abatement Planninq

EPA is promulgating a national regulation on noise emitted from rail-

road facilities and operations. The new Act authorizes EPA to assist communi-

ties in noise abatement planning around such facilities. Through ERA assistance,

jurisdictionscan assessthe impactof currentrail noise on theircitizens

and projectthe impactanticipatedas a resultof the proposedFederalregu-

lation. Communitiescould then analyzeprospectsfor takingvariouscomplementary

noise abatementactions,especiallyin the landuse area. '-'

HighwayNoise AbatementPlannin_ _"

In cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, 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 noise impacts

of highwaysystemelements. -"
b

Public Education and Information
q_

The Act directsEPA to expand its effortsin the area of publicedu- L_

cationand informationon the effectsof noise and what can be done to reduce _
or control it.

This expanded effort will include providing noise education units

for schools, program kits for civic, fraternal and religious organizations,

and information for hearing test centers, doctors, workers, public officials,

and the general public.

EPA will provideassistanceto communitiesto initiateco,unity

noise education and information programs.

The National Information Center for Quiet was established to assist

with the processingof publicrequestsfor noise educationand information

materials and to conduct other activities which will increase national public
I!

awarenessof noise effects. .w
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Research

In 1978 EPA completed bye investigations dealing with people's per-

ception of noise and their attitudes about their noise environment:

' :.._: * Comparisonof VariousMethods for Predictingthe

Loudness and Acceptability of Noise

, ,._ e TheUrbanNoiseSurvey.

The findingsand conclusionsof both investigationsare beingemployed
, F

_._ in EPA environmentalnoise impactassessmentprocedures. The Agencyis also

r_ currentlystudyingStateand Federalworker compensationprogramsfor occu-
r{
,., pationalhearingloss.

r" In a joint effortwith the U.S.Air Force AerospaceMedicalResearch
b_ Laboratory,two other studieswere completedin 1978:

m Typical noiseexposuresof Americans
a Effectsof noise exposuregreater than 24 hours on hearing.

_m
In the area of technologyresearch,a programwith PurdueUniversity

dealing with identification of truck noise sources and engine enclosure investi-

_ gatione has been completed. Other programs initiated in PY 77 and contin-

uingthroughFY 79 dealwith:

a Quiettrucktechnology

m Quiet tire technology

I _ m Internalcombustionenginetechnology.

Transit and Pedestrian Malls

EPA is currently working with Portland and New York City on their

t_l transitand pedestrianmall noise problems. The Urban Mass TransitAdministra-

_J tion (UMTA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation is cooperating. Under

evaluation are retrofitting of buses and developing models for noise prediction.
, J

.J Similar activities are eligible for EPA assistance.

, iI

L.
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U,$, ._h ',' = C_ MS,';T-' L PROTECT:G"J _G E "_CV I RSA0 INSTRUCTION,)
FONREVERSEEEFDRE

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY i COMPLETING FORM,

_OTE: ParticiPation in thil lurvey proqram i,_stricSy on a voluntary balls, All returned survey queltionniitel wilJ become public reo0rdl,,i
;, RESPONDENT IDENTI PIDATJON

A, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE FULL IDENTITY OF THE GC!VERN,'_IENT UNITFOR WHICH YOU ARE RESPONDING
_'_ CITY C_R TOWN J2, COUNTY

i i 4, OTHER

3, STATE

p,
I _ 2. ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE DESCRIPTION

A, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS IN YOUR COMMUNITY DN THE BASIS OF PUBLIC CONCERN (_) = none, J = mitlim_).

2 _ rigniflcant. 3 ffimost important)

l 1. CRIME 5. ND_SE POLLUTION

2;IJREIAN RENEWAl- E. WATER POLLUTION

3, HOUSING 7. TRAFFIC

4.,Am POLLUTION S OTHER (Sp¢C_[,_,/.'
i i B, IS THE NOISE rSSUE A GROVdNG CONCERN _N I C, Is THE NOISE ISSUE VIEWED AS A PROBLEM AFFECTING THE HEALTH AN_"

YOUR COMMUNITY? NyE5 NN O [ WELFARE OF THE CITIZENS IN THE COMMUNITY? r-lyEs I'-1N o i"10DN.r KN_j
P_ 0, HOW HAS YOUR GOVERNMENT GAINED AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE EXTENT OF THE NOISE ISSUE [N YOUR AR EA?

l i PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (O - nane, i = rnlMm¢7. 2 • dgnlflcallt, 3 • most important).

I. FORMAL COMPLAIN'rE

_ 2. GROUP ACTIONS

i I 3. PUBLfS HEARINGS
_, SURVEYS)MONITORING

E. PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING NOISE EOURDEB ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO YOUR AR EA'S NOISE PROBLEM
!_ (0 "none, 1 = miMmal, 2 = significant, 3 • most important).

|a
r • I. AIRCRAFT E, PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLESJlEDUIPMSNT

!, TRUCKS tO, GARBAGE COMPACTORS

_J_ I. BUSES 13, RECREATION VEHICLES

_,_ =4, AUTOS 12. PUBLIC OR PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT

B, MOTORCYCLES (hlcluding sollnd system)

E_ 5, RAI LRQAD OPE RATION5 t3, ANIMALS

ill 7. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT
S. INDUSTRIAL I_, OTHER (Spot'f)'):

f._ B.NOISEcONTRO_PROGRAMLEaIBLAT_VEAUTHORITYA. HAS ENABLING LEGISLATION BEEN ENACTED TO ESTABLISH AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
r-lyES FIND

B. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE NAME OR TITLE OF THE ENABLING LEGISLATION ALONG WITH AN_ APPLICABLE CHAPTER OR

_.ll SECTION NUMBER. ALSO, PROVIDE THE DATE THAT THE ENABLING LEGISLATION WAS ENACTED,

T'TLO I ,O A TSRI.EOT,O r,OATSBNAOTEO
( _1 C, WAS EPA'S "MODEL COMMUNITY CONTROL ORDINANCE" USED IN FORMULATING THIS LEGISLATION? C_ YES C_NO

_l D, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE iDENTITY OF THE OFFICIAL WHO DIRECTS THE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

1. NAME ]2, T,TLE [3, TEI=BPHONS flnch_¢ A_a Code)

I t

:"'_ ,.OR_'N,_ATIDN JB.ADDR"B,S,_¢t.C't,.S,_t_,_Z_F,
E_ _F Y_ HAVE N_ ENA_L_NG LE_SLAT_N_HA_ ANY _EEN PR_P_SE_ _R ENA_TMENT _E_RE THE _RRENT SE_i_N _F

,-" THE GOVERNING BODY? E_ YES ONO

NOTE: It would b_ m_lt _pprec_aled if you would enclol_ a copy of eny existtn0 ot proposed enabling legiS_tion with your lurvey re_ponll.

I 1, NO_EE CONTROL LEGISLATION

I A, ARE THERE ANY EXISTING LAWS OR ORDINANCES WHICH INCORPORATE NOISE CONTROL PROV_'SIONS?

E_YEE _NO

=_ -- B, I'S SO, PLEASE INDICATE EACH T'_'PE OF LEGISLATION AND RESPECTIVE TYPE OF ENFORCEMENT I '

! AGENCY, USING THE CODES LISTEDDN THE FOL_.OWING PAGE, [ tLT} (EA)

: LEGI_LATIC_ TYPE ILT% APID EP41:_Ci_MENT AGEb;Cy IB,_) i

:_ 2, LEGI3L-_T_I_; Type (LT) A_;_ EN_;J_CE_,tEtIT AGEtJEY tEAl [

SPA Hq Form ESOO,e (10-77)
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Form Appro_'od _"
OMS No. I $8.RBD9 L)

E.;FS0. PLEASEINDICATEEACHTYFEGFLEGISLATIONANDREEPECTIVETYPEOF ENFORCEMENT
AGENCY, USING THE CODES f,ISTED BSf,OW/CunthmcJ,:

S, t.EGISf,ATIGN TYPE ILTI AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY lEA)

4. LEGISLATION TYPE leT} AND ENFORCEMENTAGENCY {EA}

5. f,EGISf,ATIDN TYPE ILTI AND ENFORCEMENTAGENCY (EAI

NOTE: It would bt molt appreciated il you would _nolose copies of any existing of pr0golad laws or ordinances incorporating noise control pro.
visionl with yOUr SUrv¢y rrJsponll.

' IºEGJSIºATJO N TYPE CODE If.T) ENFORCEMENT AGENCY CODE (EA I /_0, OF EVENTS CODE

0 NONE
ORDINANCE PH • PUBf'IC HSAf,TH 1 1_49

SC • EONING COOE/GRDJNANCE EP • SNVtRONMENTAL/POLf,UTION 2 5_) • 9E
VC • VEHICf,S C_[_E CONTROL _ 100 • 249
BC • BUJ f'OING CODE PO • PLANNINIS/DEVEL_OPM ENT 4 25_t • 4E9
HS • HEALTHISAPSTY CODE PW • PUaLJC WORK_; 5 E0(_ • 9E9
AA • AIRCRAFT/AiR.SORT COOS BZ • EUILDING/ZONING 6 I_0C0 • 2_4EE
AC • AO_IINISTRATi VE CODE TR • TRANSPORTATJGN 7 _5EO _ 4_.°E_)
E$ • STATE STATUTE NR • NATURAL RESOUFIC_S E 5_0SD • _9_0
OT• OTHER OT• OTHER IQ_d00_ND OVER

i
C. IF ANSWER TO 4A IS "YES" PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING;

PLACE AN "X" NEXT TO THE NOISE SOURCE CONTROLS COVERED UNDER THE NOISE CONTROL PROVISIONS OF YOUR LEGIS-
LATION. ONLY IDENTIFY THOSE THAT INCLUDE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS Jcc:h=/t,_l_= A'I'rN-/.

_, AIRCRAFT _10, G.%R_AG E CCMPACTC RS _.. '

2. TRUCKS 111. RECREATION VE_ICLES _ _ =

--3.BU_E_-- _ ;=RIVETS ENTERT_qNMSNT I4ll(]llj#I_'_dll_J

4. AUTO_ _ _'$*'L'IIII)
_• MOTORCYC f,ES I 13, _NIMA f,S .

5, RAILROAD OPERATIONS 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT

17, CONET'_RUCTrON EQUIPMENT 15. BUILOING REQUIRE!.IENT_ T'_ _"

_, Pu_fuc SEEVICE VEHICLES/EQUiPMeNT _ [---"
D, IF ANSWER TO 4 IS '*NO*' PLEASE R EEPONO TO TH_ FOLLOWING

_Y_UANT_CfPATETHEDEVEL_PMENT_FANY:_EREf'ATEDL_GiSL_`TI_1_SRTHENEXTrW_¥EAR_? _YE5 _ND

5, ENFORCEMENT _"

A. GOES YOUR GOVERNMENT ENFORCE THE NO_ES CONTROL PRQVISICNS_ _JYSS _NO _F YOUR ANS_'_ERIS "NO ' G0 TO
QUESTION E. ,"_

E. PLEASE PROVfCE THE FOLLOWING ENFORCEMENT DATA FOR THE PAST ACCOUNTlaG YEASt ENTER ONE LINE FOR EACH _
LEGISLATION TYPE LISTED IN RESPONSE TO QUESTION 4E, USIEIG THE _OGES INDICATED BELOW:

LT. LE_]ISI.ATJON TYP_ I.T NI NV VC _C CO
NI • NUMBER OF NOISE fNVESTIOATIONS MAOE 1,

• NV. NUMSSR OF VIOLATIONS FOUN(_ 2, i_VC, NUMEER OF VIOf,ATIONS RESOLVES1 8Y VOLUNT,%RY S, --
COMPLIANCE 4.

IC • NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS REEUI.TIN_ IN THE ISSUANCE OF _ITATI£_NS /'_
CO • NUMBER OP DITATfON_ DVERR(JLE_ Ey COURT _RDER

C, PLEASE LIST THE NUMBER OF E,*J_'GRCEMENT A(;P_CNS FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCE C_NTROLS, IF INFOR.
MATION JE NOT AVAI LASLE, WR ITS "HA" NEXT TO THE NOISE SOURCE CONTROL,

h _IRCRAPI" 10, G_RSAGE COMPACTORS ]_
_. TRUCKS 11, RECREATION VEHIC{.SS

SUSES 12, PUISt.IC/PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT

AUTOS 13. ANIMAb$

I. MOTORCYCLES 14. HOME POWER EQUIPMENT

I. RAI f,ROA[_ OPERATIONS 15. BUIJ_fNG REC)UIREM_NTS

17'E,I NDUSTR [_%LCDNSTR U_TION SQUfPMENT IE,,_LA NI:) IJSE/_(D NIN_ _-
9, PUI]LIC SERVICE VEHJ_f,ESIEQUIPMENT

0. WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ENFORCEMENT PRCSLEMS REDUCING THE EFPEDTI '.'ENESS C F ¢SU_ NO!EL CONTROL EFFORT?
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (0 ._ north', l = ,him'/sigh ._ • _i_'_li_c_/zt• ] _ _llu_'! i'_l:!_l_cr,_

t. _MB_GUOUS LEG_SLATiO_ _N _UP_-_T _._'.'=_a:_ess

_, UNENFORCEAEI.E I.E_tE{.ATION L___T,E_ _0N_*INA_)EOLJATE M_NP_'*'_ER I3. INAOEQUATE INSTRUMENTATION .... OT PNIOITIZ_ NC,_E T'--" _ t

4. INA_EC_UATEENFORCEMENT/ME_EI.JRSMENT _], *_CTIONS AR_ NOT _E_._ rN COURT _-- ImJ

SPA Hq Form SS0O.E 110-77_
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6. PERSONNEL

A, PLEASE COMLETE ONE LINE FOR BACH INDIVIOUAL I'_HD DEVOTEE AT I PLEASE INDICATE THE NUI%IBERS DF INDIVIDUALS
LEAST 20% OF HIS/HER TIME TO NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, USING THE I BY POS_Tf0N CODES AS IN "A" WHO DEVOTE

_'* CODES INDICATED BELOW, I LEES THAN 20% OF THEIR TIME TO NOISE CON-

PC *POSITION CODE PC % EXP ST TROL ACTIVITIES.
, i

% . PERCENT OF TIME DEVOTE D TO 1 __
NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES ._. __ PC NO

EXP - FIELD O_ EXPERIENCE 3, t,
ST . SUPPLE%tENTARy TRAINING IN -- 2,

THE FIELD OF NOIEE CONTROL 4. --

t_kIn)

/m FIELD OF EXPERIENCE CODE (EXP) ;UPPLEMENTARY TRAINING CODE (ST

i ".J 1010 ENGINEERING _01 BI'OLOGICAL. SCIENCE ?OO COMMUNITY PLANNING 1. LESS THAN ONE WEEK
10t ACOUSTICS 302 PUBLICHEALTHSCIENCE BoO TRANSPORTATION _. I TDBWEEK$
20D PHYSICALSCIENOE 400 BDCJALBCIENCE OPERATIONS 3. B TO4 WEEKS
201 ENVIRONMENTAl. SCIENCE §0O LAW 900 SAFETY OPERATIONS

300 MEDICAL SCIENCE 600 POLICE 4, MORE THAN 4 WEEKS

; E POSITION CODE IPCI

01 POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM DIRECTOR 06 URBAN PLANNER. LAND USE ANALYST
P_arls, o t(lanlzls, =nd directs the DrofaisiOnll, a_ministrltivl ins SupefvlllS or get f off't1| profel|lon|l work 3pmant Of

_l_ tl¢Mnl¢41 _¢ttvlti|= ot _ IIgill_ltivlly ¢_lireea p011u_lon control _l=nl for iPla oraerly growtr_ of m=tfopOiitin areal.
: program; eva_ui_ls 0fog/am anti Dwflonnet etf|=t_venes_; InJt_t=l

_E Irn¢ O? ATTORNEY

02 EN Vl RONMENTAL SPECIA LIB'I" NojoocllsIrlption=elmlclltecaHIrY.

Dlrictl. lu_#tvJt_l. Or#Jerfor_s work whl¢R _volvlS prOv_d_ng 11 ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICIAN OR INSPECTOR I
P_ IOVi¢I and aSi_ltancl in grogrlm an= a_mln_|t/atlve ms,tars Unolr ginerll supervision, performs nonprofessional work of a

l_i '¢lllt_ng l0 tl'tl Oityel01]m|nt. e_ilc_/_on, anti ttllintenl*lt¢_ of aom. _echnica I nature I/1 (ttl envLrOnm|ntl_ fJill/.=_tm invlronm_n¢ll progrlml.
_3 ENGINEER 12 POt.ICE
=erforms prOtasslanal In_nll_ring work _n in oftl¢_ or In the No iob ¢lis¢_i_tio_ ¢l|lme¢_ t_¢est=fy.
_Jeld; mill(is irlal Villi and Ivaluilt_of_l of engir_leflng grol_llml;

1_ )rovl=u Drofilliional aclvici. 13 CLERICAL OR SECRETARfALi 34 PHYSICAL SCIENTIST N° joe ¢lil¢rh=tlofl aelml_l _acll_$aly.
A_r_in_stIrs. luper_llll or performl r||ii_rch or otfl_r pro-
fallJoflll inO tcillntlfl¢ work in ti_l Inva|ttgJtlOn Ilncf application g9 OTHER

_ of a I_lrti¢ular fill0 of Ih_ p_vll¢_ sciences. This ¢ltigory is to be uses for inalvlOualt WhOle ¢_Uti#Sare not

_;._ OB PUBLIC HEALTH SPECIALIST OR SANITARIAN. IN. _Y any of 1he job clisIripIIons =rEvises =Dove.DUSTRIAL HYGIENIS_
Pfanl. ¢llvelops. II¢lmlni_tefl. supirvllill, ot perform| work _n
13itll¢ tin E. ellm_natlng, lit0 prevltlt ti_g _uOll¢. Inc_ultrl=l. or

_' =nvi¢onment=l helJth hix=r¢=l,
_' ; 7. PROGRAM EFFORT

A* DOES YOUR GOVERNMENT HAVE A NOISE CONTROL PRO.

GRAM? i_yE s i-iN 0
P_

B. IF ANSWER TO 7A IS "NO", PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING:

l _ THE FOLLOWING FACTORS OE_CRIBE WHY YOUR COMMUNITY DOES NOT HAVE A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?

WHICH OF

PLEASE RANK THESE FACTO RS (0 = IlOnC, ] = mitlint_l, _ • $igni/lc#nr. 3 = iito_l itnpor[atrt),

' _ 1. NOT A PROBLEM s. TOO COET(*Y

.I 2. NOT A PRIORITY PRDELBM 6, OPPOSITION FROM INDUSTRY

3. NOTHING CAN _E DONE 7, OTHER ($p¢'¢l._l'J.

{_'_ _, NOT REEPONBI_ILI*_'y OF COMMUNITY

I C, PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ON THE BASIS OF THE EFFORT DEVOTED TO EACH Ry THF Nt31BE CON.
_=_ TROL PROGRAM lC = _l=_l¢', I = _nirtllttal, 2 • s=_liJicatlt, _ = most Imp_ttaltt/.

l. ENFORCEMENT 6, MONITORING/SOCIAL SURVEYS

_ _, COMPLAINT HANOL_NG ' . 7. RESEARCHi
). DEVELOPMENT OF NOISE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 8, GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

l, PUBLIC EDUCATION g OTHER (_p¢'¢'lJ '/

_'1 _, REVIEwENVIRO t, IMI_A_ _'#ARATIONt

BUDGETARY DATA

A. PLEASE PROVIDE A 5REAKOOWN OF YOUR CURRENT NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM BUDGET. iF BUDGETARY BREAKDOWNS ARE
NOT AVAILABLE, PROVIDE A FIGURE FOR THE TOTAL ALLOCATION, IF THE NOISE CONTROL BUDGET IS NOT IDENTIFIABLE

_=1 AS SUCH r ESTIMATES ARE ACCEPTABLE.

L,, THE FOLLOWING DATA IS FOR THE YEAR BEGINNING (,I/o_lth/y¢,_M: .
1, PERSONNEL S 6, MDNITORINGISURVEYS

2, ENFORCEMENT 7, RESEARCH

; 3. EQUIPt_IENT/INETRUMENTS B, GTHER($pt'ci]_t'):

"_ 4l PUBLIC EDUC ATION TOTALlllbr¢'¢kdolv_zisllola:,ailab/t./.

S. BARRIERS; NOISE CONTROL MATERIAL_

} B, PLEASE INDICATE THE TOTAL CURRENT BUDGET FOR YOUR GOVERNMENTAL UNIT (id¢'_l Ilh'd ill _1 ¢_lto_Z I q],"

1 TOTAL GOVERNMENT UNfT BUDGET $

EPA Hcf Form 8800.6 liE.??)

J'_ Aj 5



9, INSTR UMENTATION/EQUIPMENT

A+ FOR EACH INSTRUMENT DR PIECE DF EGUIPMENT L_STED BELOW, PLEASE INDICATE THE QUANTITY CURRENTLY ON,HAND I
FOR YOUR NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM, I
1. SOUND LEVER METERS ? %IAGNETIC TAPE RECORDERS

2. MICROPHONE ISoun_ h_vell CALISRATORS 8, REAL TIME ANALYZERS

3, SOUND SPECTRLJM IFla_ncyi _*NALYZERS 9, COMMUNITY NOISE MONiTORInG SYSTEMS

4, AMPUTUDE DISTRIBUTION (LevOII ANALYZERS t0, COMPUTERS/PROGRAMMASLE CALCULATORS

5, GRAPHLC LIEVBL RECORDERS 11 MOTOR VEH{Cl-ES

6, VIBRATION METERS AND ACCEI-EROMETERS 12, OTHER { p '_" t)"
d

0, EPA SUPPORT _|
A. PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AVAILABLE PROM THE U,E, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC,

TION AGENCY ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTUAL VALUE TO YOUR PROGRAM (O = +luJ_c'.I = .lhliillal. 2 = _l_.llific_JJit. J • mo_t Ira.

portotlH, IF A GIVEN ITEM HAS NOT BEEN USED BY YOUR PROGRAM, PLEASE ENTER THE LETTER "N',

1. FEDERAL REGULATIONS 6. ASSESSMENT GUIDES

2. NOISE EMISSION STANDARDS 7. INSTRUMENTATION, TEST, LOAN OR ADVICE

3+ MODEl.. LEGISLATION B. NOISE LEVEL RECOMMENDATIONS

4 T RAINING WORKSHOPS AND PROGRAM GUIDE 9+ GENERAL SUPPORT
'LINES

5. COST AND TECHNOLOGY REPORTS 0 OTHER (_p¢'c I'j,

E* PLEASE INDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING AR EAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE WOULD BE OF SIGNI FICANT VALUE TO YOUR NOISE
CONTROL EFFORTIN MEETING LEG SLAT VE AND PROGRAMMATIC NEEDS (0 = _l_nv /=mimm_L._=_ieniJicanLS.'mo_ri,lpor_llt)_

i
1+ MODEL LEGISLATION ?. l-AND USE PLANNING GUIDELINES

2. MANPOWER B* NOISE MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTATION

O+ PERSONNEL TRAININGWORKSHOPS 9. PUBLIC INFORMATION MATERIAL,S

4.. NOISE _ONTROL PROGRAM GUIDELINES 10. EFFECTIVE NOISE CONTROL METHODS

E, ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES 11, FEDERAL NOISE CONTROl. METHODS

B+NOISE ASSESSMENT GUIDEI-=NES 12+ OTHER [f/J¢'_'i i1');

1% NOIEE PROGRAM EVALUATION L J

A. PLEASE INDICATE THE MAJOR PROBLEMS FACING YOUR NOISE CONTROL EFFORTS. PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS t0=mJ_le. I

I = raft#raM, 2 = dgJliJicam, 3 = most +mporta++O. _l

1. LACK OF CITIZEN SUPPORT 6. LACK OF EFFECTIVE LEGISLATION ' 'i

2, LACK OF PO I-ITICAL SUPPORT 7, ENFORCEMENT RELATED PROBLEMS

3, LACK OF MANPOWER B, INABILITy TO DEMONSTRATE PROGRAM SUCCESS

4+ UN'i'RAINED PERSONNEL B. GENERAL INABILITY TO MEET PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

E. INADEQUATE OPERATING BUDGET 13. OTHER $_¢Ci _' : *_

IB+HOW MUCH PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE BY YOUR PROGRAM IN REDUCING THE NOISE LEVELS GRNOIEE INTRUSIVENF._
FROM THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCES? PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS/0 '= +loire. I = *_=imlnM.. _f_t_]i¢'=l+t. _ m,_t impur, j+
ratio), • .

'.A'R0+T '°.GAR AG'CDMPAOTOR°E, TRUCKS 11. RECREATION VEHICLES

3. BUSES 1_. PUB[.IC OR PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT

4, AUTOS 13, ANIMALS

E. MOTORCYCLBS 14. HOME POWER EOUIPMENT

B* RAILROAD OPBRATIONS ;S, BUILDING REQUIREMENTS

7. CONSTRUCTION t_* LAND USEZONING

S+ INDUSTRIAL 17, OTHER _peclS'): r_

/_* PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT

COMMENTS: +

T
' r

EPA Hq Form SSOO.E 110.771 I1_
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APPENDIX B

t,
STATE NORSECONTROLBUDGETS 1973/1977

lq

1973 1977

FI _cate 197Q _opufl_on
BuOget S Per Capita c _dqet _ Per Ca_IIa

|
Reqlon [

Cannect_cut 3.Q3L.7C9 Q 0.O 24.353 0.3

i _ _lne 9_2,04S 0 0,0 0 O.O
Hal 5,6ag,ZlO 23,B00 0,4 400.000 _.0

_ rllw Hamplntre 737lB61 0 Q.O _10 0,]
Rh_e Islan_ 949,723 O 0,0 0 O.O
vermon_ 4¢4,_30 0 O.O 0 0,0

?ot41 _97_ 11,844,_41 b 2JlBCO 0,Z

!, _ 1977 ll,s-,eelc _zs,l. _.6
Reg_an I[

:! _ _Jersey 7,269 164 99.900 1.2 7_.0C0 1,0NewYork B,2_, 5 147._00 0.8 _0.O00 0.3
Puerto RIC0 Z.7[9.0_ 0 0.0 47_077 1.7
V(rgl_ Islen_l _Z_468 (_._40) a 2.9 0 0.O

TOt41 1973 _8,Z_4_1_5 _37,7_ 0.8

:i; Re,ton Ill

_ BI _1, .... 548 10' O OlO 0 _._
_l_nd 3.92Z 399 O 0.0 Z4._0 0.6
Pennsylven_4 II ,B_,76_ 0 0,0 NO_e_ort

_ _leqln_e 4_648 _1 0 0.0 0 0_0
_ WIIC Vlrgi_lB ],744,_ 7 0 0.0 rio Report [

_:{ ]977 9,119,N4 Ze_0 0.3

Re_lan IV

l , _ |]_ kllbe_ 1.444 /el 0 0+0 0 0.0

. _ _ _or 1de _.789 443 45_N0 0.7 _3_0 1.4C,_or_i# 4._89.t _ O 0.0 Z2_000 0._
li,t_¢ky _2[B 706 (_0_00) I 0._ _.QTS _.9J_

NllSll$1_pl ,_16,_4 0 0.0 0 0.0

¢_ _Oet_ Cl_11ne .094.411 7 _00 0.1 O 0.O

}:i t_n_auee ,92_,018 _ 0.0 0 0,0
i,

;;ii TOte1 1971 Z_*_l1,111 _8 _O0 0.2
1977 31.860*017 _07J75 0.7,i

i !

_ 1974 _uageg esll_tl. _o _olee cont_l _u_et In |971. Nt f_cludll In tltt]s,
g

_opule¢10_ _0 |_| _orttn 9 b_d_I¢l 1_ 1973.

_,_

r'!
i ,
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APPENDIX B (COtITIPIUED)

f

1973 1_77
S&at| 197Q Pepu14&_o_

6udder $ Far ¢ip]ta ¢ Bu_ge_$ Pwr Cap(&| ¢

Re?lon..V ..,..

II11ne_s 11,I0_,935 Z_OOOG $,_ _04 400 2,7
Z3000] _ 9,Z 0 0,$ ' :Indiana S*19_,G6g 0,4

O_lo . 10_662,017 1,844JJ 0._2 _ O*O
MtCfil;an @_B?S,063 0 O.O 1641_3S 1,9
Minnesota 3_GC_I03 r_ Report 0 O.O
WisconSin 414|7,8Zl 0 0_0 O O,O

Totil 197_ _4,4Q2,839 ZO0,OOO O,B I ,

1977 44_054,62_ 508,605 _,2

_e91_nvI j
Arkansas 1,923 3Z2 O O,O O O,O i'_
Lo_lstan4 ],E4],16_ 4,650 O, ] O O.O

O O,O 0 O,C'hew_l_lco I 017 OS5

Ok1ahOea 2.5 9,Z53 I.OCO Q._4 0 0.0 _--TIXQS 11,192,385 r;o Repo_L 0 O,O
f

TotaJ 197_ 9,L42,8_0 _,6_0 0,1 _

1977 Z0,342,195 0 O,O

7
Re,ton V]I )

Iow_ , 2,8ZS,368 0 O,O g O,O
Kan_ls 2 249 071 1.925 Q,I N_ Re_rt
MISloUPt 4,G77,62_ p_ Re_or_ 0 OTO
_ebraska 1,485,333 O _0 O O.O

Tot_l I973 6,559,772 1,9Z5 Q,03 _--'
1917 B,gE8,324 0 a,o

_e_In_ V_I[

! Colofaoo 2,ZOg.59G 0 O*O rioge_et * " "
_ntae_ 6_4,409 2.000 O. 3 ),00_ 0,4
_6or_ Oako_ 617,792 _o Re_ort - 0 O.O
Sout_ Dakota _£6,2S7 0 Q.O hn Report * _"-
Utah 1,0_9.273 r_ Rep_r_ 0 O.a
WyOming NO gtp_rt "o RepQrt

Tetat 1973 3,5)0 ,E62 2_000 O, 1

1977 2,371,474 3,0C_ 0,_ (._

8 1_74 budget IsCl_h_tl, no noise c_trol budget In 1973, _t included In tot_ll,

' b 1975 _u_geKtsclr_e, n_ norse ¢o_trol _u_Qe_s In 1973 _r 1974, _l_ lncludee _n _cals.

L.

!,

_t
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J; APPENDIXB (CONTINUED)

II 197_ [977
Sta_e 1970P_pul_(on

B_get $ Per Caplta ¢ Bw_qet$ Per Capita

Re_on Zx
lrfronl 1.770,9_0 1_500 O.I 215,000 lZ.I
C|Hfornli lg_g4S.7I$ I*_4a,800 6,a ID_4S,O00 _.l

_lvCdl 488_718 127 O,OI 0 0.0To_al_973 Z2,973.9|4 1_406+J1_ 6.1
1977 32,973,9_4 1,9_5,t32 8,T

_ R*tlon x_llSkl _ R|_ort _ioRepor_ .
[a_ho 71_,OlS 0 0_0 _ _e_or_

_i_hlng_n _,409+I_3 0 0 10+000 0.9

Td_1 19_) 6_13_3 44,100 0._

t¢_t TOTAL197_ 1_,Z37,7;4 1,991,0_3 1._1977 185.3_1_868 3+_1,35_ |,9

:i

t-!

, !?
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_' _ APPENDIX C
'j

_" COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

1973 1977
107o

(:_ City Population Budget PerCapita Budget Per Capita
$ ¢ $ ¢

I_ Region I

Brlegeport,CT 157,000 2,275 1.5 0 0.0

La New Haven.CT 137,715 0 0.0 300 0.3

Norwalk, CT 70,192 O O.O 535 0.8

(j Lewiston, ME 41,779 NRa 10,000 23.9

Boston,HA 641,053 31,000 4.8 18,500 2.9
m_

i Holyoke,MA 50,032 NR 400 O.B

!Springfield,MA 163,806 NO Report 700 0.4

) East Providence, RI 48_135 NR 100 0.0

I Pawtucket,RI 76,992 0 O.O 1,000 1,3
P) Totals 1973 1,091,952° 33,275 3.1

1977 1,390,784c 31,635 2.3

Bridgewater,NJ 30,000 NR 1,200 3,8

Kearney,NJ 37,589 2,100
NR 5.6

Newark,NJ 382,377 0 0.0 iO,O00 2.6

Orange,NO 32,565 NR 500 1.5

PerthAmboy,NJ 38,777 NR 400 1.0

I_ TeaneckTwp, NJ 40,000 NR 1,500 3.6
w

WayneTwp,NJ 49,000 NR 3,150 6.4

C'I NassauCounty, NY 1,428,000 41,290 2.9 No Report

g

f

/Not requestedto respondto 1974 survey,

bpopuletionof communitiesreporting budgetsin 1973,,)
_.j epopulatlonof comunltlesreportingbudgetsin 1977,

C-3
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)

I970 1973 1977

Clty Popu)atlon Budget Per Capita Budget PerCapita _-"¢ S a ,

Ro_ionII (Cont.)

NewRochelle,NY 75,385 (/Bg)b 1,0 i00,000 132.7

NewYorkCity,:NY 7,gg5,O00 g50,O00 12,0 BBO,OOO 3.2

Baltimore,MD 905,75g (57,957)b 6,4 0 0,0 L

Totals1973 9,705,377 ggl,290 I0,2

1977 g,490,452 368,850 3.9 _l"

Wilmington,DE 80,386 NRa 20,000 24.9

A11ontown,PA I09,52! 0 0.0 67,000 61.9 _'

Pittsburgh,PA 520,000 42,000 8,1 No Report

Alexandria,VA 110,938 No Reoort 3,500 3.2 !-
L_

Arlington,VA 163,401 0 0.0 .15,800 g.7

Chesapeake,VA 89,580 No Report 1,500 2.7 _
.J

Norfolk,VA 307,951 1,200 0.4 24,000 7.8

•_i' : Washington, DC 756,510 O O.O 43,200 5.7 _'?!

Totals 1973 1,857,383 43,200 2.3
['q

1977 1,618,287 175,000 10.8

RBg_on _V r..

Huntsville,AL 137,878 0 O.O I0,000 7.3 _._

Montgomery,AL 133,000 560 0,4 0 0.0

BocaRaton, FL 28,942 NR 3,000 I0.0 ,.,

i

aNot requested to respondto 1974 survey, r

b1974budgeteotl_tes;nonoisecontrolbudgetin 1973;not includedin totals.

C-4 _,_
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!; APPENDIXC (CONTIFCUED)

1070 J 1973., ,,, 1977

; _ City Population Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita¢_ ¢ S ¢
m ,,,,

f_ Re_lon IV (Cont.)

_} Dayto.naBeach,•FL 45,327 RRa 1,500 3.3

Ft. Lauderdale,FL 139,543 0 O,O I0,000 7,2

#:J Gainesvtlle, FL 64,510 fIR 35,000 34.3

f_ Jacksonville, FL 529,000 1,015 0.2 18,315 3,5

i:_ Miami, FL 335,000 1,200 0.4 No Report

pu Miami Beach,FL 86,974 No Report 35,000 40.3

i_i St, Petersburg,FL 216,000 1313 O.B No Report

p_ Tampa, FL 278,000 2,746 l.O 7,250 2.6
J

_ Columbus,GA 154,096 0 0.0 .15,000 9.7

Biloxl, MS 48,486 NR 5,000 10.3

¢_. Charlotte, NC 241,000 75 0.03 O B.O

Fayettevllla, NC 53,510 RR 1,000 l.B

Columbia,SC 113,542 2,120 1.9 5,200 4,5

, _ !Totals 1973 2,277,061 9,429 0.4' u- 1977 2,053,410 146,265 7.1

!_ R_qlo.V
Chicago, IL 3,362,825 206,500 6,1 127,155 B,B

f_ DownersGrove, IL 32,700 NR 2,000 6,1

Normal, IL 26,346 NR 1,400 5,3

(_ Rockford,IL 147,205 0 0.0 1,500 1,0

Evansvll_e,IN 138,690 0 0.0 8,876 6.4

(_ Gary_ IN 175,415 (B0,775)b 11.B O 0,0

w., Ha_ond, IN 107,737 0 O.O 4,250 3,9

'_ _Not requested to respond to 1974 survey,

b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included tn totals,

C-5
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L

APPEtlDIXC (CO_JTINUED)

1973 1977
1970 ,"

City Pooulation Budget PerCapita Budget PerCapita
S ¢ $ ¢

ReqionV (Cont,) .-

Indianapolis,IN 745,000 3,800 0,5 39,270 5,3

Birmingham,Hl 26,181 NRa 700 2,7

Flint,HI 193,000 160 0.1 0 0,0

GrandRapids, HI 197,534 lO,OOO 5.1 26,614 13.5 --

Kalamazoo,HI 86,000 440 0.5 0 0.0 i.

Llvonla_HI II0,I93 O 0.0 18,206 16,5 __

Saginaw,MI 93,820 1,520 1.7 19,6B0 21.4 ....

Taylor,MI 70,082 HR 5,000 7.1

Warren,HI 179,000 BB 0.1 WoReport _.,

B1oomlngton,HN 81,948 No Report 43,200 52.7

Edtna, t4N 44,031 NR 500 1.3 L_

Frtdley, HN 29,219 MR 500 1.7

Minneapolis, HN 434,381 10,319 2.4 10,000 2.3

Mtnnetonka,HN 35,779 NR 2,500 7.0

Richfield, HN 47,242 NR 4,500 9.5

• St. Cloud, HN 39,591 RR 4,900 11.3

Akron,OH 275,420 0 0.0 43,900 15,9 f_"

Cincinnati, OH 4B2,BOO 1,515 0.3 NOReport

Cleveland, OH 750,751 (71,351)b 9.5 O O.O !'-i

ShakerHeights,OH 36,309 HR 2,0go 5.5

Toledo,OH 384,015 O 0.0 4,800 1.3 i'

Konosha,WI 78,817 700 0.9 8,250 10.5

aNot requestedto respondto 1974survey. _a,d
b1974budgetestimates; no noise control budgetin 1973; not included tn totals,

pI
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APPENDIXC (CONTINUED)
p_

tl 19i3 1977
1970

City Population Budget Per Capita Bu_qet 'Per Canita

Reqion V (Oont,)
!
if Manitowoc, WI 33,497 NRa 2,GO0 6.0

Mara=hon, WI 1,214 NR 100 8,2

l# Milwaukee, WI 717,124 12,298 1.7 26,893 3.8

Oshkosh, WI 53,159 NR 1,260 2.4

i:._ Racine, WI 99,193 0 2,700 2.8

West Allls, WI 71,691 NR 4,700 6.6

Totals 1973 7,B77,892 247,337 3.14

1977 8,802,139 416,ga4 4.7

,j

Region VI

' _ Albuquerque, NM 243,751 No Report 20,669 8,5!:
• +,r

,. Norman, OK 52,128 _IR 18,000 34.5

(t_ Oklahoma City, OK 366,734 17,279 4.7 Z3,GOO 6.3

I Tulsa, OK 331,800 2,920 0.9 4,000 3.2

Au.ln,2.,ooo 1., 9 o.9
I Bryan, TX 33,719 NR 2,000 5.9

_, Galveston, TX 61,813 NR 3,100 5.0
Houston, TX 1,232,407 10,460 0.9 24,733 2.0

t_ Hurst, TX 27,239 NR 125 O.B

tm Pasadena, TX 89,316 353 0.4 500 0.6

!_ San Antonio, TX 654,000 4,018 0.6 O.O

k_

¢-) Totals 1973 2,925,257 38,770 1,3
]

1977 3°343,907 96,327 2.9

'..j aNot requested to respond to 1974 survey.

C-7



APPENDIX C (COrITIHUED)

]970 1973 1977
City Population Budget PerCapita Budget Per Capita

$ e $ ¢

RegionVII

Ames,IA 39,699 NRa 4,750 12.0

Clinton,IA 34,719 NB I,OOO R,5

CouncilBluffs,IA 60,588 NR 571 O.g

Dubuque,IA 62,313 RR 4,250 6.8

KansasCity, MO 507,330 (65_000)b 12.8 0 0,0

PrairieVlllage,KS 28,104 NR 25,000 BB.9

Wiehlta,KS 389,000 No Report l,O00 0.3

GrandIsland,RE 31,269 f_R 2,000 6.4

Lincoln, RE 149,515 (B,0oo)b 3.3 25,800 17.3

Omaha,NE 347,380 NOReport 6,000 1.7 i

Totals 1973" 0 O O.O ,__
1977 1,649,920 70,373 4.3

Re_IonVIII
I

!
. _ Arvada,CO 46,69¢ NR ],ODD 2.1

I F'"Aurora,CO 74,568 39,030 52.0 600 0,8 ;

Boulder, CO 66,870 NR 36,000 53.8

C d .Io ora oGprngs.,Cu i 35,017 41.000 30.4 47.847 35.4

Denver, CO 514,678 0 O.O 37,280 7.2

Greeley,CO 3D,902 NR 5,300 13.6

Lakewood,CO 93,000 31,042 33.4 BOO 0.2
p.

Pueblo, CO 97,453 No Report 4,000 4.1

aNot requested to respondto 1974survey.

b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included in totals.

}
_r

,,J
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APPENDIX C (CO_ITINUED)

1973 1977
1970

_- City Population Budget PerCapita Budget PerCapita
i S c $ ¢

=n i

RegionVIII (Cont.)
_.! GroatFalls,HT 6o,ogl PIRa 2,000 3,3

Helena,MT : 20,000 NR 3,300 13.2 i
£

i Grand Forks,ND 39,044 NR 8,000 20.5

Minor,ND 32,270 NR 1,600 4.0

I..l SiouxFalls,SO 72,488 RR 2,500 3,5

Bountiful,UT 27,802 RR 1,100 3.9

C.J SaltLake,UT 175,B13 NO Report I00,000 56.8

Totals 1973 817,563 111,073 13.6
_l 1977 1,500,070 250,727 18.7

¢_ Region IX

Anaheim,CA 166,I18 O 0,0 25,000 15.0

P_ Arcadia,CA 44,68Z NR 1,000 Z.2
t_

BuenaPark,CA 64,]24 NR 1,000 1.6

F_ Costa Mesa,CA 72,729 NR 1o200 1.5

Covlne,CA 30,400 NR 1,000 5.g

l_! Culver City, CA 31,350 NR 5,000 15.9

t=_ Downey,CA 88,000 3,240 3./ No Report

_, Freemont,CA i00,870 0 O.O 20,000 19.B
Fresno, CA 160,972 3,480 2.1 20,000 12.0

_ GardenGrove, CA 123,000 2,100 1.9 NoReport
w Gordene, CA 41,090 NR 2,900 7.1

_.% Glendora, CA 31,349 NR 3,200 10.2

aNot requested to respondto 1974 survey,

t"? C-9
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APPE_DIX C (CONTINUED)

197D 1973 ... 1977
City Populatlon Budget PerCapita Budget PerCapita

$ ¢ $ ¢

ReglonIX (Cent,)

Heyward,CA 93,000 296 0.3 No Report

Inglewood,CA 90,014 51,400 57.1 34,900 30.7

LaHebra,CA 41,296 NRa 6,000 7,i6

Lakewood,CA 82,928 3,774 4.6 200 0.9

Livermore,CA 37,703 NR 4,000 i0,6 !

Lompoc,CA 25,320 nR 500 1.97

Long Beach, CA 358,673 No Report 106,951 29.0

LOSAngeles,CA 2,816,000 92,500 3.3 100,000 3.6

Menlo Pork, CA 26,721 NR B,5OO 31.8 i-_
. I

Modesto,CA 61,712 nR 11,100 17.9

Montereyt CA 49,146 nR 7,000 14,2 '
i -

MountainView,CA 60,200 fir 2,000 3,3

: Oakland, CA 361,613 110 0,03 200 0.1

Ontario,CA 64,105 NR 56,922 79.4

Paramount,CA 34,80D r{R 16,300 46.8 _"

Pasadena,CA 113,254 1,277 1.1 10,ODD 8,8

Rialto,CA 28,490 NR 3,000 10.5 :"',

Sen Diego,CA 765,000 0 O.O 55,600 7.2

Sen Francisco, CA 715,674 No Report 43,500 9,1

DanLeandro,CA 68,698 fir 9,300 13.9

SantaCruz,CA 32,076 NR 1,500 4,7 ,

Santa Montca, CA 89,000 13,750 15.6 NoReport

Santa Rosa, CA 49,873 NR gO,O00 40.1 ,, :

SimlValley,CA 56,676 fir 8,900 15.7 ,.,,;

aNot requested to respondto 1974survey, =,_

w
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i;

1970 1973 1977
e'_. CI_ Population Budget Per Capita Budge: Per Capita
_, 5 ¢ $ ¢

_) Rellon IX {Cont.)

)_ Stockton,CA 109,963 (26,488)b 24.1 O O,O

5unnyvale,CA: 95,200 NO Report 2,300 2,4

I
I i Torrance, CA 134,507 23,478 7.5 4O,OOO 29,7

Phoenix, AZ 968,000 0 O.O 215,000 22.2

m_
Totals 1973 6,156,276 195,485 3,B

1977 7,996,261 835,293 10.5

!o(
Re,fun X

_ Anchorage, AK 48,157 NRa 40,000 83,1

Corvallis, OR 35,153 NR 2,500 5,0

Eugene, OR 76,341 0 0.0 12,950 17.0

Portland,OR 383,000 167,500 43.7 61,700 16.2

Everett, WA 53,732 NR 12,gBO 24.2
Olympia, WA 25,000 NR 30,000 120,0

Seattle, WA 530,890 66,000 18.4 99,200 18,7

Totals 1973 990,231 233,500 23.6

I_ 1977 !,152,273 259,660 22.5

!_ Grand Totals
_m

1973 33,698,992 1,903,35B 5.7

_) 1977 39,002,503 2,551,074 6.8
' r

aNot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
'-T

i b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in I973; not included in totals.

i
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APPENDIXD (CONTINUED)

CALIFOPNI_(CQn_'_.) C_L?F_RrdIAfCont'_*_ CJLIF_IIA f¢o_c'o. I

hllf 10wIFr _p .'we_ _IC_a_'_I_er
CivicCen_Br

Lee WntCClflDQrg 9rleff N, Mawliey,_lennl_q _lre¢la_" L4 Me_rl, CiIIforA_4 _0_31

Telephone: _13._*_] Cypress, C_11for_l_ 906_0

Oily _ty I170_ LI _lra_a Io_llver_
Ferl¢l C_llcere k_ MIre_e, Callfornl_ ?083_ _,
C_tif _f POlice _n FlIm_n ?elt_e/: _13-_3-0131 [ze. )8
71_0 _rfle_d A_en_l _ n _reei _ $_ IvSn _ln_a _ ,

TelephOne: 41_og_.4_00 [_&. _77 LI

_1 Cqrrtto 1_900[, With Street _"
Ei1e_ 8. R_iri* ¢tI¥_ii_e|lr Pulnel Cillflrnla9174;
21_ H_ via _t_i_ City _11 tt e_nont: 21 . *_5l| ,t, :
_ln_ll_ C_11fornle _47_4 [I C_rrlt_* C4Ltfnfnta 9(_30 _, .'

Tale_u_ 21]- Q-_Z7

[._ Er'v1_*_ulldtnQ {_trtccer ¢1_ h111
I1@We _u_Aven_e K *_, F. S_r, _o_tn_ A_minls&r•lnr I00 Valley 9ouliva_

_6_ _teCJl]]OUIIvtr{; { _n 14 ¢•llfornt• 9_ LOP_P_¢,Ctllforfll| _436
_lne Perk, C_11fc},I11e _C52_ • e_an_: 71_-141. 6el ?ellp_ene: 8_5-736.1Z61
Telepn_at: 714._1._Q0 r.._

F,tef_?to _q a_*c_

City Hell _afP Le*ln _i
_Iln_ d, SC_UIK_ F_lrfl•I{, ¢•llf_rnta _4_,33 Z6_ Plr.n _vi_J

OU_lnk, C411for_HI 91SI0 rrmon& Telephone: 21_-4_7.7_21 _._
Telephone:ZI]._47-_$41

_on D_lgGe,Ct&y _ane_er _] _n_*l•_ ,

F,Irmnc CalIf_I_ 94538

_1 _¢lmroee R_e_ ROOm _ll Cq_yNlI1
Ru_llngarm._illf_rn14 g4OIO Fr,sn_ O0ziort_ Sprln _Kree_ **'*

• _ry L•nct_nl Tt 4pnor_ 3.46 • 42 _
' _ Planning k In$pec_lon

23_5 FresnoString H_n;_an _eaCh

Clt_ Hlll Fresno, Cillfornl4 937_1
Cation* CeTIfoent_ 90744 Tllep_nl: Z09-488-1591 WIItl_m '1. Or_rff _'_?_ 0 _i nlen(tAv*n_l

eee_•_l_ 6elc_ ¢ellfor'_1_ _268 W_e r
_ula'/l_a _er_enl T/lkp_0w _ ZI3. 4 • 5Z1

Ill 4r_ AVI_ 1700 W, l_Z 5&re_K
_U VIS&I CdllfO_ _10 _wIren 11farnl_ 90_47 _"
Telephone; 4-51 . 0 Tlllphone; * * 0 P 11cl _ er_nK L ,'M_Be Plrk_Cl11 or_1i _40ZS

L.'
Coeta_1_1_ Bl#_cm,'a _d_sto

_tcne_ O. D_BIII, _lvteln_ C_tif 01tvl_ 9, Poee_ Oal_ O_Vlt, e_bllc Slrvtcls In_pecsar

_lCl _ll, CltlfO_ll 92_6 GItndor_ CIItfo_nta _1740 P ¢1,_o_64_

Telepr_ei: 714.S_6-5_¢5 _lelo, Ce)_fornte 95353 %,_ -
Inqt_oad TOI•P_Pe: Z09.5_4*4_1I

P, Pl_rlcX _lnn, Env, SO. _n*1¢_ _ntqDq]to
K1c,e A.M.i_ll. Plennln_Irl¢_or P. {).&{{ 5SO0 ,_
125 [, C_11_• lngl_'*OOd Cel_forn_4 90_ _en_ F, _uCh

1l Ip_one_ _3-33 *0 _n_i_ello* Ca_tforat_ (IC_0 _"
L_k*_ae_ T_ll_nont: _13.72_-1_00

I C_arl¢s F, Pen_ Oy, AaeleI_n_ LaSsOed,
PT•_ner

_170 Culver Bo_lvJrd
fornll

¢ • Cl_ Callf_tale _0._o Clly_ell

Telephone: 4_. 17_.(11lI

D-4 _
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_ef Geort RI an

456 *, Olivl ,_vtn_ CII_ Qf |rl_geDarl

i Ip+Ioel: ;_-13_._;6(9

Tempi_ _( P_+Hgl

Gfiln.1_n
I_¢r_ce CIty _41]

Dr, J_ml _l*_lh'_n 140_In $&_llt
GII, Cw_frey _Ir_c[orof _Id1[_ To_'flngIon,C_t_IC_ _l_a

Ill©PeOria: Zl *3Z|._JIO [_. 301 Jona d. $_toy

Vlllep _a_t_r T_ _tll

_lt HI11 LOUStP_W_ Tr_ull. ConaIcLIC,= 0_611 ,_'t+_
_$__l_e _ _r¢ $Lrtt_ _tPlr_nl _f (_vl,'Or_i_I _llanlng TltePn_ne: ._0]-151-15)1
VaNe O* ClllfOrnta _I_90 Ct_ _111 __J
TI iO_olle_ 70 • ]°4 7 0 _ln trsl{ W_ertsu_y

_Irlfo_, Con_l{tlC_t O_T(_3
• WiInu_ Creek _lr% dilll¢_, I%0.

• _Jllef Of Police _l_dlq I_
r 1_4_ Pt4r_hJ_rol_v4 _L_ _tlt WI(leq+UrY,P_nl_tcu_ _|IO_ _ ]
! dlJ_ Crnk ClJqfo_$l _4_6 I _FOVlO Orlvl TIIld}_nlI _0_*_;4.61_0 .,

Te ipaone= 41 ,g35.3_00 _(Odllt_n + Connlcta¢_t 06;57

ClOyHill _©or: R, French Klna er
Whittier+ CIlIfQmII _01 WIlliam P+.WtHt_I_+ _ IIo_rcIS eel _n _..4

_111f0ro,_n_ict_¢_I 0_460 _n_ Env_rorl_n[ll C,_nLrl})
_OL'OI_O rl11_oflll ZO3.|TB.I_3t P, O, _al I_01 ritual1 3vt1¢Ing

Ar_I_ _vtr, _ldwIrl 1_901 _,,i

F+IWI_mle_ _ _n_am TelephOne; _-_l_*a791 ; ,

_101 Rllston A_Id J. (* _rl, COnlulLI_t ,_41mln_oe k'r'

i"1 I_OBalI _0_- 4._4 Nf_ Lor$_, CO_C_ICWI _3_0 d1111_mG, Twrmlf RIOIO ir lib

" _ TellP_°ell _'_3.4;_,Z_ l £xt, 2Z_ _rlau of Po co _t

J_lvle t_, McCo_d III _nlonStrlt_ TI tpn=ne: _-$7 .aSZO _._
• t470 $, Hlvlnl N_e Loa_n, Co_nec_lcuc _3_0

OI_TRICTOFC_L_I_

8111_s Wllk_* Jr, Ac_talS=rlcor v_++Jlms %_,Adll_ (_w4_ _t Lo_lse nvmo_tj _ll _ A_l_lStrltton
{It of huldtr Onl 51411 S&ret_ 4;_ izln slr_lc PI*W._30_
S_ Pair1 _rll_ _ _4vtn ConBI tlCut _)I

lllpnonl: JU_*4 . _ tllepno_e: 20Z.1_4-4IC_ _,1
N_walk

_;Ir_lnt of [nvlr_n_enKa) Prn¢lcIl_n %*
_llvtn ,I. Schno_(Plr_lyle, _lpu¢_+ f+oe<lIk, C_nntc_l{uC C66_

_mfSslonl_
_O4_tl_l_ of [flvlr_f_4n{|l pf_te©t14_
SKate0ff_¢l RufTdlng _af_¢_ +, ,

TllipnOel: Z0.9+_6_-49_6 CIty _111 _n_z _,
_o_cn* C_nnlctttut 06160

Jo$1p_ l, Pul_s¢l, TranI, Ptannl_ T*II#_I: Z0_*_9-_93
_nnnlcttcut StaKe _l_*r_m',let of Trlns*

_ Wolca&IHIll _old
Wltt_I_FIaI14 COnnICtlC_T 06)d_ _tLI ¢t((ll(}

S_llt=n, COmnICtSC_t_4B;

TIIIp_©et: Z_3.73_*_31 !

%w
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IOAMO (C_t'l.) :LLIr_oI_ (C_n_'_.', {LUrio%$((_n&'_,l

:d4_o¢_I11 ._ecat_r V _r_In_

Ro_er%PotIOCk C11 _pll R(¢_jr _ ql_a_moff
Chill Qf Police t(aIwt, I_O_S £.4511 33_ W, 171aEILrint

_tIlpnone:312.474.7171 I_.
haTh

flavor Lo_ar_

209 [, Lewis CIt_ [_vtron_mntal OffI¢_r C*_ _II1
_o¢l&elI_. [_ln_ _32DI 14_0m_,r Strut _o_t_n Grove, _no_ _0_3
Tel4;_one: ZOB.Z_2.4_I] i)e_Firings. 1111eols6_16

_r_ _e(_vt W1111Im_llvtCtk
760I H_lwluLee _v*_u4

JOP_S. _nr| 4rtnur _|s _IIIs. Ill _rotl 506_Q
Hint er. Otvtlton _f Lle_/r_©t_ ¢_llt of Fillet TeI_p_Onl: JIZ.;67.61_ _i

PoKluKl_n ¢©n_r©l $10_rlln_t_n Av_nut
I11t.lol; En_l_mnlll Prot|C_l©n _o_mmrs_ro_t.(lltn©_ 6_51|

Z2_O¢_urChKIl ROI_ No_Jl i-
_rlngflIId It11_otI 6_ RO__11trl

Freairl¢ ¢4rlson )09. _4.Z444

[I la, Illtnott EGI_O

{l_y Mill
41t©_. $111no1$ 6_2 Ch_rl|s ILl©kit ,---

[Imnur_ I_S Ct_l_ LaB4

NOrK_brook.IIItnats G0062 _

L,A, _IflS_ (Imrur_K, Illinois 601_
Vtlllg| _znaOa_ ?tltp_or_: Jl2.tID,JOt_ Ngw_,C_Ica_33 S, Arlington HIt _ts no4_ _"-
Ar]ln_%o_ HeightS. _llt_©l$ G_O_ [WII_ AItxl_e_ t "
Tele_0ee: 31t-2|3-|340 [l_._oe Park M&illhOFf(CIp b, '

RlChIr_B. _d_zo ,ic_n ChtC_QO[111no11 (_4
Auror._! 310_ Ilia _venu_ T@epn_e: 312.6_.0g_

Captain _lcfiIt4 WI;P_Ir TtltpBD_t; 31_-4_,7300 _ :

Aue_rl, Illinois 60{0_ • ,
Tete_P_ne: )LZ*89].SBII [xt. _1_ _rti_o_ _lI[h _plrl_i_K

PalIile|, Ill*holt 6GGGI
_lt [_ lattr _o_n Alex

_e_li_vdllq (__ll IKephenl_ S_rtl¢ ! '
_'rieport. [tlt_ott GIOIZ Par_ For_l_

R4yn_fld0111 ?.1_*, _tq*_tT.A91_ ', I
%01$. [lltflotl _Kftt_ [_wtfl _ll_lKh
_ellevlt1_ Ittlnolt 62221 ZOOF_r_s_ 6eul,vlre
Ttlipnenel 6 6._)]-Ga Q _ Park Fnres_. lI11aols_Q4_6

T@llp_ont: 31_._43.[11_ ,-
_y_r

Jams R. Hipptrly _I_IY_ troll 604_6 par. _td?t
_ifet X CoordlniKoP _rtln J, 5_ler
P, O. _om31_7 _l_nltndPark pqayor
61_Ington, 1111n01I 61701 _OSPark Pllc_
Telipnnnl: 2D9._20,7151 CltX _11 par_ flld;I. 1111n011 60_

,tpnlamdPark* Illinois 60035 Telepeont: 31t.3_9._00

RoOm40Z ¢11¢e_¢_Iar_pe11 City _11 _ ,
)ZOtl, Ctl_k _ILXMJ11 _tncy, Itlln©ls 6_301
_1¢a _* II_tnOl_ GOGTO _nkdklt, IIllr_t dO_OI
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e_ .
LI "°"'Ù"

Mike _4¢an _ _Ibl_401 _lvlst_n _rtit F}I CO¢_

ilgkfOr_ IIIIn01 _ _1 C1_¥ Hill WIIIll m D, Li_

L lock hh_d Hunlctpll O_lIIt_

_¢k $11ona, 1111nnls dl_01 +'_. wllt_o_

lurco,_ Z1vtllk
112_ W, (_iz On5Lril¢ _1I¥ ,411 TI ip_e: 11_.iI_.7700

e l_r_0nll 11_*_7;.00|0 (_1:, _3 Z_A _e_ Clt l

f ¢1%_WIN
_ Whll_O_ LlrP_ _rl_l plSOn_lK¥i 1_1 t_4DI

lllph N, Cgir (M _or) fowl DIt+g. Of _ ro ml ¥
f,,q Oox X2 ¢ pl el C_m_*_I0| W* klIll_ _Irlel

' q _$. I Iphcr$11131Z.6_.113_ e eO_OPWl: 51_.2d|.81_4

tlti _Ol_d of HII_ CHY _ell
TellphOnit_IS*fowl $0010 SII_I _T_k_ ll)_ W,M$¢hf I_ S Pelt

Tileg_<l_l: *611._1_4 lurllnglo_ " [l_nlld _. (rl¢k$+Z_
¢40_11n POll©e _eplp_z_le_

M+_11 _(J_en Cblip Of _011CI TellO_O_l: 71_._I_.I17Z41| VIlli $ rn
{_ _ [, Cnt¢lgo lvenot hrling_ I_l _ _liIet_o

[4I_ _r&_llgO 6d_ln• 4_11_ TIlu_onII 11_.?_4._f47

_41ull M. Hlrrln; ¢l_y Attorney
_ _07 _IlyHill g_oel*

F WIi'B_ C_un¢11Bluff t (iai_ov-ii+ KI_I4I 6_1
;tJc_lrd G, Of©_Ol _t+ _11_

Mayor _lrlc¢Or of P_011¢_11 h

¢0_ttc]T _lg_fl I_I tl OI
i _ _ T¢ Iphonl: 2.328.4666 _a_rlncq

¢_1ef of FOIICI

Hdn_fl_, l_411h4 41120 _l _l_t

_P_lr$o_ KlnS• 460
KllOIq ll_II•fli 4 _ _iI l_of_i$+ +. 0 0 e I_o_e: IIS.ZIL,I(}I|
e ep_one: 31_.15_*_i01 e Ip_$onI: 515._9_.49S4

_.J ¢1¢y _111 Apt_ur J. _GCQ,_r, CfCyHI11
Ilbl I Centrll

PftClbur_ _ln 1_ _57d
Te l_ One: _. _1.5441 [xt. _o

+_ D-9
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Pei_r_mV$IIane Sheevt_r& GI_II_tL_

Sg_,Le_4m__, VeLs_Ir Terryna el, Coe_1_sqo_er [lelJ_ uor&H &Z
C_lef of Poll¢l Z Ills _en_a Palt(i IMef
77(30_ssl©n Roi_ _r|vlp_r_, Lo_lstlnl 71T_0 1el _Jln Itreet 1 i

T|lepmenel

Jim $ind11:l* O,P, Za_lno A_lnllI_il_n
_OO $1_ re _'4 _r C1_¥_111_nne_
5_l_rae Miami©n, IaeSH G_Z12 _ na _reet _l_oke_ _asslc_at_t _1040

TlIep_one: _I3.)BI,_I_Z LewIiton, Mesne _4_4_ Tele;n_n_: 41_,_),_184

{I&¥r_all Rotter&I__neldson,Cnlef _

389 _n eels _ret_ £elev(lli, _alSa©_usetI$_2_46

W4t_cky _lllr_lnl for _t_rll T_II A. To_lr_, &_tef. ROb_It _, Cerllon •*
U, S* 127 S 01vtsl_a of _$e Conlr01 Otrtc_I of M_alt_ !
,_reflk_ort. K_I_CW¥ 40_01 R,(, _arln, L_ltf', _5 WII_ $_ree_
Teltp_onl: SO2._64._S_O Rldliclo_ _ntral _lv$1_n _eOmleSllr. _alSac_ullCtl 01453 _"1 !

StIll Ceplrtm_& _f _lt_ i Ttllp_nl: 6L7._31.8_05
MnntllH le_e

AI_IInd _v ronran_ Hel _h A_ n I_ra_on _le_n
ZQ1 W, P_Iton 5_re_t

Asn_an_. KInK_Cky44100 TtII_O: _01._3-Z144 2_ Plal_l_ _lreI_
M_ldln_ _Ss_CnullKtl QZ)4B _"_

4th I _ork 5_relll 111 N, Calver_ S_n_t I;_ _X9 J_oOent_an|
_4_p_r_, _enKuekl41101 (14 tl_nt, _4_ leo I_ 85 Pl_lSln_ Strut

LO_ISI_A Tattp_enl: 301,096-4_7 M_nl_nugn, _sslcn_$11_l Q175l
_ockvt11| _f_r_

_ayor WI111imHl_, Jr, _aml D, _lenollon

P.O, 9gx ZI _tllt_lnl (Ity H_nlge_ Milford, XIs_aC_le_t! Q

Telepn_n|: _H.442._|01 (xt, 20| _.l_y)an4 II yInl©_ St_e_l
_C_VHll, _arylln_ 208_ _el_t w--

_e_onRevel Telephone: _01.4Z4-8_
_r|ld R, Mime

JOe814ncna_ $**b_ol _ Hall
P,O, _ox 1471 Mmlroll, KilI_CnUIeKIS O_ _ _"

. , Oe_oo_L_uQe,Ln_Jlllnl 10821 S._. _Orhal. _lef ?tlepn_ne; dlT.6dl-_IgO i ,
Ttltp_o_$ _4-_g-)ZO_ _O210G_len_e1__e_

Stlbr_k _a lind 2_84}l Hot _ r?l_ *.,
BOIIII_ City Te Ip_nl; _r_. 94.6_ [_t* _4

Ma_r _an¢_ J, SliCk, ASSOC._.l,P,
KS_Ia E* _ndlng_ _l_f _ASSACUUS_T?S RO_m11_CIly HIll
_yor'$ Office 210 _41_$_e_tt _' ,
635 glr_ld_le go_lavlr4 _ Nori_lr_t_fl , MaSll(_Sl¢_l 01i)_O _
8_s$1er CIt , LO_lsllnl 11111 Ttlep_©_: E17o_84.G314

@g_1 I1 SKater _v_r_
"o_ _l_n, HltslchulettS C_IIO

P4¢tI,_ ar_qu City _111
P,_. 8o_ 6091 Eugene8uI Revere, _stlcnuselll _1S1
J_O_l LOulllanl 203_ hston _1_ _lll Xoom9_8 T41_phonll _1_*_84-16_ (l_. 143 _,._

Tel tpr_nt _ 617.7Z|.4416 $ale_

E,M. Cc_q_rnnl,Chief C_t I ¢_per
Anti Cll.cy _ )_0 I $_r_emGreen
I_1 W111_4_S 600 Welhln_t_n_trtt_ Salcm__sse_sattl _1970
Kin t ou_saanl 7_ Onion _411lC_ule_ts 02111 Telephone: _17-744°4S00 _'
Te e_"_: 504°7ZZ._/OX Te *p_o_i 6t - *_ 8

LIflvI&_e _r_ek_nn f
_. R_¢_iardPaultn

_1_¥ H411 City Hill City _111
Llfa_aKtl_ L_uIslInl /_S01 45 5¢_1 St_*eet _,_mere_lll, _s_lCn_sittl OZ14_

|rn©klnn. _L_ISIChUSe_tS_4_% Tlle_: G|7-6_5-_ Ext, 14|
N_ OHeI_S

_tnlsCrl_r City _111 _Dtrt G, Oelel
_,G, _oe 6063_ C_lc_pet, _411ec_ut_&S 01_13 Pr n _ I _lannor ,

Orlel_l, Lo_lsllnl 10160 S_r_ngflll_, MISSlc_ulll_S _1101 i_

StephanJ_ce, C_llf

lprln ftll_ _lSIGnulet_$ 0110_ _

Te ep_onl: 4 ._ S. I

D-IO
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I ,
J

t P Jo_nFeITowl_ environmentalOf FIo|r Roy[, Stlnle City _ell

•D_fo_e.etlr Toward1D N_t1|y._e..i|r_ey0711_
_tn i_eler. NewJ_rtt_ 0_7 T_lepnon¢_ _O]-6GT._UC_ Le_ C_uce_

Orl_?t CIKy _111
l

i p [e_ O_e_e _ertmnl of _eilt_ Lee•r_cel, New_e[lIO _:Ot

44 Cl_y M ]1 P i_ Orlnge. N¢_ .Ptr_ey _IQ_
_sc Or|_ I, P[ew_ee$1y 07019 CII_ M_II

_rBIn TH11nQlr
81 G_I_ Aven_l pl?_lc Or. r_l_ G. _llg. 9urleu O_NO1 o m
(nglhe04 Nt, _r|ey 07531 N.Y. Ce_, of n tr_neen i _n|erve_lon

pdlq TI t_none: 01.567.L323 Ro_trt C, _l_llgen, _PH Wo ned
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