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RaTICE

This report was preparad for the Environmental Protection
Agency, Offfce of Nofse Abatemant and Control, by CRIL, Inc,,
under Contract Number £PA-58-01-5040, using material developed
by Wyle Laboratories under Contrast Number EPA-63-01-4694,

The contents of this report reflect the views of the Contric-
tors, who are responsibie for the facts and accuracy of the
data presented here{n, The contents do not necessarily re-
flect the offfcial policy of the Environmenta) Protection
Agency,
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PREFACE

In 1971, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise
Abatement and Contrel (EPA/ONAC), surveyed the 50 Statas and the nation's
larger cities to determine the scope of the noise control problem, The 1971
survey was part of a comprehensive EPA study of nofse and its health and
welfare effects which documented the need for Federal noise control legislation.

The results of the EPA assessment of the problem were summarized in
the 1972 "Report to the President and Congress on Noise"! and treated in
greater depth in the EPA publicatfon entitled "State and Municipal Non-Occupa-
tional Noise Programs."? This assessment of State and municipal 1971 noise
control efforts concluded that States and communities? were only beginning to
deal with noise in 1971, and, with few exceptions, were in the exploratory
stages of developing a noise contro! program. It was realfized that State and
Tocal nofse contro! programs must be the backbone of a national noise controi
program if the nation is to reduce appreciably its noise control problem.

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

2 "Stage and Municipal Non-Occupational Noise Program," NTID 300.8 (December
1971},

? In this report, the terms "local" and "communities" have been used in most
instances to refer to gaverrmental units below the State level, f.e., for
cities, counties, regional authorities, etc.
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The Noise Control Act of 1972 stipuiates that EPA orovide technical
assistance to States and communities to facilitate development and implementa-
tion of their environmental noise control programs. To assure that the EPA
technical assistance program is responsive to changing State and local require-
ments, EPA assessed the status of State and local noise control efforts
in 1971, 1974, and 1978,

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

greater than 100,000, was instrumental in writing the Noise Control Act, with
its provision for a technical assistance program.

The second assassment conducted under this policy was based on a
survey conducted in early 1974, The resulting report‘presented an assessment
of the environmental noise contro] effort and noise control needs in the 50
States and 235 incorporated municipalities with populaticns greater than
75,000, Tha survey results have been used by EPA as a guide for the develop-
ment of the present EPA technical assistance program. The document was also
prepared for use as a planning and reference guide for public administrators
and other officials engaged in the development and implementation of environ-
mental noise control programs.

This report presents the third assessment conducted under the policy
of perfodically determining the status of State and local noise control
efforts, A survey, conducted in 1978, was the major component of this assess-
ment. [t was intended to cover all States and territories and 824 com-
munities in the U.5. with populations greater than 25,000, Responses were
obtatned from 40 States,’and 562 communities.’

4 "gtate and Municipal Noise Control Activities 1973-1974," U.S, Environmental
Protection Agency, EPA 550/9-76-006, January 1976,

2 Including Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
! Including the District of Columbia.
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The 1978 survey is considerably more comprehensive than the 1871 and
1874 surveys because there has been a dramatic fncrease in State and local noise
control legislation and capability since 1971. The survey is the principal
source of material for the assessment. Hawever, ather relevant data available
to ONAC has been used to suppiement the survey results where they complemented,
or substantiated these results. Given the new legisiative mandate of the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978 it is increasingly important for EPA to {dentify the
specific mechanisms, structures, and resources that have been developed by
States and communities and to assess thefr present problems and needs if a
responsive and coordinated program is to be implemented at all levels of

government,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

By passing the Noise Control Act of 1972, Congress responded to an
increasing concern for "an envircnment for all Americans free from noise that
Jeopardizas their health and welfare.” Section 14 of the Ac% authorizes EPA
to provide technical assistance to facilitate the development of State and
local noise control programs. In the interest of speeding up and increasing
the level and effectiveness of this assistance, Congress passed the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978 which gave the EPA additional autherity to assist
States and communities in developing noise control programs.. As a result EPA's
technical assistance program has been expanded to include autherity to develop
a financial assistance program for State and local noise contral programs.

EPA conducted a comprehensive assessment of the State and local noise
programs in 1877 and early 1978 to obtain a better understanding of State and
local requirements. The major element of the assessment was a survey ques-
tionnaire mailed to officials in the 50 States and 2 territories, and to
824 communities with a population greater than 25,000, This was supplemented
with information obtained from other studies and surveys. The goal of the
assessment was to:

[ Examine critically the status of State and local noise

control programs

L] Ascertain the problems these programs are encountering

and technical assistance needed to overcome them

5-1



] Assess State and local progress in developing noise control
legislation and in reducing specific noise problems.

Thirty-aight States, 2 territories and 562 communities returned com-
pleted questionnaires for an overall response rate of 69 percent. In contrast
to two earlier State and local surveys (1971 and 1973}, the 1977-78 survey
was expanded to include more questions and additional communities, For
example, ‘the 1973 survey was mailed to all communities with a population
greater than 75,000,

The findings and conclusions of the 1977.78 assessment have been
arranged fn six categories:

PubTic Awareness
Legislation
Implementation

State and Local Resources
Program Progress
Technical Assistance.

PUBLIC AWARENESS

Environmental noise is perceived by the majority of both State and
Tocal government officials as a problem of growing concern. The survey asked
State and local officials tp rate 14 different noise sources as te the signi-
ficance of each as a problem in their State or community. Motorcycle noise
was rated the mest significant problem (58 percent for State officfals and 68
percent for local officfals)., For conmunities the next most frequently desig-
nated noise problems are in order: trucks, automebiles, rajlroad operations,
and buses., Table A 1{sts the frequency with which the fourteen noise sources
wera identified by community officfals. These findings agree with those of

previous surveys.,

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

$-2



TABLE A

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

Specific Identified as a Noise Legislation Full Scope Implementation

Noise Significant Problem for Source with Per- of Noise Programs

Sources formance Provisions
Motorcycles 369° 165 55
Trucks 353 158 46
Automohiles 315 164 48
Railroad Operations 226 49 19
Buses 188 142 16

: Aircraft 188 40 9

Animals 170 102 57
Canstruction 151 129 44
Entertainment 147 149 59
Industrial Activities 145 166 77
Garbage Compactors 124 66 27
Recreational Vehicles 79 91 16
Home Power Equipment 59 © 109 36
Public Sve. Vehicles 63 68 15

4 Number of Conmunities Responding



extensiveness of a community's noise problems. [n recent years, social-atti-

tudinal and noise menftoring surveys have provided a more accurate assassment

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 diséussing types of noise control legislation, there is an
important distinctien between those that incorporate quantitative criteria
(performance standards) as a basis for determining permissible sound levels N
and those which describe illegal noise in qualitative terms. By 1978, 19 X
States and 166 communities had adopted quantitatively described noise source
legislation. Recreatfonal vehicles are most frequently mentioned sources in
such Stata legislation. Other sources mentioned, in order, are motorcycles,
trucks, automobiles, and buses.

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

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

tions.

5-4 i
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IMPLEMENTATICN

Noise control laws are fully impiemented in very few of the 31 States
responding to this portion of the survey. The implementing agencies are most
often police/safety (33 percent) followed by a growing number of environmental
pollution control agencies (30 percent), Inadequate manpower and lack of
priority are the two major problems which 1imit the extent and effectiveness
of noise‘control'1mp1ementat1on effarts at the State level.

Nolse control ordinances also are not fully implemented in all the
responding communities. The type of legfslation most often implemented (52
percent) is a munfcipal ordinance containing a range of specifically prohibited
noise offenses, followed by zoning ordinances (17 percent), and vehicular
ordinances (10 percent). As with State noise control efforts, implementation
&t the local level 1s accomplished most often by police/safety personnal. Lack
of priority, inadequate manpower, and inadequate instrumentatfon are the prablems
freguently fdentified as causing failure to carry out the intent of legislation.

STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES
State Noise Control Budgats

Nineteen Statas and Puerto Rico budgeted funds for noise control
activities in 1977-78, Thus, 31 States and the Virgin Islands (including
the 12 States which did not respond to the survey) did not have any line
items in their budget for noise, which is a serious deficiency in a noise
control effort. The total amount budgeted by the States was 33.6 million.
Seven States budgeted in excess of $100,000, Jed by California's 31.6 million.
On a per capita basis, Hawaii ranks first fn planned expenditures at 17.6
cents par resident. Using the 352 mi11ion figqure for State budgets in 1973
as a baseline amount, noise budgets have been increasing, on the average, at
16 percent per year over the last four years, However, in comparing the indi-
vidual State budgets for 1977-78 to those of 1973, budgets for seven States
decreased while these of ten States increased.

5-§
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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 millfon in 1973 to approximately $2.7 million in 1977-78.

In the earlier survey, 20 communities reported budgets for neise control 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
Tncreased in 20 communities while decreasing in 16.

Adeguacy 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 1977-78
compared to $3.9 millfen 1n 1973. The obvious lack of adequate funds still
remains a major obstacle to the development and impiementation of successful
noise control programs. Only two-thirds of the States with noise legislation
have funds budgeted for noise control. HNearly 300 communities with noise
control ordinances lack a noise control budget., In addition, aver 150 com-
munities identifying noise as a growing community concern do not have funds
budgeted for nofse. Here again, there is a serfous deficiency between the
growth of naise programs and the necessary fiscal commitment to implement .

meaningful programs.

Persennal

Twenty-eight States reported having personnel working in noise
control, However, of these only 16 have personnel spending at least 20
percent of their time on noise control. Since 1973 the number of States
reporting noise control personneil +increased from 19 to 28,

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

5-6 H
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kinds of personnel empioyed by State noise control programs may be an indi-
cation of the direction State programs are taking. The sharp decline in
inspection positions and the fncrease 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 invalvement with noise issues

at the local level,

‘At the -local level, only 67 communities of 562 responding have persan-
nel working 20 percent or more of their time on noise control activities. Public
health specfalists, engineers and environmental technicians/inspectors filled
most of the program positions. There are another 218 communities with nearly
5500 part-time staff members working less than 20 percent of their time on
noise-related activities, By far, the largest number of these 5500 are palice
offfcers. They are enforcing motor vehicle noise laws and responding to
nuisance complaints as a part of their normal police duties.

Most State and local programs, therefore, are staffed by a larger
number of part-time than full-time people. These part-time people have their
major responsibility in areas other than nofse control. Also, another sizable
related problem 1s the number of personnel enforcing noise laws without traine
ing in acoustics. Although over half of the State and local noise control
personnel are either engineers or environmental scientists, only 10 percent
have experience in acoustics. This may impede their effectiveness unless
supplementary training is provided.

Instrumentation and Equipment

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



Although & 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
legislation without any noise measurement equipment. Without measurement

capability, enforcement efforts remzin minimal,

The 1977-78 survey results

¢learly demonstrate that unless existing legislation {5 supported by measure-
ment capability, current programs cannot be effectively carried out.

PROGRAM PROGRESS

Progress toward achieving noise abatement and control is not easily
defined. Before community noise can be noticeably reduced, legislation must
be enacted, resources approoriated, abatement plans impiemented and their ene

forcement carried out.

Although there 1s no single evaluation system for rating

program progress, the main program elements must at least be in place before
there can be any significant reduction in environmental nofse.

Enforcement emphasis at the State or local level depends on gevernment

Jurisdiction at that ievel. States, for example, concentrate enforcement

actions against motor vehicles of all types, since they control the licensing

of such vehicles,

On the other hand, many communities have noise ordinances

aimed at controlling animals, an area of obvious Tocal jurisdiction. This
segregation of enforcement by jurisdiction alse involves the Federal govern-

mant. For example, there is often confusion as to whether Federal laws preempt

the jurisdiction of local ordinances regulating airport/aircraft neise. Noise
from commercial aircraft accessing an airport {s controlled by FAA; but noise
from equipment and operations at the airport itself is the responsibility of
the airport proprietor, which, in many cases, is the Jocal government,

The importance of obstacles facing noise control efforts was ranked
by State respondents as:

Lack of manpower
Inadequate budget
Lack of political support

Lack of effective legislation.

3-8
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Community respondents ranked their obstacles as:
[} Inadequate budget
] Lack of manpower
] Untrained personnel
. Lack of effective legislation.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Responses to the 1977-78 noise control program assessment confirm
the need of States and communities to have comprehensive technical assistance
programs. The Quiet Communities Act of 1978 authorizes EPA to develop assis-
tance programs in a2 more comprehensive manner than was permitted by the

Noise Control Act of 1972,

When asked which areas of EPA assistance would be of significant
value in meeting legislative and programmatic needs, the number of replies

was:
(a) at the State level:
. Personnel Tratning/Workshop (25)
) Noise Measurement Instrumentation (21)
s  Effective Noise Control Methods (21)
e  Manpower (19)
®  Public Information Materials (18)
(b} at the community level:
® Effective Noise Control Mathods {303}
(] Personnal Training/Workshops {300)
° Noise Control Program Guidelines (285)
8  Noise Measurement Instrumentation (277).
In summary, both State and local noise control programs require:

’ Comprehensive in-depth Faderal assistance

5-9
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] The develgpment of and access to Federally developed -
technical and research data, tools, and information ‘
relating to nofse abatement and control.

A comparision between the results of the 1973 survey and the 1977-78

surveys reveals that there has been 1ittle significant change in these reauirements, ...
However, EPA anticipates that significant progress in nofse reduction will be
made in the immediate future. The added authority which the Quiet Communities
Act gives to EPA in the area of financial and technical assistance sheuld help
to achieve this objective. _ﬁ
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I. INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES OF THE 1978 ASSESSMENT

The objectives of the 1978 assessment of State and local noise control

activities and requirements were to:

1.

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

EvaTuate State and community progress in noise con-
trol since the 1971 and 1974 assassments

Provide States and communities with a basis for
Jjudging their noise control needs, approaches, and
performance vis-a-vis that of other similar comnunities

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

Identify State and local government needs necessary
for the successful establishment and operation of a
national noise control program

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

1-1



GENERAL APPROACH
The general approach followed in making the assessment involved the
following steps:

Pesign and conduct of a survey of States and communities
Compilation of relevant demographic data

Anajysis and integraticn of data from the survey
Correlation of survey data with demographic factors
Addition of relevant non-survey material

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

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

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

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

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

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The report on the 1974 EPA survey presented an assessment of the State
and local noise control programs that existed in 1973 to 1974. In that survey
information was requested from 53 States and territories and 23% incorporated
communities with populations greater than 75,000. Over 180 million persons were
rapresented by the State survey respondents; 55 million persons were covered in

the community responses.
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To update the results of the 1973-1574 survey, and to enlarge the
population base, a more comprehensive survey was conducted in 1977 and early
1978. A new questionnaire was mailed to 50 States, 2 territories, and to
824 U.5. local communities with populations 25,000 or greater.! Governors,
mayors, and noise control officials were the original recipients of the
questionnaire. The publications, U.5. 1970 Census and Mayors of Ameriga's Prin-
cipal Cities, July 1977, were used to determine which communities met the
population criteria. Follow-up contacts were made to stimulate the greatest
number of responses. In this report, the terms “"community" and "local" are
used for the cities, towns, and county governments to which the survey was directed.

A cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and a questignnaire
with instructions were mailed to State and local governments. A capy of the
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 determine the status and needs of the community and
State nofse control programs. In order to avoid the need for constantly
referring to the survey questionpaire, and to aid the reader in interpreting
responses to questions, each questien is given with the table of data derived
from replies to the question. Where no such question appears, data in the
table are der{ved from non-survey sources.

Table 1-] presents a breakdown of survey respondents and the population
covered by the States and communities that submitted a questionnaire.® Of
876 surveys which were mailed, 602 were returned for a 69 percent response,
Approximately 87% of the U.S. population was represented by the States' respon-
dents; approximately 62% by the communities' responses,

! The population solicited, i.e., that of the 824 communities having over
25,000 population, 1s not necessarily a random sample of the total U.S.
population., The population of the 562 respanding communities is, in turn,
a self-selected sample of the papulation solicited.

? Submission of a questionnaire does not mean that a particular question was
answered, Thus, different numbers of responses apply to various questions.
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TABLE 1-1
AN ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Total Total Papulation of %r:ﬁ:ﬂlt‘::\t
Survey Catagories Numbur | Goondonts | Roondod | Suveyed | Bupondsnts | asa Porcant o
{Thousands) Sl?rvuvall
Statas 50 3s 76 202,455 177,007 874
Turritorivs 2 2 100 2,714 2,774 100.0
Comnmunitias B24 6562 §8.2 87,838 60,119 G1.7
Distributlon of
Communitios by Population 1
25,000- 49,899 454 281 61.9 15,172 95677 60,7
50,000 99,998 221 167 .o 16,124 11,240 74.9
100,000 - 260,000 93 76 a1.7 17,161 10,166 50.2
Ovar 250,000 66 A8 86.7 48,791 29,046 58.3
TOTAL 824 662 G8.2 97,838 60,119 B61.7

1 Basod on 1970 Census and Mayors of Amaerica’s Principal Cities,




T T e M L L A A T R £ O T W3 B 25

Py |

-——
-

-1

o |

=]

& R

0y -

4

o

++4

7

L

-

.3

Specific

Several general limitations of this survey are discussed below.
Yimitations are presented, as appropriate, in the text.

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

A number of questionnaires were incomplete in that some
quastians, and in some cases parts of questions, were not

answered.

Some questionnaires were returned too late to be included in
the survey data,

In a few cases, communitfies known to have noise control programs
did not return questionnaires,

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

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

1.5



ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

Chapter II documents the public's concern for noise as a significant
probiem in modern 1ife.

Chapter III summarizes the efforts of State and local governments to
combat noise by means af Jegislation and enforcement.

Chapter. IV 1s devoted to the resources, i.e., personnel, money and
equipment, available at the State and local levels to implement their nofse
control programs.

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

Chapter VI uses the results of the assessment to create a 1ist of the
needs of State and local governments in the field of noise pollution control.

Chapter VII discusses the organization and characteristics of the EPA
State and local assistance program, both as it existed at the time the survey
was undertaken and as it has been modified by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978,
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I1. PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE NOISE PROBLEM

NOISE AS A HEALTH AND WELFARE PROBLEM

Unwanted sound {s one of America's most widespread nuisances, But
noise 1s more than just a price paid for living in a modern world, for it
constitutes a real and present danger to people's health, However, the
effects of noise on health are often misunderstood or unrecognized. For
example, hearing loss fs usually considered to be strictly an occupational
hazard. Of the many health hazards related to noise, hearing loss is the
most clearly observable and measurable by health professionals. As many as
19 mi11ion Americans suffer from hearing loss that may be related to noise
from all sources,

Recent studies have produced evidence relating the stress, irritabil-
ity, annoyance, and interference with work, rest, and thought caused by noise
to widespread physiological, psychological, and performance problems, Noise
may be associated with many of the nation's major health problems, such as
heart disease and high bleod pressure. Eastern European studies have shown
an assocfation between noise and potentfal hypertension, and representatives
from the scientific community, fncluding the Mational Academy of Sciences, are
of the opinion that this ralationship should be studied in more detail,

Noise 1s also suspected of interfering with children's tearning and
with normal development of the unborn child. Noise is reported to have
triggered extremely hostile behavior among persons presumably suffering from
emotional illness. It 15 suspected that noise lowers our vesistance, in some
cases, to the onset of infection and disease.

2-1



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
be easily pinpointed by the layman as the source of a particular physical
or mental afiment. Biomedical and behavior research are now at the point
where health hazards stemming from noise can actually be identified, though
spacific 1inks 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 1ts potential impact on their health and welfare. However, a
survey conducted in Alientown, Pa., of 500 citizens in 1978, showed
that this understanding may be develeping. In response to a survey question,
approximately 40 percent of the people interviewed believed that noise had
affected their "physical or emotional health and well-being."

This reaction was also evident in answer to the survey question that
asked 1f noise was'perceived as a problem affecting the health and welfare of
the community. Replies to this question (Figure 2-1) indicated that 66 percent
of the 28 responding States answared affirmatively. At the community Tevel,
only 38 percent of the 494 community respondents perceived naise to be such
a prdb1em.

Figure 2-1 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 Tack of public education and information
concerning the potential sericusness of the problem. On the other hand,
besides the {ssue of hearing loss that affects almost 20 million persons,
sctentific evidence has only recently shed 1ight on the possibie non-auditory
effects of noise,

The survey revealed additionally that there is a strong tendency to
view nofse as a health and welfare preblem in the 1imited number of communities
that have noise ordinances and that actively enforce such ordinances.

2-2
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RESPONSES FROM 28 STATES

RESPONSES FROM 484 COMMUNITIES

FIGURE 2-1
PERCEPTION GF NOISE AS A PROBLEM

Queeticn 20. "Ig the notiae tasue vieved as a problem aifecting the healin and
welfare of the oitizens in the community?"
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GROWTH OF CONCERN OVER THE PROBLEM QF NOISE

As many as 86 percent of the States and 52 percent of the communities
feel that noise is a growing problem (Figure 2-2).% The reason for the disparity
between these percentages probably is based on the fact that a number of
States have already developed noise policies. That is, a number of States have
developed programs and policies for noise control and other pollution controls,
wheregas local goVernments may have many different problems competing for
1imited resources. As a consequence, they have given priority to enviroen-
mental problems mandated by Congressional legislation as well as to thosa
Federal programs that have made funds available for their program development,
In spite of these competitive factors, a 52-percent expression of concern for
growth of the nofse problem in communities is significant.

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

Another survey that analyzed the concern for growth of the noise

problem was conducted by the Gallup Organization for the National League of
Cities fn November 1978. A sample of urban residents was asked to rank four

poltution problems:
(] Air poliution
. Pollution of drinking water
s foliution of waterways
o Neise pollution.

Sixty percent viewed noise pollution as "not too serious." However,
57 percent of the residents perceived nopise as a more serious problem than five
years garlfer, and 48 percent felt that "not enough is being done about it."
These percentages demonst:ate that the noise problem is getting worse and is
deserving of more attenti n.

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

2-4
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FIGURE 2-2. PERCEPTION OF NOISE AS A GROWING CONCERHN

Juegtion 2B, "Is the noise issue a growing concerm in youn communiiy?!
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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
directly with population. In cities having popuiations greater than 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 obtained from a series of four surveys of particular States and communities.
Table 2-1 shows answers to questions cancerning 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,

Communities that have expressed the most concern about the growth
of noise are located in Midwastern and Southwestern States (Figure 2-4),

CONTRIBUTIONS TQ THE NOISE PROBLEM

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

Transportation vehicles of all types were identified most frequently
as the most significant contributors to the noise problem. Specifically,
motorcycies were identified most frequently, closely followed by trucks,
autos, railroads, buses, and aircraft.

For the eight non-transportation sources,! these rankings are 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 ¢an be made about the specific sources in addition
to the above general gnes. For example, aircraft noise amnoyance increases
with population as expected, since the number of aircraft operations usually
increases with population. Railroads are more significant noise contributors
in small cities where a greater portion of the population may live near the
railroad than in Targer cities.

! See Table 2-3.

2-5
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TABLE 2-1
WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR KOISE CONTROL
ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA SURVEY

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

Amount Percent

Will pay extra (total) 60.6%
$ .10 per person 5.6%
$ .25 per person 5.0%
$ .50 per person 6.2%
$1.00 per person 30.3%
$2.50 per person 7.6%
Greatar than $2.50

per person 5.9%
Wil1l not pay extra 39.4%

SPOKANE, WASHINGTON SURVEY
Summer 1978

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

Amount Percent
Will pay extra (total) . 57%
$ .10 per person 0%
§ .25 per person 7%
$ .50 per person %
$1.00 per person 18%
$2.50 per person 1%
Greater than $2.50
per person 3%
Will not pay extra 43%
2-8



T A T e O T A b M b o s g7 e

s

T RS

e R R s s~

TR L R

e

0f the taxes you pay how much should be used to control noise?

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

to see it distributed?

TABLE 2-1 (CONT'D.)
STATE OF FLORIDA SURVEY

Fall 1976

{No tax increase.)

i Amount of Taxes Percent
Noething 21%
Less than 81 23%
31 to 35 34%
55 to 510 15%
$10 or more 7%

100%

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA SURVEY

Fall 1977

Pollution Programs Cents
Air 32
Water 27
Solid Waste 2]
Nofse 20
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TABLE 2-2

STATE RATING OF YARIOUS NOISE
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM

Percent of
Rating Noise Source N”?igzegf Reggggg;ng
1 Motorcycles 22 58%
2 Trucks 22 58
3 Industrial Activities 18 47
4 Automobiles 17 45
5 Aircraft 17 45
& Buses 16 42
7 Construction Equipment 13 34
8 Railroad Operations 11 29
8 Garbage Compactors 9 24
10 Recreational Vehicles 8 2l
11 Public & Private Entertainment 7 18
12 PubTic Service Vehicles 6 16
13 Animals 6 16
14 Home Power Equipment 6 16

(38 States' Responses)

Question 8B, "Please rank the fcllowing noise eources on the basic of their
eontribution to your area's noise problem.”

2-11
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TABLE 2-3

COMMUNITY RATING OF VARIOUS NOISE
SOURCES AS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM

£ Percentage
Rating Noise Source Cmgﬁ;ﬁt‘i’es 0f Responding
Communi ties

1 Motorcycles 369 68%

2 Trucks 353 65

3 Automobiles 315 58

4 Ra{lroad Qperations 226 42

] Buses 188 35

] Alrcraft 188 35

7 Animals 170 31

8 Construction Equipment 151 28

9 Pubtic & Private Entertainment 147 27
10 Industrial Activities 145 27
11 Garbage Compactors 124 23
12 Recreatfonal Vehicles 79 15
13 Home Power Equipment 69 13
14 Public Service Vehicles 63 12

Queation ZE.

{524 Communities' Responses)

2-12

"Pleqse rank the following noise sources on the baasis of their
eontribution to your area's noise problem,'
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Industrial sources are more of a problem in the nation's largest
cities than 1n smaller cities. For example, industrial noise is ranked as the
sixth most important problem in cities having populations greater than 250,000,
but as the tenth most important problem in citfes having populations with less
than 50,000. There are several reasons for this ranking. Perhaps many small
comnunities don't have noisy industries. On the other hand, those smal)
communities that have such industries may be dependent upon them and hence
reluctant to complain, Many small communities also are bedrgom communities for
the larger cities. In such communities the commuting transportatien noise
problem may be generated by the presence of the noisy industries in the
adjoining larger city.

In 1ine with these rankings, EPA (and DOT } have promulgated or are
propesing regulations for the top six transportation noise sources and for
a seventh frequently cited source, construction equipment.

In almest all regions of the country, motarcycles, trucks, and autcmobiles

are consfstently ranked as the major nofse offenders. Reaction to the other
three transportation sources, i.e., railroads, buses and aircraft, 1s also
fairly uniform across regions.

EXPERESSIONS OF PUBLIC CONCERM

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

Both levels of government seem to obtain their understanding of the
noise problem primarily from formal complaints (States 38 percent, communities
38 percent), followed by surveys/monitoring (States 28 percent, communities
24 percent). The other three methods trajl these two.

2-13
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METHOD OF GAINING UNDERSTAHDING OF
THE IMPQRTAMCE OF THE NOISE PROGRAM

"How has your govermment gaived an understandirg of the exient of
the notae problem in your avea?”
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Very 1ikely news media, public hearings, and group actions are 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

community represents oniy a fraction of the number of people annoyed by noise.

NOISE AS A COMMUNITY PROBLEM

The various aspects of the studies of community noise, summarized
briefly, demonstrate the existence of a noise problem, The next step is to
measure its magnitude. This was done in the EPA survey by asking respondents
to note significant community problems; 1.e., crime, urban renewal, housing,
air pollution, noise pollution, water pollution and traffic. Approximately
32 percent of the communities view noise pallution as a significant problem,
However, another survey produced somewhat different results.

A comprehensive national housing survey is sponsored annually by the
U.5. Housing and Urban Development Department, with technical support from
the U.S. 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
sample has ranged between 69,337 and 74,005 residences during the years 1973-
1976,

One question asks respondents to identify undesirable conditions in their

grea from & 1ist of possible objecticnable neighborhoed cenditions, including:

Noise

Heavy traffic

Street 1ighting

Street repair

Crime

Commercial and industrial development
Litter

Odor

2-15
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. Deteriorating housing
. Abandoned buildings.

Since 1973, noise has been consistently the most frequently mentioned
undesirable condition in residential neighborhoods (see Figure 2-6). 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 natiaon's
primary attention, noise was mentioned twice as often,

Thus, for individuals, noise appears to be a major environmental
factor influencing the quality of a neighborhood, For many, it fs a sufficiently
undesirable condition to cause them to move.
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PERCENTAGES OF PERSONS IDENTIFYiNG UNDESIRAELE CONDITIONS WITHIN EACH CATEGORY
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IIT. LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

ENABLING LEGISLATION

Enabling nofse Tegisiation is a declaration of policy by a State
legislature describing the need for noise control, outiining program goals and
objectives, and establishing an organizational framework for carrying out naise
control objectives., Communities do not require enabling legislation. Enabling
legislation is often an initial step toward formulation of a noise control pro-
gram and includes delegation of authority to a specific agency or agencies or
city, and stipulation of those agencies' functions and powers, Typical enabling
legislation contains the following provisions:

. The scope of the proposed noise control efforts

] The specific noise criteria, standards, and regulations
to be formulated

[} An outline of the regulatory development process
] A timetable for development.

Thirty~one Statas respended to the question* concerning the enactment
of enabling Tegislation. Fifteen of these stated that such enabling legislation
had been enacted. The States which did not have enabling noise Tegislation were

! Question 3A. "Has enabling legislation been enacted to establish an environ-
mental noise control program?” '

3-1



asked whether such legistation was being proposed at the current sassion of
their legislatures. Twelve States responded to the question, five of them
affirmatively.

CONTENTS OF EXISTING LAWS AND ORDINANCES
State Legislation

Th1rty-two States responded to a question concerning noise control
laws. Nineteen of these States have laws which incorporate noise controi
legisiation.

Following are brief discussions of the major categories of State
noise control Tegislation.

] Zoning/Land Use. Six States have noise regulations based on
zoning or land use. These regulations stipulate permissible
noise levels for three land use categories — residential,
commercial, and manufacturing.

. Vehicles, Most States regulate three types of motor vehicles —
trucks, automobiles, and motorcycles. Approximately 17 States
which regulate trucks have adopted the same nofse emisszion limits -
as EPA. -

. Recreational Vehicles. This is a category of noise emission
which s coming under increasing State regulation. The inftial ~
impetus for these regulations was the mushrooming use of snow- e
mobiles. Subszequently, other varied-terrain vehicles, such as e
dune buggies, engine-powered water skis, and motor hoats, have

come under regulation. —
] Railroads. Very little noise Tegislation at the State level

concerning railroads was in existence during the period 1971-1977. —-—

Some States regulate ratlroad yards. The Environmental Protection

Agency 1s in the process of issuing noise requlations for all o

interstate rail carriers.

3-2
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. Aircraft. Only California has established afrcraft
noise 1imits. The initial law established a maximum
noise level for each single aircraft flyover and
also a 24-hour maximum noise level far certain sized
ajrports, based on ajrcraft operations. The legality
of the regulation of individual aircraft has been
questionad: this provision appears to be in conflict
with the Faderal Aviation Act and the Federal responsibility
to regulate navigable airspace,

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

(] 8uilding Codes. California is the only State that has a
building code with nofse 1imits. The code applites to
the intrusion of envirommental noise in public buildings.
When these are exceedad, the code requiraes ameliorative

action.

Community Legislation

Sevanty-six percent of communities repert scme type of noise con=-
trol law or ordinance. There is a very high correlation between the communi-
ties that reported noise as a growing concern and those with existing
noise control laws. Thus the legislation in these communities appears to
follow increasing awareness of noise as a problem, Table 3-1 shows the
breakdown of these responses by population and by population density. The

3-3



TABLE 31
COMMUNITIES WITH SOME TYPE OF NOISE CONTROL LAW

Humber of Responses

Population & Density
Yes No Total
Population
Over 250,000 39 6 45
100,000 - 250,000 58 10 68
50,000 - 100,000 112 36 148
25,000 - 50,000 195 74 269
Total 404 126 530*
Population Density
Over 5,000/sq. mi. 105 29 134
2,500 - 5,000/sq. mi. 157 53 210
Under 2,500/sq. mi. _97 31 l2s
Total 359 113 472«

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

Question 44. "Are there existing laws or ordinances which incorporate noige

eontrol proviatona?”
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data indicate that noise laws are common in cities over 100,000 in size but
there appears to be 1ittle dependence on population density.

During the seventies, a major fncrease occurred in the amount of Tocal
noise legislation. As late as 1971, Jfust 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 contral legislation. |

Zoning/Land Use. Land use controls were the first form of

Tocal nofse legislation incorporating quantitative pro- ;
visfons. The basic land categories addressed generally are :
the same as in State statutes -~ residential, business/commer-
ctfal, and industrial. Often a more definitive breakdown of |
land uses is contained in ordinances which correspend to the !
Standard Land Use Classification Manual {SLUCM) or the

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC).

Yehicles. Regulation of motor vehicles is for many communities
the largest category of local noise control. Generally,

trucks categorized in terms of weight, motorcycles and autcmobiles
are regulated. Many communities are adopting emission levels ,
comparable to those 1n the EPA Interstate Motor Carrier Regulation,

Recreational Vehicles., Approximately one-third of the
communities establishing vehicle laws have some acoustic
provision regulating such vehicles as snowmobiles, trail
bikes, dune buggies, and motor boats. Snowmobiles and motor
boats with outboard engines are the most commonly regulated
sources. In addition to establishing source-specific levels,
many jurisdictions are beginning to examine controls over
the area in which, and when, recreational vehicles are
permitted to operate.

3-5
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Railroads, Railroad activity is not a usual source for

regulation at the local level, Occasionally limits

are established for particular railroad-related sources

such as train whistle, refrigerator car, and locomotive

engine exhaust noise, When EPA requlations for interstate

railroad noise are put in effect, most communities

with interest in this area will begin to enforce noisa —
1imits compatible with the EPA regulations.

Afrcraft. Alrcraft noise, although a local noise problem,
is not commonly regulated at the local government Jevel.
Usually cities have refrained from 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 local governments may be changing as the courts interpret
the role of the proprietor in airport noise Tiability.

Today, just 26 communities have any type of quantitative
ajr-noise emission requirements. In a new category of con-
cern are the various types of rotary wing aircraft (i.e.,
pol ice and traffic surveiilance helicopters) that use
considerable latitude in their height restrictions, thereby
jmpacting residential areas. —

Construction S1tes. Most construction site regulation
is of a non-acoustic nature, e.q., regulation of hours

during which construction is permitted. Acoustical criteria .
vary considerably, some communities regulating specific -
pieces of equipment, Others aggregate construction site -
noise, Some communities utilize property boundaries for o
Ll
wd
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noise measurement; others specify measurement distances

up to 1,000 feet. More populated cities are beginning

to reference the EPA compressor noise emission regulation,
a trend which will increase the total number of communities
having acoustical provisions,

) Building Codes. 8ullding codes rarely cantain quantitative
noise emissfon pravisions. These codes apply to a select
type ar portion of a building structure and its associate
accessory equipment, To date, there are very few comprehen-
sfve building codes., This appears to be changing, since
some municipalities are establishing energy requirements
for building construction which have added benefits of
reducing sound transmission. Furthermore, model building
codes are being revised to incorporate noise provisiens,

TYPES OF LEGISLATION
EPA Model Legislation

In cooperation with the Council of State Governments, EPA developed
mode] state enabling legislation for noise control. The medel law was pub-
1ished in the Council's 1974 handbook of suggested State legislation., In
September 1975, EPA published a model community noise control ordinance in
conjunction with the Mational Institute of Municipal Law Officers. The model
legislation {s intended to be a basic tool that communities can use to con-
struct noise control ordinances suited to local needs and conditions., The
model ordinance includes both nuisance and performance provisions and covers
stationary and mobile noise sources, together with land use planning. The
preamble contains an extensive discussion on Federal preemption in additfon to
other explanatory material. EPA has also prepared a model code of recommended
practices for proper enforcement of the ordinance.

Table 3-2 contains the number of responses by communities to the
question of using EPA model legislatfon. The data are arranged by pcpulation
and by population density.
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Thirty-two communities out of the 156 communities responding used
EPA's model 1n 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., Communities of 50«100,000 population wera rela-
tively greater users (31 percent) of the ordinance than other-sized cities.

TABLE 3~2
COMMUNITY UTILIZATION OF EPA MODEL LEGISLATION

No. of Responses
Population & Density
Yes No Total
Overall 32 124 156
Population
Over 250,000 4 16 20
100,000 - 250,000 B 21 27
50,000 - 100,000 11 25 36
25,000 - 50,000 11 57 68
Population Density
Over 5,000/sq. mi, 12 357 47
2,500 - 5,000/sq. mi. 8 52 60
Under 2,500/s9. mi. 8 24 32

Gueagtion 3C., 'Was EPA's Modal Community Control Ordinmice used in formulating
this legiglation?

Quantitative and Qualitative Legislation

Any discussion of types of noisa control Tegislatfon must make clear
the distinction between quantitative and non-quantitative regulations, Noise
control regulations incorporating quantitative (or acoustical) criteria are
referred to as performance standards. Such standards specify permissible
sound levels, which, if exceeded, are in violation of the regulations and
subject to enforcement. MNon-quantitative noise control regulations have
restrictions couched in such general terms as "unnecessarily loud" or "disturb-
ing." The use of such so-called nuisance requiations continues bacause they

3-8
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standards in legislation with those which perceive the same noise sources as

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
enfarced.

Table 3-3 iists the numbers of States having quantitative noise
regulations for various noise scurces. It is apparent that various types
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 nofse, By
1877, the figure had doubled to six. In addition, several States have
adopted well-pianned and far-reaching nofse control programs featuring quan-
titative provisions. Florida had a seven-man motor vehicle noise enforce-
ment team, which, by its own measurement efforts and {ts training of local
enforcement officers, had succeeded in reducing truck noise in the State by :
3 decibels. The Florida program emphasized regulations which will reduce
nofse at 1ts source, as in planning construction of buildings and roads so |
that unnecessary levels of noise are designed-out from the start,

Table 3-4 shows the number of gquantitative noise standards for i
various noise sources 1n communities. The regulation of noise from motor
vehicles, industry, construction equipment and even entertainment is predomi-
nant. This is a nearly tenfold increase in the number of comparable standards
shown in 1974 surveys.

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

significant problems. It can be seen that legislation in many source categories
lags behind perception of problems. This is strikingly apparent in the case

of motor vehicles. Railroad noise is alsc a significant problem which forth-
coming EPA legislation will help to alleviate., Relatively few noise scurces -=
industrial activities, home power equipment, recreational vehicles, and

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

Tegislation having performance standards.
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TABLE 3-3

QUANTITATIVE NOISE STANDARDS USED BY STATES
BY NOISE SOURCE CATEGORIES

Source of Mumber of
Noise States

Recreational Vehicles 20
Motorcycles 13
Trucks 12
Automobiles

Buses

Industrial Activities

Public and Private Entertainment
Land Use

Canstruction Equipment

Home Power Equipment

Building Requirements

Garbage Compacting Truck

Public Service Vehicles

Railroad Operations

Anfmals

Aireraft

Question 4C. "If answer to 44 ie ‘yes' please respond to the following:

(Identify) the noilse source contrcle covered under the noise
eontrol provigione of your legislation, Identify enly those
that inelude performarce standards (decibel noise levels).'

—
o
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TABLE 3-4

QUANTITATIVE NOISE STANDARDS IN COMMUNITIES
BY NOISE SOURCE CATEGORIES

Source of Number of
Noise fuantitative Standards

Industrial Activities 166
Motorecycles 165
Automobiles 164
Trucks 158
Entertainmant 149
Buses 142
Construction Equipment 129
Land Use 118
Home Power Equipment 109
Animals 102
Building Requirements 94
Recreatfonal Vehicles 91
Public Service Vehicles 68
Garbage Compacting Trucks 66
Railroad Operations 49
Aircraft 40

Total 1,810

Question 4C. "If answer to 44 ie 'yes' please respond to the Following:

{Identify) the noise source controls covered under the noise
oontrol provisions of your legislation,
that include performance atandards (dectbel noige levels). "

3-11
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TABLE 3-5

NOISE LEGISLATION IN COMMUNITIES COMPARED
TO THEIR PERCEPTION OF NOISE PROBLEMS

Number of Number of
Source of Quantitative Communities Perceiving
Noise Standards in Noise Sources as
Legislation Significant Problem
Industrial Activities 166 147
Motorcycles 165 369
Automobiles 164 315
Trucks 158 353
Entertainment 149 145
Buses 142 188
Construction Equipment 129 151
Home Power Equipment 109 69
Animals 102 170
Recreational Vehicles 81 79
Public Service Vehicles 68 63
Garbage Compacting Trucks 66 124
Railroad Operations 49 226
Aircraft 40 188

R e e

e

See Tables 2-3 and 3~-4 for survey questions.
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Many cities have built outstanding programs with the nelp of perfor-
mance standards, frequently with very limited budgets. New York City, for
instance, despite cutbacks in manpower and funding, has begun a 10-year
program to lessen subway noise. Work 1s done with the manufacturers of equip-
ment to determine how much noise reduction is technologically feasible. Then
suitable noise Tevel standards are built into the law so that future equipment
can be designed and built to comply with the reduced decibel tevels required.

For example, in Boulder, Colorado, a task force of concerned citizens,
in a careful study extending over a year and a half, discovered that noise
over 70 decibels could result in up to a 20 percent loss of effectiveness in
Jjobs that require concentration. The result of their study was a municipal
ordinance specifying noise laevel allowances for both vehicular and non-vehicular
noise, Allowable noise levels between 7:00 A.M, and 11:00 P.M. are 55 decibels
for residential areas, 65 decibels for commercial areas, and 80 decibels for
industrial areas. Monitoring for this program is handled by a team of three
officers operating about 20 hours a week in a specially equipped and marked
car. Their salaries and the cost of the equipment for this effort come out
of a modest $36,000 budget.

Of the 126 communities which answered no to the question of having
noise control ordinances, 93 responded to the question of whether they antic-
ipated the development of such legislation over the next two years. The
respondents split almost evenly, 48 answering that they did anticipate noise
controi legisiation, 45 responding that they did not, If the overall figure
of 52 percent expecting to develop Tegislation s accepted, then the total
percentage of communities with noise control ordinances will increase from
404 to 470, or from 76 percent to 88 percent.?

ENFORCEMENT

The designation by a State or community of & particular agency as
the responsible organization for noise control often provides a nucleus fram
which to develop a comprehensive noise control program. When more than one
State or lacal agency is involved, a fragmented or functionally divided situation

! See Table 3-1,
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‘may arise. Fragmentation frequently cannot be avoided, however, because of

the inherent responsibilities of established agencies. In such cases, a
strong coordinating office, willing to cooperate with other agencies and even
train persannel 1n such agencies (the noise control section of the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulations is a good example) can often provide
overall direction. Appointment of joint task forces for noise control is
another solution. to the fragmentation problem,

Enforcement by States

Table 3-6 gives the number of States enforcing noise control laws
for each of 14 noise sources. HNote that these numbers are not an answer to
guestion 5C as quoted under the tabTe. That is, the numbers given are the
numher of States, not the number of enforcement actions. Five of the first
seven controlled sources are surface transportation vehicles,

Table 3-7 correlates types of legisiation and enforcement agencies
at the State level. From the data it {is evident that States rely heavily
on public safety officers. However, the use of specialized Environmental
Poilution Control Officers is second in frequency and is a growing factor.
The table also reveals frequent enforcement by State agencies of 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
hindertng their enforcement efforts. States answering this question indicate
inadequate manpower most freguently as the problem 1imiting the effectiveness
of their noise control efforts. The second most pressing problem was the
lack of prioritization,

Enforcement by Communities

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

NUMBER OF STATES ENFORCING NOISE CONTROL LAWS
FOR EACH NOISE SOURCE

source of v | Mtates
States Responding*

Trucks 4 13%
Industrial Activities 4 13%
Public and Private Entertainment 4 13%
Motorcycles 3 10%
Buses 2 6%
Automobiles 2 6%
Railroad Operations 2 6%
Construction Equipment 2 6%
Public Service Vehicles 2 6%
Garbage Compactors 2 6%
Recreaticnal Vehicles 2 6%
Home Power Equipment 2 6%
Animals 1 3%
8uilding Requirements 1 3%
Land Use/Zoning 1 3%
Othar (Grain Elevators) 1 3%
Aircraft 0 0]

* Based on 31 States respending.

Queation 5C. "Please list the number of enforcement actions for each
of the following noise source controls." (Sse text.)




TABLE 3-7
TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES

FOR STATES
Enforcement Agencies
o
el
= (=)}
[T = =4 ] 1 n
E (=] o (=1} j Q
~— Ll g [='=% = o — {J +2
a >, 0= [« I =] — O o = o Qs n =
. e |[EE |25 |89 | S 25 2215831 5 | & S
tegislation 25|32 |8328|s8 |35|38| fr(28| 8 || &
Muntcipal Code 2 1 1 1 g 4] 0 0 0 5 18.5
o Zoning Code o | 1 0 1 0o |o 0 0o | e 7.4
=)}
Vehicle Code 0 0 1] 0 0 1 0 0 4 14.8
Building Code 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health/Safety Code 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 11.1
Aircraft/Airport Code 0 g 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administrative Code 1 0 5 0 Q 0 0 0 0 6 22.2
State Statute 3 0 i 0 1 0 0 1 1 7 25.9
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total g q 8 2 1 0 1 1 1 27
Percent 33,3114.8| 29.6 | 7.41 |3.70] O | 3.70 |3.70 | 3.70
Queation 48, "Fleaqse indicate ecach type of legislation and respective type of enforecment agency. "
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TABLE 3-8
NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES ENFORCING WOISE

CONTROL LAWS FOR EACH NOISE SOQURCE

Source of Number of | (LB O]

Noise Communities Responding*
Industrial Antivities 77 14.7%
Public and Private Entertainment 59 11.2%
Anfmals 57 10,9%
Motorcycles 55 10.5%
Automobiles 48 9,24
Trucks 46 8.8%
Construction Equipment 44 8.4%
Home Power Equipment 36 6.9%
Garbage Compactors 27 5,2%
Railroad Qperations 19 3.6%
Buses 16 3.1%
Recresational Vehicles 16 3.1%
PubTic Service Vehigles 15 2.9%
Aircraft 9 1.7%

* Basad on 524 community responses.

Queation 5C. ‘"Pleaga ligt the number of enforcemznt actions fbf each

of the following noise sourcea,"

{See text.)}




to question 5C. Animals as a nofse source recelve more attention at the
local level as compared with the State level. Otherwise, the leading controlled
sources are somewhat the same at both levels,

A slight trend was noticeable toward increased enforcement as community
size and density increased. And 72 percent of the cammunities which perceive
noise as a growing concern enforce their noise laws.

Table 3-9 indicates that municipal or city ordinances are the most
common type of legislation (52 percent), followed by zoning ordinances
{17 percent), and vehicle codes {10 percent). The following modes of
enforcement were most common:

Legislative Type Enforcement Agency
Municipal Code Police/Safety
Zoning Code Buiiding/Zoning
Vehicle Code Police/Safety

Almost 50 percent of all enforcement is conducted by Police/Safety personnel,

21 percent by 8uilding/Zoning personnel. Only 8 percent of enforcement is
conducted by Environmental/Poilution Control personnel. Environmentai/Pollution
Control perscnnel may not be directly involved 1n enforcement but they often

train police personnel in proper measurement procedures and enforcement techniques.

They often provide valuable consulting and training to personnel in other

Tocal offices who have responsfbilities in some phase of noise control enforcement.

The communities were asked to identify the most significant problems
hindering their enforcement efforts, Table 3-10 shows the percentages of
communities fdentifying specific pelitical, financial, and programmatic problems
as obstacles to their noise control programs. The lack of grioritization by
enforcement authorities stands out as the most frequently identified problem.
This 1s not too surprising, since, as was indicated above, police assign their
officers to what they perceive to be their most important duty, that of
combatting crime,

3-18
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TABLE 3-89

"TYPES OF LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES
FOR COMMUNITIES

Enforcement Agencies
8 o
S |sE 5> |y
¥xloe | 555|880 |Eo |Bclnt &
foles | E251E9 [=L [RE |22]53 & o 3
reoistation 55|28 |2E5)5% |25 |35 |En|3f | 5 |E | &
Municipal Code 280 39 28 19 18 30 1 1 7 393 52.1
Zoning Code 9 5 3 26 2 80 0 0 1 126 16.7
E Vehicle Code 62 | 1 5 o {1 o 11]o0 2 {72 | 95
Building Code 3 1 0 0 1 36 0|0 0 44 5.8
Health/Safety Code 8 | 16 4 1 1 1 0|0 1 32 4.2
Aircraft/Airport Code 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 4 8 1.1
Administrative Code 3 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 9 1.2
State Statute 27 K} 16 2 0 4 4 0 4 60 7.9
Other 7 1 0 1 0 1 0|0 1 11 1.5
Tota) 367 | 66 61 |49 |27 lise | 8|1 |20 |7ss
Percent 48.6 | 8,74 B.08 | 6.49) 3,58 [ 20.6 |1.06/0.13 | 2,65

Queation 4B, "Please indieate caeh type of legialation and respective type of enforcement agency.”



TABLE 3-10

COMMON PROBLEMS IN EMFORCEMENT OF NOISE
REGULATIONS [N COMMUNITIES

Paercentage of Respandents

Problem Rating Problem as Significant
Enforcement Authorities Do Not 43
. Prioritize Noise

Inadequate Manpower 28
Tnadequate Instrumentation 24
inadequate Enforcement/Measurement

Procedures 22
Ambiguous Legislation 19
Lack of Citizen Support/Awareness 18
Unenforceable Legislation 17
Actions Not Ubheld in Court 15

Question 5D. “What are the major enforsement problems reducing the
effectivenees of your noise control effort?"

The second 1imiting factor in effective enforcement by police forces
is that of inadequate manpower. Noise legislation has been enforced through
the assignment of 1imited numbers of officers to noise enforcement in addition
to their regular duties. Given the appropriate training and equipment, police
officers often can make significant contributions to noise control.

Without adequate manpower, however, enforcement efforts are subject
to failure, and the good intentiaons behind the development of noise control
legislation negated. Noise control requires two things: an active public
education program and an active enforcement effort. With both these factors
in operation, the public will be educated to the need for restriction of
excessive noise producing activities, and a Targe degree of voluntary com-
pliance can be achievad.
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CONCLUSIONS

[t is important that the Environmental Protection Agency address
enforcement problem areas by an intensified public education grogram, by
conducting more workshops to train Tocal personnel in the most feasible
enforcement technigues, by assisting communities in drafting non-ambiguous
and technically adequate tegislation, and by demonstrating effective noise
control techniques in selected communities.
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IV. STATE AND LOCAL RESOURCES

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

SUMMARY

Personnel Resources

Trained personnel in adequate numbers able to devote a substantial portion
of time to noise control activities are essential for the effective administration
and enforcement of a noise control program. The increasing number of States and

communitias that have adopted nofse control legislation in the last few years
requires a corresponding increase in the availability of expert manpower.
Of the 40 responding States and territories, 16 States, including

Puerto Rico, reported personnel who devoted at Teast 20 percent of thefr time
to noise control activities in 1977. In addition, 12 States had at least ane
person who devoted some time to noise functions in the State. The total num-
ber of personnel reported in 1977 was 275, with 54 persons spending at least
20 percent of their time and an additicnal 221 persons spending some time but
less than 20 percent of their time an noise control activities.

Sixty-seven communities reported that they had 142 noise control
parsonnel who devote 20 percent or more of their time to noise control activi-
ttes, In addition, thers are 218 communities with as many as 5,456 part-time
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staff members who devote some time (less than 20 percent) to noise centrol
activities. Almost 80 percent of the personnel working in noise-related
activities at the local level are police engaged in the enforcement of noise
control ordinances, investigating complaints, ete.

Budget Allocations

Nineteen States and Puerto Rico, or 45 percent of the 44 States® and
territories responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control
activities in 1977. In the earlier survey, budget data were provided by 16.
or 35 percent, of the 45 responding States.

Califarnia's $1.6-million 1877 budget ranks first among the respond-
ing States. Seven of the 20 States reported budgets in excess of $100,000,

Qverall, the budgets for the reporting States Increased from about $2.0 million

in 1973 to approximately $3.6 mi1lion in 1977. Thus, the total reported bud-
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, reported per capita budgets in excess of 10 cents,

Noise contro] budgats were reported by 140 communities, or 25 percent
of the 562 communities responding to the 1978 survey. In the 1974 survey,

46 communities, or 26 percent of the 184 communities responding provided budget
data, Overall, the local nofse control budgets increased from about $1.9 mil-

1ion in 1973 to about $2.7 million in 1977, an increase of over 40 percent.

Instrumentation and Equipment

Only 24 States and 174 communities possess one or more sound level
meters, the basic instrument for making noise measurements., More States and
communities are purchasing, however, sophisticated pieces of equipment such
as outdoor monitoring systems, frequency analyzers, and graphic level recor-
ders, Such equipment {s being used for noise monitoring surveys and to sub-
stantiate enforcement cases in court.

! Forty States responded to the survey. Budget data only were obtained for
four additional States,
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Although a number of communities have noise legistation, many of

o, these lack noise measurement equipment for enforcement, Analysis of survey
responses in 1977-78 also reveals 133 comunities enforcing their noise legis-
| r: lation without any noise measurement equipment. Vithout measurement capability,
. enforcement efforts remain minimal. The 1977-78 survey results clearly dem-
i i onstrate that unless existing legislation is supported by measurement capa-
; ts bility, current programs cannot be effectively carried out,
: "‘: NOISE PROGRAM PERSONNEL
. Survey Coverage
Yo
§ L In the 1978 survey, States and communities were requested to provide
i the number of personnel affilfated with their noise programs, categorized
;f f: by position and training and percentage of their time devoted to noise control.
; pa Twenty-eight States and 285 communities reported personnel associated
C ol with noise control activities in 1977. Table 4-1 lists the number of per-
% . sonnz] by State and percent of time devoted to noise activities. The per-
% g} centage of time State and local personnel spent on noise control activities
& was broken down into two categories: more than 20 percent and less than 20
g; r‘ percent, Table 4«2 1ists the aggregated number of personnel reported by re-
_ ﬁ . sponding States by position category and percentage of time devoted to noise
- §; EE activities. The number of States with personnel in each position category is
% also shown, Table 4-3 presents reported local personnel data using a similar
4 format.

State Noise Control Personnel

b 0f the 40 responding States and territories, 16 States, including
: - Puerto Rico, reported persomnel who devoted at least 20 percent aof their time
; bt to nofse control activities in 1977 as shown in Table 4-1. In additien, 12
§ b States had at least gne person who devoted some time to noise functions in the
g et State; thus, at least 12 States and territories did not have even one part-time
; s person engaged in noise activities. The number of personnel, if any, in the
2 ot 12 States which did not respond to the survey, s uncertain, Figure 4-1 shows
i Lj the regfonal distribution of the State noise control personnel. iioise
: ) control personnel totalled 275, with 54 persons spending at least 20 percent

-
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TABLE 4-1

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL BY STATE
AND PERCENTAGE OF TIME DEVOTED_TO
NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, 1977

At Laait Last Than Numbur af

Stare 20 Percant 20 Parcent Parsons?
Alabams - 2 2
Arkaniay - 140 149
Angona 3 1 4
Calitornla 18 7
Dalawarn - 1 1
Flarids H 4 L]
Geolgin 1 1 F4
Hawaii ] 2z 10
[finaiy 4 - 4
Indisna - F] 2
Kantucky 2 - 2
Louisiang - 1 1
Maryland 2 - 2
Muschutath 4 - a
Michigen t ] 1
Missinsippi - 20* 0
Montana - 2 2
Nabratics - H 1
MNaw Jartay 3 a 1o
New York 2 - 2
Naorth Dahota 1 1 2
Qhia - 1 1
Otaigen 8 9 16
Pusrto Ries 4 2 §
South Caralins - 1 1
Tannessas - 1 1
Tazas - B L)
Wathington 1 - 1

TOTALY 34 Fr3] 275

1 Totsl number of parsonnsl who dasats yoma time 1a noise contral activities,

b 200 consaevation atficars anfares snawinabiie nolte requlsiions,
*Polica Departmant personnal

Quegtion 64.

"Pleage (ligt) each individuzl vho devores
at least 20% (lees than 20%) of hiasher time to noise
gontrol qetivities, wging the position codes indicated below.”
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of their time and 221 persons spending some time but less than 20 percent
of their time on noise control activities.

There has been some improvement in the personnel situation at the
State level since 1973, In the 1974 State and Jocal survey, 19 States re-
ported that personnel were engaged in noise control activities, with a total
staffing of 105 parsons identified. California reported the largest number
of personnel — 50 staff members or 48 percent of the total raported State
personnel. In the 1978 survey, nine additional States brought on noise con-
trol personnel, In 1973, 42 percent of the States responding tao the survey
had at least one full-~ or part-time noise personnel position. In the 1978

survey, this number had jumped to 70 percent (28 out of 40 States responding).

Table 4-2 shows the number of personnel by position category at the
State level and the number of States who had at least ane person in each of
these positions. It is evident from this table that the position categories
cited by the greatast number of States are the Pollution Control Program
Diractor and Environmental Specialist. The prevalence of these two cate-
gories within many State programs may be attributable to the application of
manpower from other environmental areas (e.g., air and water pollution pro-
grams} to noise control efforts. Since a number of States have Jjust recently
passed legislation, the persons in these two categories have been given the
responsibility to set up nofse strategies within States and plan the details
of the noise effort, This may account for a sizeable number of these partic-
ular categories, It alsc apparently reflects the emphasis at the State
Tevel on development of regulations and/or legislation as well as prevision
of expert guidance to communities.

Trends (1977 vs. 1973). Over the four years between the surveys, the
number of States reporting nofse control personnel increased from 19 to 28
and the number of parsonnel who spend some time on noise control activities
increased sharply fram 105 to 275, an increase of 170 personnel. Nearly all
of the increase (162 persons) is accounted for by the two States (Mississippi
and Arkansas) which reported enforcement of noise ordinances by State police.
Other positions to show increases are Pollution Control Program Director and

o
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STATE PERSONNEL 2Y POSITION

TABLE 4-2

CATEBORY, 1972 and 1977

1973 1977
Positian Catagory Number of | Number of At Least Less Than Number of | Number of
Persons States? 20 Parcant | 20 Percent Persons Statesd
Pollution Control Program
Diractor - - m 8 19 15
Enviropmantal Spacialist 15 10 10 8 18 13
Englneer 18 g 10 3 13 8
Physical Scientist - - 1 8 9 3
Publle Health Spacialist or
Sanitarian; Industrial
Hyglanist 7 2 9 14 23 7
Utban Planner; Land Usa
Analyst 1 1 - - - -
Attorney - - 1 1 2 2
Envirenmantal Technicion
or Inspector 35 5 2 1 3 3
Patice 18 2 2 178 178 4
Clerical or
Sacratarial 1 10 & - 5 4
Othat ah 2 a 2 5 4
Tatal Parsonnel 105 54 221 275
Numbaer of States
Raporting Parsannel 19 28

a Number of States reporting porsonnel in catagory
b Includes administrative personnel

Question 64, ‘"Please (list) each individual who devotes at least 20% (less than 20%)

of' his/her time to noise control activities, using the position codes indicated

below, "
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Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist categories. The number of per-
sonnel reported in the Environmental Technician/Inspector category declined
sharply as did that in the Engineer and Clerical catesories. These trends
indicate the maturing of the State programs with Jess emphasis on inspections
(except enforcement activity by police) and increased emphasis on program
direction and assistance to Tocal communities.

Communities' Moise Contral Personnel

Five hundred and sixty-two responses to the 1978 survey were received
from communities. Out of this number, only 67 communities had personnel who
specifically devote 20 or more percent of their time to naise contral activ-
jties., A total of 142 local noise control personnel are distributed in

various positions, as shown in Table 4-3, In addition, there are 218 communi-
ties with as many as 5,456 part-time staff members who devote some time - less

than 20 percent — to noise contral efforts.

Position Categories. As {s 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 profassiocnal categories with the largest number of assigned
personnel were Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist, Engineer, and
Environmental Technician/Inspector. In the less than 20 percent category,
the large number of police overshadows all other job categories. Almost 80
percent of the personnel working i1n noise-related activities at the local
tevel are police engaged 1n the enforcement of noise control ordinances, in-
vestigating complaints, etc. Most are engaged in motor vehicle noise en-
forcement, Motor vehicle noise, as previously discussed, is the most wide-
spread noise problem. It is also the source that has caused the development
of the most noise control Tegislation and is the most frequently enfarced,
Police have the power to pursue motor vehicle noise offenders, pull them
over to the side of the road and issue neise citations. [t is often one part

of their many responsibilities in Jaw enforcement.

Figure 4-2 shows the relative distribution of noise control positions
at the State and local levels in 1977. At both the State and local Tevels

the Police category dominates all others. Public Health Speciaiist/Industrial

4-2

B

- S



TR I g e P g Y B IAEE I T TRt ime e aa

TEIEEREA I s L i

e

1 A

1

-
-——

1

P
on—

..

[

IE

L=

3

JRCI O T A

TABLE 4-3

COMMUNITY PERSONNEL BY POSITION CATEGORY, 1973 AND 1977

1973 1977
Number of Numbar of Persans Total Number
Position Catagory Parsons At Least Less Than o of
20 Percent 20 Percent 4raons

Pollution Cantrel Program

Director 7 18 a7 62
Environmental Specialist 29 17 54 Fal
Enginaer 35 21 161 182
Physical Scientist 3 4 7
Public Health Spocialist

or Sanitarian; Indus

trial Myglenist a5 30 435 464
Urban Planner; Land-Use

Analyst 16 7 114 121
Attornay 5 0 24 24
Enviranmontal Technician or

Inspectar 4 22 99 120
Palice 18 15 4357 4372
Clerical ar Secretarinl 20 B 21 27
Othar B [+] 146 148
Building Inspector 15 - - -

‘Total Porsonnud 280 142 5456 55098

Tatal Less Police 242 127 1008 1228
Numbar of Communitios 59 87 218 286

Queation 8A. Please (list) each individual who devotes at least 209
{lema than 20%} of his/her time to noige control activities, waing
the poaition codes indicated below.”
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FIGURE 4-2. DISTRIBUTION OF NOISE CONTROL PERSONNEL POSITIONS
AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS, 1977

Question 64. "Pleaoe (liat) each individual who devotee at leaot 20% (less than 20%) of his/hor
time to noise control activities, waing the position eoden indieated below, "
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Hygienist is the second largest category at both State and local levels. Per-
sonnel in this category are about eight percent of the total persannel at
State and local levels. The third most deminant position at the State level
is in the Pallution Control Program Director category while at the community
level it is in the Engineer category.

Trends (1977 vs. 1973}, The number of communities surveyed in 1978
was much- larger  than in the 1974 EPA survey, Therefore, a direct compari-
son between surveys is not entirely accurate, However, there are indications
that there are a rapidly growing number of communities which have assigned
personnel to noise control activities. In 1873, 59 communities responding
to the survey had at lteast one full- or part-time noise personnel position.
In 1978, this had increased to 285 communities. Unfortunately, there are com-
munities whase nofse control activities have been reduced or terminated (e.g.,
Boston) causing a reduction in personnel. In scme cases, after the program
has been operational, responsibilities have shifted to part-time personnel.

As indicated in Table 4-3, there has been a dramatic increase in the
reported number of police who work part-time on noise enforcement. The num-
ber of personnel in the Public Health Specialist/Industrial Hygienist cate-
gory also increased sharply between 1973 and 1977, reflecting perhaps the in-
creased awareness of occupational noise hazards and the addition of these
personnel to local health departments to handle the air and water pollution
problems. Anather noticesble increase was the Program Director/Administrator
category. This probably reflects the formalization of noise programs at the
local levels and the designation of at least part-time noise program directors,

Table 4-4 shows the relative ranking of the top six position cate-
gories cited in the 1978 survey compared to the rankings in 1973, In 1977,
the most frequently cited position category was Police, followed by Public
Health/Industrial Hygienist and Urban Planner/Land-Use Analyst. In 1973, the
position ¢ited by the greatest number of communities was that of Environmen-
tal Specialist, ciosely followed by Environmental Technician/Inspector. These
shifts in the position categories are to be expected as the communities move
from program planning to program implementation with its emphasis on inspec-
tions and enforcement.
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TABLE 4-4

RANK OF POSITION CATEGORIES USED
IN COMMUNITY NOISE PROGRAMS

1973 vs. 1977

Rank Number of Rank Number of
in Cﬂmmug1- Position Category in Commupi-
1977 ties 1973 ties
1 102 Police 8 7
2 86 Public Health/Sanitarian/ 3 16
Industrial Hygienist
3 62 Urban Pianner/Land-Use 5 14
Analyst
4 61 Environmental Specialist 1 18
5 55 Environmental Technician/ 2 17
Inspector
6 52 Engineer 6 13

Anumber of communities reporting personnel in position
category shown,

Queation 64. dnalysts of regponses.
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Fialds of Experfence

The 1978 survey requested information on the fields of experience
of those personnel who devote at least 20 percent of their time to noise pro-
gram activities. Comparable data were not requested in the 1974 survey. A
summary of the 1978 survey is presented in Table 4-5 for both State and
community personnei. Forty-seven percent of the community personnel and 37
percent of the State personnel are efther engineers or environmental
scientists. Experience in the field of acoustics is lacking; only two percent
of the State and four percent of the community personnel fndicated that
their experience s primarily in acoustics,

TABLE 4-5
FIELD OF EXPERIENCE OF STATE AND COMMUNITY

PERSONNEL WHO DEVQTED AT LEAST TWENTY PERCENT OF
THEIR TIME TO NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, 1977

Fiald of Experfance HMIE:-I:;.TM]:::{UM Numbe:u r.i:m-ceﬂt
Engineering n 14 17 N
Acoustics 5 1 1 2
Physical Scisnce h] 2 d [}
Enviranmental Science 35 25 k] [
Medical Sciance 1 1 2 Ll
Bfological Science 9 [ 3 5
Publ1c Health Science 186 1 ! H
Social Sclenca 3 2 2 )
Law 2 1 1 H
Palice 13 9 - -
Community Plapning [ 4 3 6
Transportation Operations 1 I - -
Safety Operations , 2 1 - -
rat Classifled 15 1 18 kx|

Tatal 142 100 54 100

Ouastion 64, 4nalysie of reaspcnses,
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Problem Areas

As will be discussed in a later section, the lack of an adequate number
of trained personnel is a critical facter in the State and lecal noise control
activities as indicated in Table 4-6. Almost half of the 40 responding States
indicate they enforce noise control laws, but only 12 States reported personnel
who devote at least 20 percent of their time to noise contral 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 contral activ-
jties, Clearly, manpower is a critical factor.

TABLE 4~6

PERSONNEL STAFFING COMPARED TO
ENFORCEMENT OF NOISE CONTROL LAWS, 1977

Enforcement Number of States Which: Number of Communities Which:
Personnal Enforce Don't Enforce Enforce Den't Enforce
At least 20 percent

of time on noise

control 12 4 55 12
Part-time on noise

contral but less

than 20 percent 3 9 167 51
No persannel

reported 2 10 106 170
Total 17 23 328 233

Comparison of Responses to Questions 54 and 64

4-14
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STATE AND COMMUNITY MOISE CONTROL BUDGET ALLOCATIGNS

Adequate funding is crucial to the development and implementation of
an effective noise control program. Such a program requires establishing a
fiscal budget for the necessary resources, including persennel and equipment.
Without fnitial appropriations to get @ new program off the ground once
legislation is enacted, and without a sustained Tevel of funding to operate
the program once injtial standards, criteria, and administrative procedures
have been established, noise control efforts will be undermined.

The 1978 EPA survey requested a breakdown from the States and
communities of their specific noise control program budgets related to each
program activity, This section provides a summary of the budgetary data
reported by the States and communities and compares the 1977 budgets for
noise control with those reported for 1973 under the previous EPA survey,

State Noise Program Budgets

Nineteen States and Puerto Rico, of the 44 States and territories
responding to the 1978 survey, budgeted funds for noise control activities
in 1977. In the 1974 survey, budget data was provided by 16 of the 45 re-
sponding States and territories. Table 4-7 lists the States which provided
budget data for 1973 and/or 1977 and their noise control budgets both in total
amounts and on a per capita basis. The per capita data {in cents) are based
on 1970 census figures and are used as a comparative index since they standardire
the budgets for variations in population. The noise control budgets and
per capita data for alil the Statas and territories which responded to either
the 1974 or 1978 surveys are Tisted by EPA region in Appendix B,

CaTifornia's $1.6-million 1977 budget ranks first among the responding
States. Seven of the 20 States (including Puerto Rico) reported budgets in
excess of $100,000. The total amount budgeted for noise control in 1977 was
$3.6 mi1lion. The average noise control budget for the 44 responding States
was approximately $81,000. This was the equivalent on a per capita basis of
about 1.9 cents per resident. Figure 4-3 shows the geogravhical distribution of
per capita funds budgeted for noise control activities in 1977,




TABLE 4-7
STATE BUDGETARY DATA, 1973 AND 1977

jull 1977
Far Par
130 Budqes Lapia Budget Capita Chanqe from
State Population [§3] Percant el (5? Percent [¢) 19

Arizona 1,210,900 1,500 o, 0,1 215,00 6.0 121 + 211,500
Califarnia 19,945,715 1,138 ,8004 ar,7 6.8 1,045,000 45,9 5,1 + 296,200
Connecticul 1,031,708 0. - a,0 24,15 o,? 0.8 + 24,353
Flarida 6,789,403 45,000 2.3 n.7 §3,000 2.6 1.4 + 44,000
Genrgla 4,589,575 0 - a0 22,000 0.6 0.5 + 22,000
Hawal| 760,561 56,491 2.8 13 135,132 8 17,6 + 18,641
1 §nois 11,109,935 200,000 10,0 1.8 304 400 8.5 2.7 + 104,400
tndiana 5,193,689 ob . - 35,270 1. 0.8 + 39,270
Kansas 2,249,071 1,525 0.1 a1 Not Reported - - Unknowin

Kentucky 3,218,106 oc - - 92,075 2.6 2.9 + 92,075
Louisiana 1,643,180 4,650 0,2 0.1 Q 0.0 Q.0 - 4,680
Haryland 1,922,199 0 - 0.0 24,000 0.7 0.5 v 23,000
Hassachusgtts 5,683,170 23,800 .2 0,4 400,000 n.2 7.0 + 116,200
Michigan §,875.083 1] - Q.0 164,935 a6 1.9 + 164,935
Hontana 694,409 2,000 0,1 0,3 3,000 ol 0.5 + 1,000
Nevada 488,738 127 - 0.03 a 0.0 6.0 - 127
New Hampshire 737,861 0 - 0.0 ala 0.0 0.1 + elo
Hew Jarsey 7,268,164 9,900 4.5 1.1 75,000 2. 1.0 - 14,900
tiew York 14,236,951 147,800 1.4 0.0 50,000 1,4 6,2 - 97,800
tiarth Carolina 5,082,959 7,400 0.4 .1 o 0.0 0.0 - 7,000
0k1ahoma 2,559,253 1,000 0,1 a.03 [} 0.0 0.0 - 1,000
Gregon 2,091,285 44,300 2,2 2. 215,600 6.0 10,3 + 171,300
Puerto Rice 2,719,000 2} - 0.0 47,017 1.3 1.7 v 47,077
Sauth Carolina 2,590,518 16,800 0.8 g 700 - 0.0 - 16,100
Waghingtan 3,409,182 a - a,0 o000 0.8 0.9 + 20,000
TOTALS $5,991,093 | 100 $3,581,852 [ 100 + 1,590,000

% Excludes one-time expenditurs of $11,000,000 for construction costs for a school noise attenuation program,

b ho funds budgeted 1n 1973 or 19743 $20,000 projectad for 1975,
% Ko funds budgeted 1n 1973; $20,000 projected for 1974,

Queation 64.

"Please provide a breakdeun of your curpent noise control
If budgetary breakdoums are not available,

program budget,

provide a figure for the total allceation,”
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FIGURE 4-3. STATE PER CAPITA BUDGETS FOR NOISE CONTROL, 1977



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 $2.0 million in 1973
to approximately $3.6 million in 1977, an increase of §1.6 million, or 20 percent
per year, over the four-year period. As can be seen in Table 4-7, budgets of
seven States decreased while the budgets in ten States increased. In addition,
six States which did not report budget data in 1973 reported budgets for
noise control in 1977. Kansas, which reported a budget of 51,925 in 1973, did
not respond to the Tatest 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 1577,

Community Noise Control Budgets

Noise control budgets were reported by 140 communities, or 25 per-
cent of the 562 communities responding to the 1978 survey. In the 1974
survey, 46 communities, or 26 percent of the 184 communities responding,
provided budget data. Overall, the noise control budgets of the reporting
communities increased from approximately $1.9 million in 1973 to about $2.7
million in 1977. Appendix C lists, by EPA region, the budgets and per
capita data for the communities that reported noise control budgets in 1573
and/or in 1977.

Discussion and Analysis. There is a large variation in budgeted
funds and planned per capita expenditures among the responding communities,
reflecting different stages of noise program development, HNew York City had
the largest 1977 budget ($250,000}% followed by Phoenix, Arizona ($215,000).
Only five other cities reported budgets of $100,000 or more: Chicaga, I11inois;

! Information provided by EPA regional representative.
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Los Angeles and Long Beach, California; New Rochelle, MNew York; and Salt Lake
City, Utah.

The communities with a noise control budget of 510,000 or more and/or
planned per capfta expenditures for noise control activities of 15 cents or
greater in 1973 and/or 1977 are listed in Table 4-8. In the 1974 survey, 20
communities reported budgets for noise control of $10,000 or more, and in 1978,
55 communities reported budgets of $10,000 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
control activities.

On a per capita basis, New Rochelle, New York, ranks first amang the
562 responding communities, with planned expenditures of about $1.33 per
resident. 0Olympia, Washington, ranks second with per capita expenditures of
$1.20. At the other end of the spending scale, Qakland, California, reported
a 1977 per capita figure of about 0.1 cents, and 422 of the responding communi-
ties did not have a noise conirol budget in 1977.

Thirty-seven communities reported per capita budgets of 15 cents or
more in 1977 compared to only eight communities in 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 naise 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
noise control program. However, saveral communities with established noise
control programs have aliocated less, others considerably more, depending on
the severity of local noise conditions and the extent of citizen commitment

to noise control and abatement,

Jrends. From the limited data available, there is evidence that a
number of communities are increasing their budgets for noise control activities,
A comparison of the budget data of the communities responding to both the
1974 and 1978 surveys reveals that budgets were increased in 20 instances
and decreased in 16 athers. Those communities ave listed in Table 4-9. Another
tndication is evidenced by the fact that 22 communities with populations greater
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TABLE 4-8

COMMUNITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL
BUDGETS OF $10,000 OR MORE OR
15 CENTS OR MORE PER CAPITA
BUDGETED FOR NOISE CONTROL,
1973 AND 1977,

Queation 8A. "Please provide

a breakdewn of your surrent

notge control program budget.

If budgetary breakdowms are

not gvatiable, provide a .
floure for the total clloecation.”
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than 75,000 which did not have a budget for noise control in 1973 reported
noise control budgets in 1977. {Cnly communities with populations of
75,000 and over were included in the 1974 survey.) These communities are
also 1isted in Table 4-9, However, considering all cities over 75,000 in
population, there was a net decrease in funding as shown in the table, due
to the large decreases in Mew York City and Chicago noise control budgets.

Total Funds Allocated for Noise Control Programs

The total reported State and community budgets for noise control
activities in 1977 was $6.2 million compared to $3.9 miliion in 1973. A
comparison of the 1973 and 1977 reported budgets is shown in Table 4-10.

Table 4-10 indicates that the reported amount budgeted by the
States and communities increased about 60 percent between 1973 and 1977,
As indicated in this table, the funds budgeted in 1973 for noise control
activities were almost evenly divided between the States and communities,
In 1977, the States accounted for 57 percent of the total,

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

The increasing trend in funding for noise control activities is
clearly evident in Figure 4-4. Per capita planned expenditures in 1973
for the 16 States reporting noise control budgetary data in 1973 was 1.2
cents. In 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 increased to 6.8 cents
from 5.7 cents, or about 30 percent,during the same period.
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TABLE 4-9

COMMUNITIES WHICH INCREASED, INITIATED, OR DECREASED

THEIR NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
BETWEEN 1973 AND 19779

CITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENT

INCAEASED BUDGET

Colorado Springs, CO 8,847 1?
Columbia, SC 3,080 148
Frasno, CA 16,520 475
Grand Rapids, M| 16,614 166
Hauston, TX 14,283 137
Indianapolis, IN 35,470 933
Jacksonville, FL 17,300 1704
Kenosha, W) 7.550 1079
Los Angoles, CA 7,500 8
Milwauksas, Wi 14,6895 119
Norfolk, VA 22,800 1900
Gakland, CA 80 82
Oklahoma City, OK 5721 a3
Pasadona, CA 8,723 683
Pasadena, TX 147 42
Saginaw, MI , 18,160 1196
Ssattle, WA 33,200 80
Tampa, FL 4,504 184
Torrance, CA 16,522 70
Tulsa, OK 1.080 37

SUBTOTAL 250,706

INITIATED BUDGET

Akron, OH 43,900 100
Allantown, PA 67,000 100
Anahaim, CA 25,000 100
Arlington, VA 15,800 100
Columbus, GA 15,000 100
Denver, CO 37,280 100
Eugane, OR 12,980 100
Evansville, [L 8,876 100
Freamont, CA 20,000 100
Ft. Lauderdnle, FL 10,000 100
Hommond, IN 4,250 100
Huntsville, AL 10,000 100

0 Only thosa cormmunities which had a population of 75,000 or mare in

1978 are includad.

Question 84, Analysis of respomaes.
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TABLE 4-9 [CONTINUED)

CITY AND STATE CHANGE PERCENT

INITIATED BUDGET {Cont'd.)
Livonia, Ml 18,206 100
Newark, NJ 10,000 100
New Haven, CT 300 100
Norwalk, CT 636 100
Pawtucket, RI 1,000 100
Phoenix, AZ 215,000 100
Roclford, IL 1,500 100
San Diego, CA 55,300 100
Teolado, OH 4,800 100
Woshingten, OC 43,200 100

SUBTOTAL 620,027
DECREASED BUDGET
Aurora, CO 38,430 a8
Autstin, TX 3,750 100
Boston, MA 12,600 40
Bridgeport, CT 2,275 100
Charlotts, NC 76 100
Chicago, IL 79,345 38
Flint, Mi 160 100
inglewood, CA 16,500 32
Kolamazoo, MI 450 100
Lokewcod, CA 3,874 95
L.akewaod, CO 31,842 a9
Minnsapolis, MN 319 3
Montgomary, AL 560 100
New York, NY 700,000 74
Partland, OR 105,800 63
San Antonic, TX 4,018 100

SUBTGTAL 1,012,098
Nat Docraosa 141,365
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TABLE 410
SUMMARY QF STATE AND COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS, 1973 AND 1977

Noise Control Budgets 1%;3 1%37

State 1,991,093 (16)2 3,581,352 {20)
Commun ity 1,903,358 (45) 2,651,074 (140)
Total 3,894,451 6,232,426

Numbers in parentheses are numbers of States/communities reporting
noise control budgets.

Question 84. Analysis of responses,

B

FIGURE 4-4, STATE AND COMMUNITY PER CAPITA BUDGETS
FOR NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITY, 1973 AND 1977

r
]
|
] 1973 1977
|
]
\

The total population of the 20 States reporting a noise budget in
1977 was about 112 million, or about half the population of the United States.
Although considerable progkess has been made between 1973 and 1977, it 1s clear
that funding for noise control activities falls far short of being adequate.
Some of the noteworthy programs as well as problems are highlighted below.
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SUMMARY OF STATE AND COMMUMITY NQISE CONTROL BUDGETS

TABLE 4-1

BY EPA REGION, 1978

States Communi ties
EPA States Budget Per Capitaa Budget Par Capitaa

Aegion 5 ‘ ¢ 5 ¢

1. IE, W, VT, WA, RL, | 425,163 | 3.6 (3)° 3,635 | 2.3 (8)®
¢

Il. NY, NJ, PR, VI 172,077 0.61 (3) 368,850 3.9 {9)

III. PA, MD, DE, WV 24,000 0.3 (1) 175,000 10.8 {7)
VA, OC

Iv. NC, SC, TN, KY, MS, 207,775 0.7 (4) 146,265 7.1 (12)
GA, FL

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

VI. NM, OK, AR, LA, TX 0 0.0 {0} 96,327 4,1 {9)

VII. NE, KS, IA, MO 0 0.0 {0) 70,373 4,3 (9)

VIIL. MT, ND, SD, WY, UT, 3,000 0.1 {1) 250,527 16.7  {(18)
co

IX. CA, NV, AZ, HI 1,995,132 8,7 {3) 835,293 10.5 {35

X. WA, OR, ID, AL 245,600 4,5 (2) 265,660 2.5 ()
Tatal 3,581,352 1,9 (20) 2,651,074 6.8 {140)

% per capita budget data are based on all States and communities
responding to survey (see Appendices B and C}.

b Numbers in parentheses are number of States/communities reporting

noise control budgets.
Analysis of respongen,

Gueation 84.
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Noteworthy Programs

Among the States and communities reporting budgetary 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 levels over the four-year period 1973-1977.

falifornia ranked first among reporting States in overall planned
expenditures and fourth in planned per capita expenditures. Their funds were
allocated to the Office of Noise Control in the Department of Health for man-
power ($200,000)4 the California Highway Patrol for motor vehicle enforcement
activities ($375,000); the Department of Transportation for the Division of
Highways {$870,000); and the Division of Aeronautics ($200,000).

Hawaii ranked first in planned per capita expenditures for noise
control with 17.9 cents per capita. The reported 1977 budget totals $135,132
and 1s over twice the amount spent in 1973, Their planned expenditures are
for personnel ($118,780) and operating expenses ($16,352).

Arizona reported the largest increase in total budget and per capita
expenditures for noise control, It fncreased from $1,500 in 1973 to $215,000
fn 1977 while per capita expenditures are projected to jump to 12,1 cents from
.08 cents in 1973, Funds wil} go for personnel (340,000), equipment/instruments
{410,000} and barriers ($165,000).

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 those communities which responded to both the 1974 and 1978 surveys.
The Norfolk budget for noise control increased 1300 percent from $1,200 to
$24,000 over the four-year period,

Problem Areas

Despite the increased number of States and communities with funded
noise control programs, the lack of adequate funds is a major obstacle to
the development, implementation, and enforcement of noise control programs.
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Although the development and enactment of noise legislation represents
a major hurdle {27 out of 50 States currently have noise laws), even a more
difficult step is the establishment of a noise control program with a line
item budget for noise control. This appears to be a major hurdle facing
State governments, and may jeopardize the legislative intent and enforcement
objectives. Despite the fact that 27 States have some law with quantitative
provisions, only 19 States and Puerto Rico have budgets for noise cantrol to
support this legislation. While it is desirable to have a specific budget for
ncise control, other States and communities support noise control activities
with funds from sources other than noise control budgets.

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

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

growth.
INSTRUMENTATION AND EQUIPMENT

Definitions

One of the objectives of the survey was to detevmine the guantity of
sound instrumentation on hand for noise control programs. Sound instruments
are necessary for noise monitoring and for the effective enforcement of noise
control laws.

Noise instrumentation has been classified into nine categories:

1. Sound Level Meter -- Used to determine sound levels in decibels,
The more expensive versions are capable of measuring peak levels
from impllsive sources with a peak hold mechanism, and centain
an octave-band filter set for frequency analysis, The less
expensive versions measure A-weighted sound levels only,
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Microphone Calibrator -- Generates a known constant and high
Tevel sound pressure jevel, usually between 90 and 125 dB, at
either a single frequency or at a series of frequencies.

Sound Spectrum Analyzer -- Sometimes referred to as a frequency
analyzer, and is used to determine the frequency content of a
given noise. Octave-band, 1/3 octave-band, and narrow-band
capabilities are available.

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

Graphic Level Recorder -- Creates a permanent, reproducible
record of the results of a measurement by means of scribing a
line on a moving paper tape. As an accessory to sound and
vibration instruments, it can be used to record sound or
vibration levels over periods of time,

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

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

Real-Time Analyzer -- Provides a continuously varying display

of the frequency content of a noise signal 1n real-time (i.e.,

as 1t occurs). This type of operation usually requires a parallel
type of analyzer or some storage system, These units incorporate
nine computers or microprocessors which digitize sound level
measurements, perform statistical analyses and store the results
in memory for later retrieval. Complete octave, 1/3 octave, or
narrow-hand analyses may be performed by real-time analyses on

a continuous hasis.
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9. Community Noise Monitoring Systems -- Calculate the day-night
sound Tevel, equivalent sound ievel, and various statistical
distributions. Such systems are extremely useful for monitoring
over an extended period of time (24 hours or longer) without
attendant personnel since they can accumulate and analyze large
quantities of data.

Results

Table 4-12 identifies the types and quantity of instrumentaticn
reported by States and Tocal communities; sound level meters and microphone
calibrators are the only items of instrumentation available in any significant
quantity to the States and local communities. Twenty-four States and 174
communities have at Jeast one sound level meter., Twenty-two Statas and 128
communities have at Teast ene microphone calibrator, There are 106 communities
with one sound level meter but only 76 of these communities have microphone
calibrators. This could imply that there are 30 communities using sound lavel
meters possibly out of calibration due to the unavailabijity of calibrators.
The validity of such measurements would be questionable. If this were the case,
however, responding States and localities may have taken it for granted that
sound level meters cannot be used without calibrators and therefore would not
separate these instruments in their responses.

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

In addition, dual purposes can be served by equipment such as community
noise monitoring systems in monitoring community noise levels for baseline
surveys, trends, and land use planning as well as for enforcement. Many more
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TABLE 4-12

STATE AND L.OCAL SOUND MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS INSTRUMENTATION

Sound Sound Amplitude Graphic | Vibration | Magnetic Cominuni
Instrument | Level | Microphone | Spectrum | Distribution Level Meters & Tape Real-Time Noise
Quantity Meters | Calibrators | Analyzers | Analyzers Recorders | Accelerom-| Recorders | Analyzers | Monitor
eters ' Sys tem
State Respondents
1 1 ] 8 10 12 6 7 7 9
2 3 2 5 1 4 0 3 0 1
3or .20 19 4 1 1 1 4 0 3
more
Local Community Respondents
1 106 76 39 10 30 1" 21 4 18
2 39 28 4 2 4 0 11 0 3
3or 29 | 24 3 0 0 i 6 2 5
more

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

Queation 94. "For each instiument or pitece of equipment ligted below, pleuse indicute
the quantity currently on hand for your notse control program."
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tape recorders and graphic level recorders are being used to issue permanent
records where enforcement violations are contested in court. For example, St.
Louis County has never lost a noise enforcement case since these recordings
are part of all enforcement proceedings,

For the most part, where noise legislation contains maximum noise
levels not to be exceaded, simple sound level meters are adequate. Qverall,
different types of noise legislation will require different instrumentation.
Thus, equipment requirements should be a decisive factor in the type of noise

lagislation deveioped.

Analysis

The quantity of equipment possessed by communities was cempared with
the legislative and enforcement results in an attempt to find correlaticns
between these factors, There is a definite relationship between the stage of
noise program development and the type and quantity of noise instrumentation.
Ninaty-one communitias that have noise Tegislation with specific performance
requirements and are enforcing their legislation reported having at least one
sound level meter. A sound level meter is the fundamental piece of anforce-
ment equipment. Fourteen communities with no program (neither legislation nor
enforcement) have sound level meters, and a few of these communities alsc have
other instrumentation to do a statistical analysis. It is possible that these
communities have proposed legislation and the instruments were used to conduct
baseline surveys and assist in the development of responsive legislation,

Table 4-13 shows that there are 200 communities (55 percent of those
responding to the question) that have existing legislation but do not have
any equipment on hand. This could be due to the fact that some of these com-
munities only have nuisance-type legislation and hence do not require sound
instruments. Only with quantifiable noise legislation, however, and the
enforcement of this legfsTation with approved equipment will enforcement
citations stand up in court. It is also interesting to note that there
are 22 communitias that have instrumentation but no legislation.

Table 4-14 presents the number of communities with equipment as a
function of law enforcement. There are 129 communities that enforce legisla-
tion and have at least one instrument. However, there are 133 communities that
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TABLE 4-13

NUMBER OF COMMUMITIES WITH EQUIPMENT
RS A FUNCTION OF THE EXISTING LAWS

Quantity of] Are There Existing Laws?
Equipment
Yes Mo
0 200 99
>l 166 22
TABLE 4-14

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

Quantity of| Do You Enforce Noise Laws?
Equipment X
Yes No
8] 133 117
>l 129 30
TABLE 4-15

NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES WITH EQUIPMENT
AS A FUNCTION OF THE ENFORCEMENT PROBLEM
DUE TQ INADEQUATE INSTRUMENTATION

Quantity of| Significance of Enforcement Problem
Equipment Due to Inadequate Instrumentation
Minimal Significant
0 63 28
>l 43 60
4-32
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enforce legislation but do not have any equipment. Again these communities

may have no legislation yet or only nuisance-type of legislation. Hote also,
from Table 4-12 that 174 communities have at least one sound level meter. This
implies that 174 communities have the capability of enforcing a noise ordinance
spacifying acoustic performance standards. However, it can be seen from Table
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
Jegislation. This could be due to (1) the absence of noise legislation, (2)
the lack of trained manpower, and (3) {nadequate instrumentation.

The question then arises whether the available instrumentation meets
the needs of the communities for noise legislation and enforcement requirements.
As shown in Table 4-15, 60 communities with one or more sound level meters have

significant enforcement problems due to inadequate instrumentation. It is
difficult to mount an enforcement program effectively with only one or two sound

leve)l 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.
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V. STATE AND LOCAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The inftial step in creating a noise control program is to develop an
awareness of the seriousness of the noise problem at the State and local level.
Davelopment of awarenass is followed by the initiation of noise control legis-
lation. Once legistation 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
coordination of the program among the participating State and local agencies.
And such a program requires establishing a fiscal budget for the necessary
resources, allowing for the hiring of necessary personnel and the purchase of
nojse measurement equipment. Unfortunately, many States and communities
have noise control laws on the books with no single program office or enforce-
ment agency to conduct the program. Of those which do have some structure and
enforcement capability, many report either no funding or inadequate levels
of funding. Thus, a key problem which must be borne in mind when drawing
conclusions based on this chapter is that there is no strict definition
of what constitutes a2 "noise control prdgram.“ These data represent the
respondents' personal evaluations of what constitutes a noise control program,

EXISTENCE OF NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
State Programs

Table 5-1 gives the number of State nofse contrel programs in existence.
However, not a}l of these States have specific noise control budgets., In the
States with no noise budget or a minimal one, the legislative intent and enforcement
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objectives of programs are severely jecpardized, The failure to 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 5-1
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
Number of State Responses 33
Number of States Having a Noise Control Program 18
Percent of Responding States Having a Program 55%

Queation 7A. '"Does your govermment have a noige control program?”

When the States were requested to rank the factors that inhibit
establishment of noise control programs, they indicated their chief problem
as one of gfving nofse a high prierity in relationship to other pregrams. The
next most important factor, as indicated in Table 5-2, was cost. A related
factor, "not a problem," was third. (Some States responded in more than one
category.) The perception of nofse control efforts as costly demonstrates the
misunderstanding of the minimal cost requirements of nofse pragrams. Further
educational efforts by EPA and other concerned agencies are clearly indicated.

TABLE 5-2

FACTORS DESCRIBING WHY STATES DO NOT
HAVE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Factor Number of States

Not a priority problem

Too costly

Not a problem

Nething can be done

Not a responsibility of community
Opposition from industry

L B T b B o S R Us )

Guegtion ?B. "Which of the following factors deseribes why your commmiiy
doeg not have a neiae control progrem?'
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Table 5-3 gives the number of local noise control programs in

existence.
TABLE 5-3
LOCAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
Number of Community Responses 539
Number of Communities Having 2 Noise Control Program 150
Percent of Responding Communities Having a Program 28%

Question 74.  "Does your govermmenmt have a noise comtrol program?”

Generally, large communities and communities with high population
densities are the ones which have noise control programs (Table 5-4).

The principal reason for the absence of noise control programs in
the communities, identified by 42 percent of the respondents, is the same as that
at the State ievel, i.e., lack of priority. The second most important reason is
cost, and here again, the inappropriateness of and need to remedy this
perception must be emphasized. Table 5-5 {1lustrates the percentages-accorded
to each factor.
TABLE 5-4
COMMUNITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
{Percent Response)

Community Population and Density Percent Yes Response

" Population

Greater than 250,000 45%
100,000 ~ 250,000 41%
50,000 - 100,000 29%
25,000 - 50,000 20%
Population Density (persons per square mile)
Greater than 5,000 38%
2,500 - 5,000 294
Less than 2,500 18%
Queation 74, Arnalyais of Responges by Fopulation and Fopulation Deng?iu.
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TABLE 5-5

FACTORS DESCRIBING WHY COMMUNITIES DO HNOT
HAVE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Factar Number of Communities
Not a priarity problem 264
Too costly 135
Not a problem 139
Community not responsible 32
Opposition from industry 29
Nothing can be done 24

{627 RESPONSES)

Question 7B,  "Which of the following factors deseribes why your community
dees not have a noise control progrem?”

Community response concerning operation of a noise control program
{Tahle 5-3) revealed that the Tarce majority (72 percent) do not have such
programs. Out of 539 communities responding, only 150 repiied affirmatively.
This contrasts sharply with the positive response, alsc 539, to the quastion
of having noise control laws. Table 5-6 illustrates the contrast.

TABLE 5-6

NOISE CONTROL LAWS COMPARED TO HAVING NOISE
PROGRAMS IN SAME CCMMUNITIES

Question Yes Ho Total
Have noise control laws? 412 (76%) 127 (24%) 539
Have noise control programs? 150 {28%) 389 {72%) 539

COMPONENTS OF NGISE CONTROL PROGRAMS
State Programs

The respondents were asked to rate possible program activities in
terms of impartance to their programs, At the State Tevel this rating is

5-4
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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 expenditure
projects, such as highways, undertaken by States. Nevertheless the budgetary
resources and manpower regquired for this activity drain resources from
activities which would have a more direct impact on State noise problems and
on their ¢itizens' awareness of these matters, The table indicates that
registration of complaints {is the third major activity. This may imply both
great public concern with noise problems and the lack of a strong and compre-
hensive State and/or local program to resolve noise problems. Data are not
available on the extent to which complaints made to State agencies may be
referred to community enforcement agencies, but State-community cooperation

is indicated in this area.

TABLE §-7

STATE NOTISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES
PERCENT OF PROGRAM EFFORT

Activity Percentage
Environmental Impact Report Preparation 30.7%
Development of Noise Control Legislation 23,1%
Complaint Handling 15.4%
Monitoring/Social Services 15.4%
Enforcement 7.7%
Public Education 7.6%
General Administration 0
Research 0

Question 7C.  "Please rank each of the following activities on the basis of
the effort deveted te sach by the notse control program,"

5-5



Community Programs

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.

gach activity.

Queation 7C.

TABLE 5-8

COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES
PERCENT OF PROGRAM EFFORT

Activity Percentage
Complaint Handling 27.8%
Enforcement 17.8%
Development of Noise Laws 13.7%
Environmental Impact 12,5%
Surveys 8.7%
Public Education 7.8%
Geperal Administration 7.2%
Research 4,7%

Table 5-8 shows the percentage of responses for

"Please rank each of the following activiiies on the basis of
the effort devoted to each by the noise control program."

MAJOR PROBLEMS IN CREATING PROGRAMS

States and communities were asked to rank the impertance of nine
specified problems encountered in astabifshing and enforcing noise control
programs. The percent responses for these problems for States and communities,

respectively, are shown in Tables 5-9 and 5-10.

The four major problems for States in order of rank are:

lack of

marpower, inadequate budget, lack of political support, and lack of citizen
support. For communities, the leading problems are inadequate budget, lack of

manpower, untrained personnel, and lack of effective legisliation,

The main differ-

ence in these rankings is the greater significance of untrained personnel at the
community level and lack of political support and citizen support at the

State level.

5-6
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The community responses to the nine major problems Tisted in Table 5-10

were compared with the community responses to a number of other questions
asked in the survey. In general, correlations were found between the major
problems, enforcement preblems, and the reasans for not having a neise control
program. The major problem, lack of political support, is related to the
enforcement problem (see Chapter IIL}, 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
support as a major problem, and "not a priorfty problem" as a reason for

lack of a program,

TABLE 5-9

STATE RANKINGS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS
PERCENTAGE OF STATES CONSIDERING PROBLEM SIGNIFICANT

Major Problems Percentage
Lack of Manpower 19.8%
Inadequate Budget 18.0%
Lack of Political Support 16.2%
Lack of Citizen Support 13.5%
Lack of Effective Legislation 12.6%
Untrained Personnel B.1%
Enforcement Problems 6.3%
Inability to Demonstrate Succass 2.74
Inability to Meet Objectives 2.7%

Queation 114. "Pleagse indicate the major problems facing your noise control
efforts.”

547



TABLE 5-10

COMMUNITY RANKINGS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS
PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITIES CONSIDERING PROBLEM SIGNIFICANT

Major Problems Percentage
Inadequate Budget 16.5%
Lack of Manpower 15.7%
Untrained Personnel 13.6%
Lack of Effective Legislation 12.7%
Enforcement Problems 10.9%
Lack of Poilitical Support 19,8%
Lack of Citfzen Support 9.5%
Inability to Demonstrate Success 5.3%
Inability to Meet Objectives 4.8%

fueation 114. "Please indicate the major programs facing your netse control
efforts,”

COVERAGE OF NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Based on self-evaluation, the progress that has been made in combatting
noise emanating from different noise sources by State and community programs’
is shown in Table 5-11 and Table 5-12. At both the State and community
level, the greatest progress was made in controlling industrial and
entertainment noise. Control of public and private entertainment noise 1s
fairly easy, since non-quantitative, nuisance-type Taws can be used by
the local police. Hence, this ranking as number one for communities may simply
indicate that many communitfies are doing what is easy to do. Also, young
people, often major offenders in this category, have little political power
in the community.

The relative progress between States and communities in a given
field stems from the level of government which usually has jurisdiction in the
field. For exampie, more local progress, as compared with State progress,
has been made in controlling animals and building requirements, The reverse
situation is true for motorcycles, automobiles, trucks, buses, and recreational

5-8
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vehicles, These latter sources are all transportation areas in which State

law usually predominates. Note that neither States nor communities have indi-
cated much progress in the fields of afrcraft and railroad operations, apparently
feeling that Federal law must be used in these cases,

TABLE 5.11

SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS IN REDUCING NOISE LEVELS
' OF VARICUS NOISE SOURCES MADE BY
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Percent
Number of 38
Noise Source af State
States | Responses
Industrial Activities 6 16%
Public and Private Entertainment 4 11%
Motorcycles 3 8%
Trucks 3 8%
Automobiles 3 8%
Recreational Vehicles 3 %
Buses 2 5%
Construction Equipment 1 I
Home Power Equipment 1 ;4
Aircraft 0 0
Antmals 0 ¢
Railroad Operations 0 0
Garbage Compactors 0 0
Public Service Vehicles 0 0

Question 113. 'How much progress has been made by your program in'redueing
the noitge levels or notse intrusiveness from the folleowing
notse gources?




TABLE 5-12

SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS I[N REDUCING MOISE LEVELS OF
VARIQUS NOISE SOURCES MADE BY COMMUNITY MOISE
CONTROL PROGRAMS

NHumber | Percent of
Noise Source of 542
Communi-{ Community
ties Responses
Public and Private Entertainment 104 19%
Industrial Activities 98 18%
Animals 69 13%
Construction Equipment 61 11%
Motorcycles 53 10%
Home Power Equipment 46 8%
Automobiles 44 8%
Garbage Compactors 42 8%
Trucks 39 7%
Recreational Vehicles 25 5%
Buses 25 5%
Publie Service Vehicles 25 H
Afrcraft 21 4%
Railroad Operations 17 3%

Question 11B. '"How much progress has been made by your program in reducing
the noige levels or notge intrusiveness from the following
notge sources?"

EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE PROGRAMS

The effectiveness of the State noise control programs described in
this chapter can be determined from the data develgped in previous chapters,
This is done by tracing a path from public awareness to accomplishments, For
example, the importance of each noise source as a State noise problem was
discussed fn Chapter II, Chapter [II examined the relative amounts
of legislation and enforcement that had been passed for each source.

Finally the amcunt of State noise control program progress is examined
in this chapter. Thus, a sequence has been established in which each
noise source is viewed in terms of:
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’ The frequency with which the probiem sccurs

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

] The number of enforcement actions taken under this
legisiation

) The effectiveness, in terms of source noise reduction,
occurring as a result of the enforcement.

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

For a program that 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 preblem, enactment and enforcement of motorcycle noise laws should have
a high priority, and progress in controlling motorcycle noise should be
indicated.

Examination of the entries fn Table 5«13 shows that the range of
effectiveness of 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
serious problem, motorcycles, noted by 58 percent of the States, only 59 percent

passed appropriate legislation, only 14 percent enforced this legislation, and as
a consequence, achieved only a 14 percent reduction in motorcycle noise,

EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNITY PROGRAMS

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

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

5-11



THE RESPONSES TO THESE PROBLEMS, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESPONSES

TABLE 5-13
RANKING OF THE MOST OFTEN IDENTIFIED STATE NOISE PROBLEMS,

Number
Having
Problem

(Percent of

Number With
Quantifiable
Legislation
& Specific
Nojse
Provisions

{Percent of

Number With
Enforcement
Actions

(Percent of

Number With
Significant
Reduction

(Percent of

38 Total Those Having Those Having Those Having
Rating Noise Source Responses) Problem) Problem ) Problem}
1 Motorcycles 22  (58%) 13 {59%) 3 (13%) 3 {14%)
2 Trucks 22 (58%) 12 (55%) 4 (18%) 3 (14%)
3 Industrial Activities 18  {47%) 8 (44%) 4 (22¢) 6 (33%)
4 Automobiles 17 {45%) 10 (59%) 2 (12%) 3 (18%)
.5 Aireraft 17 (45%) 1 { 6%) 0 0 0 0
6 Buses 16 (42%) 9 (56%) | 2 (133) 2 (13%)
7 Construction Equipment 13 (34%) 5 {38%) 2 (19%) 1 { 81)
8 Raflroad Operations 11 {29%) 3 (27%) 2 {18%) 0 0
9 Garbage Compactors 9 (24%) 4 (44%) 2 (22%) 0 0
10 Recreational Vehigles (212) 7 (88%) 2 (25%) 3 (38%)
11 Public and Private 7 (18%) 8 (114%) 4 (57%) 4 (57%)
Entertainment
12 Pubtic Service Vehicles 6 {16%) 3 {50%) 2 {33%) 0 0
13 Animals (16%) 2 {33%) 1 (17%) 0 0
14 Home Power Equipment (16%) 5 (83%) 2 (33%) (174)
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TABLE 5-14

RANKING OF THE MOST OFTEN IDENTIFIED COMMUNITY NOISE PROBLEMS, THE RESPONSES TO
THESE PROBLEMS, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE RESPONSES

Number With
. Quantifiable Number With Number With
Number Having | Legislation Enforcement Signi ficant
Problem & Specific Actions Reduction
Noise
Provisions
{Percent of {Percent of (Percent of {Percent of
542 Total Those Having Those Having Those Having
Rating Noise Source Responses ) Problem ) Problem) Problem)
1 Motorcycles 360 (68%) 165 {(45%) 58 (15%) 53 (14%)
2 Trucks 353 (65%) 158 (45%) 46 (13%) 39 (11%)
3 Automobiles 315 (58%) 164 (52%) 48 (15%) 4 (144}
4 Railroad Operations 226 (424) 49  (22%) 19 { 8%) 17 { 8%)
5 Buses 188 (35%) 142 (76%) 16 ( 9%) 26 (13%)
6 Aircraft 188 (35%) a0  (21%) 9 { 5%) 21 (11%)
7 Animals 170 (31%) 102 (60%) 57 (34%) 69  (41%)
] Construction Equipment 151 (28%) 129 (B5%) 44 (29%) 61 {40%)
9 Public and Private 147 (27%) 149 {101%) 59 (40%) 106 (71%)
Entertainment
10 Industrial Activities 145 (27%) 166 (114%) 77 (53%) 98 {684%)
11 Garbage Compactors 124 (23%) 66 (53%) 27 (22%) 22 (34%)
12 Recreational Vehicles 79 (15%) 91  (115%) 16 (20%) 25 {(32%)
13 Home Power Equipment 69 (13%) 109 {1582} 36 {52%) 46 {67%)
14 Public Service Vehicles 63 (12%) 68 (108%) 15 (24%) 25  (10%)




Examination of the entries in Table 5-14 shows that the §ange 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 censequence, achieved only a 14 percent
reduction in metorcycle naoise.

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 reduction averages only 12 percent,

STATE PROGRAM ELEMENTS

A broad overview of current State activities in the field of noise
contrel can be obtained by reviewing the responses to eight selected guestions,
These are summarized in Table 5-15., Almost three quarters of the respondents
believe noise is of growing concern in their States, and almest all of these
believe nofse affects the health and welfare of the citizens in the State.
0f the 29 States that view the noise issue with growing concern, 11, or about
38 percent, have indicated the existence of some sort of legislatien designed to
control noise, and have money, persannel and equipment to implement the
legislation. Five States have enacted Tegislation without recognizing a
growing concern for noise, and only one of these, Montana, viewed the issue
as a health problem,

txactly 70 percent, or 28, of the State raspondents indicated possession
of some sort of nojse-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, recognition of noise as a current or potential problem,
having perhaps both health and economic implications, 15 a necessary first step
in creating an enforceable noise control program. The fact that this first
step was only partially followed by the required succeeding steps confirms a cen-
clusion drawn from the survey which indicated that the most frequently desired
area of assistance from EPA consists of education and training programs.

§5-14
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TABLE 5-15
SUMMARY OF STATE PROGRAM ELEMENTS
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VI. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS

One of the major objectives of the 1978 survey was to provide the
information necessary to make the EPA technical assistance program responsive
to State and local needs. Officials were asked to rate nine areas of support
presently available from EPA and to {dentify which of 11 possible areas of

future assistance they considered most desirable in terms of meeting their needs.

VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE

State Programs

Table 6-1 ranks the perceived value for States of the nine areas of
EPA support presently available. Of those products and services mentioned,
general support, noise emission standards, and training workshops appear to be
the most valuable, while assessment guides are the least valuable.

A substantial need exists on 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,

The most frequent prohlem cited by State authorities in enforcing neise
control legislation was inadequate manpower, and communities Tisted this as the

second most significant problem, Well-conceived and well-planned training programs



and workshops under the sponsorship or direction of competent EPA personnel

would go far toward relieving the shortage of manpower trained in environmental

noise measurement and control.

TABLE 6-1
VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE TO STATES
Areas Of Assistance of gé‘i"gﬁﬁses REEESSE‘SS
General Support 19 15,2%
Noise Emission Standards 17 13.5%
Training Workshops and Program 12.8%
Guidelines 16
Instrumentation, Test, Loan or 11,24
Advice 14
Federal Regulations 13 10.4%
Model Legislation 13 10.4%
Cost and Technology Reports 12 9.6%
Moise Level Recommendations 12 9.6%
Assessment Guides 9 7.2%
Total 125 100%

Question 10A. 'Please rank each of the following products or sevvices
available from the U.5. Environmental Protection Agency
on the basis of their actual value to your program.”

Communi ty Programs

Table 6-2 gives the perceived value for communities of the nine areas
of EPA assistance presently available. A comparison of communities with States
shows that both value noise emissfon standards highly., However, training work-
shops and general support at the State level are replaced by noise level rec-
ommendations and model legislation at the commmity level.

6-2
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TABLE 6-2
VALUE OF AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES
preas OF Assistance o himber | et
Moise Emission Standards 151 14,5%
Noise Level Recommendations 143 13.8%
Model Legislation 140 13.4%
Federal Regulations 127 12.2%
General Support 118 11.3%
Training Yorkshops and Program 115 11.0% ;

Guidalines
Instrumentation, Test, Loan or 113 10.8%

Advice ‘
Assessment Guides 73 7.0% F
Cost and Technology Reports 62 5.9%

Total 1042 100%

Question 104, '"Please rank each of the following products cr gervices
available from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
on the basta of their avtual value to your pregrom.”

DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE
State Programs

Table 6-3 gives the areas in which EPA assistance is desired by States.
The first three areas of desired assistance are;

(] Personnel training/workshops
(] Noise measurement ipstrumentation
. Effective noise control methods.

It is somewhat difficult to compare the EPA assistance being used
(Table 6-1) with the EPA assistance desired (Table 6-3) since somewhat dffferent
assistance areas were used in each case., However, training/workshops is both
used and desired. This reinforces the conclusion reached previousiy, that ade-
quate manpower is one of the greatest needs of the States. The other two most

6-3



desired assistance areas in Table 6-3 (instrumentation and control methods)
could perhaps be equated with the General Suppor:-area of Table 6-1, Thus,
States seem to be consistent in expressing a desire for additional assistance
in areas that have proven valuable in the past.

TABLE 6-3

DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE FOR STATES
Number Percent
Areas Of Assistance 0f Responses Responses
Parsonnel Training/Workshops 25 13,5%
Noise Measurement Instrumentation 21 11.4%
tffective Noise Control Methods 21 11.4%
Manpower 19 10.3%
Public Information Materials 18 9.7%
Noise Control Program Guidelines 16 8.7%
Enforcement Procedures 14 7.6%
Land Use Planning Guidelines 14 7.6%
Noise Assessment Guidelines 13 7.0%
Federal Noise Control Methods 12 6.5%
Model Legislation 12 6.5%
Tota) 185 100%

Queation 10B. "Please indicate which of the jfollowing areas of EF4
asegistance would be of significant value to your notase
eontrol effort in meeting legislative and programmatic
needs, "

Community Programs

Table 6-4 shows the areas in which EPA assistance is desired by
communitias. A comparison of presently used assistance (Table 6-2) with
future desired assistance {Table &-4} for the first three areas in each
table is interesting. Presently used assistance areas, i.e., standards,
recommendations, and legislation, are those required in the eariiest stage
of noise program development., The desired assistance areas, i.e., control
methods, personnel training, program guidelines, and {nstrumentation, 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
government level, noise contral programs are at a very early stage of
development,

DATA INTERPRETATION

Note that in Tabies 6-1 through 6-4, the most "valuable" area is
the one having the greatest number of responses, These responses are the
sum of those received from several States. Unfortunately, every State
did not evaluate each assistance area on the list. Thus, there is no
single number of responding States applicable to the table.

The interpretation of question 10A as referring to present assistance
areas and question 10B as referring to future assistance areas might be
questioned. This interpretation hinges on the respondent's equating “actual

value" with the present time (question 10A}, and "would be of value"
with future time (question 10B). A certain potentiality for confusion

TABLE 6-4
DESIRED AREAS OF EPA ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITIES
Areas Of Assistance g:?gﬁ:sg: R:g;gﬁggs

Effactive Noise Control Methods 303 10.7%
Personnel Training/Workshops 300 10.6%
Noise Control Program Guidelines 285 10.7%
Noise Measurement Instrumentation 277 9.8%
Noise Assessmant Guidelines 2717 9.8%
Enforcement Procedures 260 9.2%
Model Legislation 252 8.9%
Public Information Materials 246 B.7%
Manpower 212 7.5%
Federal Neise Control Methods 206 7.3%
Land Use Planning Guides 195 6.9%

Total 2,813 100%
Quegtion 108, tplease indicate which of the following areas of EPA

assistance would be of significant value to your noise
control effort in meeting legislaiive and rrograrmatic

needs. "
65



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 desired assistance bear a close relationship to the
sequence of subjects discussed in previous chapters of this report, That is,
the amount of desired assistance is inversely related to the program progress.
Governments with little progress request a significant amount of assistance;
those with well-established programs request less,

Inadequate resources frequently 1imited State and local efforts and
were identified as major assistance requirements. The greatest resource needed
was additional trained personnel. Requests in this category encompassed advice
on upgrading the training of existing staff, EPA training courses, guidelines
for the selaction and hiring of personnel, and provision of supplementary
personnel on an as-needed basis to fncrease the level of program expertise.

Many States and communities specifically cited ﬁnadequate funds as a
factor limiting their noise control efforts or as an area where assistance was
necessary. Due to the data 1imitations of the survey, the extent of State and
municipal needs for financial assistance is significantly underrepresented.
Further, fulfillment of many of the other identified requirements (e.q.,
additional personnel, purchase of instrumentation) s based upon the avail-
abiiity of additional monfes. For those States and communities which have
not Initiated noise control activities, funding is a major barrier to
establishment of a program.

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

This section describes those EPA activities and programs relating to,
or having an impact on, the EPA State and local technical assistance program,
Thase activities and programs were efther inaugurated by the Quiet Communities
Act of 1078, or are continuing programs ariginating in the Noise Control Act
of 1972, The brief descriptions given in this sectien are intended to provide to
State and local government officials an indication of the variety of EPA
programs that are available to assist them {n their noise contrel efforts.
Also given s the statutory authority for the program and the EPA organization
created to aid these officials,

THE STATUTORY BASIS FOR THE PROGRAM

The first national noise control legislation in the United States was
the Noise Control Act of 1972, Under this law the Environmental Protection
Agency was mandated to;

8 Identify major sources of noise

] Regulate those identified sources

s Propose aircraft noise standards to the FAA
) Label noisy products

] Engage in research, technical assistance, and dissemination
of public {nformaticn, and

. Coordinate all Federal noise control efforts,

7-1
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As provided in this Act, State and local governments retain primary
responsibility for the control of nojse. It neither imposed specific require-
ments an States and communities, nor did it astablish a comprehensive Federal
assistance program to support their activities, Furthermore, EPA did not
have statutory authority to provide funds to ather levels of government for
the establishment or maintenance of noise control programs.

Recognizing the inability of the EPA to support State and local
programs, Congress passed the Quiet Communities Act of 1978. On Novamber 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 comprahensively and effectively with the potential dangers and {11
effects of excessive noise.

OBJECTIVES OF.THE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

To carry out the expanded authority provided by the Quiet Communities
Act, a revised State and Tocal technical assistance program has been organized
by EPA around the basic objectives of:
] Increasing the number of effactive State and Tocal noise
contrael programs to complement Federal regulatory actions
) Expanding public knowledge and awareness of the effects of
environmental noise on health and welfare

'] Initfating and enhancing demonstration programs in all
areas of State and local noise control

. Conducting research on noise reductfon techniques applicable
to the most prominent community noise problems

s Assessing cost requirements, feasibility and effectiveness
of State and local noise control programs,

7-2
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PROGRAM ORGANIZATION

EPA established the Technical Assistance Branch {in the State and
Local Programs Division of the Office of Noise Abatemenp and Control) to
achieve the technical assistance program objectives. The Regional Noise
Program Chiefs in the ten EPA Regional Offices work with State and Tocal
government officials in implementing these programs.

‘The States included in each Regional Office's jurisdiction are shown
in Figure 7-1, Each Regional Office has several noise control personnel,
and EPA anticipates that this manpower level will increase in future years.
Table 7-1 1ists the name, address and telephone number of each Regional Noise
Program Chief. To augment regional noise control capabilitfes, EPA, through
contractors, has held noise training courses, provided technical services to
the Regions, and used temporary personnel to supplement its permanent work
force, For example, the Intergovernmental Personnel Act {IPA) of 1970 permits
the temporary interchange of personnel among the Federa)l government, State
and local governments, and institutions of higher education to perform

mutually beneficial assignments,
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

To establish and maintain State and Tocal noise control capabilities,
fongress emphasized the use of State and local financial and tachnical assistance
in the Quiet Communities Act of 1978. As a result, EPA has developed financial
and technical assistance programs and activities designed to help States and
communtties 1dentify and remedy noise issues and problems. 8rief descriptions
of these programs and activities follow,

Training of Noise Control Personnel

EPA sponsors regienal noise workshops and seminars for State and Tocal
officials. Early workshops focused on stimulating awareness of the noise
problem through presentations on health effects, measuresment techniques and
instrumentation, and the EPA role in noisecontrol activities. The program
has now moved into its second phase, that of dissemination of specific data
on the formulation and enforcement of State and local noise legislation,
Although taflored to a particular audience, these seminars are more technically
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TABLE 7-1
EPA REGIONAL NOISE PROGRAM CHIEFS
EPA loise
Region States Address Program Chief Telephone
[ Matne, N.H,, Vt., JFK Building Mr. Al Hicks 617/2235703
Mass., R.[., Conn, Room 2113
Boston, MA 02203
1 N.Y., N.J,, P.R., 26 Federal Plaza Mr, Tom Q'Hare 212/264-2109
ae Raom 3076
Hew York, NY 10007
11 Pa., Md., Del., Curtis Building Mr. Patrick Ancdersen | 215/597-9118
W.Va., va, Roam 225
Gth & Walnut Strests
Philadelphia, PA 19106
4] N.C., S.C,, Tenn,, 345 Courtland Strest Dr, Kent C, Williams 404/881.3067
Ky., Miss., Ga., Atlanta, GA 30308
Fla., Alaska
v Wise,, IN,, Mich,, 230 S. Oearborn Street Mr, Horst Witschanke 312/353-2205
Ohio, Ind. Chicago, IL. 60604
VI H.Mex., Okla., First International Bldg. | Mr. Mike Mendias 214/749-3837
Ark., La,, Tex. 1201 Elm Street
pallas, TA. 75270
VII Nebr., Kans,, Iowa. 1735 Baltimera Street Mr. ¥incent Smfth 816/ 374-3307
Ma. Kansas City, MO 641C8
VIl Mont., N.Dak., 1860 Lincaln Street Mr, Robert Simmons i03/837-2221
5,Dak., Wyo., Suite 900
Utah, Cale, Denver, C0 60203
I Calif,, Nev,, Ariz, 100 Californiz Street Or. Richard Procunier 415/556-4606
San Franetsco, CA 94110
b 1200 Sixth Avenue Ms, Deborah J, Yamamoto 206/442-1253

Wash., Oreg,,
{daho

Room 11C
Seattle, WA 98101
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oriented and typically include laboratory measurement exercises and field trips
to monitor specific noise sources and enforcement technigues,

In July 1975, EPA published gquideiines for developing a training pro-
gram fn nofse survey techniques. This material {s intended to assist States
and communitfes in training technicians to make relfable measurements of simple
noise problems encountered in the communi ty.

EPA has also developed a noise training manual for three target
audiences: decisionmakers, environmental managers, and entry-Tevel noise
technicfans. It is being adapted into an accredited correspondence course
for State and Tocal noise control officials.

Instrumentation Activities

EPA provides technical advice to State and Tocal governments on the
types and uses of sound measurement and analysis instruments. Regional offices
Toan noise equipment on a 1imited basis for support of State and community
monitoring activities. EPA also evaluates instruments such as sound Jevel
meters and comunity noise monitoring systems.

Pevelopment of Improved Methods for Measuring and Monitoring Noise

EPA has developed a community noise monitoring and assessment manual,
This manual is designed to provide local community officials with uniform guide-
1ines for the design and implementation of a community manitoring program, in-
cluding a Tocally administered social and acoustical survey. EPA has developed
an automated system called LISTEN (Local Information System to Evaluate Noise)
to assist communities in assessing their noise problems and in planning their
strategy for abatinn and controlling noise. Three manuals have been developed
to describe the system and its associated computer programs. EPA will provide
computer services to communities on a Timited basis to assist in the analysis

of community-collected data.

Preparation of Model State and Local legislation

Both a Model Community Noise Control Ordinance and model State
noise control enabling legislation have been developed by EPA. To date,
20 States have incorporated Model Ordinance guidelines in their noise control

7-6
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programs. The model State law was developed in cooperation with the Council

of State Governments and was published by them in 1874, As a complement to

the model community ordinance, EPA is developing a Code of Recommended Practices
with simple and technically correct local enforcement procedures,

Financial! Assistance

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

s Financial assistance to States and communities for:

Problem identification

Noise contrel capacity building

Transportation noise abatement

Evaluation and demonstration of noise control techniques

. Establishment of regfonal technical assistance centers
o Pravision of assistance in staffing and training for State
and local programs

(] Maximum participation of older Americans in noise contral programs
(] Conduct of a natfonal environmental noise assessment

° Development of educational materials

(] Loans of equipment to States and communities

(] Increased noise research.

Grants and agreements will be awarded in limited amounts for periods

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

programs. They are not available as a primary funding source.

The Quiet Communities Program

In September 1977, EPA launched its first Quiet Communities Program
(QCP} research and demonstration project in Allentown, Pennsylvania. This is
a pilot project to demonstrate the appiication of the best available techniques
for local noise control, including a community noise assessment program,

7-7
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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 inftiated in mid-1979,

Allentown has completed the first two stages of the program: (1) 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 contro] ordinance has been drafted
and is currently being considered by Allentown's City Council. It is
anticipated that the nofse ordinance will be in effect by May 1979, Design
and development of responsive control and enforcement programs are currently
underway and will be implemented when the noise ordinance becomes effective.

ECHO Program

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

Currently, 51 communities are receiving, or are scheduled to receive,
technical assistance through the ECHO program. Assistance activities conducted
through ECHO during 1878 and 1979 {nclude:

Davelopment or strengthening of existing ordinances
Identification of specific community nofse problems
Initiation of public education pregrams
Advice on land-use planning control

" Training of local staff,

Regfonal Technical Assistance Centers

A number of regional technical assistance centers, using the
capabilities of universities and private institutions, will be established.
These centers will supplement the Regiona) effort in providing technical
assistance and training to State and local officials,

A

e

g

£



udy B e S

-

T U Y a3 G e UYL, et T T T

3

N |

Local Information System to Evaluate Noise

EPA is authorized in the 1978 Act to "develop and imnlement a
national noise environmental assessment program to identify trends in
noise exposure and response, ambient levels, and compliance data, and to |
determine the effectiveness of nojse abatement actions in communities through f
the c¢collection of physical, social and human response data."

.EPA has therefore developed a Local Information System to Evaluate
Noise (LISTEN}. Using sophisticated computerized techniques, LISTEN provides
a tool for evaluating the nature and extent af a community's noise problems
and aids in selecting the most cost-effective noise abatement procedures.

The first comprehensive application of LISTEN has baen compieted in
Allentown, Pennsylvania. It is currently being applied in Spokane, Washington,
and in 15 different Iowa communities.

Information Services

EPA has established a 1ibrary of technical information to serve the
nofse contral community. It uses a computeérized information retrieval
system to maintain noise data abstracted from Journmal articles. Inputs to the
system include information on spacific noise sources, control tecknology,
health effects of noise, measurement methodologies, and noise laws and regula-
tions. Copies of EPA reports and documents may also be cbtained from the
regional offices. An audiovisual library of training materials availabie for
Joan to State and local governments is also being developed.

ADDITIONAL EPA ACTIVITIES RELATED TO TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

There are a number of EPA activities which have an impact on State
and local noise control programs in addition to the technical assistance pro-
grams and activities discussed in the previous section,

Afrport Noise Abatement Planning

EPA assists airport proprietors and local jurisdictiens in analyzing
airport noise problems and examining alternative approaches to noise control.
The approach has been to suggest changes in both airpert operations and in
Tand use, which will be heavily stressed in the future. Cooperation of the
Faderal Aviation Administration has been essential.
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EPA is presently assisting the follewing airports: Rochester, New
York; Ft. lLauderdale, Florida; Cmaha, MNebraska; Bostan, Massachusetts; Atlanta,

Georgia; and Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania.

Raflroad Noise Abatement Planning

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 EPA assistance,
Jurisdictions can assess the impact of current rail noise on their ¢itizens
and project the impact anticipated as a result of the proposed Federal regu-
lation. Communities could then analyze prospects for taking various complementary
noise abatement actfons, especially in the land use area.

Highway Noise Abatement Planning

In cooparation with the Federal Highway Administration, EPA is devel-
oping a simplified highway noise prediction system for use by planners, high-
way officfals and other citizens, This system will evaluate the noise impacts
of highway system elements.

Public Education and Information

The Act directs EPA to expand its efforts in the area of public edu-
catfon and information on the effects of noise and what can bhe done to reduce
or control it.

This expanded effort will include providing noise education units

for schaols, program kits for civic, fraternal and religious organizations,
and information for hearing test centers, doctors, workers, public officials,

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

The National Information Center for Quiet was established to assist
with the processing of public raguests for noise education and information
materials and to conduct other activities which will increase national public

awareness of noise effects.
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Research

In 1978 EPA completed two {nvestigations dealing with people's per-
ception of noise and their attitudes about their noise environment:

. Comparison of Various Methods for Predicting the
Loudness and Acceptability of Noise

] The Urban Noise Survey.

The findings and conclusions of both investigations are being employed
in EPA environmental) noise impact assessment procedures, The Agency is also
currently studying State and Federa)] warker compensation programs for occu-

pational hearing loss.

In a joint effort with the Y.S, Air Force Aerospace Medical Research
Laboratory, two other studies were completed in 1978:

] Typical nofse exposures of Americans
(] Effects of nolse exposure greater than 24 hours on hearing.

In the area of technology research, a program with Purdue University
dealing with identification of truck noise sources and engine enclosure investi-
gations has been completed. Other programs initiated in FY 77 and contin-
uing through FY 79 deal with:

. Quiet truck technology
. Quiet tire technology
s Internal combustion engine technoltogy.

Transit and Pedestrian Malls

EPA is currently working with Fortiand and New York City on their
transit and pedestrian mall noise problems. The Urban Mass Transtt Administra-
tion (UMTA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation is cooperating. Under
evaluation are retrofitting of buses and developing medels for nofse predictian,
Similar activities are eligible for EPA assistance,
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIQNNAIRE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY
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Larmy Appruved
ONIH N TFaR009Y
N EONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN TREAD INSTRUCTIONG,
US. B SGNGENTA C PROTEETIAN AagCY | ON REVERSE BEFORE

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY COMPLETING FORM,

NOTE: Participation in this survey program is strictly an a veluntary basis, All rsturnad survey fuastionnaifes will becoma pubtic records,

1. AESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION
A.PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE FULL IDENTITY OF THE GQVERNMENT UNIT FOR \WHICH YQU ARE RESFONGING

1. CITY CR TQWN 2, COUNTY

3. 5TATE 4. OTHER

2, ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE DESCRIPTION

A, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS IN YOUR COMMUNITY ON THE BASIS OF PUBLIC CONCERN /0 = none, | = mirimal,
2 = significant, 3 = most importany)

1, CRIME 5, NOISE POLLUTION
2. URBAN RENEWAL 6. WATER POLLUTION
. HOUSING 7, TAAFEIC
4. AIA POLLUTION 8, OTHER fspecifv).
B. 15 THE NOISE ISSUE A GROWING CONCEAN IN C, 15 THE NOISE ISSUE VIEWED AS A PROBLEM AFFECTING THE HEALTH AND
YOUR COMMUNITY? CIYES ONo WELFARE OF THE CITIZENS IN THE COMMUNITY? Oves Ono CIDONT KAOW

O, HOW HAS YOUR GOVERNMENT GAINED AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE EXTENT OF THE NOISE ISSUE N YOUR AREA?
PLEASE AANK THESE FACTCRS (0 = nae, i = minimal, 2 = significant, 3 = most imporant).

v

1. FORMAL COMPLAINTS 8, NEWS MEQIA
2, GROUP ACTIONS 8. DTHER (specifv)
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS 7, DEN'T KNOW

4, SURVEYS/MONITORING
E, PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCES ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO YOUR AREA'S NOISE PROBLEM
{0 = none, I = minimal, 2 = significant, 3 = most importans),

1, AIRCRAFT 9, PUBLIC SERAVICE WEHILLES/ECQUIPMENT
2, TRUCKS 10. GARBAGE COMPACTORS

3, dUSES 11, RECAEATION VEHICLES

4, AUTOS 12.PUBLIC DA PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT
S, MOTOACYCLES {including sound system)

6, RAILACAD CPERATIONS 13, ANIMALS

7, CONSTRUCTICON EQUIPMENT 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT

8. INDUSTRIAL 16. OTHER (specific);

3, NOISE CONTHOL PHOGRAM LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

A, HDAS ENABHNG LEGISLATION BEEN ENACTED TO ESTABLISH AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
YES NO

B, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE NAME OR TITLE OF THE ENABLING LEGISLATION ALONG WITH ANY APPLICABLE CHAPTER OR
SECTION NUMBER, ALSO, PROVIDE THE DATE THAT THE ENABLING LEGISLATION WAS ENAGTED,

1, TITLE 2, CHAPTER 3, BECTION J4, DATE ENACTED

C. WAS EPA'S "MODEL COMMUNITY CONTAOL ORCHNANCE® USED (N FORMULATING THIS LEGISLATION? COvES  Ono

D, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT THE IDENTITY OF THE QFFICIAL WHO DIRECTS THE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM
1. NAME 2, TITLE 3, TELEPHONE (inciude Area Coue)

4, ORGANIZATION S5, ADDRESS (Sireet, City, State and Zip)

€, |F YOU HAVE NO ENABLING LEGISLATION, HAS ANY BEEN PROPOSED FOR ENACTMENT BEFORE THE CURRENT SESSION OF
THE GOVERNING BODY?  [JYES Ono

NQOTE: It wauld be mast appreclated if you would enciose # copy af eny éxisting or propased enabiing legistation with vour survay reaponis,
4, NOISE CONTROL LEGISLATION

A, ARE THERE ANY EXISTING LAWS OR ORDINANCES WHICH INCORPCRATE NOISE CONTROL PHOVISIONS?
Oves Ono

B.15 S0, PLEASE INDICATE EACH TYPE OF LEGISLATION AND RESPECTIVE TYPE CF ENFORCEMENT
AGENCY, USING THE CODES LISTED ON THE FCLLOWING PAGE, Ln IEA)

LEGISLAT!ICN TYPE (LTI AHD ENFIRCEMENT AGENCY (EA) ‘|

1, |
2 LEGISLATION TYPE (LT AME ENFORCEMEMT AGENCY (£4) [ f

EPA Hg Form BB30.6 {10-77)
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8.iF 80, PLEASE INDICATE EACH TYPE OF LEGISLATION AND RESPECTIVE TYPE OF ENFORCEMENT i {EA)
AGENCY, USING THE CODES LISTED BELOW /Cuntinued,: !

3 LEGISLATION TYPE [LTI AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY {EA)

4. LEGISLATION TYPE (LT} AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY {EA)

5, LEGISLATION TYPE (LT) AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCY (EA)

NQTE: It would bs mast appraciated it you wauld snclose copies of any existing or propased laws or ardinances incarporating naise cantrel pra.
visions with your survay respanse,

LEGISLATION TYPE CODE (LT) ENFORCEMENT AGENCY CODE (EA! NQ.QF EVENTS CODE
MC: MUNICIPAL QR CITY CODE/ AS . POLICE/SAFETY 0 NONE
OARINANCE PH . PUBLIC HEALTH 1 149
ZC - JONING CODE/QARINANCE EP- ENVIAONMENTAL/POLLUTION 2 50-99
VC - VEH|CLE CODRE CONTROL 3 100 -248
BC. BUILOING CODE PO« PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT <4 280. 488
HS - HEALTH/SAFETY CODE PW . PUBLIC WORKS 5 500 -999
AA . AIRCAAFT/AIRPOAT COCE BZ . BUILDING/ZONING & 1.000. 2,496
AC. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE TR. TRANSPORTATION 7 2,600-4,€99
S5 -5TATE STATUTE NA - NATURAL RESQURACES 3 5,600-9,909
OT-QTHEA OT-QTHER 9 10,000 AND OVER

C.IF ANSWER TO 4A IS "YES" PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING:

PLAGE AN X" NEXT TD THE NOISE SOURCE CONTROLS COVERED UNDER THE NOISE CONTROL PROVISIONS OF YQUR LEGIS-
LATION, QNLY IDENTIFY THOSE THAT INCLUDE PEARFORMANGE STAMDARDS -Jewibul ey develss,

0.1IF ANSWER TO 4 1S "NO" PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING:
DO YOU ANTICIPATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF AMY {JDISE RELATED LEGISLATION CVER THR NEXT TWO YEARS? TJves CIno

8. ENFORCEMENT

A, gsggg”g’l}l% GOVERNMENT ENFORCE THE NOISE CONTROL PROVIZIONS? LavES IINO  1F YOUR AMSWER IS "NC™ GO TO

B, PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING ENFORCEMENT DATA FOA THE PAST ACCOUNTING YEAH, ENTER ONE LINE FOR SACH
LEGISLATION TYPE LISTED IN RESPONSE TO QUESTION 4B, USING THE CODES INDICATED BELOW:

LT+ LEQISLATION TYPE LT NI mY Ve +& co
NI - NUMBER OF NOISE INVESTIGATIONS MADE
Nv-NUMAER OF VIOLATIONS FOUND
VC - NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS RESOLVED 8Y VOLUNTARY

COMPLIANCE
1IC.NUMBER OF VIOLATIONS RESULTING IN THE ISSUANCE OF CITATIONS
CO«NUMBER OF CITATIONS OVEARULED BY COURT OARER

PLpa

MATION IS NOT AVAILABLE, WARITE “NA" NEXT TO THE NQISE SQURCE CONTROL,

C. PLEASE LIST THF NUMBER OF SNIORCEMENT ACTIONS FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCE CONTROLS, IF INFOR.

1. AIACRAFT 10. GARBAGE COMPACTORS

2. TRUCKS 11, RECREATION VEHICLES

3, BUSES 12, PUBLIC/PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT
4, AUTRS 13, ANIMALS

8, MOTOACYCLES 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT

8, RAILROAD OFPERATIONS 15. BUILDING REQUIREMENTS

7. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 10, LANQ USE/ZONING

8, INDUSTRIAL 17, OTHER /3picifyy

9, PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT

.
0. WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS REDUCING THE EFFECTIVENESS CF YOUR MO!SE COMTROL BFEORT?
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (U = stony, 1 = mimimat, ¥ = signiticant, 3 = mioit imporrant:.

1. AIRCRAFT 10, GARBAGE COMPACTCRS B
2, TRUCKS 11, AECREATION VEHIGLES '
3. AUSES 12, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE ENTEATAINMENT fineliding sound

4, AUTOS SVSrers) -
. MOTORCYCLES 13, ANIMALS

6, RAILACAD OPERATIONS 14, HOME POWER CQUIPMENT

7, CONSTAUCTION EQUIPMENT 15, BUILOING REQUIREMENTS -
8, INDUSTRIAL 16, LAND USE/ZONING N
9, PUBLIC SEAVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT | {17 eTHER ppeci !

-

Fesl

L

-

| 8

1. AMBIGUOUS LEGISLATION ] 3. LACK OF CITIZEN §WPPORT AWAHRENESS
2. UNENFORCEAALE LEGISLATION I 8, INADEQUATE MANPOVIER
3. INADEQUATE INSTAUMENTATION 7 ENFORCEMENT AUTHORIT'ES GO NOT PRIQITI2ZE NCISE
4, INAREQUATE ENFORCEMENT/MEASUREMENT 8, ACTIONS ARE NQCT HELD IN COURT
PRCCEDURES 9. QTHER {speeily)

EPA Hg Form 88008 (10-77}
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6. PEASONNEL

CODES INDICATED BELOW,

PC . POSITION CODE ac
*s - PEACENT OF TIME QEVOTED TO

A, PLEASE COMLETE ONE LINE FOR EACH INDIVIOUAL \WWHO DEVOTES AT
LEAST 20% QF HIS/HER TIME TO NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES, USING THE

EXP 5T

PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBERS OF INDIVIDUALS,
8Y POSITION CODES AS IN A" WHO DEVOTE

LESS THAN 20% QF THEIR TIME TO NQISE CON-
TROL ACTIVITIES,

NOISE CONTAQL ACTIVITIES

PC ND.

EXP - FIELDQF EXPERIENCE

s

SY SUPPLEMENTARY TRAINING IN

L

THE FIELD OF NOISE CONTROL
feombined lengeh of all courses
takenj

FIELD OF EXPERIENCE CODE {EXP}

SUPPLEMENTARY TRAINING CODE (5T)

Jc0 MEDICAL SQIENCE 800 POLICE

160 ENGINEEAING 301 BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE 700 COMMUNITY BLANNING 1. LESS THAN ONE WEEK
101 ACOUSTICS 302 PUBLIC HEALTHSCIENCE 800 TAANSPOATATION 7 1 TG 2 WEEKS
200 PHYSICALSCIENCE 400 SDCIAL SCIENCE OPEAATIONS 3 2TO 4 WEEKS
201 ENVIRONMENTALSCIENCE 500 LAW 200 SAFETY OPERATIONS 3 MORME THAN & WEEKS

POSITION CODE (RC)

01 POLLUTION CONTRQL PAOGRAM DIAECTOR

Plans, organizes, snd directs tha profsssionsl, sdminjstrative ana
tachnical sctivitins af a legislatively dacreaa pallution conrral
proaram; evalustes program and personnael effactivenass; initiates
Improvaments.

02 ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST

Rirscra, supnrvieng, or gerforms wark which involves praviding
advice and agsintancs in program and administrative macrars
relating to tha dsvelopmant, axacution, and meintanancgs of ace-
quate anvironrmental programas,

03 ENGINEER

Parforms prafassianal #nginasring wark in an oftice ar in the
tiald; makas analysei and evaluations af enginesring problams;
provides profesnional aavice,

04 PHYSICAL SCIENTIST

Adminjsters, auperviss or perfarme research or othar pro-
fassionni andt scientiflc work in the Invastigation and appiication
of a aarticular flelo of the physicsl scisnces,

05 PUBLIC HEALTH SPECIALIST OR SANITARIAN, IN-
DUSTAIAL HYGIENIST

Ptang, davalops, sdministars, supsrylies, or performs work in

cetssting, sliminating, and praventing pubtie, Industriat, ar

snvirenmantal health hazards,

06 URBAN PLANNEA, LAND USE ANALYST
Supervites ar parforma professional wark in tha osvelgpmant of
Rlans tor the grasrly growin of mutropolitan areas.

07 ATTORNEY
No jon cmacription dsemed Necakiery,

11 ENVIAONMENTAL TECHNIGIAN OR INSPECTGR |
Unasr genersl supwvision, pariarms nonprafsessional work of a
tachnichl nature [N the anviranmaental fisid,

12 PQLICE
MNa job description deamad nucessary,

13 CLERICAL ORSECRETARIAL
No (ot dascriptian aeemed fAacessary.

99 OTHER
Thig catagary it to e used far individuals whase dutieg are not
caverad by any of the job descriptians pravicea sbave,

7. PROGRAM EFFORT

&, DOES YOUR GOVERNMENT HAVE A NOISE CONTROL PRO-
GRAM? myes  Owo

8. IF ANSWER TO 7A iS5 "*NQ", PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING:

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS DESCAIBE WHY, YOUR COMMUNITY DDES NOT HAVE A NCISE CONTROL PROGRAM?
PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (0 = none, ! = minimal, 2 = significant, 3 = most imporiant),

5. TOO COSTLY
8, QPPOSITION FRCOM INDUSTRY

1. NOT A PROBLEM
2. NOT A PRIORITY PROB LEM

3. NOTHING GAN BE DONE 7. DTHER {ipecifv).

4, NOT RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMUNITY

C, PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ON THE BASIS OF THE EFFORT DEVOTED TG SACH RY THE NOISE ON-
TROL PRQCRAN (7 = wne, [ o minimal, 2 = sipyificant, 3 = mast importans,),

1. ENFORCEMENT 6. MONITORING/SOCIAL SURVEYS

2. COMPLAINT HANOLING 7. AESEARCH

J. DEVELOPMENT OF NOISE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 8, GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

4, PUBALIC EDUCATION 9. OTHER fipeeifr))
NTALTMPFATT REFCRT PREFAHATION7

5. REVIEW

B, HUPGETARY DATA

A, PLEASE PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF YOUR CURRARENT NOISE CONTROL PROGHAM BUDG
NOT AVAILABLE, PROVIDE A FIGURE FOR THE TOTAL ALLOCATION, IF THE NOISE CON
ASSUCH ESTIMATES ARE ACCEPTABLE.

THE FOLLOWING DATA IS FOR THE YEAR BEGINNING /Mouth/ Year):

1. PEASONNEL 5 8. MON|TORING,SUAVEYS S

2, ENFORACEMENT 7. RESEAAGH

3, EQUIPMENT/ANITRUMENTS 8. OTHER /specityy;

4. PUBLIC EDUCATION TOTAL (I breakdown is not available).

85, BARRIEAS; NQISE CONTROL MATERIALY

8. PLEASE INDICATE THE TOTAL CURRENT BUDGET FOR YOUR GOVERNMENTAL UNIT fidentifled in Guestion 14N
i TOTAL GOVEANMENT UNIT BUDGET §

EPA Hg Form 8800-6 [10-77)
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9, INSTRUMENTATION/EQUIPMENT

A, FOR EACH INSTRUNENT OR PIECE OF ECUIPMENT LISTED BELOW, PLEASE INDICATE THE QUANTITY CURRENTLY QN-HAND |

FOR YOUR NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM.

. SDUND LEVER METERS

-

7. MAGNETIC TAPE RECORDERS

. MICRAOPHONE I1Sound luvell CALIBRATORS

(5]

B, REAL-TIME ANALYZEAS

3. SOUND SPECTRUM |Fraquancy) ANALYZERS

9, COMMUNITY NOISE MONITORING SYSTEMS

4, AMPLITUDE DISTRIBUTION (Levell ANALYZERS

5. GAAPHIC LEVEL RECCRDERS

11. MOTOR VEHICLES

10, COMPUTERAS/PROGRAMMABLE CALCULATORS ]

6, VIGRATION METEAS AND ACCELEROMETERS

12. OTHER (specifvi:

10. EPA SUPPORT l

A PLEASE RANK EACH OF THE FOLLOWING PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AVAILABLE FROM THE U5, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC. -
TION AGENCY ON THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTUAL VALUE TO YQUR PROGRAM (0 = nune, | = minimal, 2 = stgniticant. 3 & most in.

poranti, |F A GIVEN ITEM HAS NOT BEEN USED BY YOUR PROGRAM, PLEASE ENTER THE LETTER *N™. L

1. FEBEAAL REGULATIONS 8. ABSESSMENT GUIDES I
2. NOISE EMISSION STANDARDS 2. INSTAUMENTATION, TEST, LOAN OR ADVICE o

3. MODEL LEGISLATION 8. NDISE LEVEL RECOMMENDATIONS _I
=y

4, TRAINING WORKSHOPS ANDPROGRAM GUIDE
‘LINES

9. GENERAL SUPPORT

5. COST AND TECHNOLQGY REPQRATS

10. OTHER (specifs):

1
ABSISTANCE WOULD BE OF SIGNIFICANT VALUE TO YOUR NOISE L.

B, PLEASE INDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING AREAS QF EPA
CONTROL EFFORT IN MEETING LEGISLATIVE AND PAOGRAMMATIC NEEDS (4 = noite, § = mintmal, 2 = significant, 3 = most pnportani);

1. MODEL LEGISLATION

7. LAND WSE PLANNING GUIDELINES

‘

2. MANPOWER

8, NOJSE MEASUREMENT INSTRAUMENTATION I

3. PEASONNEL TRAINING/WRRKSHOPS

9. PUBLIC INFORMATION MATERIALS

4, NOISE CONTRAOL PROGRAM GUIDELINES

10. EFFECTIVE NQJSE CONTROL METHODS

5, ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES

11, FEDERAL NOISE CONTROL METHODS

=t

B, NOISE ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES 12, OTHER fipecifv).
11, NOISE PADGRAM EVALUATION N )
A, PLEASE INDICATE THE MAJOR PROBLEMS FACING YOUR NOISE CONTROL EFFORTS, PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (0 = none, |
1 = mininal, 2 = significant, 3 = most importani), L
1. LACK OF CITIZEN SUPPORT 6. LACK OF EFFECTIVE LEGISLATION - :
2, LACK OF POLITICAL SUPPCRT 7. ENFQRCEMENT AELATED PAQALEMS ™
3. LAGK OF MANFOWER 8, INABILITY TO DEMONSTRATE PROGRAM SUCCESS I
4. UNTRAINED PEASONNEL 9. GENERAL INABILITY TO MEET PROGAAM OBJECTIVES o

5. INADEQUATE CPERATING BUDGET

10. OTHER {specirv);

—p

B. HOW MUCH PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE BY YOURA PROGRAM IN REDUCING THE NDISE LEVELS OR NQISE INTRUSIVENESS
rl:lﬁgM THE FOLLOWING NOISE SOURCES? PLEASE RANK THESE FACTORS (& & quwie, | = mdnimal, 2 = sinipicant, 3 = most impor
1, AIRCRAFT 10, GARBAGE COMPACTORS i
2, TRUCKS 11. RECREATIQON VEHICLES r
3, BUSES 12, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE ENTERTAINMENT L
4. AUTOS 13, ANIMALS X
5. MOTORCYCLES 14, HOME POWER EQUIPMENT ‘]"
8. AAILRDAD QPEAATICNS 15. BUILDING REQUIREMENTS l
7. CONSYRUCTION 16. LAND USE/ZONING -
8. INDUSTRIAL 17. QTHER [pecifi): [
9, PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT _]
COMMENTS: [

—1.

—iL

EPA Hq Form 8800-6 {10:77)
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STATE NOISE COMTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

APPENDIX B

State 1970 Population 19m i
Budget § Per Capits ¢ Judget 3 Per Lapita ¢
Regiea |
Gonmactteut 1,011,709 a 0.0 24,353 0.3
992,048 a 4,0 ) 2.0
Haksachusetts 5,639,170 23,400 8,4 400,000 1.0
Haw Hampshire 137,86) 9 3.0 210 &1
khgde [5]and 349,721 1] a.0 0.0
Vermont 444,20 Q 2.0 ¢ 0.0
Total 1973 11,854,841 b 23,800 q.2
E12d 11,844,841 ° 425,163 18
Reqton 11
Haw Jersey 7,268,164 89,4900 1.2 75.000 1.0
Hew Yark 18,235,558} 147,800 9.4 0,000 0.1
Pyarto Rico 2,719,000 0 0.0 41,077 1.7
Yirgin ls)ands 42,568 [1.840)° 2.9 ¢ o.0
Total 1913 28,224,118 137,700 0.8
9 28,286,58 172,011 o.6
Regdon 111
Celawara 548,104 ] 0.8 o c.{
Maryland 3,922,199 ¢ 9.0 24,000 0.6
Fennsyivania 11,800,766 q 0.0 fia Report -
¥irginia 4,643,841 0 a.0 0 9.0
Wast yirginia 1,744,237 0 0.0 e Repart -
tota] 1573 i2,664,47 a Q.4
wn 9,119, 44 24,000 8.3
Roglan 1Y
Alahima 1,444,084 ] 0.0 0 .
Florida 6,789,443 45,000 a7 93,000 e
Gaorgla 4,589,175 0.0 22,000 0.5
Kentucky 1,218,706 (20,000 0.6 32,075 2.9
Nissfssippi 2,216,394 q 9.9 Q 2.0
Horth Caro)ina 084,411 7,000 0.1 q 0.0
South Carolima 2.590,516 16,400 0.7 00 9.03
Tannesses ).928,018 [ 0.4 2 3.0
Tatal 1973 268,641,311 68,300 0.2
1977 31,860,017 207,775 9.7
1

1974 budget estimate, ao noise control budget (a 1573,

Fopulation of States reporting budgsts fa 1971,
€ Populacian of Stxtas reporting budgets in 1977,

hot facluded in totals,



APPENDIX B  (CONTINUED)
N 1377
Stats 1978 Population
Budget § Par Capita ¢ Budget % Per Capita ¢
Region ¥
11inats 11,109,935 200,000 ,, 1,8 334,400 27
{nglana 5,193,669 (23,000) ¢ 0.4 39,270 0,8
Onla | 10,652,017 (1,8% Q.02 a 0.0
Michigan 8,875,08 q 0,8 164,318 1.3
Hinnessta ,804,103 to Repart - 2 a.0
Wisconsin 4,417,821 0 c.c ¢ 0.0
Tatal 1373 24,402,819 200,000 0.8
1977 44,054,623 508,608 12
Angion v]
Brkangay 1,523,322 ' Y 0 0.0
Lauisiana 3,641,180 4,650 3.1 Q 0.0
Naw Mgxico 1,017,085 a o.c 0 3.0
Ok ahoma 2,558,251 1,000 0.04 9 0.0
Taxis 11,198,385 tio Raport - 0 4.0
Total 1573 9,142,010 §,680 6,1
nn 20,342,195 ¢ 0.0
Region ¥11
Towy - 2,825,168 8 9.0 Q 0.0
Kangas 2,249 071 1,928 0.1 Ho Repgrt .
Missourd 4,617,621 tie Rwport - 9 0.0
Hebraska 1,485,300 Q 8.0 0 0.0
Total 1973 6,559,172 1,925 0.33
9 8,988,124 ] e
Region V]I[
Colorade 2,209,556 ] 0.0 lig Aenart -
Montana 694,409 2,000 0.3 3,000 0.4
Korth Dakota 612,192 No Repart - 0.0
South Dakota £46,257 1] 3.0 ha Repart .
Utah 1,088,273 o Repory - 1] 9.0
Wyoming - Ho Raport - o Repert -
Tatal 1973 3,570,262 2,000 ol
1N 2,371,474 1.000 0.1

]

& 1974 budget estimate, a9 noise contral tudger in 1973, Nat fncluded In totals,

1978 budgat estimate, na noisa control budgees 1n 1971 or 1974,

Hat 1ncluded in totals.
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APPEMDIX B (CONTINUED)
' 1§71 1917
State 197¢ Papulation
Budgat § Per Capita ¢ Bugget § Per Capita ¢
Region 1%

Artrona 1,170,500 1,500 gl 115,000 12.1
California 19,845,715 1,344,800 6.4 1,645,000 4,1
Hawafi 168,561 6,491 L) 136,132 L16
Ll ] 488,738 127 0.03 0 0.0
Total 197 22,973,914 §,406,318 6.1

wn 22,973,814 1,595,132 8.7

Aegfon X

Alaska “ Na Report - Ho Regort -
{daho 713,015 0 4.0 Ho Regort -
Oregon 2,091,388 44,100 2.1 215,600 10.3
Hashington 3,409,163 0 Q 10,000 0.9
Tata) 1973 6,213,561 44,100 0.7

1977 9,500,548 245,600 4,5
GRAKD
TGTAL 1973 164,237,714 891,093 12 .

7 185,341,888 1,581,152 1.9

B-5
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COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
1973 AND/OR 1977
BY EPA REGION
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APPENDIX C

COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS 1973/1977

1973 1977
1970

City Population augget Per Eap‘lta Bugget Per Eapita
Regien |
Briggeport, €T 157,000 2,275 1.5 0 0.0
New Haven, CT 137,715 0 ¢.0 300 0.2
Norwalk, CT 79,192 o 0.0 635 0.8
Lewiston, ME 41,779 NR? 10,000 23.9
Bostan, MA 641,083 31,000 4.8 18,500 2.9
Holyoke, MA 50,032 NR 400 0.8
Springfield, MA 163,886 No Report 700 0.4
East Providence, RI 48,135 KR 100 0.2
Pawtucket, RI 76,5992 Q 0.0 1,000 1.3
Totals 1973 1,001,952° | 33,275 1.1

1977 1,395,784 31,635 2.3
Region [T
Bridgewater, NJ 32,000 NR 1,200 3.8
Xearney, NJ 37,589 NR 2,100 5.6
Newark, NJ 382,377 ] 0.0 10,000 2.6
Urange, Nd 32,565 R 500 1.5
Perth Amboy, NJ 38,1 NR 400 1.0
Teaneck Twp, NJ 42,000 NR 1,500 3.6
Wayne Twp, NJ 49,000 NR 3,150 6.4
Nassau County, NY 1,428,000 41,290 2.9 kc Report

ot requested to respond to 1974 survaey,
bPopulatmn of communities reporting budgets in 1573,
Cpopulation of communities reporting budgets in 1977,

¢-3



APPENDIX C  (CONTIHUED)

1970 1973 1977
City Population Budget Per Capita Budget | per Capita
$ ¢ $ ¢

Region IT (Cont.}
New Rochelle, NY 75,385 (75031 1,0 100,000 132.7
New Yark City, MY 7,895,000 950,000 12.0 250,000 3.2
Baltinore, MD 905,759 (57,957)%| 6.4 0 0.0
Totals 1973 9,705,377 991,290 10.2

1977 9,490,452 368,850 3.9
Reafon I
Wilmington, OE 80,386 NRa 20,000 24.9
Allentown, PA 109,521 0 0.0 67,000 61.9
Pittsburgh, PA 520,000 42,000 8,1 No Report
Alexandria, VA 110,938 No Renort 3,500 3.2
Arlington, VA 163,401 o 0.0 , 15,800 8.7
Chesapeake, VA 869,580 No Report 1,500 1.7
Norfalk, VA 307,951 1,200 0.4 24,000 7.8
Washington, OC 756,510 0 0.0 43,200 5.7
Totals 1973 1,857,383 43,200 2.3

1977 1,618,287 175,000 10.8
Ragion IV
Huntsville, AL 137,878 0 0.0 10,000 7.3
Montgomery, AL 133,000 560 0.4 0 0.0
Boca Raton, FL 28,542 R 3,000 10.5

Aot requestad to respond to 1974 survey.
b1g74 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included {n totals.
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APPENDIX C  {CONTINUED)
1970 1973 1977
City Population Buciget Per Eapitﬂ Bugget Per gapita

Region IV (Cont.}
Daytona Beach, FL 45,327 ned 1,500 | 3.3
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 139,543 0 0.0 10,000 7.2
Gainasvilie, FL 64,510 NR 35,000 34.3
Jacksonville, FL 529,000 1,015 0.2 18,315 3,5
Miami, FL 335,000 1,200 0.4 No Report -
Miam{ Beach, FL 86,974 No Repart 35,000 40.3
St. Petersburg, FL 216,000 1,713 0.8 No Report -
Tampa, FL 278,000 2,746 1.0 7,250 2.6
Columbus, GA 154,098 0 0.0 15,000 9.7
Biloxi, MS 48,486 NR 5,000 10.3
Chariotte, NC 241,000 75 0.03 ] 0.0
Fayetteville, NC 53,510 NR 1,000 1.8
Columbia, SC 113,542 2,120 1.9 5,200 4.5
Totals 1973 2,277,061 9,429 0.4

1977 2,053,410 146,265 7.1
Region V
Chicago, IL 3,362,825 206,500 6.1 127,155 3.8
Downers Grove, IL 32,700 NR 2,000 6.1
Normal, IL 26,346 NR 1,460 5.3
Rockfard, IL 147,208 ¢ 0.0 1,500 1.0
Evansville, IN 138,690 0 0.0 8,878 6.4
Gary, IN 175,415 (20,725)2 ] 1.8 0 0.0
Hammond, IN 107,737 ] 0.0 4,250 3.9

“Not requested to respond to 1974 survey.

Bron4 budget estimates; no noise control budget {n 1973; not included in totals.

C-5



APPEHDIX C  (CONTINUED}

1973 1977
ity Ponj?gginn Budget | Per Capita | Budget | Per Capita
g P g p
. § ¢ $ ¢

Region V (Cont,}
Indfanapulis._lN 745,000 3,800 0.5 34,270 5.3
Birmingham, NI 6,8 | 700 2.7
Flint, MI 193,000 160 0.1 0 0.0
Grand Rapids, MI 197,534 10,000 5.1 26,614 13.5
Kalamazao, MI 86,000 440 0.5 ] 0.0
Livenia, MI 116,183 ¢ 0.0 18,206 16.5
Saginaw, Ml 91,820 1,520 1.7 19,680 2l.4
Taylor, MI 70,082 MR 5,000 7.1
Warren, MI 179,000 85 0.1 No Report
Bloamington, MN 81,548 No Report 43,200 52,7
Edfna, MN 44,031 NR 500 1.3
Fridlay, MN 29,215 KR 500 1.7
Minneapolis, MN 434,381 10,319 2.4 10,000 2.3
Minnetonka, MN 35,779 NR 2,500 7.0
Richfield, MN 47,242 MR 4,500 8,5
St. Cloud, MN 39,691 NR 4,500 11,3
Akron, OH 275,420 0 0.0 43,900 15.9
Cincinnatt, OH 452,000 1,515 0.3 Ko Repert
Cleveland, OH 750,751 | (71,351)% 9.5 0 0.0
Shaker Heights, QK 36,309 HR 2,000 5.5
Taledo, OH 384,015 0 0.0 4,800 1.3
Kenosha, Wl 78,817 700 0.9 8,250 10.5

Nat requested to respond to 1974 survey,
h1974 budget estimates; no noise control budget in 1973; not included in totals.
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APPENDIX C  (CONTINUED)
1973 1977
197¢

City Populatian Bugget Per Eap1ta Bugqet Per gaufta
Regign ¥ (Cont.)
Mani towoc, WI 33,497 NRE 2,000 6.0
Marathon, WI 1,214 AR 100 8.2
Milwaukee, Wil 717,124 12,208 1.7 26,893 3.8
Oshkash, WI 53,1585 NR 1,280 2.4
Racine, WI 95,193 0 2,700 2.8
West Allis, WI 71,691 NR 4,700 6.6
Totals 1973 7,877,892 247,337 3.14

1977 8,802,139 416,944 4.7
Region VI
Albuguerque, NM 243,751 No Report 20,869 8,6
Norman, OK 52,128 HR 18,000 34.5
Oklahoma City, OK 366,734 17,279 4.7 23,600 6.3
Tulsa, OK 331,800 2,920 0.9 4,000 1.2
Austin, TX 251,000 3,750 1.5 0 0.0
Bryan, TX 33,719 NR 2,000 5.9
Galveston, TX 61,813 HR 3,100 5.0
Houston, T¥ 1,232,407 10,450 0.0 24,733 2.0
Hurst, TX 27,239 NR 125 0.5
Pasadena, TX 89,316 351 0.4 500 0.8
San Antonie, TX 654,000 4,018 0.6 0 0.0
Totals 1973 2,925,257 38,770 1.3

1977 3,343,907 96,327 2.9

ot requested to respond to 1974 survey,

c-7




me v ——— ——_——

APPENDIX C  {CONTINUED)
197 1973 1977

City Population Bugget Per Eap1ta Bugget Per Eapita
Region VI1I
Ames, IA 39,699 NR? 4,750 12,0
Clinton, [A 34,719 R 1,000 2,9
Counci) Bluffs, 1A 60,538 NR §73 0.9
Dubuque, [A 62,313 NR 4,250 6.8
Kansas City, MO 507,330 (SS.OGO)b 12.8 0 G.0
Prairie ¥illage, KS 28,104 NR 25,000 88.9
Wichita, K3 339,000 No Report 1,000 0.3
Grand Island, KE 31,269 HR 2,000 6.4
Lincoln, NE 149,518 (5,000)b 3.3 25,800 17.3
Cmaha, NE 347,380 No Report 6,000 1.7
Totals 1973 o} 0 0.0

1977 1,649,920 70,373 4.3
Region VIIL
Arvada, CO 46,694 NR 1,000 2.1
Aurora, CO 74,868 39,030 52.0 600 0.8
Boulder, CO 66,870 NR 36,000 53.8
Coleirado Sprngs., &0 35,017 41,G00 30,4 47,847 35.4
Penver, CO 514,678 ] 0.9 37,280 7.2
Graelay, CO 38,902 NR 5,300 13.6
lLakewood, CO 93,000 31,042 33.3 200 2.2
Puebla, CO 97.453 No Report 4,000 4.1

2Not requested to respand to 1974 survey.
b1974 budget estimates; no noise control budgat

c-8

in 1973; not incleded in totals.
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APPENDIX C  (COMTINUED)
1970 1973 1977
City Population Bugget per Eapita Bugget Per Eap1ta

Region VIII (Cont,)
Graat Falls, MT 60,091 NRa 2,000 3.3
Helena, HT ° 25,000 MR 3,300 13.2
Grand Forks, ND 39,044 NR 8,000 20.5
Minot, HD 32,270 KR 1,600 4.9
Sioux Falls, SD 72,488 NR 2,500 3.5
Bountiful, UT 27,882 NR 1,100 3.9
Salt Lake, UT 175,813 No Report 100,000 56.8
Totals 1973 817,563 111,072 13.6

1977 1,500,070 250,727 16.7
Regfon EX
Anahaim, CA 166,118 o 0.0 25,000 15,0
Arcadia, CA 44,602 NR 1,000 2.2
Buena Park, CA 64,124 NR 1,000 1.6
Costa Mesa, CA 72,729 NR 1,200 1.5
Covina, CA 30,405 NR 1,800 5.9
Culver City, CA 31,3850 NR 5,000 15.9
Downey, CA 88,000 3,240 3.7 o Report
Freemont, CA 100,870 o 0.0 20,000 19.8
Fresno, CA 165,972 3,480 2.1 20,000 12.0
Garden Grove, CA 123,000 2,180 1.9 o Report
Gardena, CA 41,000 HR 2,900 7.1
Glendora, CA 31,349 NR 3,200 10.2

Aot requested to respond to 1974 survey.
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APPENDIX C

(COMTINUED)

1970 1973 1977

City Population Bugget par Eapita Bugget Per gapfta
Region IX (Cont.)
Hayward, CA 93,000 296 0.3 Mo Report
Inglewood, CA° 90,014 51,400 57.1 34,900 8.7
La Habre, CA 41,298 nr? 3,000 1.26
Lakawood, CA 82,928 1,774 4.6 200 0.2
Livermore, CA 37,703 NR 4,000 10.6
Lompoc, CA 258,320 HR 500 1.97
Long Beach, CA 358,673 tlo Repart 106,851 29.8
Los Angeles, CA 2,816,000 92,500 3.3 100,000 3.6
Manlo Park, CA 26,721 fIR 8,500 1.8
Madesto, CA 61,712 RR 11,100 17.9
Monterey, CA 49,146 R 7,000 14,2
Mountain View, CA. 60,200 KR 2,000 1.3
Oakland, CA 361,613 110 0,03 200 0.1
Ontario, CA 64,105 R 50,922 79.4
Paramount, CA 34,808 R 16,300 46.8
Pasadena, CA 113,254 1,277 1.1 10,000 8.8
Rialto, CA 28,490 R 3,000 10.5
San Diego, CA 765,000 0 0.0 5%,300 7.2
San Francisco, CA 715,674 No Report 43,500 6.1
San Leandro, CA 68,698 R 9,300 13.5
Santa Cruz, CA 32,076 NR 1,500 4,7
Santa Menica, CA 88,000 13,750 15.6 No Repart
Santa Rosa, CA 49,873 NR 20,000 40,1
Simf Valley, CA 56,676 KR 8,900 15.7

ANot requested to respond to 1974 survey,

{

e .
e ad

g-



e

e e P 8 T T T Vo W M PR Lo Um0 T S0 TN 205 b A0 Akt e ey 4 e BT e oSy e ©

[

R

| N

APPENDIX C {CONTINUED)
1970 1973 1977
City Pepulation Bugget fer gap1ta Bugget Per Capita
¢

Region IX {Cont.}
Stackton, CA 109,963 (26,988)° | 241 0 0.0
Sunnyvale, CA’ 95,200 No Repart 2,300 2.0
Torrance, CA 134,507 23,478 7.5 40,000 29.7°
Phoenix, AZ 968,000 0 0.0 215,000 22.2
Totals 1973 6,156,276 195,485 3.2

1977 7,996,261 835,293 10.5
Reglon X
Anchorage, AK 48,157 NR2 40,000 83.1
Corvallis, CR 35,153 AR 2,800 8.0
Eugene, OR 76,341 a 0.0 12,980 17.0
Portland, OR 383,000 167,500 43.7 61,700 16.2
Everett, HA 53,732 NR 12,980 2.2
Olympia, WA 25,000 NR 30,000 | 120.0
Seattle, WA 530,890 66,000 12.4 99,200 18.7
Totals 1973 990,231 233,500 23.6

1977 1,152,273 259,660 22.5
Grand Totals

1973 33,698,992 1,903,358 5.7

1977 39,002,503 2,651,074 6.8

ot requested to respond to 1974 survey,
b1974 budget estimates; no nofse control budget {n 1973; nat included in totals.



APPENDIX D

NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS:
NAMES, ADDRESSES, TELEPHONE MUMBERS

STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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APPENDIX D  STATE AND LCCAL NOISE CO!

ALASAHA
Lutwig C. Hoffmin, 1

IH
Alandma A{r Pallutian Control Commission
3

E45 Sauth MeDonjugh Straet
Hontgomry, Aladama 15310
Annigton

R, . Chaatham, £ty Mgr.
Annistan, Aladema 15200

Biminghan
Mayar
Strainghan, Alabama 15200

pothun
Ofﬂu. g:ire of {Zening) Adiustrent
P s Bax 2

Do:nan. lllnm 16302
Talephone: 205-794-0361 Eat, 178

fpodan

Mayar
P. 0, Bax 267
Gaagcen, Alatama 15902

Honily

City
nmnc ' Alanau 8560

Richard L, Smitn
#. 0. Baa 1827
Mobile, Alabima JEGDT

featgomry
J Arnnunln. e, biragtar

P. 0. Box 11
Montgomery, -Ilnuu 36102

L

F. A, LaParts

1300 Alabams Avefiva
Sulma, Alabama 215701
Telaphonm:  205-E14-661)

ALASKA

[Sal-]a

fatrick £, welch
Dapt, af ml:a 4 Lnvironmental

reat
Ancnavage, Alaska 99501
Telepnone:  907-764-458)

AREIONA

Jann H, Beck, Chisf

Burnéu of Sanitatfon
Envirommantal nealth Sarvices
41T N, HER Straet

Prognix, Artzoma 83008
Telephana: 6022451360

AR[ZONA {Cont'd, )
Phoants

imes £, Cerre, Miniger
Environrental P
Ceparerant af T
206 5. b7Lh Avenu
Prosnis, Arizona 85007

Lty mall
Phoenix, Arfjord 85000

Targa

Jimas M. Casey

Ik, 5th Smnr.
temos, Arizona  B4281
Teiwghone:  602-968-3%21

lucyon

Morriy Franky, loning Aoministritor

Willis Lucas, Chiaf Building [nspector

150 W. Alameda

Tucyan, Artzong 85726

I‘.lum:nn' &0 7913541 [Frams)
§02-T91-4563 (Lucas)

Yo

Cley )
rum Aruum 85164

ARXANSAS

Fayatteu)1le
Cartar 8. Schell
P. dwar F

aviila, Arkinsas 12701
wispnang:  501-57)-7700 Ext. 244

fort Smith

City Hall
Fort Smith, Arcansas 72901

Joneybory

Gicar Medlaock

thiaf of Palice

114 W, Wazhingtan
sanasbars, Arkingat 71301
Tetapnome: 5019185853

fltyle Rock

My Lynn Walkar

Citizen Complaine Reprasuntative
Mirkhim 4nd Brodcedy Strests
Littin Rock, Ark o

Pina 81uff

Erllg Full, Environmental Planmar
00 £, 80

Pine Q1ufF, Arkansat  7I6OF
Talepnane: 5013187980

West nty

Hast Merphis l.‘.1l.y Louncil

05 5, Yddim
Wast Masphis, Arnnlu bR

D-3

ITROL OFFICIALS

CALIFUANIA

i, §, Lowe

trief, 0ff1ce of Natte Contrd!
Srata marwnt of health

2151 Barimly

arialey, EnYH‘umil badit]
Taleprone:  415-84347900 Eae, 76

W, R Gresm
mlg ina Eng!nurlnq
C.\H u

Sscramunto, Californta 35314
Telapnane:  9l6-435-2300

warrgn N, wgath, Chtef Englnaar
Rass A, Litt] ssociate Autorative

Equl prent § ards [nfhmr
Lalifarnta Highway Patre.
. Box @94

!lcrnmntn. Califarmia $5804
Telopnone:  936-§356-1509

Alhacors

LasTie G, Palyt

Housing & Urmn Davaloprant

Cley of Alhamora

11175, First Streest

Alhacar |farnta

Teloghona:  211-262- !I'Il :n:. ¥E

dpghglim

Ellwyn G. Brickson, R, 5.
Qranga County Health Oendrtment
1311 Soutn East Straat
Anghaim, Caltfornia 2403
Teleprong: 714-834-5798

Ragert J. Kallay
Planning lerurlnl.

F, 0, Bax

Anahaim, Cnllfnmil 92805
Tolephone: 14-5331-8747

Ancioch
nnnnn hunk
P. &, 3ea 130
.Intll:h Ellﬂnmll
l'n'llunnnl. B350 J:I!J En. H]
Argaaiy
A, Tarry Basay
U, Box 60

Areadla, Californta 91006
Talegnooa:  213-246.447) Lxr. )

Ause

City Hall

Aquta, Caltfornia 901702
Bakwrsfield

cal Bigwell

1501 Truatan Avenue

Beegrifiaia, Californis 91101
Telapnane: 60%-d81-2724

BAlcmin Park

City Hall
Balamin Park, Californis 91704

m|| Capartmant of Transportetion




CALIFORNIZ {Cant'd.)

8allFlowgr

Lae WnitCandarg

$3)8 E. Balmont

2al} Flower, :nllfnmu ame
Talaprone: 213865

Jell Girdeng

Ferica nilcars

Chiaf of Police

7100 Garfiatd Avanus

Ball Gardans, Catifornta 30201

Serigley

Ebidah B, Rogary. Clty Minigar
2140 HElvia Stront

Bariplay, Califarnia 94704
Talephone:  215.844-8520

Lavacly Hitls

&50 r'u:rm Crescant Orive
Raverly Hitls, Salifornis 90210
Talephure: 213-440-2327

Euln! Park
. Sowdar, Ionlng Agminytrator

Juama Fork, cnlfnmh $0620
Talepnone: 71452149300

Surbank

Raland d. Schults
P. 0. dor G4

Burbank, Cabifarnis 91510
Telapnone:  213-847-9541

rlin

Cisy Managar

£01 #rimrose Roud
Buriingare, Calffarnia 4010
Telepntne: 415-342-8331

Ef"ﬂ
City Hall
Carton, Catifornis 90744

Lhula Vista

Rov B, Hodde
216 4EM Avenua

thuta ¥isea, California 92010
Talaphone; 7t4-575-5007

fanny Peas
Ricmara a. DAMH. Divtgicn Chlef
P, 0, dax

Colu .Hlll. hll!arnh ;zeu
Telophonat  714.555-52

vin

Ml:ml i. Marquez. Planning D1ractar

1285 K € g
Covink, Clll arnja 31723
Teteprone: 1312400100

1vg?

£rarles F. Pereqoy, -\mnm. Planner

5770 Cylvar Boulevd
Culver Cizy, -.allrarnll b ke
Telephane: 2138375211

Zonind Enforcemant Officar

Cypresy

grian N, Hiwley, Planning Directar
City of Crpress
5275 Qrange dvenue

¥p ifornta 50600
Telupnone: 714-820-2200
Daly City

Dan #lami

ny
0 Str«: 4 Sullivan Avenue
Daly cizy, cmform L]
Taleghone: &15-952.4500 Eve. 217

£l Cerritg

City Hall
E1 {errite, Califermia 94520

E1 Honte

harold Jakangen
11333 Vallsy Boulevard

£l Honta, felifornis 124
Teleghane: 213-575.2247

jlsnnnmu

Gany Ervin, Bul1n|nq Director
100 Valley dovlavard
Lscondide, California 32325
Teloghane: 714e781.4647

Fuirfield
City Hal)
Fairfiatd, Califarnta 94801

Framone

Don Driggs, City Manager
Civic Center Ortye
Fremant, Cilifarnia 94518
Tatepnena;  $15-791-411)

Frasna

Gary Lancian

Flanning & Imipaction
2336 Fresnd Stramc
Frasno, California 93121
Talepnona: 209-488-1591

Sarasna

Shuii Toiqu:nn, ﬂrlnrlpal Intparcear
1708 W, 1625

Gargang, Cmfnrnla 90247
Telapnona; 213-327.0200

E,!ﬂdﬂfl

Clivar B, Polay
150 Glandory Avanut
Glendara, California I1TI0

Inglewond

P, fatrick Mann, Env, St, Mandger
P. 0, Baa £50Q

Inglewood, t4]ifarnia 90306
Tllnpnnnl' 213-643-1293

L akawngd

City Hall
Likewocd, Galtfornfa 350714

APPENDEX D (CONTINUED)
CALIFGRNIA (Cont'a,! CALTFORNIA [Cone'q,!
Ly kabra

Aighary Jimmer

Livic Jentar

L4 wabra, Califarnts 30631
Teleprone:  211-634-1011

La Mirada

Rigrard ¥, Pyl

13702 La Mirags Boylevers

Ld Mirpdd, Californis 20804
Teleprore:  213-43-013] £at. M

La Puants

Jaa Losrs

15900 £, Main Steesat

La Pusnte, Califzenia  §1743
taleprone: 212:130.4513 Ent. 30

i vgemor

Rgn Lindgran

1052 Squth Streat

Livermore, Californta 34550
Ta'ophora: 3189430311

hamog

Gavic L MiYler
Clty mall

119 Walout Avenve

Lompne, Celifarnis 31436
Telephane:  805-236-1261

yong Beach

Jaf? Lewin

2855 Pira Avenue

Long Beach, Califarnia  J0BCE
Talspnone: Zi3-421-142]

438 _Angeley

Jamet

y I

af Enyironmancal Quality
Roam 517 City Wall

09 florth Sar|nf itrest

Las Angalet, Ca |fam|| 0012
Telaphone; 4854242

Haanitein Beath

Wl 1Ham u, Ornsartf
1400 Hignland Avens
Meahattan Beacn, California 90288
Teldphane: 21345455627

ssnly Part

Police Departmmnt
Mendo Pirk, California 94025

Modetto

Jula Caviy, Punlic Services Inspactor
I LH

7,9, 8

30) 1)ER Street

Mocesto, Californid 95153
Tolephane: 20952444011

Hontaballo

menry F, Couch

1500 W, Brvarly Soulavard
Manteballo, Caldfornia 30840
Telaghone: 273-728-1200

Mantgray

rame) ove

city mall

Hantarey, Culifornis 51940
Telephons: 308-372-4121

¢ -
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CALIFCRNTA [Cometa,:

tonterey Fary

ranry Terasnita

120 W, hewmarh Avenus

Monterey Park, California 31754
fﬂnnuu: 213-5’1-1211

Hountatn Y1
Micnael Farry

v'lann"w Copartment
340 Castro Strest

“Haurtadn View; Cll!fur?lu 4042
L4

Taleprone; $15-957-

NIEl

Clty wall
tiaon, Caltfarafa 34452

Norwalk

Jo Clire, Station Cormander

L.A, County Shlrlﬂ" Cepartrent
12135 Laffingmil)

Horwalk, Callfarnta 30652
talepnone:  213-863-3711

Nty

ity naly
Kavita, Califarnte 34547

Oaklana

u:{ Hall

Qanlang, Crlifornia 94512
Qntario

Faul Clark

325 §. Euclin

Ontarfa, California 9178}
Talepnore: Fde $26-11851

Feramount

Harry €, 30ms, f.‘1:y Hinager
Charley 0, Camm

HIDO Colarade .&wnu
Peramaunt, Californta 90723
Telapnonei 213-634-2121

Fasacent

Murrly Cooper

ETHNnﬁaul heslth Diractor
1!

IW Ho Garfinly

Pavacena, Califarnta 9ing

lalepnaca;  213=577.4390

Pico Rtvars

City mall

Pigo Rivera, Califorats 90680
Pomona

Sanfgrg A, Sarensen, City Plannar
535 5,

Borana, ﬂllhumll 91766
l’clannu i 714-520-2180

Redeood City

City aall
Raowoad City, Californie 064

APPENDIX D

CALIFOPNIE fartd,

Aralta

fag L. Taylar, Planning Directar
130 Soutn Palm Avenua

Rlalto. Cadifarnia 92308
Teleangne: NA-875.241% £at, éa

Riveryide

City mall
Riverside, California 32501

Posemeae

Micnag! 0'Connar

[::BE] Yl Tey Bolaverd
Raserond, Callforaia 1770
Teleznone:  213-268.6671

$acrinenty

011l Pms. Diractor
Steve Rluata

1400 I‘-Mn Street

$ecramento, Calofornia 95818
Telephone;  316-122.6102

M. n. Jehngan, Eng. Administrator
918 *I* Stresr, Aozm 207
Sacramanto, Califomia 95814
Telephone:  918-349.5281

Charlas L. Char)ton

1ol Brancn Centar doac
Secraranto, Califoraty 95527
Telepnone:  316-440-53)

Canniy Goodmnow

151§ 3L Street

Secrarento, California 95314
Talephone:  $18-245.2477

San Berrarging

Cley Mall
$an Barnarging, Calsfornts 92415

$4n_Erung

Deparieant of Planning & Builatng
Policy Department

567 E) Caming Real

San Bruna, Californis 94006
Teagno 41545832083

S4n Buknaventyry

C!r.y Al

. Ao 9%
San lucnncnturc. Sallfoenty 93001
Talaprona: 803-644.7881 £xe. 51§

S4n Carloy

ChirTas Brenton

City Hal

&5 Elm Strawt

San Larlor, Caltfarara 94070
Tulepnera: 415:593-801! fap, 52

Lan Francisce

wWilliam Cogtanza

400 Gring Avenue

San Franctsen, Calkfarnia 94083
Telspnone:  415-473-8000 Eat, 247

Rfchard 4§, Boditco

City & County 3F San Francisco
Halse dueremant, Hal) of Justies
San Francisco, Californta 94103
Tulepnane: $18.68%a4100

{CONTINLED)

IALLFIRINL TCentta,

fan Laanaro

ity nall
$4n Leanoro, Califarmte G377

San_Lul t{ypo

Police Jeparthent

575 Santa Rosa S3reet

San Luvs Tblipe, Califarnty 3101
Telaphone: aos. 4445151

54n_Matan

Aovere G. Beslant

19 wayr 25t

San Hatea, Célifornia 3449)
Telephone; 41425746790

Santa &na

4, el

City mall

Santa Ana, California 32701
Telapnone:  714-214-434)

Santa Bartary

Leondrd Prowell, foning Inspector
Q. Drawer Psp

t
arbira, Lalifart 30102
T tpnenr. £Q4-361-0611 Eat. 3g|

Santa_Clary

Sclavo .I Bivita

Clty wa

1500 iqrwrmn Avefus

Santa Clard, Callfarnia 35050
Telapnona:  403.984.1111

Sants Crup

Planning Depariment

808 Centar

Santa Lruz, Callfernia  $5060
Telgphone:  J0B-429. 155
fancs Harta

al -\u:rg cm. Dav. Director
agk Stry

Ho

Sants Marla h farma 13484
Tatepnone: 305+325-094t
sinta foss

!III Hyers, !ulldlnq Enainedr
&80 Sus ol

fanta Rosa, Callfurn!l 953!:2
Telepnang:  1Ql.520

Seasie

<ty Ml

Seastde, Califarnie 91955
Simi_valley

Murice Galinay

1200 Cochran $treat

Simt valley, Callfernts 3085
taleprona:” 05.522-113

Sty nall
5tncimn. Callfornis 95202



APPENDIX D (CONTINUED)

GALIFCANIA {Camt'a,)

Sunayvaly

John rapking

456 @ Qlive deanva
Sunnyvale, Califgrnis 94086
Talapnone: 308-738-8460

Tergle giey

Mitw Ki3se)1, Avi1itant Planoer
P. 0. Bow 584

Tamole City, Califormiy 91788
Telepnone:™ 213-i85.2171

Torrinca

Clen Gadfrey

City Environmancal Aoministrator
:IDJ{ Torrince doulavarg

farrance, Celifornia 30502
Telophons: 2913205310 Ext, 0%

City Hall

£55 Sanca Stara Steent
Yallejo, Califarnia 94550
Telephona:  70h843-4317

wilnut Creex

Chiaf cf Palice

1649 Horth Sroadway

Malnat Creok, Californty  $4595
Teleghone:  418.933.1300

whittier

ity Hall
Whittier, Califermnta 90601

LOLORADG
Arvada
Mika Soith
4101 Rad

n Acad
Arvad, orags 60002
Telepnene:  302-424-4941

Aurora

favie o, Hctarg

1470 5. Havan:

Aurors, Calarads BOO17
Telepnone; 3507505000 Exe, 150

Boulder

Jitms V. Adumg

:us of Boulde

050 Paerl Strevt
laulder, Calorado 80302
Teinpnone:  JO3+441-3239

CONNECTTCLT

Halvin J. Schnetdermeysr, Deputy
Cometfsianur

Cepdrtment of Envirommentsl Pratectign

itate 0ffica Autlding

|65 Canttol Avanus

Hertford, Connecticut 06115

Telaphane;  203+566-4056

Jotugh 8, Pulasid, Trins, Ptanner

Conrecticut State Dapartrent of Trang.
portatien

I Walzatr WO Road

satharsfiala, Connecticut 0610%

Telephone: 201-586-4212

SONNECTICUT (Zomt'd,)

Griggesert

Mayer
Clty of ariogepgrt
Griggesort, Coamacticul J56Q4

rigisl

Srank dartucca

H) horth Matn Sgreet
Brists), Cannmcricut 26010
Telepnone:  20)-583-740t

Greamaizn

Br. Jumes Lieperman
Sirectar of Hadlzh

Tows Wal} Annma

Gratewicn, Lonneceicur 06310

Hareforg

Lowit Prous
Separtmint of Environmental Alanatng
Ciey Hall

$50 Matn Straec

Hartfard, Canmpcticue 06103

Riddintown

Eity mall
1 Devaven trive
Mizdlntown, Connagticut 06457

Hilfare

Willtan K, whitray

2081 Aridgecart dvanye
Hiifora, Cannecticut 06460
Teleghone:  201.873.1731

A London

4o E. Hodre, Comsuloant
Hynicipal Butlzing

Nt London, Conmecticut 06320
Taloprone: 2034432888 Eat, 222

Chinf Sumusl Fananl

111 unton Strest

New Lonaon, Conmecticut Q5120
Telepnona:  203.443-4115

Hew Havyn

Edaird Or Loufse

One State Street

bew Haven, Cannacticut Q&5IT
Talephane:  INT-4k7.0187 fop, 252

Harwalk

Departamnt of Envirormenta) Protection
Worwali, Comnecticut Q6856

Wopwich

Poter Sarper

Lity mall Anega

Korwith, Conmecticul 05360
Teleprone:  203-887-285)

Shelton

Mive Cicitte

34 A1 Street

Shelton, Connecticut 6584
Telepnare:  263.736.9231

D-6

COWNECTICUT (Cant-a, )

Lhief George Ragan
Wheeter Strant

Shelton, Cormseticut (6334
Teleonone:  203+738.3387

Stamtarg

“ienael A, Pavia, Oirector
Envivonmental Protectton Boarc
329 Atlantic Street

Stamfoed, Cannecttrut 06308
Telepnone: 20)-3f8.4328

Tarripgeon

tity mall
140 Hain Street
Torrington, Camnecticut 06730

Trumhull

dona J. Sytoy

Tomn Hafl

865 Hain Streat

Tremouil, Connacticut Gé611
Telegnone:  20)-261- 1531

ksterbury

Gart dallacn, H.0.

nedlth Department

26 Grang Stree:

Witerbury, Connecttcut CS5702
Telapnona: 701-373.8780

BELAHARE

fstaet A, Frencn, Minager

Mr Regaurces Section

SHata Capirtzeat of Hatyra] Resourcas
4nd Environmencsl Contrel

P. 0. Box 140% Tetnal] Tutlaing

Xver, Dalaware 19901

Telepnome:  302-824-4791

dllmingron

@1114m 6, Turner, Raato Sergrant
Burtau of Police

B0 Francn Streqt

#imingean, Celamirs (9801
Telopnore;  J02-571+4528

DISTRICT OF coLuMazA

#arvert L, Tucker, Director
Setlus Walker, Jr., Administratar
Envirgromatd| waaith agninistratian
5120 Seroac . 4300
Washingeoa, B8, 253

Telepnone:  202-124-4102

- ¥
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FLORIDA

A1chira 3ass, Agministrater
Mm Canera] Saction
]n?a? DIDIPU\TM of
srironments h ulaeians
2600 8latrstone A g
Talliragaae, Flcrm Jam

dect dutan

Rlcnird £, Wolf
Chiet Emlrnmnul m'Hcar

208 W, Pelmaten foa

Bocy imn. Flariai JJIR
Tulepnone:  205-295+1119 Eat. 230

‘wnn Qesch, Florida 12018
wlaphone:  504-252-4681 Eat, 310

Fort Layderdala

Calvin A, Hewy

P. 0. Bax 14250

Fort Lauderdale, Flnrln niaz
Tolephone:  J05+741.212

Fart Myars

City a1l
Fort Myars, Fleeids 23902

Fort #larce

Wil iL Maors

P, 0, bor 1408

Fart Fleres, Flarids JHER
Telephoan: 05645600 Ean, 264
Satnyilie

Charlss A, Ball

L4 dm
Gelneiville, Flarida 12608
Talaphone; 904-374.20)%

Hial

Robere Murgrava
P, 0, Baa 40

#laleth, Flories 130t

Talephaner  05-8851531 Ext. 215

Hallywoad

Cﬂ
‘p:ond Florida 13020

Jackaurinilla

ch{unuﬂh. Floeids 2202
Key West

Myyar

Ctey Wall

Kay west, Flarian M0
Lakalang

l:m' N 1\l
Lakglang, Flarida 32802

APPENDIX D  (CONTINUED)

FLURIDA [Cont's.,

Helpourne

ke Mangghue

900 Strawbrigoe Avenue
Melbourng, Flarfda 22801
Tatephone:  105.727.244%

Afthard Dison

ity of Mlami Ddeach

1700 Convention Center Drtve
Hiart Buagh, Florids J2139
telegnone:  305-673-7551

Horth Miami

Community Fllnnlnq ana Cevetppmant
176 W.E 125§

oren et , F!urlal ne
Telapnona: 305-891-45!11

Orlands
toning 0¢ficial
409 %, Oranoe Avenus

Crlanda, Florids 13107
TeTupnons:  105-A4%-2377

Panara City

Mayor
Eity Walt
Panara City, Florica 11401

fensacsly

Cley Hall
mu:uu. Florida 125M

Pompano Beach

waltar Wi1t1ams, Builging Oftacial
B¢, By 1300

Pomping Aeach, Floreds 13CE]
Talene: 0$-742-1100

Siragoty

bolice Depargmant

050 Ringling Boulevard
asqtd, Florica 13478
A11-168-5000

Glarn Graer, Chtaf
P 0, Boa 2042

Byrg, Flortds 13711
ne:  813-89)-7171

Targy

Aoger P, Stawart, Otrector
!uilﬂn 00

402 N, lﬁln Streat
Twpa Florida 33617
Taldphone: £13.112.8860

Titugville

€. W, ME1

Titusyille Polica Deparement
Eax 519

mls Chanay “4qhwey

Titusvl T, floric: 0

Telapnone.  MY5.263-T50)

0-7

FLORIZA Ifeoet'q,”
wWast Paln Serachn
Josepn [, wugnes, Dirsctar
06 - Fng Cirest

wtit Frlm Epace, Flertda 31307
Taleprore: 30555548811 Eaf. 26

GEOPSIA

Crarles raad

Daputy Director of Envirancental Hedlth

Stite Mapartzent of uman Arsources
41 Teinity dvenue, 5.0

Atlanta, Geargia 10314

Talephorg: A04.858.4680

Atlanty

Mayor

300 City Halt

Atlanta, Jeorqla 30303
Calurtus

Jiven &, Qlive

P. 0, Box 2299

Calumpus, Segrgia 11902
Telaphona: 404-327-1541
Marietta

City rall

P. 0. Ban 609

Parietts, Seorgia 10063
H
City Hal)

nah

'aumun Gaargia 11402

Valdests

CIU Hall
¢, box 112Y
lldnul. Ehurqu ney

Larnar Roting

Rhate M{lum
m .mlnn Bou'lanrc

r Roping, Gaorgla 3109)
Tl'tlpnuv\t- 9|2 9232631 £st. 213

rimd] ]

Shinji taneda

Chiaf, Environnental Prataction L Haalin Services

Civlifon, Nofse & Radfatien Branch
State Jupeartrant of Health

1250 Punchbew]l Stragt

ranatulu, Hawdld§ 94331

talaphane. 895-548.435

JDAHG

dotse

David Sinders
P, 0. 3aa 500
agtve, Ttare 53001

Susan Stacy
Batia City 'llnninq Levartrant
Soise, laane 81N



oAk {tere s,y

tdano Falls

Rogert Pallack
Chiafl of Police
laana Fally, fdane 32401

Lewirton

City Hall
Lawivten, leano’ 33501

Pacatella

€. ¥ Moss

209 £, Lewit

Pocktalla, [dang 33701
Telaphena: 208-212.414]

1LLine1s

Japn §. Mo

Hanager, Dh-mnn of Land/tiotae
Pallution fongro|

1¥1bo1s Envircnemnta) Protacticn
Agln:y

2200 Chyrenil] Rone
Springfiald, 11 11aats &3704
Telephane; 217-742-6760

Megn

“ayor
City Hald
Altan, [111ncls 2002

Ariington Haighee

L.A. Hangon
Vi1 liga Hanapar
33 5. Arlington Haignts Foac

Arltngton Meights, Il|3u1: 40005

Tetaphone: J12-25)-234

Ayrara

Caplt:ﬂsoﬁlmrd Wagnar
Pl it A
Tetaghane: 312-891-BH11 Ext. 2i¢

Bullavill

Raymond 2111

101 5. 1110015 Streat
Botleville, [inels 62221
Talapnane:  618.231-6d10

Aoomingean

Jimas A, Hepparly

Safuty Coorainator
P.D.B0x Y

Bloomingtan, 111inois 1701
Telepnone:  109.828.-7161

Ericagy

n W, Fnuon.\:umunnn-r
Raam £02

ot

tark
Chicaga. [Viinars 60410
Telephong:  312.734.3080

APPENDIX D  {CONTIMUED)

LLINgls fcone’ .}

sacitar

L1ty mlt
Secatury 11linoiy £2523

He lalh

Kayor
Gty Y
e Gtb, [P note E210E

Cas Pliinag
Anilidp Linqant, 2.0,
Clity [mvironmental Offtcer
1420 Mingr S:rn!
trans S00VE

Dag Fly
Tetephanaz .‘I'IZ 29?- ]

owhar Srove

Arthur MeEs

Chiaf of Pol tca

310 duriingzon Avanue

Cownars Grave, [111nats 62514
Talephora:  J17-364-0300

Eigin

Fradqric Carlson

134 Conter Coure

Elgin, I1ttng1s 60120
Tolephoo: 312~ 69!-6“0 It

E]Mﬂuril

A1l Fulton

119 Scniligr

Elmrurit, {111nais 50124
Teleprone: 31248100024

flmuon¢ Jark

Richard 8. Hugzo

1909 11th dvanue

Elmwgad Pirn, IEInofls 50635
Talapnomn;  312-452-7300

freaport

City Englaemr John Aty
210 koSt Staphensgn Streat
freapert, [111nofs 61032
Talapnana:  A1R2212.2518

Marvey

C1 y
n:rm, |11|nn1| £0426

Hignling fark

City ml)
wignland Park, 111inafs 60035

[T11nats 53301
83130476

k24

LIRS (tame' s,

Liming

Atcrars Rigiarnaft

nsa ¥, 17156 Streat
ng, 111ingls 63429
wpnane:  112-474-101

Lcﬂ'ﬂl\‘!

ey mall
Luﬂuﬂ. Lol 60148

Marten Girava

City Hall
vorun Grove, {1linods 60043

B |I!

Wi1Tiam #lgvacer

750! Hllmaukee Avenue
NiTag, [lieods 60634
Telepaona:  112.567-5100

Hpzmil

Agn Hlar:

100 €.

tormy}, Illlnoll &1741
309-454-24

Nerthbrook
Charles haskle
1225 Cedar Ling

Nerthbreok, |1)inats £0062
Telapnend:  212-272.%350

Hgrtn Ericiga

Evelyn Alovander
Haalth OFfice
184

' Ltuli Avanug
[111ng1s 60083
Yllepnanc. 312 5890500

Fatating

raiith Deparirent
Palatine, [T1tnols 50067

Park Fore

[1
200 Farast Bowlevard
Fark farest, [11(aeis 80466
Telephone: 312-738-1117

P Ridge

Martin J, butler

Mayar

SGS Park Plage

farg Aldga, I10inoir 60068
Talaprone:  317-399.3200

Quingy

City rall
Quingy, [Minals 62107
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APPENDIX D

ILLINOTS {Cont'd.)

Anciford

Mike S4ean

401 Oivistan Streat
Rackford, [111nafs 61130
Teluphora: 815.962. 5055

ek lylgng

y meit
Rock Ixlana, [Mlinots 61200

$kokte

durton 21vilik

§127 W. Quxten Stramt

Skokta, [1l1rots  $0074
Telephona: 312.473.0050 £at, 223

Eheaton
Rilah H. Sarger (Miyor)
Sox 721

303 W, haslay Straet
W n, [1¥{nc1s 40187
Talophera: 312-858.3192

THDIARA

Ralen C. Plckerd, Technica) Sacretiry
Invirgnrentd) Mansgemant doara

State Board of wealtn

1310 W, Menigan Sereat
indtanspolic, [ndisny 48208
Taleprone:  317.632-8404

higa
A, 11 an
900 E. Chicsqo Avanus

East Chicago, [naians 26212
Taleprane: 219.192-8287

franswinte

Samm) M. Harring

Room 207

Adeiafstration Bidg., Civic Canter
i

Evincvilln, Indiana
Telaphone:  §12.428-5595

Fr. Wayng

Mayar
Ciey Hal)
Ft. daynm, Indiama 45302

Gary,

Rayor

City Halt

Giry, lnalana 46402
Hammna

Rorald L. Novik

$925 Calocat

Hasmond, Indiang 48320
Talwprons: 219.251-5308

Kohomn
Palica Dwpartrent

Kokoma, Indians 46951
Telephone: 317-459.510)

Lafayetse

Cley lall
Lifayetty, Indlans 47901

Michigin City

Clty Hall
Michigan City, fndiena 46160

IKDIARA [Lant'a,)

law_Albany

Cley rald

“w Albany, Inatang 47130
flcnmony
Ay Gauthiar
5. Ith Stree
Rlcnmona, Inciama $YIT4
Itrre mivte

City matl
Terre na

8 ladiang 47808
10WA

Lirry Cramg
fancut rictor
Tows Dapt. of Environmental Juality
tapita) complas

iakTace Builatag

Des Motneg, Towa 5ON19

Telepnome:  515-248.3138

Aomg,

Lue Fullingar, Muyor
City Hal)

dras, lows 50010
Teloprone: 515.232.8210
furlingzan

T.A. Benne

Chiaf of Polica

412 Yalley Strese
burlingeon, lowa 52600
Telagnone: 3137546547

glintan

ruce Jonansen

City Attorney

Lity Halt

tlinton, [ows 52732
Talepnone: 1922144

Coungt 1 Bluff;

Afcnerd G, Biangl

Oiractor of Punlic Fealth
City Rald

209 Paar] Stragt

CounciT Blurfs, Jows 51501
Telephone: 7123284684

Havanpart

Kanedth Conlon

Chief af Polic

226 Wavt 4o Strest
Cdyengart, lom 32801
Telephore:  319-326.7178

Des Hoinas,

Tod Wrlgenminn
!uﬂdin? Divector
City nall

East lsc and tocust

Ous HMofnas, [owa 50207
Telophone: * 515.203.4954

Dutiugue

Arthur J. Ratn, Jr,

City Hall

13tn & Caneral

Dubuque, Towd $2001

Telechone:  119-583-6441 Ext, 60

{(CONTINUED)

ICwA {Cont'3.)

F1, Codge

WAfl1lam D, Lamg

Folice Cniarf

Munieiasl Bulldin

Fi. Doape. lowd 50301
Teleprens  S15.47¢01788

Fr. waaipon

Zanny Eatley

den 4 Averue £

Fe. Mieiaan. lowa 52627
Telopnane:  319.372.7700

Magon Cley

Cley wall
asan City, [ma $40Y

ity ml)
Octymmi, fows 52501

Stoys City

Jenald ¢, Erickaan
Captain, Police Cepirtment
|16-42h Straet

Slua City, lowa 51i02
Teleohone:  712.273-8372

watarlioo

Giey a1
Waterloe, lows 50105

FANSAS

Emporia

Mayor
City ral)
Emporia, ranras 64801

Fr. Riley

City Hall
Ft, Rtley, Kansas §6442

Lawrancs

Lty Hall
Laarence, Kansdi 65044

k!‘v!mgl”h

Clty walt
LEAVATwOrtn, RAncas 64048

HgPnaryon

C.H, Tomin

M lvin Janenson

400 €, Kangas
McPharsan, Kinsas §M5D
Telaphons:  Ml6«241.5065

Bittshyrg

City tnspeceion Ofvistan
City Hall

Ath ang Pina

Ptetsburg, Xansay 65762
Talephone: 316-231.8170
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KANSAY alentia, )

Brajrie i Mage

§9%. LeLang R. Messper
Cnief of Palice

TI00 Misston Iuod

1 Ed2.4L6

) Pr||r1| V‘HITI. uml\a 64208

]

hawnga Misgtan

g;nﬂimdl'lnl. &P,

santy F

Shawren Fitston, Kaagyy 66212
orei 9130404062

Ciey
dl:ntu. ransay 61202

KERTULEY

Tormy Jackton
Mantucky Jepartrent for Matural
Ansources

Frankfort, Kentuchy 40601
Telephone; S02-584.33580

Asnland

nn{ana xantucky 44(00
Mgmport,

Lity Hall

410 1 Tark Strests
Newport, Kenkucky 701

LQUESTANA

Algapraris
Mayor
2,0, fox 21

anaria, Loulciame 21301
phone:  J18.442:280] Ext, 201

!I tgn Royqy

Jos Blangnard

P.0, Bax 1471

Baton Rouge, Lowivians 10821
Telephone: 4048851309

Bosgigr City

Marvin E, Anding, Mayer
Maygr's 0ffica

835 hrnuh qulumd
Boxsier City, Loultiin mn

Telaphend: 3535 Eak, 230
nouAd
Martin Erung
P lu: 60!!‘
Houra,
T-hmnt‘ sm-asa-som
Eqnnar

Nara (lancy

160) W11)4deg

Kenher, Loutslans J062
Tabaphana: 5047227701

ilflui&!

tity Kall
l.nrmm Leulytany 70501

Mw Origany

W.H, Chartonnst
Adatnlstrater

#.0, Sox 50610

New Orlashi, Loulsiens J006C
Telaphone:  50ks568-5140

APPENDIX D

LOUISIANA {Cont*y, )

Shrevapprt

Tarry mayes, Cormigsioner
124 Texes Avenan
Shrevapart, Leutstang 71100
Talapnone:  J13-228.6181

HAIHE

Lawigton

Mayor
Ping Street
Lewistan, Marne  G424D

Partland

City Hahl
JBY Gangress Strest
Porttand, Maine 411}

MERYLAND

Thomas A, Towars, Chicf,
Olvisicn of atte Control
A.E. Cercoran, Chiaf,
Rugiation Contral Diviyien
State Cepirtmant of Pedlth 4
Mantal My?unu
Environrental Health Agministration
701 W, Preston Strest
Baltirore, Haryland 2120
Telepnane: 301-383-204

1timare

Elk(nl ¥, Ganle, Jr,

11 % Calvart Strmwt, Room 219
ultimoes, #aryland 21202
Taltapnone: 301-B98-4427

Aachvtile

Mayar Will{am danca, Jr,
Danfiel G. Hobbs,

Maistant City Mansgar
City Ha
Mrzl&nd ¢ Yinyon Streaty
Rockyilly, Marylina 20850
Talepnans: 101-424-8000

Seabrook

5.K. Aarpwal, Chisf

10210 ncns-l: mn

Swabrock, nl and

Talapncni ; 1 ?9‘-6&00 {ll. i

BASSACHUSETTS
Bay ton

vosina Barman

99 High Strest

foston, Mapsachutatts 02110
Telephonn: 617.432-2930
Eugene Bl

Hoston City Mall, Room §58

Sotton, Nnucnuulu o201
Teleprong: BE[7-725+4416

E.M. Lomproni, Chisf
Rzom 120
500 Washington Street

Botton, Mitecnugetts 32111
Talephane: 417-727-2658

!I‘ﬂti!ﬂl\
City Hall

45 Schoal Jtraet
frockton, Massachusetty Q2401

thleagl

Ciy raid
Chicopes, Musechusatty 01013

D-10

(CONTINUED}

wasSALNYSETTY Ifont'd, b

Glougrter

Earlang uortiier

Palicy Chief

157 Miln Street

Gloucastar, Mestachuiates 01930
Teleoross: 6172835141

nolypie

Taning hgmintistratar

City mall Annma

rolyoke, Massacnutatts 01040
Talecnond:  313.530.4183

Lakewilly

Aoaert £, Donaldson, Cnief
Lenaviile hangitad

Lakav( Ve, Haggachusetes 02246
Telegnosk:  §17-5411201

Lecmngtar

Robert P, Carlign

Cirector of Haaltn

25 W4t Strest

Leominster, Massachuietts 01453
Telaprona:  $17+837.8508

Malgen

gty Hall

200 Plagsant Streat
Halden, Mpssachuiacts G148

parl ugn

Robart
2§ Fleasint Street
Harlboraugh, Mastacnutests 21752

Magrord

Jamay 0. #1cholson
qer

s3achusntLs Q2555
Talegrone: §17.298.5500 Exct, 2}

Melrogy

Garald #, Mimng
Ciey nall

Halr Massacnuratss 02128
Talupnona:  517+665-5430

Hortmamplon

Mayar Nancy J. smk. Msoc. AP,
Roam 11, City n.

210 kin urtﬂ

Northargton, Massachusetts 01060
Tebapnone: 617-584:0044

Rever,

Pryl Ruzp

City mal}

Revere, Missacnusecty 02151
Yalaphone: §17-284-1600 Exc. 143

Sulem

Charyk Cocper

1 Salem Grean

Lalem, Midsachysatts 91970
Telepnone: &17-74-4500

Sommryille

4 M:nlrﬂ Faulin

City mll

.omrvml. Massschusatts 02133
Telephone:  §17-655-¢£00 Exr, 347

Springfigla

wepert @, Janes
Princigal Planner
Springfiele, Massachupates OHIO0

Stepnin Joyce, Chief

1414 Stata Strest

Saringfiald, Massachusatts 01103
Telephont:  413-765-5137
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APPENDIX D

HASSACHUSETTS (Cont*d, )

daltham

Alan HeGlenmaa
Gy Hall
dalthim, Massacrusetes 02154

HorceytaT

Francis J. McGratn

City Managar

455 Magn Strest

Aarcaster. Magsachunetts 01608
Talechone: &17-798-2)51

WIEd JGAN

G.H, Danl

Chinf, Law Enfarcamant Divisian

Stacs Departomnt of Naturs] Rasaurces
Stavens T. Masan Butbging

Box JO028

Lansing, Michigan 4530%

Paul Hil1tman

Tranipartation ﬂnur:n Englnesr
Japt. of State wighway

Box J00%0, Mffhlyl Bu1|d1nq
Larsing, Michigan 43903
Talaphone: 1132100

Allen Park

Roy G. Dougnt

cnf-r ar Fgllzl

15840 Phi)om

Allan Parx, Hh:ni |n mm
Telephane: 3123

Bay fity

City Hall

Bay City, Mienlgan 48708
B|mln’ruu

:m
Ilminqnu. Mfehigan 48012
Chief of Police

1?1 Martin Steeet

MfchTgan 48011
113-&44- 1800

City Hall
Burton, Micnigan 49519
atroit

Howdre A, Nurray
1311 E. Jatfersen
Detrglt, Michigan 53207
Telaphone: 111-224-4850

F,md!!!

City
mell. Hichigan $8220

s

Aoz Fruiu
1101 5. Sagin
FIIM. mcnmn 48502

Grpnd Reoidy

A, Damlguist

Environnental #runﬂ‘lnn Depirtmant
509 Wedltay Strest,

Grama Raptds, umum "as01
Telaphona; BLE-456-3206

HICHIGAN {Cant'a,)

Hignlang Park

City dall
Highland Park, Menigan 58201

nallang
Ricnard wymin, Ssnitarian
1ty Hall

Hollana, Micnigan 49423
Telapnane: 816-128-1508

Inkytgr

:n{ Hall
2121 Inkstar Roed
Inkstar, Micnigan 48131

kglamazog

Police Depérinent

Lovel) Streat

Kalamazag, Hicnigan 49007
Telapnone:  §16-85-8144

Lanjing

Stlv-nE Dougan

Ciey o

9th F|

Laning, HH:M an 4831)
Telspnone:  §11+387-1414

incoln Pyrk

Troy Alley

|155 iculnﬂl'ld

Lincedn Pars, Michigan 48146
Talapnone: 113—18 - 1800

vo

Frans A, Kerdy

15200 Farmington Road
Liventa, Highigan 48154
felephone; 113-421-2000

Atdland
Hayar
mr Hall
Hidlandg, Mizaigan 48630
Hugkpgon
kick Chapla
1y Hall
Nuskagaon, Micalqer 43443

Oak Park

E-n;gl Armour

13500 Qak Park Boulwvars

Quk Park, Nichigan 48217
Talephone:  HJe542-133) £a1. 267

fagtram

fiooert B, Prarca

City Hall, Roam 102

1315 S, Warhingten Slr-tl
Siginaw, Michican $862)
Telephone: 41 ?5]-!&11 Eit. 10

Seuthfiald
tity Hall
Scuthfield, Micnigan 48075

§t. Ciair Shorst

Cley
it. f.lllr Sharas, Hignigan 48083

Taylsr
A, Eoward Kachale
Police Dapartrent

11075 #1m

Taylar, Michigan 48180
Talaphane:  213-287-6074

b-11

(CONTINUED)

MICHI4aY [Cangta.]

Wirrqn

Ted Batas, Mayor

29500 Yan Dyu Aypnue
Warran, Michigan 8093
Telephone: 3(3-373-3500

wtitlang

Glty nall
-uthnn. Micnigan 381835

Yppilangl

Tnmaorl N. N|uur
304 N, A
":llllnl‘ M:nl n 48197
‘ll'llh!‘lenl' 1I-482-191%

HINNESOTA

feyggal
John A. Dlson
t{ LI
41471 Davglas Drive

Cryital, Hinnggots 55422
Telephone:  §12-5)7-8421

Lgima

Cavie vaien

4801 W, S0t Street
Eding, Minnpioty 15438
Telephane: 612.921-B36]1

Frigley

Staven J, Olson

8431 Univarsicy Avenuy, H.E.
Frigla Inmugaty 55432
Tefophone: 612-8T13450

Mankato

0fficar daffmdn
City Hall
Fankara, Mnnesata 56001

NIHnllEaHI

Ropart L. Lineg

#3100 Puolic IuItn §ldag,

240 5. 4t Sere

Hinnaapolis, mnnnota 53414
Talephons: 612-MB.782T¢

Mircetonks

Ana €, Thampion

SO Minnatoncd 4iva.
Minnatonky, Minagicts 35343
Talaphone: 612.910-2511

Hﬂﬂl‘h!lg

City Hail
Honrnnu. Ninnesote S6560

Rienfigle

Imraruel F, fos
Gity of Ricalie
$700 Pertlind Avanug
Ricnfiale, Minnusata 55423
Telaghana: §12.869-7521

Rechastur

Mititam 2, Poblatr, P.E., MM,
414 Fourth §traat, 5.E.
fiochester, Minnasoty 55501
Telepnong: §07-285.8342

=

5t, Cloud
ity MaTL
£¢. Cloud, Mianesots 56201



APPENDIX D

HINNESOTA (CONT'D.)
4

st

Gaorge Latirwr, Hayar

City nal

§t. Paul. Mianestos 88102
aineny

::i'u)lr N“Euur
A|r|on|. Ninnasata S5SR7
Telephona:  507.452.3550

MISSISSIPPL

‘!”bl'

Sty mall

BiYoxt, Mississippl 335))
Grewnvilly

(hiaf fotert Skinnar

216 Matn Strant

Greanvilla, Niuls:lnu! 18710}
Telachone: 601-278-2804

Nlt!‘llbnfg

City Hall
P.0, Soa 1898
lla::lolhurg. Hitsissiop! 19401

Jackygn

Clty Hall
Jackssa, Migsissippi 19205

Myridian

Ml comn. P.E.
P.0. foa 430

Haridien, ﬂllﬂninﬂ 19301
Telsphone: 801-633-1820 Dat. 12

Pascugouis

City Hall
Pascagauls, Miss

NISSOURY

James P, Odandanl
Cirectar, Division of Environmantal

Qualtty
:15:0:” Dlnr.. of Hatural Resources
2019 Hillnurl. Soulevard
Jeffartan City, Missourt $5101
Talaphong:  314.751.1241

Serkeley

mn:y Shevey

6140 horta Manley
Berkaley, Missourl 63134
Tolaghona:  J4«524.3312

slppi 9547

Cipa Girsrdsau

Cley Hall
Cape Glrardesu, Mitsquri  627CL

Ch:znn

Jahn W, Spell

St, Louts County
Cepartmnt of Haalth

801 South Brentwsod Blvd.

Claytan, Mysourid 61105

Telaptiona: 31472611

Colusbia

Phyl11s A. Hardin
701 East Broadway
Columbla, Mizseurd 5201
Teleprone:  J14-374-T214

RISSOUAL (Cent'a.)

Flortytant

Al Hockar

955 Auy 5%, Francaly
Flapitsant, Missouri 63031
Talapn 314.921.4T00

Incependance

Lawrencs £02

Chief af Police

103 N Matn

Indepencance, Mittourl 44050
Telegrone: B16-836.43C0

duplin

Jno{in Migiourd 64801
Eangay City

Larry (ol

213t Floar, City Hall
Kansay City, Hitsouel 63108
Taleanone: B16-274-250]

J.E. Mysliniky, Manager
bgalth Departtunt
ransay Clty, Missourt GAIDE

Kirikwood

Clty Wl

1206 Hirsat Streat
Kirkweed, Migsouri 53101
Qvarlang

Rabert B. Brooks, Jr.
Dfrector

9119 Lackland Rosd
OQuerlpna, Miggogri 61114
Telapnone:  114-428-4)2)

Aaytown

City mll

Raytown, Missaur! BI04
§t,_Chartey

O114e Govetonin

200 N, Second Strast

5t. Ch g, Mistouri 83101
Talaphone: 114-925-2000
$t. Jodapn

Cley mll
se, Jeaph, Higscuri €450)

Sr. fauis

C.M, Copley

Alr Pol!uuen Cnmlulﬂn-r
Room 419, Cley Ha

$t. Louls, mueuri 100

Telaphane:  114.453.310

Habgter Gravas

City Wl
chnm Graves, Missaur! 61119

MONTANA

Larry Lloyd, Chiaf
Cerupational kraltn Bure

Stata Dape, of nmalth m! [nw!ronmnul

Sclences
caTmuII Auilding
Welana, Montam 59801
Talephones 406-449-354

(CONTINUED)

NEBRASAY

grand llllnﬂ

City Hall
Grand Island, Neorasaa 68801

Lincoln

Diex Varnar

301 Centannial Hall So.
Lircoln, Hevraska $830%
Taiephane: 402-471-21846

Richard R, Kcklvain

Lincoine
County red

2200 St. Mary't Aven

Lincoln, Nebraska

Telepnona: 102-173-1511

Omana

fonert Tirmerman

Civic Cantar

181% Farnim

Omana, Mebrasha 68102
hlcpnnno. 407-448.48018

Scotts Bluff

-y

Jemes Livingiton, Palice Chief
1818 Avanua A

Scotty Sluff, Nebraska 49361
Telepnone: 100.812-N76

NEVADA
Reno
tarl R, Canil)
P Bex 1IT0
Reng, Mavads B3520
Talagnona: 702-785.4280

NEW HAMRSHIRE

Nathua
Alsnonse Hagttentchwiller, MPH Dir,
18 Mulberry Street
Naghua, Niw Hasoihiew  OJ0S0
Telechone:  60)-380-2155
Paetsmouth
Car] Semcion, Building Inspactor

Fubtic Warks Dapirtment
Is1tngton St

Fartsrautn, maghirg 03401
Taisprana: 50!—436-“?5 or 0177
NEW JERSEY

F.l. GiPalvara, Chinf
0fftce of Molsa Contre

|
Dspartment of Enviramuntal Protection

JEO Scotch Road
Neat Trantan, few Jariey 0B§Z28
Talsphane: §03-392-76%

Jayanns

ity Ml
410" Avanue
Yayonne, New Jertey Q1002

Eellaville
City madl

182 washington Avenun
Bedleville, few Jersey Q7109
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APPENDIX D

HEw JERSEY {Cont'a.)

fridgemirer

ilnhnﬁfa”nui. Cvironmenta) OF ficar
L1Y

-nr'au-nlr Tm-mni

Sridgam fow Jnrm 03807
Tlhpnunl' "201-7125-4200

fust Orange

Ecward T, Bewter, Sr.

34 City Hall Plaga

Tast Orange, Maw Jdmrsey  0M01%
Telapnone: 2)1-766-3165

£nglewnod

krtln T Inger

41 Grand Avanue

Englawadd, Niw Jarsay 07611
Tnl-pnm: 201-5671333

Garfield

Jarmt Lusctandrallo

143 Harriton Avenue
Garfiala, Mew Jersey Q1028
Teluphone: 20)-140-0207

Y143

wWilber W, Ling, Chiaf

65 Cantra) Avisue
Hachangach, New Jersey 07602
Telephona: 201-342.3000

Highling Bark

Cavid A, fapl, Senior Sanitartan
417 Denniran Slrut

Hianland Pirk, Kew Jertay 08304
Talaphone: ZUI 828-8100
Jerves Sity

Alfrad J, Stitile
532 Summit Avenus
Jarsey City, Hew Jertey 01104

Eageny

Staphan Mcree. Senfor Sanitarisn

Xesray Dapirtrant of Healsh and
Environmenta) Protecticn

695 Kearny Avanue

Kaarny, Mew Jersey (QT032

Talsphone:  101.337-0600

Lénasn

Haney F. Civan
City Wall

A, Wood Amm

Lingen, New lergay 07415
Telapnone: 20i-d86- sm Ext, 811

tong Braneh

Mayor
144 Broasway
Long Orancn, dw Jersay 7740

Newark

Hubart Hitl1aes, Pol. Directar
Jahn Yaller

22 Frankltn Street or

2 Cacar Strast

Hewsrk, New Jerimy 07102

Telephons: 201-731-8007 or 73)-)E4R

HEW JERSEY (Cont'd.)

futley

Roy £, Stanley
Kenngdy Jrive
Hutlay, %ew Jersay 07110
Selephona;  201-667.-2000
Qrange
Gcalrumnt af Apalth

Cay

2304,
amm. M- Jervay Q2050

Baramus

City mall
Paramus, fiew Jaridy 07652

Pritaic

Robert €, Hi}ligan, MPH

101 Pasgare Avenue

Passaic, New Jarsay 07055

Telephane: 201-371.3300

Partn Amboy

Thomds Santamaria

City of Parth Ardoy
Envircneental Control

597 Smith Stret

Perth Ambay, Kew Jersay 080841

Telephone: 201-237-1600

Iaaneck

Rick Yenanzi

City Hall

Teanack, New Jersay Q7686
Teleprona; 201-827-3800

Trantan

Na:mnll! £, Cobb, Director
City Hal
Trantan, Hu Jarsey 08603

Robert Atccianni

2090 Graenmodd Avenus
Trentan, New Jeryay 08619
Telephone:  609-538-1500

Trog Hills

Tewnsnip 4f Parsippany
1063 Parstppany Boulevard
Troy HIVI1, Kew Jarsay 07054

Unipn

Jacgues V. Sichel
1024 Sayre Road
Union, Kew Jeriey 07042

Hayne

O1car Aquiag, vaalth 0fficer
475 Yallay Ao,

Waynt, Hew Jerzay 070
TelTephane: 207-694.1800

NEW MEX]CO

Albuguerque

Hilas Qrean

204 Shangrt La M.,
Abuquerque, A Martco  BII0Z
Telephone;  505-766. 1435

(CONTINUED)

kW MEICE [Lont'd. )
hadby

City ral)
Heons, New Marico 38240

Lay Cruces

City mall
Las Crytes, Mew Mecico 82501

Roch wall

£ty Hall
Aotiwell, hew My B3201

NE4 YORK

Or. Frag G, Hang, Burpdu of Holys Control
l!dn! Donl. nf Envirsnmental Canservation

Ilhlny Yorh 12213
I'ulcpnuno. ns-asr-mns

Buitalo

Tromas A, haaen, Jr,

Room 502, Cley malkl

utfaly, "Nt York ]4202
Talegnone:  716-858-4200 Ext, 301

Freeport

Thomas. Bwinunm. ¥illage Clark
Inc. Village of Freeport

45 N, Ccean Avanue

9Cre, New Yoex 11520
phang:  S16-218-4000

James town

Stavan 0, Carlson
Munfcipal Building
Jarestown, New Yorn 1470]

Klngten

Miyor
Ctey Hall
kingiten, Hew York  |2401

¢k par

Joan T, Agdecee

Lackport Huniclp-'l Bullatng
1 Locks Plapy

Locrport, Hew Yorx 14094

HE, Varagn

Thowgs E, Snawpr, Mayar
100 Stavent Avenua

ML, Vernon, New York 10550
Telsprane: 218.453.534%

Hawbu: L]

Clty Hall

83 Sroaaway

Nasburgn, Kew York 12550
New Rochelly

Ales Taone

30 Baaufort Maca

New Rochalle, New York 10601
Taleprone:  916.612-2021



HEW YORK (Cant’d.)

Ulegera Fally

City Hel)
HE #ain Strest
Slegard Fally, Naw York 14302

harth Tanawands

City Mell
Wren Tonawanda, Hes Yark 14350

Rachagear

Michi! A, Koral

11 Saenfall Rong

Racraster, Mew York 14602
Telegnone:  716-442-4000 Ext. 353

Thomas. Pi Ryan, Jr., Hayor

Loy Hal
Rochertar, New York (4620

Jore.
ity Hatl

200 H, Jumes Strmat
Moma, haw Yark 10840

Mayor
Clty Hall
Schanectady, haw fork 12305

Ty

Thomas Myrlay ar Jumi§ Cofroy
Ronument Square

Tray, b York 17180

Teluohona: S1B-270-4567 or 270-4477

Whity Platng

Carl Olgen

U5 Min Sirest

Whits Plains, New York 10610
Talephosn:  914-642-426%

HORTH CARDLIRA

Jiras R, Hinkley, Special Asgistant

Staca Daparteent of Natural ourced
and l:cl-mlty Gavalopment

bos 22602

fuledgn, North Camitma 27611

Talaphorm:  919-731.0487

Ashgyille
J. E, Johnien

,0, Box 7148
Athaville, Horth Cargling 20807
Telaphonat  704-255.524)

Byrlington

Payl 0*Nea), Cniaf of Folice
P.0, Bax 1358

Burlingtan, Narth :mhnn Hir it
Telopnonas  315=-226-16

Lhirlotte

Charlatta Police uupmm
15 €. Fourtn 5tre

Chap) Narth l:m'lina H:HH
Telephona:  TO#=274-212L

APPENDIX O

HOATH CRROLING [Cant'a.)

Lurham

Agbare €. witey, Jr.

105 ity hall Plazs

Zurtam, Yorzh Caralina_ 21781
Telopnone;  319-64).21J0

Fapaztavilie

City fall
2.0, Bex 4)7
Fayettevi!Te, Nortn Caraling 29107

Gagigniy

Gaa:m;u Ttlnninq Departmant
F.0.
Gastoniy, Ngeen Cerclina 26052

Ggldsbers

Kannath Kyle, Clty Menager
Orawar A

214 N, Contar Strast

Goldsbara, Narth Carolime 21510

Gregngtorg

Hawitt L. Lovalace, Jr.

Dravar Wed

Gresnsooro, Morth Caroling 17402
Teleprona: 9191732096

Gresnville
Nugn D. Cox, Jr., Palice Atioraey
fon T3

Sorth Caroling 27AM4
9l 752-3302

“ow
a

High Foint
City P"lll
niqﬁ Poine, Nortn Carolira 217261

Ralaicn

A L uamin. Pollce Chief
110 5. Kl

Ralaigh, Nortn Carnking 27602
Tainphong: 315-735-8370

Facky Mount
Clty wall

#.0, Box 1180
Racky Mount, harth Caroline 27801

Hilmtraran

City Hall
Wilmingtan, Haetn Caraline 28401

Wilwcn

City nall
wilise, foren Caroltns 2189
Wingty lem

Cly Hall
7.0, Bos 4}

-1
WinstansSalem, Karth Carolina 27102

0-14

(CONTINUED)

HORTH DRKOTA

Senx A, Cnetstiangon, Jrecter

Division of Environrenta] Engingaring

Stete Henlth Ceoarorent

1200 Mitgourt dvenus
S1smarck, horch Jakota $8S0%
Trieohone 71-224.2148

Ontg

et £, willigm, 0.E,

Hrector

Onfa Envirgnmantal Proftecticn Agancy
Joa T02§

161 £, dread Strut

{aluntus, Jnio 43214

Telephane:  G14-468-8555

dkron

hormdn F. Keckler

117 Soutn droadwry
Aergn, Qnle 44308
Telephonat  216-375.2480
Mitancy

Jurey Puckett

Qrfice of Mayar

410 East Markat
AMliinca, Gnia $4631
Tolepnone: 216-821-3110
Jroor Bark

Albere Casealll

£161 Engle Rogg

Srock Park, Ghig 43142

Talaphona: 215:423-1234

fanten

fobery Maurar

Canton City Planning

213 Clevaland Avanue, 5.8,
402

Canton, Ohko
Telephane;  218-45%- 1348

{laxgland

8oya T, Marsh

1928 5t. Cladre Avanue
Clavaland, Cnio 45114
Telaphanet 21§-434.2104

Columtuy,

Clty Hall
Columaus, Onfo 43214

flerts

firy Hel
ﬂ]r'l. Ohle 44018

Eughlg
Tonv J. Sustarsic, Mayor
Eucrw. Ohia 44123
Fiirporn

£ity Mall
Fulrnorn, Qnde 45324
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APPENDIX D  {CONTINUED)

OnlQ {Cont'a.}

Finglay

fallce Cepartment
Findlay, Onto 43840

Girtiald Weignty

Jarms L. Watary

Sefety Dlrlcmr

4451 Turnay ori

Gartleld Noluntl. onfo 41125

Kant

Jarms Witharspaon

9 5, Water

xant, Onig 34249
Talaphona: 2]8<628-3100

Exttaring
Harmon Erndeick

Superintandent

Dividton of Hulmng fespection
3400 Shroyer Acad

Kattering, Chin 4542%
Talephope;  413-296-2481

Lima

Cl H!l
L|lu. Crhia 25001

Lorain

City a1}
Lorain, Qhla 43057

Mangiietd

Gedrge A, Cunite

City faginamr
Municisal Bullding

30 N, Dismone Strest
Mansflatd, Ohla 44902
Marion

City mall
le!nﬂ. Ohlo 42302

Mantor

Eowird J. Podegil

Clty Ma r

B50Q Ciwic Cantar Blyd,
Fentor, Onfo dd
Talaphona:  218-255-1100

Parma

L. %, Yarr, X,

4641 Ridga Hoad

Parmd, Ohio 44129

Talephona: 215-BB5+232) Ext, 210-212

Barma tialohts

Aglund E. Reid

Dirgcter af Pyblic Sdfaty
$26} Pasrl Rou

Parmy Helghts, Ohic 44130
Talophone: 214-884-5600

Fﬂl‘!!ﬂ\ﬂh

Alan 0, Gabel

728 Sacond Szraet
Porttrouth, Ohlo 45652
Telaphone!  618-353-7530

QHIG (Lant'a,)

$haker Hatgnty

City Held
Shakar Helgaes, Onla 24120

Springfisld

Winsten J, Stultz
Chinf

120 §. Canter Street
Saringfiala, DRty 45507
Telepnone: 513-121-918;

Toledo

Paul D. Finalay, MHrector
26 Main Strasc

Yalno Ohin 38605
aphona: 413=287-6524

Upger Arlingtan

Palice Divisien

Tremont Raad
Ypper Arlinglon, Ghio 41220
Telepnone; 614-457.5080

dareay

Cley Hal)
!‘ll Mahgntag Avanue, N4,
Waresn, Qhia 44483

Wnitama 1l

John A, 8f3ncp, Mapor
360 Sauth \‘nrl'nz Road
whitenall, chio 4321)
Telephona: 614-237-8611

fanssville

City mald
hnunlh Ghfa 43701

OKLAHOMA

Cale Mchard, Chief

Qeccupational Rediation Health Services
Seate bwlru'ln: of Health

P.D, Bgx 53551

Ok lanoma Lity, Dklanoms 73104
Telsprong: 105-271.5223

Dal_City

Clty salt
Sal Clu. Gklahama 13125

Luwton

Paul Cl‘tlllﬂl\

u- on u NIIM 108
Telapngng: 405- J!i’ EI.DO Eat. M6

Midweyt City

Yarfon €. Raed, Mayor

City #a

Midwast City, Oklangma 73J10
Muskooes

Cley Hall
Muskeges, Oklanoma 74401

Narman

W, Dub Bag'lny
P.0, 32 )0

Karman, Okleroma 73070
Tllephun: 1051211604

QeLANOMA (Conp's.)

Oklehora C“!

Tormy B, Wnste
Diragtor

921 N.E. 2Ird Stre

Oklanama City, uulmnm 13108
Talepnane: 405-421.864]

Shawnes

David L. #ulrburgn

PO, Drawer 1434
Shiwnee, Qklanora  HaOl
Telepnong: 5-275.12%

Stillmater

Clty Hal)
sr.t{lnur. Oklanomy MOT4

Tulsa

Georqge Protney, M.0,
4516 E. 150 Straer
Tulsa, Oklamoma 74104
Telephane: §18-939:267]

GREGIN

John hector, Superyite

Oregan unu:. of Eﬂ\rifﬂmnlll Quality
§22 $.W, 5th Avenue

Partland, dregon 97204

Talepnone; §01-229.4989

forvalliy

ey Hill
Corvallis, Qragon 91330

Iuglnl

sTt. R. 4, Limh

Clty of Eugene Palice

177 Pearl Strast

Eugana, Oregon  3740)
Telephane: 50)-5B7-3165 or 5166

Madford

Alchard ¥11{in, City Flannar

Qrls McGew, Chiaf of Police

Leo 5. Fancay, Msistant City Munager
City Hall

Megtord, Oregon 97403

Telapnoma: 503-174-7458

Portland
David A, Swnrt

Hofse Section, Bur. of K, Env,
2080 S.L. Powsll Blvd,
Arane:

Porsland, Jragen 9714
Talaphona: 153 248-4185
Silen

Clzy Hall

me-\. Oregon 97301
Springfigic

City Hall
Springfiela, Oregon 31477



PERHSEL VAN &

AMlentown

J. 3. Evarett

435 ramilton Stesst

Allentomn, Ptnns;iunu 18500
Tolegnona:  215-751+4268

’!S"‘:"ﬂ

ity W
lunllnm. Pannsylvanta 18016

Eagton

Patiip Conltn
Clty nnmrua
) Farry Str
Easten, quylmh 18042

L.ﬂ‘.“’l’

Hally £, Stambaugn
mnmhl Builcing
120 N. Duk Strest
Lincatter, Pesnaylvania 17604
Telaphons: 17-197-3501 Ext. 3]

Mexanqpore

Lty Hall
Kekewrgare, Papnsylvanis 15132

haw Lapely

tity Hall
1304, Jafterian Street
Hew Castho, Penngylvania 18101

Moretgtomn

Jires Hitcnell

Heal1tn Officar

25 E. Alry Street

Karristomn, Penasylvinia 19401
Tedephone:  215-272-8080

k&!i!m

Carrall &, Mattdngly, Insprcticns DIr
Jares €, Roagers, Ghiaf of Palica
Barqughn Hall

241 King Straat

Fottatewn, Pennsylvania 163
Teleghones  215-326-3100

Atuding
£

1ty Hail
Auding, Pasmiybvanis 13601
Sta 1

Elwopd Williame. Jr,, Chief of Polica
{18 5. Frasar Street

ttate ol Tege, Pennsylvania 16801
Tolasnane: §H-271411

York g1t

City

Hall
rm Gity, Penasylvanis 17405

APPENDIX D  (CONTINUED)

PUERTD AICD

Santos Ronena Belancourt

Asgociate Dfrector for Sobic Wasie
ird Notse Centro)

Envirgnmental Quality Board

Jogd Sasoqal

197 dorinquen Gardany

Rie Pledras, P.R, 00924

ARQBE 1SLAND

Jaskpn F. Arruda, Planning Chief,
State Jepirtsent of Trangportition
$tate CFficn Eul'l:iln?

Pravidence, Anade Taland 02903
Talapnona:  d00-277-26%3

Herbert F. Kilguss

Decupationn] Heaitn Specialist
ivisfon of Occupational Health
Stte Depirtrant of redlth

75 Davis Streat

Pravidence, Rhady Jslend 92904

Crinston

Jarws t. Teft, Jr., Hayar

Cley H
cunslnn Rhote [slane 02930

East Erovicance

Paul A, Flyan, City Manager
City Matl

€ait Provizerce, Rhode Island 02904
Teleshondt 40144343301

NewpoTt

Clyy Hald
n'-pqﬂ. Rhoos Teland 02840

Pamiuchgt

Eugenu J, Jaffery, P.E,

117 Roptavelt Avatus
Pawtucket, Rhade [sland 02860
Talephona: 401.728.0500

Previdancy

Jarn A, Rellen

40 Fountain Strest

Previdence, Anode 11)and 0908
Talspnone: 301-331-4550 Fat, &6

Warwiek

Eity Hall
1215 Post Aoad
Warwick, fhade I1)ana 02888

Hnﬂrﬁﬂ!k!l

Garald J. Bouley, Mayor

169 Hain Strast

Woonsockat, Anpde 15lana  0ZBSS
Telaphone; 401 762.6400

SOUTH CARDL IRA

3.4, Saith, Asst, Deputy Canmtysfonar

State Dapt. of »ealth b Envivonmentl
tanzrol

2600 Bull Street

folumbia, Seuth Carolima 29201

Talephone: §03-758.8491

SOUTH CARDLINA (Cont'2.)

Charlagtsn

Jaan Pocl

116 Meeting Street

Charlestisn, South :arahu Z346)
Telaphore: 803-577

folumeis

Jamus M, korton

City mall, P.0, B

Columbia, South Carulhu HHY
Telepnone: 303-768.1041

Flarencs

John €. Slrafany, !anlng A,
Bramer GG, City-tnunw omplex
Florence, $owth Caralina 25501
Telaphone: d01-£85-3141

Sresnvitly

City Hall
P.0, Sox 120
Gresnvillg, !nu:h Caraline 39602

Narth Charlesten

City Police Departmant

Janking Aeanna

liartn Crarlaston, South Carclina 29406
Taleprang; 8034354.9030

Bace W11
Aangall €138

Planning I. H.lnlglvmlt Dirsctar
F.0, Box 11708

Reek A1), Souch Caralim 29730
Telaprone: 803-]28-6171

Spartinbyrg

Frank Allan, Mayor
City Ha
Spertannurg, South Careling 23304

JEHHESSEE

Joal Barmatt, Enviranmgntal Englaser 11
Biviston of Alr Pellution Ceatrol
State Capirttent nf Punlic Healta

308 « ?th dvanue, Noren
Cnltﬂ ﬂil! Bu! urnq. Roam 25§
Hanhetlia, Ta m

Chattanoogs
City

(1l
mnlc!nﬂ Byilding
Chatsancoga, Tennasyes 17402

Cllrl!vt'"!

City
cllrlivmn. Tannusses 17040

fician
City #all

ne E. Miin Strant
Jackidn, Tennessen 28301

I |

f




SR

e

TENMESSEE [Came‘s,)

Johnsga Git

cnief Tom Helton

Jannsgn City Police Dapartment
Munteipal & Safacy Sullding
P.Q 2150

Jonnsan CEty, Twmlu e
Teleprone: 6159263

Xingiport

C(Ir m1
Kingspert, Tannusses 174682

Hul‘fl’l"lﬂ"ﬂ

Claude A, Armowr

Commissloner of Safﬂy

Palice Capartmant

02 5, Church Street
Myrfrivisore, Tennssiee 37130
Taleprong! 515.893.1011

Naghviite

Or, 1. um-un. n|r. af Heslth
rEh

31« 13ed Avanu
Nasnville, Ten
Telopnona: &1

Qak Ridgu

Oask Sergeant (Police Deoartment)

Zava Feate (Builotng [nspsctor)
Jim Harlegy (Env, Health Supy. )
gléll;n Hagdick {City Manager)
Qak Hﬂil. tennessen  N7AJ0
Talephone: 615-48)-5671

TERAS

Harace Adrisn, Administrator
State Dopirtaent of Healtn
1500 Vit 4%tn Stret
Augtin, Teasn 78756
Talephone: S12-458+7254

* Apilens

City Hall
Abtletw, Taras J9604

Amael\to

City Kl
mrﬂln. Tenas 79101

‘Fl‘l\z!"

Mayor Dsna Lafler
City Hall
Arlingten, Texas 76010

Augtin

lwrm Medeynalde, Directer
P.Q, § GB‘

iultln. !un 74787
Telophone: §12-477-8511

Bromnyyft]

Ctty Hall
Brownsyilla, Teass T8520

Aryan
PoTTce thiaf EVlison
Rox 1000

Bryan, Tands 77801
Telepheas; 713-823-0071

APPENDIX D
TEXAS
falla

ity Hall
Dl'l{ll. Teras  T2)5
El _Fasa
1ty Hall
El ;m. Taxas 75901

Et. dorth

A, J, Brown, Chiaf of Police
Public S|f|{y ] tuu;fl dtag.

FL. Worth 1%
Teleprone:  B17.135.1211

Galvgszon

City w1
Galvasion
Lo Marque, Taxas 72550

Garlang

Shelly Fust
City of Earllnd
9, lox
Glrlm Yuu T!DID

Grard Prairis

City vall
ﬂrlnu Prairin, Texas T50SQ

Hariiagen

Guy Anderson, Chiaf of Police
Ban 2207

Hartingan, Texds 78553
Telaphone: 512.423200

Houstan

Joh V. Gomot, Ehief
NN umr-qar
77030

Houstan, T
Taleghone: I! 222+420%

Huryt
Thomas £, Pugn, City Karager
150% Precinct Ling Road

Hurst, Teaas 76051
Talephone; 417-291-4160

pangyier

Cley Wl
Longylew, Tanas 75801

Lubbeck

Gty mall
Lubback, Texas 79549

Mesgults

Polics Departmant
P.0. Boa 117

Merquite, Yezas 75149
Telephonr: 214-288+7711

Migland

City mll
Midland, Teass 79701

{CONTINUED)

TEXAS

Pagguny
Egmard R, [bert
208

Pag
Telaphona:

Pore Arthur

8, 1. Mankin

Zala L. Watien

2.0, dox 108§

fort Arthur, Taxay 77640
Telepnons: 713.383.2321

Rtchardion

Bob Galvan

don 109

Ajchardten, Tazas 75080
212-225.332t

San_tngely

Pat Taylo

’5”“ D!ﬂl'llll\(‘.

Box 1

Sén lnql'lo. Tesas 18502
Talaphone:  915.£55-8121

i4p irtonio

Clty Ml

San Antonia, Taxay TH204
Sharman

Cl: an

nnrmn. Tasas 75090

Is

11

Stuart A, Bach, Cley Manager
P.D, Box 1967
I

1 7550)
7941438
Tangy Clty
Paul 0. Barth
City #

1601 « 3th Avatus
Turas {ity, Tesas 715H
Telaprones  713.34H-3111

Tyler

. 5. Malloch, Chief of Polize
7,0, Box 2019

I'y'lur. Texas 75700

Talaprone: 214+597-4841

Wigo

Bi11 Falen
P.Q. Baa 1370
Waco, Toaas

76702
Talegnone:  817-75E-6161 Ext, 347

!‘.“_"_"J'..'Ll
Chty
-u:nlu Fulh. Texat 76201

VERMINT

Burltngeon

Police Departmunt

Qfticer {n Charga
Burlingtan, Verroat Q5401
Talephong: 80T-658-2700

10
13=477-1511 Ear, ¥4
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YIRGINIA

Algsanaria

Ir, A, A, Cardons, Die, of Nealth
S17°H. 5t, Avapn Strest

Altaperia, ¥ie
Telapnens:  703-

Aclington

Richird 8, Bler

2na Flogr, Courthoyse
Arlington, Virginia 22201
Telepnane: T0d-463.2715

Charlopeegeitl

fon Higgtai

J. Dakoven Bowsn, Cnisf of Police
608 E, Rarret Stret
charlottesviile, Virginia 22901
Talepnane:  305~29%.0157

Chesapapiy

fhesapeaks City Police
Codar Roag

Chasaphika, Yirginia 21320

Telaprane:  Bod-S4Y-5404

Fairfan

d, G. Maitu, loning Enforcamant
10555 Matn Street

Fairfax, Virginia 22010
Taluphone:  703-830.2154

Hampton

Jungs D, Ashley

22 Lincoln Street
Hampton, Virginia 23488
Telephona:  BOH-TZ1-4228

Zhbu:

City Haly
Lynchburg, ¥irgtnia 2450%

Nempors Newy

Randy W, Hildsbranot
Asslstant City Manager

2400 ¥ashington Avenua
Newpors Haews, Yirginia 23607

Morfalk

H, §, Wiin, M.D,
401 Calley Avanus
Horfolk, Virgiala 21507

Borzgmuth

GClty Hall
P.0. Soa 820
Partamouth, Virgiate 21704

Alchmond

City Hall
30) Broad Street
Rfcrmend, ¥irginfa 23219

YIRGIN [SLANDS

Dorald €, Francols, Atst, Director
Divigjan of Natural Resaurces
Cepartrant of Convarvition

P.C, Box 4340

St. Thomas, ¥irgin (slindy 90801
Telephone: 805-774-2111

APPENDIX D  (CONTINUED)

WASHINGTON

Javig £. Seunasrs, Notse Section reig

Szate Departrent of Ecolagy
HiSPY 1Y

a aibington §0504
Tule 206- 75346467
Bellgvue

£, 0. Bauer, Planatng Copartment
855 + 120th Street, A.E,
Ballavun, Waningtan 38068
Telecnone:  208+355.886d

farald 7. Corkery, Guputy Crief
Polica Depirvant

Jellevus, uaghingtan 58009
Taleghone:  206-465-4923

Sqllingrim

ctzf malt
Baitingham, Wasnington 38775

Everatt

Wtl11am Strong

City of Everate

City Hal)

Evarett, Wasningzan 38291
Talehona: 2C4-243.234)

Longuisw

Kermit Wnity, Police Chier

Hall of Justice, 1176 - |st Street
Longview, wishingtasn 9432
Telenhoan: 208-577.1315

Aanton

Aanala G, Nelsan

200 M1 Avenue South
Renton, Waghingtan 98055
TeTennone:  206.23%.2540

$mately

Curt Marner, (oordimator
Raita Abatemens Program
Saattie-£ing Co, Healen Jepr.
Seattle, Masningten 9104
Telepronet Z06.625-2128

$pokans

Miyor
City lal)
Spokare, Masningten  §920

Tacoma

Tom fAegers, €05,

3629 5, D Street

Tacema, Wasnington 5SE404
Teleshore;  204-493-4760

Yancouver

Alch Hinet

P.0. Box 5000

¥ancouvar, Wasningtan 38553
Teleghone: 2084392261

Yahima

City mall
Yakima, Wasningtsn Sa901

sE3T VIRGINIA

Falrmont

Adyne Stutler, Chigf of Foldca
P.2. Box 12

Fatrmone, West Vieqinta 26564
Telepnoaa: 104-164-6211 [xt, 52

Huhﬂﬂs‘m\

Cley mal}
Huntingten, Aest wirginia 25701

Jirkarsburg

Mayar
P.0. dou 1208
Pirxersburq, West Virgiate 28101

dgirton

Gearge Redfen, Police Chiaf
200 Municizal Plana

Welrten, wast virilnh 26052
Taleprone: 3H-Ha.5050

WiSCOHSIN

Departmant af Watural Hesqurces
Bureau of Alr Minjgenent

o 450

Hagisan, Wisconiin 537Q%

Balate
Jona M. Mizerea

220 W, Grand Streat
fnlart, Wiscansin 53811
Talephona: 808-364.6E00
rookfisld

City mall
BrogkPiale, Wiscomin 53008

EauClatre

Oarryl Farmir

120 - 2nd Avaros

Lau Clitre, Wissensin  5470)
Telspnona:  115.819-4718

Grasn fay

Ha1uld Cumpton, vo)ice Department
107 5. Adams Strest

Graan Bay, Wisconsin 54301
Telaphone: 414-497.1800

ksnosna

Jsarge A, lirewr
625 - E2nd St
Kenogha, Wisc
Taleprone: 4

L4 Crosen

City Hall
La Croxse, Wisconstn 54305

Madijon

Falice Department
Maditan, Wisconsin 53701

Hanitowar
Anthony V, Dufed, Kayor

B17 Franklin Strest
Minttowos, Wiscomyin 54220
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HISCONSIN {Cant’d,]

Henomonee Fells
W 1am €, Fraislaben
P, 0. fax 100

anoronee Félly, Wisconstn 5081
Tadeghona: 414-251.7800

Hilmiukey

Gagrge A, Kupfar

Mumntetpal Building, Aoom 105
841 H. Broscuny !

MTweukae, Wigconsin 83202
Telacnone: $14.278-1674

Qynoxn
¥lctor Aassing, Health Departmant
Box 1130

Quhkosh, Wisgonsin 54301
Talephone:  414-k26.0287

!Mnnunn

City Hall
Sheboygan, Wisconsin $i081

iuglﬂﬂr

Cley Halt

QY Hammung Avenus
Suparor, Wigcensin 54330
Talepnenn;:  718-194-013

Hiutay

Louaty Heklth Officar
Lourthaut

Wiutau, wigeongin 54401
Telephone: 7)5-842-234t

Miuwateta

City Hall
Wamatosa, Wlecoasin 63213

LLHARALY

Aenala M, duege, West Al)fs
Kaalth Departmnt

1320 W, Hational Avanue

WSt AVlHn, Wisconsin 53214

Talaphons;  414-474-3770
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