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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE NOISE CONTROL
ACT OF 1972

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1881

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
TRANSPORTATION, AND TOURISM,
CommMITTRE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C,

The suhcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:3¢ a.m,, in room
2322, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Jumes J. Florio (chair-
man) presiding.

Mr, Frorro, The subcommittee will come to order,

This is a very important, and one of our first authorization
hearings dealing with matters concerning the environment, I leel
very strongly about the value of the noise control program, particu-
larly if directed in the way which the Congress has clearly sent
signals over the lnst number of years, that is, with local emphasis
as opposed to a national regulatory system. Information has been
provided to the committee that the funding level for the noise
control program for fiscal 1882 will be Jean to the peint of nonexist-
ence, We are hopeful that it is not the case that there will be little
or ne money for the noise control program for fiscal year [982. We
also understand that the long-term policy objectives of this admin-
istration include a rescisgion of most if not all of the existing noise
control regulations. We would hope that that review would be done
in a very selective way, This committee has publicly been critical
in the past of some of the regulatory activities of this particalar
program, with the major exception of the airport noise regulations.
Many of the other neoise regulatory activities of EPA have left
something to be desired in the minds ol this committee, and that is
a matter of record.

1 am troubled by, and I would like to read into the record, a
memo that hos been provided to me that is directed to certain EPA
personnel from other personnel. The body of the message is:

As you are well nware, the revised EPA budget submission to the Congress
assumes thers will be no EPA nofse program nifter fisenl 1982 This decision crentes
a gituntion in which iv would be advantpgeous for current employees of the Office of
Nuise Abatemont apd Control lo be placed in other assignments as available on an
oxpedited bosis, in order 1o mitimize uncertointics. To Facilitate this tronsition,
eﬂjectivu immedintely [ am ipstituting o requirement that no pesition in your
organization be filled without considering n!\ yunlified personnel cureently cm-
ployed in the neiso program. All completed personnel netions in which selection was
nol mude of nn employer of the noise program must be pecompanied by o statement
us to who was considercd und the reasons Tor their nopselection for my review prior
to being acted upos by Persennel,
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I am very sympathetic to the idea that seems to be embodied in
this memo, that EPA should be concerned about the well-being of
noise program personnel, They should be given first opportunity to
transfer to other positions, if those positions are available. 1 think,
however, inherent in this messoge there is o certain amount of
arrogance that presupposes that those persennel should start to be
primed for tronsfer because the nssumption is that there will be no
noise program alter fiscal 1982, This is somewhal presumptuous,
because it is the Congress that makes these decisions, and over and
above that, it presupposes that the law which is currently in exist-
ence, that is the fiscal 1981 programs, are somehow not going to be
pursued as diligently as they could be, beeause the personnel now
are either being moved out, or at Jeast they are being put on notice
thot their job positions are not as secure as they could be. One
cannot expect maximum performance out of sumeone that is being
told that they had better stort looking around for other positions.
So I jusl think that though this is not quite something that can be
categorized as impoundment, one is coming very close to the propo-
sition that though funds and programs are currently on line, some-
one is snying that the prospect is they will not be on line, and
therefore we have to start the movement, 1 think that is an inap-
propriate approach, if I am reading this memo correctly, and 1
suspect that that is the clear intent of what the memo is,

EPA’s program funding to this peint has been virtually evenly
divided between two principal activities: promulgating standards
for noise source products and activities, and providing local com-
munities with technical and financial assistance to develop appro-
priate programs, and to enforce noise control mensures.

Ag 1 snid eorlier, this committee is on record os wanting to tilt
toward the latter, rather than toward the former, with the major
excoption of airport noise control. This suggestion that there will
be no noise program either after fiscal 1982 or perhups implying
during fiscol 1982 means, of course, that EPA would play no role as
a consulting body to FAA in the development of regulations ns
required under the law for airport noise contrel, a major problem
in the Nation, T would hope that that is not the intent of this
administration.

Let me just conclude by saying that, in the past, this committee
has, in a bipartisan way, approached all envirenmental subjects,
and particularly this one, with cost effectiveness in mind. As many
of you recnll, last year we required a study nssessing the regulatory
system dealing with railroad noise because we thought it was not
cost-effective, and that the cost it would have imposed upon the
roilroad industry far exceeded the benefits that would have been
abtained from those regulntions. So, this committee has no one to
apologize to in its sensitivity for the balancing of costs and benelits.
And [ would hope that this administration would respect the sensi-
tivity that we have, and not go forward in o less thoughtfu] way
that would represent a ment ax rather than n scalpel approach to
this program budget,

I am pleased that we are having these important henrings, I am
troubled by the fact that the representatives from the administra-
tion hnve apparently been given directions that they are not in a
position to tolk about the ndministrotion requests for this year
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until after March 10. The difficulty with that timetable is thnt we
in the Congress are charged under the Budget Act with reporting
out of the subcommittee, and then reporting out of the full
committee to the House of Representatives by May 15 all of our
new authorizations. Therefore, we huve some difficulties that could
have been addressed a little earlier if we would have had the
opportunity to hear from administration spokesmen on their budg-
etary needs or requests, but be that as it may, we are going
forward today with the authorization hearing. On March 10, I
assume we will hear what the administration is suggesting for this
program and for the other programs that are within this
?_ommittee's Jjurisdiction. We will go forward as the committee sees
it,

Mr. Frorio. I am pleased to have as our first two witnesses—we
have a panel—Dr, George Fellendorf, the director of the National
Information Center for Quiet, and Mr. John Martin, legislative
consultant and formerly U.S, Commissioner of Aging, on behalf of
the American Association of Retired Persons. 1 would ask both
gentlemen to come forward.

Gentlemen, s with all of our witnesses, your statements wifl be
made a part of the record in their entirety, and you may feel free
to go forward as you see fit.

STATEMENTS OF GEORGE FELLENDORF, ED. D, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INFORMATION CENTER FOR QUIET,
HEARING EDUCATIONAL AlId AND RESEARCH FOUNDATION,
INC,; AND JOHN MARTIN, ON BEINALF OF THE AMERICAN AS.
SOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS AND NATIONAL RETIRED
TEACHERS ASSOCIATION

Dr. FELLENDORF, My, Chairman, I am pleased to be here today. T
have had the privilege of testifying before this committee belore
and it is a pleasure to be back again as executive director of the
Hearing Educational Aid and Resenrch Feundation, which is a
nonprofit organization thnt has as its concern protection from hear-
ing less and the varjous programs and activities to preserve the
health, and the hearing health in particular, of our citizens. ! am
going to limit my remarks to the health aspects of noise.

In connection with this hearing, I reviewed with Dr. Luther
Terry, the vice chairman of the board of the HEAR Foundation,
some of the current research. I believe he has a short note coming
to you, il you have not received it already. Dr. Terry unfortunately
could not be with us today, but as you know, he was the Surgeon
General during the sixties, and is probably known perhaps best for
his emphasis upon calling attention of the public to the hazards of
smoking. Dr. Terry, in our conversation, mentioned that he [lelt
that perhaps there was ns good or better evidence today for the
potential damage of noise on henaring and other aspects of health as
there was when he was among the leaders to start this antismok-
ing campaign in the sixties.

In the area of hearing damage, there Is little doubt that there is
strong evidence that prolonged exposure to moderate levels of noise
and to impact noise for shorter periods of time can really be
damaging to the hearing of our individuals in the country. It is
estimated that some 25 million Americans are exposed to noise
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levels that can be potentially damaging to their ears and to their
health, Actually it is estimated in recent reports out of the Nation-
al Center for Health Statistics there ape some 10 million Ameri-
cans that have some degree of hearing loss, so it is probably the
largest single disability in the country.

We are aware that children and youth are growing up in an
environment which is noisy. Dr. David Lipscomb, in a study of
college freshmen o few years ago, demaonstrated that the hearing
levels of these college freshmen, young people in their lale teens
and early twenties, were at roughly the same level us individuals
in their fifties and sixties. Dr. Lipscomb feels this is evidence ol the
impact of o noisy environment both in rural as well as urban
areas, and what the impact may be to the hearing health of our
citizens.

I recently spoke to some collengues at the National Institutes of
Health and learned of recent resenrch, which has really not been
reported publicly yet outside of the research reports, on the rela-
tionship of certain ototoxic drugs ond noise. It appears those who
are being given certain types ol medication are actunlly extremely
susceptible to permanent noise damage and this is something that
only recently has come out of the reports of the University of
Michigan. Alse they arc discovering that the impact noise, the
noise that comes from loud sounds in short periods of time, is
uppnrentl;f‘ considerably more devastating than was earlier
thought, This is other information that is coming to light now,

In Washington, there was a recent study by the D.C. Environ-
mental Health Administration of discotheques, the kinds of things
we often think about in terms ol young people. There was evidence
there that young people going into these discotheques, sometimes
for periods as long as 5 hours, are exposing themselves to noise
levels that are clearly hozardous to their henring health.

Mr. Frorio. Doctor, if' I con just express to you I am totally
convinced that my three children who are 19, 18, and 17 will be
stone denl by the time they are 21 years old as a result of going to
the basement to hear their stereos.

Dr. FeLLennory. Most of us are aware of that experience which
you are talking about. There are other arens of health which
correlate with noise. Dr. Peterson, ot the University of Miami, has
been working with primates for a number of years, exposing rhesus
monkeys to the same cycles of noise levels that nre experienced by
an ordinary industrial worker in this country in his office, in his
fnctory, and also in his home, and on the streets. He reported in
1079 to our model symposium on community noise that a 30-per-
cent increase in blood pressure resulted from this exposure, Also
that the blood pressure did not return to the normal level after
these animals were exposed to this experience. In post mortems on
these animals it was determined that while there appeared to be
no structural changes to their ears, there was clear evidence ol
changes in things like the adrenal glands, which influences aspects
of human behavior and health other than hearing,

It may well be that out of this research of Peterson and research
that is now being done at Johns Hopkins on the same topic, we
may determine a profile of individuals who are at risk for damage
to excessive noise. Such individuals may then be advised in connec-
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tion with job placement and even in living conditions, to aveid
excessive noise levels, knowing that they are extremely susceptible
to domoge from those noise levels.

Welch, in a study of research in foreign countries, reported on
the other health aspects of noise. 1 would like to quote his report:

Cardiovasculor morbidity of one kind or onother hos been found to be greater
amony people who work fur prolenged periods under high-intensity sound than
ameng people whe work under low intensitivs of sound in 40 different studies,

Nea studies involving nppropriote mensures und siatisticn] annlyses hove been
identified which (niled to supgest an adverse cordiovascular effect of Jong-term
vmployment under high-intenaity industrinl neiso,

Ising was studying workers in a brewery in the northern part of
Germany and showed significant differences in blood pressure and
noradrenaline among workers in noisy environments when thoey
were wearing ear protectors os compared to when their ears were
unprotected. This is significant becnuse the resenrchers studied the
same individuals under ear protection and non-ear protection,
which is a valid method of research in an area like this. Such
research is felt to be much more conclusive than some of the group
work that has been done in other studies.

Similar results were reporied by researchers in the Netherlands,
which is referred to in my paper.,

In eoncluginn, Mr. Chairman, while it is clear that there is a
need for continuing research into the effects of noise exposure on
the ear, the heart, blood pressure, and the nervous system, there is
ample evidence today which justifies alerting the public to the
potential hazards of nolse.

[Dr. Fellendor(’s prepared statement follows:]
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Testmany oF Grorar W. Feuensone, Eno D, Nationa. INvormamion Crnrei
vak Quner, Ileaming Envcamonal Aib anp Reseancn Fousnanow, Inc.,
Wasuinaron, D.C.

Mr. Chairman and Membors of the Subcommittee, I am tegtifyini
today as Executive Director of the liearing, Hducacinnal'l\id and
Regosrch Féundation, Inc, [H,E.A.R.) and in my capacity as Diracte
aof the National Infarmation Center for Quiet which ls one of my
respopsibilities, My purposa is to shara with you some of the
more recent developmants on the hoalth aspects of nolsa.

In prepating thaese romarks, I raviowasd with Dr. Luther L.
Torry, Vica Chairman of the Board of tha H,E.A,R. Foundatlon,
soma of tho current research reports on the health offects of
noige, Dr. Terry, as you know, was tho Surgeon Ganeral of the
United Statea In the early 60's when the natfonal focus in publie
h.eul:h turned to the patential hazarda of smoking. In many
respacts, Dr. Terry feels that the case for enviropmental noise
abatemant today is basoad upon as good or better evidence than
axtstad for the anti-smoking pragram whan it bogan,

In the area of hearing damage, thers is ample evidence of
the decrimental effects of prolonged exposure to moderate levels
of noise and to impact nolse for ashorter periods of tima, It
haa been na_t‘.imatnd that more than 25 milliopn Americans are
axpoped dally ke petantially damaging lovels af neiso in
tholy homes, work-places or on thelr stroests. Recent health
statistics indicate that hearing ifmpalrmont is the most common
disorder in the country today with moro than 15 million man,
womep and children eshibiting some degree of hearing losa,

childron and youth are ameng those who aro susceptible to

hearing loss and the resulting interfercnce with their education
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and communlcation, Studles of collage freshmen by Dr. David
Lipaconb, University of Tennessea, have shown that the levels
of hearing loas in these youths approximate those found in
adult populations in the 50-60 yaar old range, Dr. Lipscomb
attributes a gubstantial portion of thesa ohsarvations to tho
pervanive nolse environmant in which youngsters are growing
up in both rural as well as urban areas.

"Among the most recant research rasults which have come to
our attention from the National Inmcitutes of iaalth in
parscnal communications are reports from the University of
Michigan on the rvelationship between cettaln deuga and nolde,
It has been Eound thit users of many types of ototoxic drugs
are highly susceptible to parmanent damage to their auditory
mochanism in the presence of nolse, Also lmpact and impulse
toige have been found to be considerably mare dentructive to
the hearing system than was proviously thought to be the case.

Here in Washington, a study repoarted by the D. C.
Environmontal Health Administracion revealed that the nolse
lavels in a group of 19 discotheques fraquanted by young adults
ranged from BS to 115 dB., Patrona in the sample atudy spent
an average of five hours Iin euch onvironments thereby exr;oainq
themaelves to levela of noise in oxcess of acceptable levels.

{Walker, B. Percaived Effscots of Levels iy Dissathoguss of tha

Digtrict of Columbin, 1979}).

rhere are heplth areas cther than hearing losa, howsver,

which have bean shown te correlate with axposure to exceassive




nofto. Dr. Erngst A. Petarson, University of Miami, has been
experimenting with primates for years to demonstrate the impact
of typical community-workplace noise on blegd pressure. He
repprted to the Model Sympalum on Community Nelse in 1979

that a 30% increase in blood prassure resulted from gseversl
months of exposure to the typea and levela of noise experiencad
by an industrial worker an a daily basis, In a recent
communication, I asked him about the post mortem studies of
theee animals and he responded that while there was no evidence
of gtroctural changee, thare was evidence of changes in the
adrenui glands which he considared to be significant, Amang
the praccical goale of this ressarch may well be the
determination of a profile of individsals who ave at risk for
health damage a8 & result of noise exposure. Such individuala
can then be advised to seek job placement and living situations
whers they are not exposed to axcessive nolse lavels,

Soma internaticnally recognized authorities, whe in the
past have fuestioned the non-auditory affocta of noiea, have more
racently coma to acknowlege that such effocts may wall exist.
Among the evidonce that has infiuanced thia recognition has
besn that reported by Buch ressarchera as Walch, who in 1979
critically reviewed a numbar of ressarch atudies on non-auditory
health affects as found in foreign literature {Welch, B. L.

Extra Auditory Hoalth Effncts of Industrial Nojse: Survey of

Poreign Ditarature}. Welch states, “Cardiovascular morhidlity
of vhe kind or another has baan found to be graater among pecple
whe work for prolonged perfods under high intensity sound thap

anchng people who work under low intonsities of sound in

40 different scudias” .'
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lic goos on to say, "No atudy involving appropriate measuras and
statlastical analyses has bheen ldentifled which falled to suggest
an adverso cardiovascular effect of long-term employment under
high intenaity industrial noisa",

Mmong the other studles of vigk of heart and circulatery
disaascs as & result of nolse exposure is one conductad in
factories in Weat Garmany by Iaing and colleaques in 1977-78,
{laing, . et al, Study of the Quantificacion of Risk for the

fleart and Circulatory System Asaociated with Noise Workers,

1979), The reaults indiecated amignificantly ohservable

differences Iin the ayatolic blood pressure and noradrenaline
among workers in nolisy environments when they wero wearing ear
protectors as compared to whon thelr ears were unprotected.
These data are particularly informative bacausae of tha great
care whigh the German invastigaters took to consider various
madical parameters which ware factored out in ordor to isolate
the noise-ralated effects. Mosskov and Ettema in the
Hetherlands also report reseacrch data which strongly suggust
that long-term expoaurc to noise la a risk factor for

cardlovascular disease in dafly living and working conditiona.

{Mosskov, J. 3. and Ettema, J. N., Extra Auditary EEfoots in
Long-tarm Exposure ﬁn Alrcraft and Tratfic Noise, 1977), They
found that exposure to traffic nofse cauged decruase of
ayatolic hlosd praasum; increase in d¢lastolic blaod pressure,
changes in pulse pressure, heart rate and quotient of hearc

rate and rasplratory rato and increase of respiratory rate.

In conclusion, while it is clear that there is need for

' continuing research into the effects of noise exposure on the

ear, the heart, blood pressure and the nervous nystem, thera
is evidence today which justifies alerting the public to thae

potential hazards of nolse,
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My, Fromo. Thank you very much, sir.
STATEMENT O JOIUN MARTIN

Mr. Marmin. The National Retired Teachers Associntion ond the
American Association of Retired Persons represent approximately
12 million dues-paying members who are over the age of 55 At n
time when the avernge age in the Uniled States is ereeping stend-
ily upward, older Americans, as o group, are becoming an cver-
more significant portion of our populntion. In this aren, we are
vitally concernod with the health, well-being, and living conditions
of our constituents and their families, We are particularly con-
cerned with the problem of noise in our cities, communities, and
neighborhoods.

Cur immediate concern is the reauthorization of the Quiet Com-
munities Act which will ennble the Federal Government to contin-
ue to help alder Americans escape the very real and present health
hozards attendant to continuous exposure Lo unrensonably high
levels of noise,

Mr, Chairman, NRTA-AARP is concerned about noise for a vari-
ety of reasons which lead to a cumulative and serious health threat
to older Americons who should be enjoying their lives in pence, and
quiet, and with a degree of salety from unwanted intrusions, We
represent o group of citizens, many of whom for economic rensons
are ynable to maintain their quality of life apd who are constantly
subjected to exposure to excessive noise levels. For exnmple, many
older Americang live on fixed incomes in communities which are
decaying and victims of urban blight—the symptoms of which in-
clude excessive noise, They are unable to flee those arens of urban
blight due to low income levels and the skyrocketing costs of hous-
ing in unblighted communities and neighborhoods.

For the most part, a great number of older Americans have
already experienced o sizable percentage hearing loss due to the
aging process and due to the cumulative effects of lifelong exposure
to excessive levels of noise in the workplace os well s in cur day-
to-day environment. For those who have to live in neisy communi-
ties, high-neise levels present health and safety concerns with re-
spect to being able to hear fire alurms, warning signals, police and
ambulance sirens, and other sounds which allow for safety and safe
pussage on gur streets.

Older Americans, as a group, also suffer from a much higher
incidence of hypertension and cardiovascular disorders which are
coused in some instances, and aggravated in others, by excessive
noise. While 1 am not qualified to discuss the medical and/or

hysiological causes of hypertension and/or cardiovascular prob-
ems, clearly high noise levels induce sleeplessness, insomnia, and
disorientation, which exacerbate already existing disorders.

Mr. Chairman, the conditiens I have just described exist in our
Nation's eities today. They exist and when tnken as o whole create
a set of condilions which most older people are simply unable to
endure, In most instances, older people are unable to do anything
about this set of conditions due to lack of information und assist-
ance from States and units of loenl government. We need the
protection from noise which can be provided by States and local
governments but they, too, have a limited ability to help at this
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time. Assistunce and leadership are needed from the Federal level
ey well in order to bring about effective change.

Since the enactment ol the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, the
Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Noise Abatement and
Control has been active in assisting States and local governments
o develop their own noise programs. We agree that this is the
most effective use of the taxpayer's dollar. And [ think the
committee is of the same opinion. We urge the committee to cap-
itnlize on the EPA State and local assistance portion of the noise-
abatement-and-control program until such time that the States and
local governments can efficiently assume their proper role in noise
control. Further, we need to continue the public education and
information nspects of the program as well. Many older Americans
can and, indeed, will do something about their own noise problems
within the context of their living conditions, But as of yet, they
have been uninformed about those many things they can do to
protect themselves from excessive noise. I am convinced that il
they are provided with State and local program protection coupled
witﬁ a viable public education and information program which
eriginates in the continuation of the Quite Communities Act, our
people will et to protect themselves,

r. Chajrman, ! urge this committee to renuthorize the Quiet
Communities Act and focus it entirely on those programs that will
strengthen the abilities and cnpacities of State and local govern-
ments to control and sbate noise and to further inform the Ameri-
con public ns to the harmful effects of excessive noise as well as
the remedies they may take to protect themselves.

Mr. Fronio. Mr. Martin, I want to thank you very much, and
thank hoth of you gentlemen for your testimony.

Mr. Martin, it almest soupds like you and I rehenarsed our testi-
mony or oyr statements before we got here, and of course we did
not, but I think it does represent the obvious benefits that are able
to Mow from the focus of this program, what the focus should be,
that is, the EPA's role in providing startup funds or minimal
amounts of funds for State and loeal programs designed to address
State and local noise problems with some degree of particularity.
There is one of the programs, the ECHO progratn, each community
helps others, which is a program that is extremely modestly
funded, $100,000, It depends principally on volunteers, and I know
the RSVP seniors have been one ol the groups of volunteers that
have become involved in this within the community for staff pur-
poses, to develop programs at the local level to account for w%mt-
ever the loca! noise generators are, and also has a very heavy
educationu] component, that is to be educating people as to what
they can be deing and what they should be doing.

This committee is far beyond the point of needing to be persund-
ed nbout the health ramifications of everexposure to noise. I would
just like to ask you, Doctor, one point with regard to the research
funding that has been provided in previous years. It is only one-
half of o million dollars earmarked for research into noise impacl
with regard to health, Most of the research is conducted through
grants to universities and institutes such as the Naotional Institutes
of Henlth and the National Academy of Sciences. Is there an
legitimate eriticism thut can be made that that type of resenrch
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would be going on anyway by those ngencies, and therefore EPA
should not be involved in the exploration of health conseguences of
overexposure to noise? Rather t[:osa agencies and those institutes,
such as National Institutes of Health, wouid be deing it anyway?

Dr, Feutennorr. [ wish I could answer your queslion conclusive-
ly, Congressman. [ think that there is no question the research
must continue, I think there has been some need for better coordi-
nation between the various agencies, and I nm not sure there is
any, to assure there is no overlap or duplication. [ think that EPA
hns the advantage of more or less being closer to the Gring line, if
you will, and while basic research must always continue to go on, I
think EPA represents the agency that is closest to the consumer
and the impacted person. NIH, as we both know, tends to sle{:
back, if you will, into the more systematic and basic research
component, and things like T reported a few minutes ago, in terms
of the impact of certain ototoxic drugs and noise, ore matters that
should be brought out to the publie, and they should be brought
out in a {nshion thot they will hold together in terms of their
presentation te the public. That is net just u public awareness, that
15 part of interpretation of the resenrch results from NIH. So 1
reslly do not feel qualified to comment on the broad contexi of
your question, but 1 do feel that there has been some limitations in
the liaison hetween the research establishments, which would be
very easy, I would think, to clear in terms of the future of these
various programs. We must make the most of whatever dollars we
have in research.

Mr. MarTin, May I also say that AARP-NRTA has an activities
pregram which deals with the use of volunteers for helping to
carry out this exact kind of program, and 1 would like to furnjsh to
you for the record a short statement on that.

Mr, Frorio. | would be happy to see that,

This year we are also going to be reviewing the Qlder Americans

ct,

Mr. MARTIN, Yes.

Mr, FrLorio, Assuming that there is any budgetary autherity loft
for that, too, but we think that is something that can be utilized to
a much greater effect in some directions, this being one of them,

Mr. MaRTIN. There is no question but what ordinnry citizens, if
they are given a little training and a little background, can do n
great deal to make these programs effective without costing a grent
denl, and that is an important question of cost-effectiveness.

Mr. Fromo, Gentlemen, thank you very much. We apprecinte
your lestimony,

Dr. FeLLENnDoRe. Thank you.

[The (ollowing statement was received for the record:)
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HRTA/AARE COMMUNITY NOISE COUNSELING PROGHAM
rogram & ummary

The Community licise Counsaling Program concapt daveloped as

A regpanfe to the growlng ifrritation and fruatration of local
conmuniitaes and individuals with fncrasmsing noise in thelr
oenviranment and the knowledgs that such pollutlon is detriman~
tal to the quallty of conmunity life.

Tha goal of this community service program is to atimylate public
awaronasd of the hazardous effocta of noise on health and hearing
through & varisty of aducacional and publie information activition
in schoola, ecivie organizatione and communities. In additlon,
nolse counselors hava hecome A vahicle for asslating [ndividuala
ar communitias in resolving theiy spaclfic noioe problems or for
gulding them through the oppropriate complaint and enforcemant
Procoss.

The Community Holse Counseling program is now baing pilloted undar

& contract with the Environmental Protoction Agency.  The man—

powar for the pilot has como from the Benlor Community Servica
Employment Progyram, o grant projeck af the NRPA/AARP Asgochrions fundad
by tha Papartmant of Lehor. The purpoute of the Asscciamtions’® involvee
mant 18 to arganize a pool of trained NRTA/AARP yoluntesrs at

the local leval to participata ss nolae counsalors to snhance

thair community envirenment.

In jaint saasion, tha NRTA Community Participation Advisory Com—
mittan and AARF Communlty Services Advisory Committea, September
27, 137%, recammopdad that the Asscciations explore the feasibi=
lity of transferring the Community Noise Counseling Prograf now
boing oparated under contract with EPA to the status of Asmocia-
tien voluntear program, ohbiorving that excessive nolse in the
anvironmont oan have a delatarioun affect on tha wall-baing of
older persons.

Tha Community.loirn Counsaling Program is o community sarvice
program which wauld pravide opportunities for both HRTA unit

and ARRP chaptar mambers and NRTA/AARP national marbars te
participate in activitlies to oducate the public about the hoalth
offocts of nojse, to sorve as a focal point in the community for
issues that concern noisé and to counmel communitiea and indivi=
duals in how to raduce thelr exposure to neiss in thelr eaviron-
ment, It ld suggosted that the bast way to anaure availability
aof trained volunteers and egquitahle distribution of activitias
is the formatlon of unit/ehaptyr Hoisa Counsoling Committoss ua
a facal point for program activitiea, National membara could
work with thess committeces or independent volunteer committees,

Hational and unit/chapter membars would bn trained in thu basie,
somi-tachnlcal aspects of sound, sound measuramant and methods

to raduce or eliminate noine, Training materials and a training
packaga ara botng developod. Tha training and op~going nssistance
ta the upit/chapter Wolsa Counsaling Cormmittees ln planning and
arganizing activitios would be provided by tralped valuntoars

Hi=TK1 O—Ri——2
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and Nalpa Colnsslors who are currently participating in the
damohetration program.

Additianal funds ara now baing mada available to domonatrate
tha lmplomentatich of the progeam by the NRTA/AARP manborahip
as vbluntears,

The variety of opportunitiea for invelvement Ln Nolso Coun~
soling activities {8 limited only by the lmagination of the
Nolss Counseling group, The program opportunities are flax=-
ible and would, tt 2 large extent, depend on local nacds and
intsyests. Ehort=term opportunities exist for thoas with
Iimited time commitments and long-range activities can be unad
t2 promote sustainad chapter intarest and activity.

Individuales and chapter members involved in noima counsoling
eckivities would be trained lpn the hasle, semi-tachnical agpacta
af aownd, sound messuyemant and methods te yoduca or ¢limipate
nolse and would be provided on-gaing sasiztanca by trainod
voluhtoara in planning and organizing their chosen aativities,

" e nasd exlats for a whole array of activities to stinulate

awargrass of nolge an an environmantal preblem, and to educate
the public concarning the health effacts of nolse and the im-
pertance of prasarving and protecting hearing, Thia may be
daone by talking to civic groups or introducing nalse in tha
health currioulum of elemantary and high schoela, The Noisa
Counasling Committee might mponser a nelpe boath ag faire or
hearing testing in conjunction with the public health dapart-
ment, Community attitudinal surveys regarding noise cah noc
onl{ document community noisa problems, but alao serve s a
vahicle for disseminating information to the public along with
dimtyibuting pamphlats to doctor and veterinarians' offices, abe,

Creating public awaroness af nolsa and its harmful affacts,
knowing whare to go about a noise problem and getting poople
ta change thalr habits are challenging goals far a NITA/AARP
Nolee Counmeling Committed, But the rewarde in aasloting
individuale apd creating a hoalthler envirahment for the
communlty aze great as wall,

Curreatly, thirty Community Nolsw Counsalsra fncluding four
full=tima voluntasrs, have recolved training and are woarking
with lpcal NRTA/AARP unita/chaptars in comnunity projects.

Soven locations have enlistad the halp of AARP chapter volun~
tears in support of thelir activitios.

81x AARP chaptara have Initlated noisa counselor projocts as
a chapter activity, Moetinge have bean schoduled through
April and May to initiatwe other chapter projects.

The Association's suppart has included the publication of an
activities brochura for the uwde of tha mepbavship, and the
creation of a Noiso Counselor's landbook for chaptar/unle
projacts, An articlo, written in the AARP Chapter Nowa, has
promptod responses from saveral otate directers and chupter
presidents indiecating an intoregt in atarting a *Naioe Volun~
tear Program in their areas,

The voluntaar cancapt of Communlity Noipe Coupgsalora has boen
cagarly endorsed by holse control and abatemént officials

at national and reglonal offices of the EPA, and state and
looal officlals responsible for health and neise enforcepent,
as an affactive community awarenosa and education program
for quist communities,
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Mr. Frorio, Qur next witnesses are n panel. Dr. Jill Lipoti,
Director of the New York-New Jersey Region 11, Neise Technical
Assistance Center of Rutgers Univcrsi%y, and Mr, Joseph Pulaski,
Director of the Noise Control Unit of the State of Connecticut.

I think what we will do, if no one minds, is to take our next two
witnesses, and since there is a good cross-section, have our four
witnesses ag o panel. Ms. Jacqueline Heather, mnyor, Newport
Beach, Calif., on behalf of the National League of Cities, and Mr,
Jesse Borthwick, executive director, Nationa! Association of Noise
Control Officials,

We are pleased to have with us the ranking minority member,
Congressman Lent from New York.

STATEMENTS OF JILL LIPOTI, ON BEHALF OF NOISE TECHNI-
CAL ASSISTANCE CENTER, REGION II, ENVIRONMENTAL PRO-
TECTION AGENCY; JOSEPH B, PULASR!, DIRECTOR, NOISE
CONTROL UNIT, CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL,  PROTECTION; JACQUELINE E, IEATHER, ON
BEHALF OF NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, ACCOMPANIED
BY FRANK SHAFROTH, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL; AND JESSE
0. BORTHWICK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASS0CI-
ATION OF NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS
Ms. Lirort, Thank you, Mr, Chairman and members of the sub-

committee,

I am Jill Lipeti, o member of the faculty of Rutgers University in
New Brunswick, N.J,

1 am here today representing the Noise Technical Assistance
Center of Region II which was established 2 years ago through a
grant from the US. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Noise Abatement and Control.

As originally conceived, the Region II Noise Technical Assistance
Center was responsible for providing training and consultation to
communities within New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands. It is 1 of 10 centers established at major universi-
ties in ench of 10 regions of the Nation.

This regional emphnsis permita the communities within the
region to benefit from a highly responsive and geographically ac-
cessible advisory service. At absolutely no expense to the local or
county government, the specialized capability of n university is
available for assisting the community in:

One, doveloping und writing an eflective ordinance for lacal noise
control; two, providing training of local officials in noise enforce-
ment; and three, technical consultations in local noise abatement
techniques.

In addition, the Technical Assistance Center has been of great
value to the noisp programs of the States of New Jersey and New
York by petforming research in noise topics that the small State
program budgets could not allow.

The question I am here to address is: “What is the practienl
effect of the discontinuation of the Technical Assistance Center
Program?”'

The Federal Government must show its commiiment to the all
pervading problem of noise by funding technical assistance pro-
grams. Congress had the foresight and concern in 1972 to pass the
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Noisg Control Act und nmended it in 1978 by the Quict Communi-
ties Act.

Now, unless you show a firm commitment to noise, the State and
local programs will die. Already the New Jdersey State noise budget
was cut in halfand the New York budget by one-third.

- While Federal money is not directly allocated to local programs,
support is provided in arens thot ne State or local program could
possibly afford on its own.

Noise is a local problem and should be controlled at the local
level. This foct was recognized by the Congress in the mandate for
the Noise Control Act, section 2, paragraph 5.

Through EPA, Office of Noise Abatement and Contrel Tunding of
regional noise technical assistance centers, training in noise abate-
ment is provided to local officials at no cost te the community.

In the past year in New York and New Jersey, Rutgers Universi-
ty, in its capacity as Region Il Noise Technical Assistance Center
trained 282 local officials. The troining courses were condueted in
12 locatlens convenient to local ofTicials.

For example, in New York, noise training programs were pre-
sented in Rochester, Binghamton, Babylon, Mount Vernen, and
Poughkeepsie, preparing 8% community officials for local ordinance
enforcement.

In addition, in New Jersey, training waus provided at Plainsboro,
Paramus, Cherry Hill, Convent Station, New Brunswick, Pomona,
and Hillside.

These locations were chosen so that all towns surrounding these
communities could take advantage of the course without much
travel time, Forty-eight percent of the officials trained were from
health departments, 20 percent from police departments and other
representotives included building inspectors, planners, environmen-
tal commissioners, citizens groups, attorneys, medin and others,

From 1975-77 an additional 16% people from New Jersey were
trained. A newsletter, Soundings, has been started for these offi-
cinls to continue their association with Ruigers and to provide n
network of peer support in selving loeal noise problems.

Even this total of 450 trained people in region 11 is jusi o start,
With 867 communities in New Jersey and 1,709 cities, towns, and
villages in New York, much more training is needed to cover every
location,

Not only are trained people necessary for ordinance enforcement,
but every citizen should know the physiologic cifects of noise so
that they will limit the amount of neise to which they voluntarily
subject themselves,

Noise assaults every individual, every day and every night, in his
own home, his car, and his job,

Recent estimales clnim that about 10 percent of the country's
population is exposed to noise of durntion and intensity such that
permanent hearing lesses would occur.

Noise is considered to be one of many causes of stress and as
such is linked to hypertension and possible heart problems.

Noise-related stress can also effect behavior patterns, learning
Eatterns. and daily activities. The learning patterns of children con

e permanently affected by a noisy environment,
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We all know we have to tighten our belts and spend less Federn|
money, but this is no time to retrogress and ignore the foresight of
the Congress that established the national concern for noise.

Duesn't every citizen deserve relief {rom excessive noise in his
surroundings? From my experience with citizens, they feel they
have a right to quiet,

I should like to make you aware that each regional technical
assistance center receives no more than $60,000 per year of Oflice
of Nuise Abatement and Control support. For this modest sum, you
arg providing hundreds of communities in each region and thou-
sands of communities in the Nation with the opportunity to receive
on-site, personal assistance free of charge,

In our opinion, no individual State could afford te financially
support their own technical assistance program and one of the best
Federal expenditures is in providing o network of Technical Assist.
ance Centers that locals can call upon for free advice.

Thig is the most cost-effective method te provide personalized
noise agsistance. The entire weanlth and capability of o university
can be drawn upon to implement and suppert this technical assist-
ance program.

The Regional Noise Technical Assistance Centers were selected
for their unique capability to provide training wnd consultation.
But this, along with research performance, insures further special-
ization within the university in nddressing community noise prob-
lems. This is seed money; the fruits of which go far into the future,

We, at the university, are learning lrom the local officials. For
every problem they hring to us to solve, in posing a solution, we
are ndding to our body of knowledge. We develop our technical
expertise and become more and more responsive to local needs ns
the program goes on.

As a specilic example, the technical assistance center is involved
in a study of noise from Newark Airport. In response to concerned
citizens in communities surrounding the airport, the center is as-
sisting in o monitoring program designed to measure nnd assess
noise exposure in the communities resulting from aircraft. The
implication of cven this one study are far renching,

Studies have been provided to the State office of Neise Control in
New Jersey on fire siren, construction, and stock car auto racing
noise as well a5 procedures for noise measurement.

The Technical Assistance Center is presently compiling a com.
puter inventory of all locul noise ordinnnces within New York and
New Jersey for the purpese of ordinance development.

Presently, 158 towns, villages, and cities in New York have or-
dinances but less than one-quarter of these contain specific decibel
limijts, Similar data for New Jersey shows that 87 percent of the
local ordinances do not contain decibel levels and only about 50
percent of the communities have local codes.

When questioned on why towns had not adopted an ordinance,
the difficulty of the technical aspects of decibel levels was often
{:itedMThese dato were derived from a survey done by the center
ast May.

It is clenr from this study and our extensive involvement with
community officials that without nssistance in addressing these
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technical concerns, the development of efiective local noise control,
which Congress deemed so important, will not be achieved.

Some of you may think that universities are ivory towers where
people ponder great questions of the universe, Here is one situation
where the university is listening to local problems and helping the
locals themselves salve them,

Consequently, a large bose of noise facts and abatement tech-
niques is being built. The university is finding practicn] solutions to
real life problems, By funding a program which works on this
grass-roots level, you are helping citizens now and in the luture.

If you have ever mel a person with a noise problem and enused o
cessation of that noise, you will know how grateful they are for
reliefl, Remember that every citizen is bothered by noise in some
form, every day and every night, particularly in the urban eenters.

If you moke & commitment to abating noise in this country,
every person will be grateful, Because noise is highly correlated
with population density, urban areas are severely impacted.

Somewhat surprising to urban experts has been t{w significance
of noise to the urban dweller.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has con-
ducted an annual housing survey in selected central cities since
1973. HUD has found that noise is ranked as the most [requently
meantioned undesirable neighborhood condition each year.

Noise consistently ranked higher than crime, heavy trafiic, litter,
street repair, street lighting, deteriornted housing, nnd abandoned
buildings.

In closing, we urge this committee to endorse the reauthorization
of the Noise Control Act of 1072, The U.S, EPA, ONAC support of
the regional noise technical assistance program has pruvicied ian
essential service to communities seeking to establish a sellsuffi-
cient and effective local noise control program.

We are certain that the experiences of the Region 1l Noise Tech-
nical Assistance Center are identical to the technical centers in
ench of the other nine regions of the Nation,

With modest funding, the Congress ean assure the policy of the
Neise Control Act, "™ * * lo promote an environment for all
t{\me'r::cnns free from noise that jeopardizes their health or wel-

nre.

Mr. Frorio. Thank you very much.

Mr. Puloski.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH B, PULASKI

Mr, Puraskl. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee,

My name is Joseph Puluski and 1 am the director of the Con-
rlljuc};cut Department of Environmental Prolection's Noise Control
nit,

I nm here todny to urge you to reautharize the Quiet Communi-
ties Act of 1478 amnd to support ongoing Federal elforts in noise
control. These efforts, particularly in the nreas of financial and
technical nssistance, are extremely important to the success of
neige control programs at the State and local level,

Connecticut has statewide noise regulations and standards which
are eifective in dealing with major noise problems having statewide
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significance (for example, the noise from a major industrial fucility)
but do not adequately address many problems unique to individual
communities (for example, noise from local construction activity,
reside;ﬂin[ air-conditioners, late night entertainment facilities, et
cetera),

We are, therefore, encournging and sssisting Connecticut com-
munities in develoﬁing local noise control ordinances through a
Federal ECHO (Each Community Helps Others) grant.

As you are probably aware, the ECHO program matches up local
noise “experts” called Community Noise Advisors (CNA's) with
officials in towns wishing fo develop local noise ordinances (called
Recipient Communities or RC's).

There are currentiy 1! Connecticut comniunities with a total
population of over 500,000 people invoived in this program. The
communities are Hartford, East Windson, West Hartford, Danbury,
Norwnlk, Windsor, Shelton, Brookfield, Westbrook, Greenwich, and
Bloomfield. Severnl more hove expressed interest in becaming part
of this program,

The ECHO program, as you have heard over and over again, and
I reinlorce that, is extremely cost effective in that it provides a
relatively small amount of funding to the Siate and relies on
volunteers from the towns to donate their time and effort to devel-
oping and enforcing local noise control ordinances,

In Connecticut we receive approximately $35,000 a year to fund a
State ECHO Project Director, a typist, to purchase noise monitor-
ing equipment and supplies, as well as provide milenge reimburse-
ment to CNA’s and RC's.

The ECHOQ Project Director coordinates the aclivities of the
CNA's and RC's, arranges for noise equipment lonns, assists and
advises in the drafting and reviewing of local erdinances and most.
importantly, acts as a catalyst in moving the ordinance develop-
ment progess along, :

In my judgment, a critical element in the success of this program
in Connecticut has been the active role played by the ECHO Pro-
ject Director, Without continued Federnl support his presence will
cease to exist and local noise control efforts will suffer severely.

Another extremely important noise control activitf. that of the
Regiona! Noise Techical Assistonce Center (RNTAC) located at the
Hniversity of Hartford, is funded through the Quiet Communities

ct,

This Center provides valuable technical assistance to State and
lacal governments throughout the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agencies (EPA) region I, This includes all of the New England
States. Similar Centers are funded in the other EPA regions.

The sssistance provided includes the following:

Conducting workshops to train locol officials in noise control
techniques and the proper use of noise measuring equipment,

Conducting seminars for the general public on noise and the
need for, o5 well as the benefits of, noise control,

Serving as a calibration laboratory for State and local agencies,
enpbling them to hove sound measuring equipment checked for
enlibration at no cost.

Providing instructional programs to local school systems in order
to educnte students on noise contral matters,
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The Hartford RNTAC has held over 15 workshops and seminars
throughout New England in the past year and a haif. Of that
number, 7 have been held in Connecticut in cooperation with our
State Noise Office,

At these jointly sponsored 1-day seminars over 100 officinls from
60 Connecticut towns received instruction in noise control, the
health effects of neise, noise regulations, as well as “hands on”
experience in the use of sound level meters.

These trained individuals are of great value to our noise control
efforts, Besides generating local interest in noise control ordinance
development they are frequently called upon by our affice to assist
us in the preliminary investigation of noise complnints originating
in their respective towns.

Often, using the skills obtained at the RNTAC noise seminars
and their knowledge of the local situation, these officials are able
to regolve noise problems with no further pssistance from our
effice. This greatly increases our nojse control effectivencss and
permits many more nvise problems to be expeditiously resolved
than would otherwise be possible.

The continuation of these seminars to provide refresher courses
and to instruet new personne! will be n major factor in the contin-
ued suecess of the “outreach’ effort.

Funding for the Centers is contingent upon reauthotization of
the Quiet Communities Act. Without Federal funding the Regional
Noise Technical Assistance Center at the University of Hartlord
would not be able to continue in operation.

Besides these critically important arenas of nssistance to the State
and loeal governments, I believe the Federal Government has a
very important role to play in continuing to identify and control
products which are major sources of noise,

Much progress hog been made in this area, especially with re-
spect to reducing aircraft noise, heavy truck noise, and construc-
tion equipment noise,

Control of products which are major neise sources, particularly
those involved in interstate commerce requiring uniformity of
treatment throughout the country, is out of the jurisdiction of the
State and local governments, This responsibility most appropriate-
Iy lies with the Federal Government. Fallure to continue Federnl
nctivit]y in this area will undermine and weaken all local noise
contro] efforts.

In summary, I think there is clearly & need to scrutinize govern-
ment spending at all levela. We must not, however, lose sight of the
overriding need to protect our environment and the health and
welfare of the American people in the process.

The Federal Neise Contrel program, particularly in the area of
State and local assistance, is an extremely cost-effective program.
It addresses a very serious environmental problem of excessiveness
with a minimum of funding.

I strongly urge you to support reauthorization of the Quiet Com-
munities Act and continue the Federal commitment in this impor-
tant area of environmental control,

Mr. Frorjo. Thank you very much,

Ms, Heather.
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STATEMENT OF JACQUELINE E. HEATHER

Ms. Hrarier, Thank you. Good merning, Mr. Chairman and
members of the subcommittee.

My name is Jacqueline Heather and 1 am the mayor of Newport
Beach, Calil. My city lies under the flight path of John Wayne
International Airport, the third busiest airport in the United
States, so I am here representing the National League of Cities but
I am nlso representing a noise impacted city.

With me is Mr. Frank Shafroth, the legislative counsel lor the
National League of Cities.

The National League of Cities (NLC) is a national organization
for cities and for the people who live in them. NLC consists of, and
is the principnl representative for approximately 15,000 cities,
large and small, throughout the United States,

The League is mn advocale for the 70 percent of the Nation's
pu&ulntion that lives in metroplitan areas.

LC is committed to a policy of enhancing the urban environ-
rrtt_ent_. A key step in improving that environment is the reduction
of noise,

Mr, Chairman, the EPA noise program is in trouble. Indeed, its
continued existence is in doubt. The Office of Management and
Budget has recommended to the President elimination of EPA's
role in noise control for fisenl year 1982,

This decision apparently came without consideration given to
reserving the good elements of EPA’s program, the elements thal
egitimately reflect what the agency should be doing, even under
the most conservative interpretation of the proper Federal role in
nojse control.

To emphasize this point, | have in my hand and will submit for
the record, o column by the noted conservative columnist James J.
Kilpatrick. In it he praises the ""Buy Quiet” program, which has
been referenced hefore, which seeks to utilize markotplace econom-
fes to procure quister goods nnd services,

This program is financed in part by funds approprinted under
the Noise Control Act.

In my experience with Federal repulatory programs this is one of
the few I know of which secks to find n better, more economical,
and certainly less burdensome way to achieve an important social
goal without regulation, It seems to be the type of alternative
program which would be favored by the new administrotion.

There are other good and useful noise programs at EPA, many of
which I can quite honestly suy represent the best use of taxpayers'
dollars for a legitimate function of government. Most meet an
important demand either for soundproofing and weatherization,
equ1Fment loang, limited financial assistance, nnd, of course, tech-
nical assistance and information exchange through the Each Com-
munity Helps Others (ECHO) program, which was mentioned
before and which 1 find very dynamic.

Furthermore, these programs are all voluntary and generate n
voluntary match by cities unegualled by most other Federal pro-
grame. All work toward the goal of a quieter environment--a goal
advocated by cities and mandated by Congress.

Mr. Chairman, the Nation's cities are well aware of the nature
and extent of the fiscal and economic crisis we face. We are pre-
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pared to take our lnir share of reductions and program cuts. But
totaily eliminating the noise program will exacerbote the noise
problem in our communities. It would be a counterproductive way
to ppproach the issue of spending reductions.

As an alternative, I want to suggest a three-step program which
will both reduce Federal spending, end unnecessary regulation, and
make the best elements of EPA’s existing noise program even more
cost effective.

What I am proposing today is that the Nation's cities join ranks
with you and the ether members of this committee to hammer out
a reasenable compromise measure to present to the Senate and the
new administration.

We all share noise problems and need Federnl coordination to
hﬁlp us solve them and avoid unnecessary and costly duplieation of
effort.

Even President Reagan recognized the need for n coordinated
attack on neise by signing into law some of the noise programs still
underway in California today, many of which have served oas
models for our Federnl programs,

And as an aside, I just testified yesterdny ot the hearing in our
area for John Wnyne Airport, so | can attest to the Stnte of
California’s interests in the Noise Act and President Reagan's par-
ticipation in it.

My three-step program is this:

First, eliminate all current or proposed regulatory initiatives
called for in sections b und [ of the Noisa Control Act.

Shut down in total EPA's noise regulatory effort, Over $50 mil-
lion has been spent on these initiatives since 1972 und much legiti-
mate criticism has been fired nt these regulations over the post
several months,

For the most part cities receive enly very limited noise reduction
from theso preemptive regulations and the benefits do not
outweigh the costs in taxpayers' doliors or added consumer costs,
Cities are willing to work with others to promote veluntary stand-
ards throeugh programs such as “Buy Quiet.”

Second, reduce the Agency's budget from its current $18 million
to $6 million with all appropriated moneys used exclusively in
support of State and loeal programs. This is a difficult choice
because it menns an end to research, international cooperation,
and no state-of-theart studies, but it will return the focus of the
Agency to practical, nuts and holts activities for the prevention and
control of noise at the local level,

{ underscore the word practical because in the past NLC has
witnessed some very well-intentioned projects designed to help
cities, particularly in the area of construction noise, which did not
have any utility for the vast majority of local governments,

Cities need real world programs based on ui.ilitgr1 and case of
application, not costly, staie-olthe-urt techniques that simply do
not sell ot city hall.

Third, o continuation and examination of aircraft noise abate-
ment assistance is desperately needed. Why EPA has not supported
aircraft noise sbatement assistonce to a4 greater extent [ cannot
fsay, but a conscious decision now by EPA to help cities with airport
noise planning would be tremendously helpful,
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We don't need any further study of the prablem, Cities know it is
a problem alrendy. We need good, practical techniques that can be
applied locally to solve this growing problem.

know you, Congressman Florio, share similar concerns. Your
own disirict, and my city, are severely impacted by nirport noise.
However, if EPA’s noeise program is scrapped, you will have no
advacate in Washington, nor will any city in the country.

Eliminating EPA's role in aircraft noise would be a major hard-
ship for many communities which would be more efficiently served
by ¢oordinated technical assistance o assist them in implementing
effective aircrall noise control mensures, in making the Federal
Avintion Administration aware of the impnct of nirport noise on
our Nation's communities,

This three-point strategy for EPA's noise program will mean a
better Federal noise program for everyone. An appropriation of $0
millien, although significantly less than prior years, could bring
increased benelits for cities. .

In the past, despite the explicit directives of the Quiet Communi-
ties Act, most appropriated moneys have been consumed hy EPA's
regulatory efforts. Unfortunately, this strategy has contributed to
the dilemma we face today. This singular regulatory obsession has
led to highly critical articf s and editorials, and countless lawsuits
whtich waste Laxpulyer and consumer dollars,

Mr, Chairman, I don't know of any support for EPA regulations
that preempt local government, set permissive standards, mandate
recordkeeping, require Federal forms to be (illed out, and contrib-
ute to inflated consumer costs,

It is our hope that your committee will make the Quiet Commu-
nities Act amendments the focus of this reauthorization bill togeth-
er with section 7 of the parent legislation which spells out a pro-
gram for airport noise control. We need this EPA program.

Allow me to clearly demonstrate this need by concluding m
testimony with some very disturbing statisties gathered by the stalf
at NLC through a survey of the Nation'’s cities.

Seventy-seven percent of all large cities cite nireraft noise as a
serious problem;

Fifty-three percent ol city officials view noise as o serious prob-
lem, more so than air pollution, water pollution, or solid waste
pollution;

Fifty-four percent believe not encugh is being done to control
nojse;

Forty-six percent of city officials believe noise is a more serious
problem than 5 years ago;

And, a full 37 percent believe noise represents a threatl to the
health of citizens in their community.

The National League of Cities thanks you for this opportunity to
testily on this very important piece of urﬁan legislation.

I welcome any questions that you or other members of this
subcommittee wish to ask.

Mr, Fronrto. Thank you very much, sir,

STATEMENT OF JESSE 0, BORTHWICK

Mr. BorrHwick. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, |
oppreciate the opportunity to appenr before you today to present




24

the views of NANCO on the Noise Control Act of’ 1972, a5 nmended
by the Quiet Communities Act of 1078,

Qur nssocintion is extremely concerned nbout the direction of the
national noise control effort, especially in light of the recent OMB
recommendation to abalish the noise control programs at EPA. We
would like to echo—and no pun intended—what hus been snid
earlier. Through the establishment of a nationnl program of techni-
¢nl and financial assistance under the auspices of the Quiet Com-
mupities Act, over the lost 2 years State and local programs have
flourished. State and local cooperative agreements, while limited in
numbers and levels, have sparked programs to life. In addition,
EPA hus established several exemplary programs including region-
al technicnl nssistance centers, the volunteer echo program, the
noise counselors program, the quiet schools program, and buy
quiet. If you want to find waste, you needn't look at these pro-
grams. They should serve ns models for other Federal programs to
emulate, and yet OMB suggests they should be abolished. NANCO
strongly oppases such a recommendation.

Qur written testimony focuses on reducing eavironmental noise
and on the tremendous success of the national technical and finan-
cial sssistance programs established by the Quiet Communities Act
amendments, However, due to the short time available, I will limit
my oral testimony to the critical issue of Federal preemption,

There is a great deal ol talk these days about the proliferation of
Federal regulptions and their jmpact on industry and, in turn, our
economy. We tend to forget that some regulations are designed to
protect industry, This is the case with those regulations promulgat-
ed to date under the Noise Control Act.

The TFederal Government's inahility to regulate at a reasonable
level has been clearly demonstrated by those stondards promulgat.
ed to date. For example, in 1975, as a result of new products
standards, in effect in several States and cities, the industry stand-
ard for newly manufactured trucks was 83 decibels. In 1976, EPA
issued standards for newly manuflnctured trucks with an initinl
status quo standard of 83 decibels effective in 1078, with further
stundards dropping to 80 decibels effective in 1982 and o reserve
standard for 1985,

While studies conducted by the U5, Department ol Transportn-
tion in the early 1970's and more recently by EPA have clearly
demonstrated the feasibility of a 7i-decibel truck, under heavy
pressure from industry EPA has postponed its 1982 standard for 1
year and is currently considering freczing the stundard at 83 deci-
bels, the level at which State and locals were regulating in 1975,
This regulation, like so many others, has done nothing more than
preempt States and cities from toking nction,

With regard to enforcement, the U.8. Department of Transporta-
lion's Burenu of Motor Carrier Safety and the Federal Railrond
Adniinistration hove both failed to provide adequate enforcement
mechanisms to gunrantee complinnce with the intersinte motor
carrier regulation nnd the railrond noise regulations.

While their disinterest is partinlly justificd based on an inad-
equnte npproprintion, the hands of State and local officials interest-
ed in taking enforcement actions are tied. Before n Stnte or o
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community can take enforcement actions against a federally regu-
lated noise source, they must first adopt identical legislation.

Even if a State or municipality goes io the trouble of andopling
complementary legislation, they usually back eff when they realize
that complicated Federal enflorcement procedures must be adhered
to.

So what do we have? We have weak standards that do little more
than legnlize noise, an almost total lack of enforcement, and sever-
al industries protected against State and local nction.

I can ossure you that unless these standords nre made more
stringent and adequate provision is made for their enforcement,
States nnd communities will be the first to support apd those
alfected industries the last to support abolishment of these reguln-
tions, Of course, our greatest concern is pussibility that the EPA
noise regulatory program will be crippled while these regulations
are maintained only to preempt State and local action.

If the Federal program is severely curtailed, these regulntions
must be stricken,

In conclusion, NANCO recognizes the need for national uniform-
ity of new product regulations. However, those regulations which
have been promulgated to date have done little more than shield
the industry from State and local control, In light of President
Reagan's program of deregulation, and the Federal Government's
inability to regulate at o reasonable level, NANCO strongly encour-
ages Congress to consider abelishing those regulations which have
been promulgated under the Noise Control Act, with the important
exception of the Federal standards and control programs regarding
aircrafl noise.

Furthermore, NANCO recognizes that the future of noise control
in the United States at the State and local levels depends heavily
on & national presence and on those programs which have evolved
within the last 2 years. There appears to be n new spirit of working
together for a quiet environment in this country. Federal, State,
and local officials along with senior citizens, university professors,
elected offieinls, noise control professionals, neighborhood associ-
ations, and tenchers are all cooperating, communicating, and sup-
porting one another,

We therefore strongly encourage Congress to reauthorize, ot n
minimum, those provisions of the act established through the Quiet
Communities Act, Mr. Chairman, members of the committce,
thank you again for the opportunity to testify. 1 will he glad to
answer any questions.

[Mr. Borthwick's prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT oF Jrssr O, BowtHwick, Execunive Dinkcron, NATIONAL ASSDCIATION
or Nowse Conrtiat, Dericrats

IHTRONUCTIGH

Mr. Chalrman and Hembers of the Subcommitier, I appreclate the
apportunity to  appear before you to presont the ylews of Lhe
Hatlanal! Associatlon of Halse Cantrel Offielals, HANCO, on Lhe
Hnlx;u afontrol Act of 1972 a5 amendod by the Quiet Communitles Act
af 1978,

There are two major polnts we would MiXe to make today. First,
the Holse Control Act of 1272, which focused heavily on federal
regulation of malor nolse sources, has for the most part falled to
reduce environmental noise 1n the Unlted States, Sceond,
tongress, “rocogalzing, thls fallurs enacted the Quliet Communitlas
Acl of 1978, whlch focused on helping States and cltlos solwve
thelr own problems. This more pecent leglslatfen has heen highly
successful and i5 wvltal to the contlnuatlan of State and lacal
nelse control activities.

HOEISC COMTHOL THHOUCH FLCOCRAL REGULATIOM

Lang bhefore the Helae Contral Act of 1972 States and eftles were
deallng  wlith the problem of nofav apd its cantrol. At flest the
requlatlions werc qualltatlve In nature, dealing with.iLhe problem
frem a nuisance standpolnt. Then, In the §1250's, 3tatos and
citlos bogan. establlshing quantltative or numerically based
standards, Hlolse contral was cvalving from apn art Into a sclence.
fiy the mid [960*'s Califarnla and a handful of othor Statas dml
clties hegan adaopting standards for newly manefactured mator
vohiclos, construction equlpment, snowmohllos, and ethaer products,
Alrporta were beginning to be requlated aloang with trucks and rall
carrlers. fndustry, eoncerned over having to comply with a
myltipliolty . of State and local ragulatioens sought and rececived
tellef from Cengress In the furm of the Holse Control Act of 1972,

The Act cdlled fTar the ftdentlificatian and regulatlon of majJor
noise sources distributed In commerce and for the establishment of
nolse stapdards for alrcraft, rall carriers, and motor carricts.
ut wost lImportantly ift effectively preempred States and cltles
from regulating “axeept through fdentical standards) those scvurcoes
requiated at the Ffodaral level, Our views of rogulations issued
to date follaw:

HOTOR CARNIER HOISLC CHISSION STANDAHL (1974}

While the Inltial [In-uze standards Tar Ipterstate  molor
carrlers wepe reasonable, the average trirck nolse emisslon
tevels have dropped ower Lhe last six yecars as a result of
State and local npew  treck polse alandards In effoct {n the
lete 1960%'3 and carly 1970's. Standards are no longer
appropriate espeefally dp lght of the federal standards for
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newly manufactured modium and heavy duty trucks. In any case
fedaral enforcoment of this requlation by Lhe fureau of Hotor
Carrier Safcty ls sevorely lacking if net tatally abaent,

RAILROAD MHOISC EMISSION STANDARDS (1275f19K0)

The Ln wuss nolss standards established in 1975 for trains
oparated by Interstate ratll carrfers are consldered
roasonable, However, enforcement through the Ffedoral
Raflroad Adminlstration s te the best aof our knewladge
totally absant. In 1977 as a rosult of a petition fllad by
tha Ameorlcan Assoclation of Rallroads, CPA was directed by
court order te broaden the acope of lits rallroad nolse
umlssion atandards. Thia only polats out the Inteat of the
Act to usurp the puwers of 5State and local government to deal
with the problem of railroad nclse, While source spocific
standards set to diate are considered reasonable, the
requlremants Lo adopt identlical standards and fallow complex
anfurcoment methodologies have severely limitee State and
local enforcemant.

PORTABLE AIR COHPRESSORS [1976)

Standards adopted by EPA  are weaker than State apd local
regulatlons an the books at the tlime of adoption. Host
slgnlificant impacts can hbe hest controlled through In-use
nolse atandards and admlnistrative controls.

HEDIUH AND JIEAVY DUTY TAUCKS {1976)

In 1975 as a result of new product standards In effect Lln
several States and citles, the industry standard for newly
manufactured trucks was B3 dll. In 1976 EPA Ussued standards
for newly manufactured trucks with an Inital "status que"
standard of 83 d} affeotive 1978, BO dB effective 1982, and a
resorve stahdard for 1785, ¥hile atudles conducted by the
uspaT  and EPA have cleaply demonstrated the feasibllity of a
7% d0  teuck, under heavy Industry pressure [PA has postponed
its 1982 standaryg for one year and |s currently conslderlng
freszlng the standard ax 83 dB. Again thls requlation has
dona nothlng more than presmpt States and cltles from taking
actlon,

TRUCK MOUNTED SOLID WASTE COHPACTORS {197%2)

While the standard established by CPA calls for & reductlon
in ocompacter nolse emleslons, the requlatlon falls to address
the eritical Issue, T7The problem with refuse oollectlon nolse
oan hest bo dealt with through logal [n-use and
adminlatrative controls, lieducing compactar nolae emisslon
levels 5 or & B wlll virvtually have ne effect on reducling
the Impact of refuss colleoctien in & nolse sonsitive area
during early morming houwes when background nelse levela are

low,
ROTONCYCLES AND MOTORCYCLE REFLACEMENT EXHAUST SYSTLHS (1980)

¥hile the oxhauat aystem portion of this rule k2 worthy of
pratse, the B8) dB standard for wmatorcycles in 136 does
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nothing mora than accept “status quo" and agala pravide
industry wlth protectlon. States and clties were requlating
affectively at 83 dH In 1975 with schoduled recductions to 75
dB  plannad by 1985, The reoal problem wlth unnecessary
maotoreycle nolse ocenters araund the awnerfoeporatur's Tallure
to malntaln the esxhaust asystem and Improper operatlen,
In=use enforcement by State and local authorities should
prove to be the wmaost effectlve centrol. Labellng of
aftermarket exhaust systems as reguired by the regulation
could greatly assist enforcement efforts.

In our opinfop theso regulations have If anything had a negative
effect on the quality of our Hatlen's acoustic environment, Tihoy
do nothing mare than legallze nolse. Either they shouyld be
strengthened and adequate provisions made for thelr enforcement or
they should be abolished, alleowing States and citf{es to regulate
43 they see Flt,

There I3 one [mportant oxceptinon., We do strongly feel Chat It is
extremely iImportant Lhat the Federal requlations and  contrel
programs regarding alreratt nolse be malntained and strengthened.
Even If afrcratt nolse emission levels on average should continue
to drop as a result of these standards, alrport nolse Jevels will
more than likely remain hlgh as the number aof commercial
pperations Inecrease, Qecentralizing the already taxed hub
alrports will also result {ia slgnificant increases In noise
impacts at smaller rellever alrports. Only through the
malntenance of aAtrong Federal source requlatlon, combined wilh
apecifle State and local actlons, wlll a meaningful rpeductien In
afrport nolse be reallzad.

HELPIHG STATCA AHD CITIES HELP THEWSELVES

The Qulet Communitles Act of 1978 has had 3 completely different

impact on nolse control In the United OStates. Through the
establishmont of & natlonwide program of technlical and fipanctal
asslstance State and local pregrams have flourlahed. Somo

axamples of programs establlshed under the Act Include:

STATE AND LOCAL COOPERATIVE ACREEMENTS

Over the Jlast two years approximiately 23 communitlos have
recefved grants averaglng 510,000 to help launch noise
control programa. More important are the 22 Statec grants.
Averaglng oanly $34,000, the majority of thess State grant
praograms have beon deaigned to 3suppert the development of
local programs through varleus technlcal assistance programs,
During the first year these States aponsored over 30 tralning
courses and assisted over 130 communitiss. It fs expected
that the number of communltles recelving assistance wlll
double during FY 82, We feel that EPA has done an excellent
Joh of developlng and Implomenting the grant programs
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established by Caongress.

TECHHICAL ASSISTAMCE CENTERS

has astablished regfonal tochnlcal assistance centers at
10 universlties across the country. fhase technlcal
asslstance conters worked with over 100 communitics last year
and econduated &4 tralnlng programs, We balleve this concept
to be highly effectlva, taking advantage af the expertlse and
tacilities of our academlec community.

EACH COMMUNITY HELPS OYHERS

The ECHO pragram was launched by EPA early In 1278 prlog to
the passage of the Quiet Communitizs Act. Under the natlonal
ECHO program 38 lecal nolae control officlals volunteer thelrp
tlmp one or two days o month to work with communlties
interested 1in daveloplng or Improving nolse control programs.
Program emphasis 1s on the transferabilicy of local noiae
eontral  skills and expertise, To date over l65 communitlias
have recelved technlcal asslstance under this valunteer
program, In addition there are some 1{ State ECHO programs
that are promotlng the concept of peer support. Whille thls
praogram taxes those experts who volunteer thelr time, the
benefits to compunities are tremendous,

< MOISE COUMSELOAS PROGRAM

Warking together with the Hational Retired Teachers
Aaspelation/Amertcan  Assecalation of Retlred Persons and the
Utban Leagus under the ausplces of the Glder Amerlecans Acot,
EPA has argated a network of “Hofse Countelors®, Senlor
e¢ltlzeps rocelve formal training In health effects of nolse,
kaslc aosustics, and noise program developmant as wall as
an-tha-job training. They are placed as volunteer resource
peraons  In Interosted communltlea. Last yoar tho programs 40
counselars made over 200 presentations, handled over 1100
nolae complainta, respondod to 2000 requestas for nolse
contrel informatlon, generated close to 1000 media Ltema, and
wxhibited  at 920 Falrs, In addit{en a substantial number of
senlor citizens from loeal chapters are working mith Lhose
pounselors an & volunteer basis, .

QUIET 5CHOGLS PROGRAM

EPA haa devsloped a program designed to assfat Leachors and
achool offlipials across the country te teach the Importance
of nolse eontrol Lp thedr schoala and tao make thelr schools a
quleter place In which te work and study. School systaems in
nine c¢itles aeroas the country ars ourrently partleipating In
pilot projects. Hany State and loeal programs are anxlously
amalting the results of the pllot prajects,

BUY QUIET

In concert, the Hatlonal Institute of Covernmental Purchasing
and EPA have developed a now toneept In nolsé control, Buy
Quist. The program provides States and cities with tho
Informatlon necessary ta purchase qulet producta, The

KR-TAT D—Hl—=—1
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program [ndirectly ancourages lndustry, on a volunteer basls,
ta develop and markoet quleter products. This program appears
to be a viable alternative to new preduct requlation.

W¥ith the support of these and other Quint Communlties Act programs
we have nmade more progreas In the last two yeara tham Ln the last
twenty. Thers appears to be a new spirlt of “worklng togather for
4 qulet environment," Federal, State, and lecal cfflclals alnnag
with sepfor  cititens, wunlversity prefessers, nolae control
professionals, and teachers are all cooperating, communicating and
supporting one another.

Thla leglalatlon apd the programs which have evelved in the short
time since 1ixs enactment should serve as models Por other federal
programs to omulate, and yet we recently learned that OMB has
recommended Lhat these programs be totally abellshed, HANCO
strongly oppasts such a drastle rocommendation,

CORCLUSIONS

In eoncluslen, MAKCD recognizes the nced for natlonal uniformity
of new product regulatioens, Hawover, those requlatlons whleh have
been promulgated to date have done l1lttle more than shield tho
Industry from State and local contrel, In light of President
Reagan's program of derequlatlon, the Hatlon's economic posture,
and the federal government's lpabllity to regulate at a reasenabkle
leval, HNAHCC strongly encourages Congress to cansider abolishing
those requlations which have been promulgated by CPA under the
flofae Control Ack, with the Inportant caception of those foderal
atandards and control programs regarding alrcraft nolse,

Tlmes are hard and we wholeheartodly suppurt the President in his
efforts to belng fedural spendlng under contral, However, there
shoukd be equallty In applleation of flscal reductlons. Perbaps
the Nolsg Control Preoqram at EPA should e cul ?0 to 30 peroent.
But, to aoempletely abellsh o program which s designed to suppert
not  burdon State and loeal governmont woultd bo a malor mistake.
The future of nolse cantrol in the Unlted States at the State and
local lovel dopends heavily on 4 natlonal presence and on those
pregrams  which have cevelved wlthin the last two years. NANCO
therefore, strangly encourages Congress to  peauthopize, at a
winlmum, those provislons of the Act established through the Qulot
Communitica Act of 1978,

This campietes  our  comments, Again, [ thank you for the
Invitatlon and epportunlty te testify on thls maat critleal
legialation, I would be more than happy to attempt te answer any

queatlons you might have, Thank yaou.
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Mr. Fronrro. Thank you very much. It was a very good presentn-
tion by all of the witnesses. Mr., Lent.

Mr. LenT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I don't have any specific questions other than to just comment on
the fact that I apprecinte the testimony of these people. This is an
area that we are going to have to be looking into very closely, and
we will be waiting with interest for March 10 when I understand
that the administration will be coming down with more specific
recommendations, and we will have to see at that time whether the
autharization will be continued for this pregram. Wo appreciate
your testimony. It will help us in evaluating those recommenda-
tions of the administration.

Mr. Fronio. I would like to identify with the major thrust of all
of the peoints that were raised, particularly your point, the last
point with regard to the regulatory scheme. If things are going the
way that I perceive that they are going, this is not just as a result
of this administration but it is n result of this commiltee's direc-
tions to EPA over the last 2 years,

We are going to focus on these local programs and we are going
to provide, hopefuily, adequate funds for these very cost-effective
local programs to provide for local participation, local volunieer
efforts, and local educational programs te address the problems
sssociated with the local generators of nolse. We will be fighting as
hard as we can to provide adequate funding,

My impression is, and ‘Perhnps with some legitimacy, that the
regulatory requirements for lawn mowers, compactors and other
things have not been as cost-effective as they could be. We have
tried to steer EPA with some degree of success awsay from that
program activity, .

But your point is very, very important. To the degree that we are
going to make that philesophic commitment, we have got to make
that philosophic commitment with a clean sweep. We should not
lenve in place o haphazard regulatory system that ean he used to
{ustil’y nothing happening at the local level to address those prob-
eme,

I make reference specifically to the railroad problems that this
committee has jurisdiction over; that as of now, my understanding
of the legal situation is that there is really no real regulatory
systemn in operation. There are studies that this committee haos
called for. There has been a court decision that says the very fact
of the study going forward, the fact of the regulatory process being
considered and revised effectively preempts the field.

I am not sure I agree with those decisions, but I think that is the
law. The existence of Federal requirements thot preclude local
response in terms of rail yards, is unsatisfactory; that iff we are
going to make the decision that we are going to emphasize local
participation and steer away from national regulatory systerns, we
should clean the slate and therefore allow the localities to address
the prohlems as they see fit to do so.

The other points that have been raised | think are very valuable
in terms of the local orientation. The airport noise question is
perhaps the one exception that most people agree upon; that there
is n very vital role for EPA to play along with FAA which is
absolutely essential because it is the agency that has the noise
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control considerations to put into the whole process. FAA is con-
cerned about safety and the smooth flow of interstate traffic, The
Congress is on record, again lust year on record, in requiring that
FAA's regulations with regard to airpert noise should be framed
with EPA's advice, with the requirement that EPA be consulted.

For EPA to play that consultative role appropriately, there has
got to be personnel, there has got Lo be funding, and I am hopeful
that the authorization bil] will recognize that fact, and will provide
the opportunities for us to deal with that prohlem.

The three individuals who are here are very dramatically afiect-
ed by the airport noise problem. Two are from New York, and
myself, of course, from Philadelphia. There are a great number of
members of the Congress who are aware of airport noise; that is,
their constituents ore impacted by airport noise. I am confident
that we can insure that the program that does exist is able to
address that particular problem.

I appreciate your consideration and your support, and leok for-
ward to working with you individually and the organizations that
you represent. Thank you very much.

Mr. Frorto. Our last witness is Mr. Walter Barber, Jr., the
Acting Administrator of U.S. Envirenment Protection Agency. We
are pleased to welcome you hefore our committee. It has been
learned that Mr, Barber hus expressed his happiness that this is
not the Greek Legislature; everyone knows how people bearing bad
news fared in Greece. We are prepared to listen to his presenta-
tion.

Mr. Barber, welcome to the committee.

STATEMENT OF WALTER C. BARBER, JR., ACTING ADMINISTRA-
TOR, ENVIRONMENTAL. PROTECTION AGENCY, ACCOMPANIED
BY EDWARD F. TUERK, ACTING ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
FOR AIR NOISE AND RADIATION

Mr. Banpexr, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Fromo, May I ask, what is the status of the appointment of
tl&g Administrator? Has the Administeator been actually appoint-
ed?

Mr, Banner. Named. I am not sure the nomination has been sent
over yet.

Mr. Scuruer. Do we know the identity of the Administrator?

Mr. Barnen. The identity of the named person is Mrs, Anne
Gorsuch,

I have with me Mr. Ed Tuerk, the Acting Assistant Administra.
tor for Air Noise and Radiation.

We have submitted a brief statement which I think we may as
well intraduce for the record.

Mr. Fromo. Without objection, it will be made part of the recard,

Mr. Barngr. 1 would like to compliment the committee and the
previous witnesses for some of the most objective and thoughtiul
testimony that I have heard on environmental issues over the last
several years that [ have been in the business. I expect that there
are substantial arens of agreement between the administration ond
}he chairmzn as well as some of the witnesses who have spoken so
ar.
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The administration has some significant reservations sbout the
effectiveness of the noise regulatory program that EPA has been
conducting and the desirability of continuing it. At this point alter-
natives for thai regulatory program are being examined.

The administration’s engoing presumption is that the emphasis
of noise control should be at the Stnte and local levels. The ques-
tion is how best to accomplish that. Over time, we obviously are
working in a period of tight budget restrictions, The budget will bhe
announced on March 10, We are not at liberty to discuss it in
detail today. However, I think it is appropriote to note that all of
EPA's programs will be scrutinized for budget reductions, as will
all programs in the Federal Government, and we will be looking
for ways to do business more efficiently. Associated with that will
be both financial and personnel resource reductions throughout the
agency,

We%lope that we can do that in such a way as to keep the most
environmentally elfective Earts of the program intact, and elimi-
nate the parts that have been less effective. As | gaid, the EPA
regulatory program for noise is one of the areas that we believe
requires som# tareful scrutiny, I think that would conclude my
opening comnments, and we would be willing to answor any ques-
tions you might have.

{Mr. Barher's prepared statement follows:]
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STATENENT OF
WALTER C. BARBER, JR.
ACTING ADKTNISTRATOR
U.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMLTTEE ON COMMERCE, TRANSPORTATION, AND TOURISH
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND CONMERCE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FEBAUARY 24, 198]

Thank you, Mr, Chairman, far the opportunfty to iest'[fy before this
Committee on the implamentation of the Noise Control Act, a¢ amended by the
fuiet Comunities Act of 1973,

My testimony will focus on:

1) The growth of rofse control activity at the State and local level;

and

2} The status of the Agency's regulatory efforts {n naise contral,
Growth of State and Local Nofse Programs

Municipal nofse Tegislation in this country dates back to at Teast
1852 wfth the passage of the City of Boston's peace and tranquility
ordinance. At the State Tevel, nuisance type nofse laws associated with
vehicle mufflers date back to the 1940's. The first quantitative State law
was enacted fn 1964 for trucks cperatfng on the New York State Thruway.

As a general rule, however, noise was not recognized &s a problem

requiring governmental action until the 1970°s, As Tate as 1971, fust two
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States and 59 local governments had snacted any type of law. By contrast,
during the last 10 years we have exparienced a major developmant of mofse
Tegislation, with over 1000 mmficipalities and 27 States having enacted
such legislation by this year.

0f thess, 13 Statss and over 160 Tocal communities have on-going
a.ctive naise control programs which aret enforced today. Thase programs
cover 31 millfon people. This growth of active State and Tocal programs
has been agpecially rapid during the last four years when we have seen ﬁ 7
percent increase in the numder of active pragrams..
Status of Regulatory Efforts

. Since we last sppesred before this Committes, we have promulgated

redulations for garbage trucks, motorcycles, motorcycle replacement
exhaust systems, and certain railroad noise sources. In addition, the
Agency has promulgated general labeling requirements and specific nofse
Tabalfng requlrenénts for hearing protectors. These regulatfons
complement the requlatfons that sre already in place for med{um and heavy
trucks, Interstate motor carriers, raflroad locomotives, rail cars, and
portahla afr compressors. Thers has also been follow-up activity recently
on the medfun and heavy truck regulation and the garbage truck regulation.

In the fall of 1980, the Agency rocaived petitions Fram International
Harvestar Company and Mack Trucks, Incarporated, for. reconsideration of
the 00 decibal standard for new medium and heavy trucks which was to take
affect in 1982, Because of the recent downturn in the economic health of
tha truck manufacturing industry and an unforeseen {ncrease n the demand
for medfum trucks with diesel engines, which are the mest costly to quiet,
the Agency decided tm provide tsmporary relfef by granting z cne-year
deferral of the standard. At the same time, the Agency has {nvited public
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corments on whether or not a further deferral would be appropriate. This
comment perfod closes in April.

Earter this month, the Agency met with representatives of the
garbage truck manufacturing industry to dfscuss prohlems they were having
with the testing and reporting praovisions of the garbage .truck regulation,
Az a pesult of this meating, the Agency agreed to reconsider the testing,
reporting, and related requirements. Pending the outcome of the Agency's
reconsideration, enforcement of the garbage truck regulatfon has been
suspended to avoid causing unintended burdens on the industry.

As this Comittee will remember, the Agency has been under court order
to expand its regulation of railroad locomotives and rafl cars to IncTude
additional railroad factlities and equipment. The court order was the
result of & successful Tawsuft by the Assocfatfon of American Raflroads
seeking such coverage in order to achieve tatal preemptfon of State and
Toca) standards,

In compliance with the court order, the Agency promuigated
regulations for four additicnal raflroad noise sources in January 1980.
The Agency also had planned to promulpate a comprehensive nofse emfssion
standard for railyards to be measured at the property 1{ne by Janvary 23 of
this year, However, in comments received by the Agency this fall, both
State and Jocal govermments and the Association of American Railroads
suggested that EPA meed not promulgate amy further regulations fn order to
meet the Court's mandata, An extension of time has been granted by the
court for EPA to consider these conments and to seek a passible settTement
to the court case.

Recently, by Executive Order, President Reagan has instructed all
agency heads to wejgh the cost of all major new regulations and to impose
on taxpayers and Industry the least expensive way to fulfill the’ir con=
gressional mandates. In additfon, the President has asked his Vask Force
on Regulatory Relief to make a cost henefit review of major regulatiens and
to propose changes In those that are especially burdensome, The Agency
expects that several nofse regulations will be included I1n this review to
ensura that our nofse regulations are cost-efficient and do not impose an
undue burden on the etonomy.

This concludas my prepared statenent. Thenk you Mr. Chairman.




37

Mr. Fromo, Mr, Barber, you heard the comment that [ made at -
the cutset of the hearing. I just wanted to get some clarification on
this statement that “the revised EPA budget submission to the
Congress assumes that there will be no EPA neise program alter
fiscnl 1983."

On the revised budget submission to Congress, is that something
that is initinted—I am asking procedumlly—out of EPA, or is that
something that flows to the Congress, EPA vin OMB? I would be
much less troubled if' it was initiated by EPA vin OMB than il I
thought that EPA was initiating that submission to the Congress
on its own, with the intention of having no noise control program
after fiscal year 1982,

Mr. Bargkr. The udministration will aubmit the budget, and the
budget will be prepared, summarized and provided through the
Office of Management and Budget. Budget decisions, as I think
anyone who has ohserved the process over the last several weeks
realize, are in fact made by the President and the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, i

Mr, Frorto. That was my understanding. Let me ask you very
directly, do you feel that there is n need and a vnlue to the noise
program, whether it be as it is now or to be modified such that any
suggestion that there be no progrom after [iscal year 1982 does not
serve any particular public interest?

Mr. Barger. Since I have heen in thisdiob for just a shert time,
and will be in it for just a few weeks, and since my business is air
pollution as opposed to noise, | am o bit reluctant to comment on
the appropriate role of the Federal Government, I think it is clear
there is a noise problem. [ think the noise problem in fact needs
some additional attention. What role we prescribe for the Federal
Government as oppused to State and local governments needs
thuu{ﬂ}t by people who are better prepared to annlyze it than
myself,

Mr. Fronio. Aren't you or perhaps your associnte prepared to
say, particularly in ligf"(lt of the consensus that has evolved in the
Congress over the last number of years, that there is a need to
focus on Jocal problems? The consensus upon which you comment-
ed regarding the rational presentation of the witnesses todny is
that there is a role for the Federal Government to play in provid-
ing lechnical expertise, so that we can have maximum local partici-
pation, and the existence of these local cost-effective programs.
Doaesn’t that almast demand that there bo at least a Federal local
program to maximize the opportunities for these locally oriented
programs?

My, Barngr. I think it does demand that there be a local pro-
gram, The question is whether there is to be and what should be
the nature of the Federal program along with the local program,
and | think that s a question that has to be answered in the
context of the status of programs of the local ageneies and the
State agencies now, the expected stntus n year, 2 and 3 years from
now, how fast they come along, when can they get on their own
feet and implement their prc:frams with more independence, and
how much assistance is needed for what period of time.

Mr, FLorio, I understand all that, and I understand the question
of degree. 1 understand the need for maybe changing the focus.
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What I would like from someone is to tell me that whatever the
focus, as long as we ncknowledge that there is a problem, and that
there is an opportunity for the lecalities to deal with this problem,
given some assistance in terms of expertise, in terms of technology,
that there is a role for the Federal Government to play justifies the
existence of a Federal noise program,

Now, if there is no ana that is prepared to say that and say, well,
the problem does not exist to the point that there is no justification
for a Federal program, then that is compatible with the suggestion
that someone feels that after fiscal 1982 there will be no EPA noise

rogram. That may very well be legitimate, 1 don’t ngree with it
ut at least it is consistent if one is prepared to say that there is no
role for the Federal Government to play in noise programs.

Mr, Banper. I think the position at this point would have to be
stated that the role for the Federal Government beyond the next
18 months to 2 years is uncertain, and that it needs to be defined
in the context of the status of the State and local programs and
their ability to move with less or no Federal assistance. When that
happens, or if that happens, is an issue yet to be resolved,

Mr. T'Lorio. Let me just conelude an this one point, and not to
beat a dend horse, we have talked about the locnl programs and
everyone seems to feel that that is the best way fo go. Let me
address airport noise, that airport noise is not something that can
be dealt with at a local level. There is a need for a national
regulatory system with regard to noise control in the aviation
industry, with regard to noise control in airports.

The Congress has spoken out very decisively that FAA and EPA
should go forward to attempt to develop those types of regulations
that are needed,

EPA’s participation is absolutely essential as far as [ am con-
cerned, and therefore that in and of itself justifies EPA's participa-
tion in a noise program. Is thero anything I have said with regard
to airport noise that you violently disagree with?

Mr. Bangen. No, I don't think there is violent disagreement. We
have two parts to the program. One is the aircraft noise standard
part, which is FAA's responsibility. We haven't, as T understand it,
dene very much in that program area over the last several years.

Mr. Frorio. That is another whols subject.

Mr. Barpir, The place that thers scems to be the most bang for
the buck now is in planning in the vieinity of local airports and in
planning the operation at the airports in terms of real noise reduc-
tions to be achieved over the next 20 years, as opposed to another
change in aircraft noise standards, So the question in terms of
maximum payout, is how can we hest achieve better aperations of
the equipment that we are going to have, because eguipment that
we are going to have is pretty well prescribed for the next incre-
ment of time.

Mr. Frorto. Mr, Lent.

Mr. Lent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Barber, is it fair to say that the administration is right now
involved in evaluating the entire Noise Control Act and the rules
and regulationa that have been promulgated by the agency under
that act, and that perhaps this administration is taking & fresh
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look at ways to better achieve the goal of noise reduction in this
countr%?

Mr. Bareer. I think that is an accurnte characterization of the
administration’s plans, I think that is reflective of the plan for all
of the sgency’s programs, noise being one of the enrly ones to be
looked at,

Mr. Lenr. Is it under consideration, for examﬁle. that airport
noise control might be turned over exclusively to the FAA and give
them a more specific role, and that railroad noise might be turned
over to the Federal Railroad Administration, to give them a more
specific role in regulating noise emanating from railronds?

Mr. Baneer, To my knowledge at this point, the analysis hos not
proceeded to institutional or administrative or organizational
issues. We are still trying to prescribe the Federal role versus the
State and local role as opposed to dividing the roles hetween the
Federal agencies.

Mr. Lent, 1 have no further questions, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Frorio, Mr. Scheuer.

Mr, ScurueR. Thank dmu. Mr. Chairman, Have you heard from
the aircraft industry and cities and States as to how they view this
recommendation for zero funding for implementation of noise con-
trol, and rescission of all existing noise regulations?

Mr. Banper. We have not, There is no such propesal that has
been made yet, so it would be a little premature for folks to
comment on it. Any action we take on individual rules we would do
through a notice and comment rulemaking process. The budget
hasn't been released yet,

Mr. Scugver. Am 1 getting wrong signals from newspaper
reports and other testimony? It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration plans no funding for the Noise Control Act, and they
will turn over the entire jurisdiction of airport noise regulations to
cities and States. Am I Iaboring under s misapprehension?

 Mr, Banuer. I think thot may be a combination of bits and
pieces. _

Mr. ScHever. Yes, it is,

Mr. Barser, The administration, to my knowledge, has not yet
focused on the airport noise issue. The principal focus has been on
the product noise issue and what the Federsl role should be in
product noise regulations, if any. That has been the prime focus of
?tiention both in tarms of currently enacted rules and rules for the
uture,

Mr. Scureuer. Yes, I would like to call to your attention a letter
dated February 18 that has been sent by Edward F, Tuerk, Acting
Assistant Administrator for Air Noige and Radiation, to other staff-
ers at EPA.

I would like unanimous consent to make this a part of the
record, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Fromrio, Mr. Scheuer, it has been made a part of the record,

[The following letter was received for the record:]
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" 3 .‘s UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
l‘&.g’, ' WASHINGTON, DG, 20460

L

QFFICE OF
AN, WOURE, AND RADIATION

Pebruary 18, 1351

SUBJECT:t Flacegent of ¢ Peraonnsl 1

L T . '
PRI H Bdnr'd‘?%. gucrk, Aating Asaiatant Adoiniutretor
for Air, Nolso and Radlation

MEMD T0: Walt Barber T,
Jack Hidtnger
David Romenbauo
Paul Stolpzan
Mike Walah

A® you are all aware, the reviged EPA budget submiasion to
the Congresa asguued that thers will be no EPA Nolse. Program
after Plocal Year 1982. This decision areates o ajtuation in
which 1t wonld he advantageous for current epployess of tha
Oftics of Noiae Abatement and Centrol e placed in other
masignmenta, a8 available, on an axpedited basia fn order to
ainimize fndividual uncertanties.

To facilitate thia transition, effective immediately I

an {nstituting m requirenent that no positian in your argan-
fzation bo filled without conaidering all qualified porsonnel
currently empleysd in the Noise Program. All complated
peraonnel actions In whiah aslection was not oade of an

eoployee of the Noise Pregrom must be dccompanied by a state-
ment &g to who wne conaildared and the renscna for thair
non-selection for oy review prior te being ncted on by Fersonnal.

cas Perfonnal
FRE LRI A
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Mr. ScHEUER, Very good,

The first sentence of this letter rends, *'As you are all aware, the
revised EPA budpet submission to the Congress assumes that there
-~ will be no EPA noise program alter fiscnl 1982 Isn't that pre-
sumptively clear?

Mr. Barngg. [ think the memorandum was a little bit premature.
There is no revised EPA budget submission to the Congress, The
President will make a submission on March 10; the budget doesn't
yet exist.

The program is being leoked at from the ground up in the budget
process, The concern that prompted that particeular letter happens
to do with the civil service rules, and the way the agency is
structured, and the fact that any dislocated people in the noise
program would have very limited rights for placement in other
components of the division, That was on effort to tell all offices to
desist in filling vacancies until this settled out and we knew what
we were going to be doing in order to provide maximum protection
for the people on the stall, in the event that some are dislocated.

Mr. ScHEUER. So you are saying it is not to be taken as a given
that the EPA noise program aiter fiscal year 1982 will be wiped out
or that there is going to ba——

Mr. Barsen. | would not take it as o given. We haven't even
come close to the 1983 budget yet, The 1982 budget hasn't heen
finalized, and I think that is an issue yet to be resolved.

Mr. Frorio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ScueuER. Of course,

Mr. Fronio, We are obviously aware of ihe fact that the budget
has not yet been submitted to the Congress but there is a passback
process where OMB has sent hack to EPA its budget rccommenda-
tions, and that there is a passback provision for the fiseal 1983
budget as well gs the 1982 budget.

Mr. Barnen. The fiscal 1983 budgets have not yet been given to
the agencies, They are scheduled for later this spring.

Mr. Frorio. But the 1082 have?

Mr. Barner, The 1982 recommendations have been made in 1981,
The final marks have not been achieved, and the process of budget-
ing involves various nominations of program arens that mny be
addressed, totols that the agency has to achieve, and then the
agency and the Office of Management and Budget need to negoti-
ate the final budget, which has not yet happened, but will happen
between now and March 10,

Mr, Frorio, Il the gentleman will yield further. Fine, there is
great value in this hearing, then, in the sense thut notwithstanding
the fact that we haven't got your numbers, I would hope that you
would carry back to that whole process this committee's very
strong feeling that there is a need to avoid any discussion about
the total elimination of this pregram for 1983 or 1982. The sense of
this committee—and I think T speak for the committee—that there
is a need to emJ)hasize those cost-effective programs, the programs
you have heard reference made to, that the committee I think
stands almost as one with regard to the need for EPA’s continued
presence in the area of airport noise regulation, and that this
committes, if one reviews the record of the past deliberations of
this committee, is more than inclined to look very closely at modifi-
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cations in the overall regulatory scheme that the agency has been
involved with, but feels very strongly about the need for the contin-
ued presence in EPA of a noise control program.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Scurugr. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, 1 simply support the
chairman's position. You know we are in an nge where [ think
virtually every Member of Congress supports the concept of a
regulatery process that is cost effective, where the benefits clearly
putweigh costs, and where the regulatory system is that which
eannot as appropriately be carried on by o lower level of govern-
ment. The Federnl Government should not be in the business of
regulating sewer collection and traffic signals and so forth.

That is appropriate for municipal government, nnd anything that
can be done at the State and municipal levels as effectively and as
appropriately as at the Federnl level ought te be passed down.

However, when you take an aircraft that starts in Boston and
goes to New York, and Atlanta, and Dallas, and Fort Worth, it
seems to me that that is intrinsically the kind of regulation that
literally begs for some kind of universality and consistency across
our country, and across State lines. I don't want to be the boy that
cries waolf, but for the Federal Government to get out of the busi-
ness of airport noise control, and out of the business of regulating
nircraft nolse standards to me wounld leave a nightmare of conflict-
ing and inconsistent regulations at the State and city levels that
would lenve hoth nirport operators and the nircralt manufacturers
in a state of utter chaos. It is inconceivable to me that an adminis-
tration that is looking for rationality in Government would do that.

We hope that as soon as you get some decisions over there, and
get your act together on your basic philosophy, how our society
approaches airport noise control, and approaches specilications for
manufacture of aircrafl as well as operations of aircraft, that you
will come back to us and report to us,

There are 6 to 10 million Americans living near airports whe
suffer grieviously, whose quality of life is diminished and whose
health prospects in terms of damaged hearing, cardiovascular dis-
ease, dinbetes, arthritis, fetal damage, increased heart rate, high
bloed pressure are definitely impacted by aireraft noise, and you
have three members here today crossing party lines, whose con-
stituencies either are near major airports or include major air-
ports, as does mine,

Kennedy Airport is in my district. It is very close to my distin-
guished colleague from Long Island, Mr. Lent, and Congressmaon
Florio, Philadelphia Airport abuts your district, so we are not
speaking just from emotion; we are speaking lrom very hard expe-
rience in dealing with those communities,

Congress and the administration have compromised, and compro-
mised, and compromised again on aircraft noise. A few yenrs ngo
we gave the industry 9 years to bring their existing aircralt into
conformity with proper aireraft noise levels, That certainly gave
them time to phase out their obsolete lleet and sell them around
the world, umf to some extent they have done that, and to some
extent manufocturers have made capital investments in good [aith,
relying on the fact that o civilized society cares ubout the quality of
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life of its people. Many aireraft manufacturers and many operators
have invested vast sums in the retrofit operation.

Then the Congress and the administration, over my vialent pro-
test, gave some of the aircraft another 5 years on top of the )
years, 50 we have been more than generous regarding the, some-
times precarious financial position of the airlines. We have not
been oblivious to their costs at all.

It seems to me that it would be unthinkable for us to abandon
the standards that we established that were initially very gener-
ous, and which we then extended for 5 years for some aircraft.

What we are talking about are very, very small dollars for
Inrge industry that offects many, many millions of Americans, and
I would hope that it would be seen that Federa! regulation of
sirport noise and Federal regulation of aireraft manufacturer and
aircraft operations, from the point of view of noise, is a classic
example of the most cost-effective and the most justifiable kind of
Federal regulation,

If you say the Federal Government, can't get into the business of
producing some kind of a systematic national standard on aircraft
that hop all over the United States and land in a half dozen or a
dozen communities in the space of 12 ar 24 hours, then you really
would have to say that the Federal Government should not be in
the business of regulating anything,

I look forward very much to hearing from your new chairman
when and if she is appointed or whoever is appointed after they
have had a chance to consider this matter and alter Vice President
Bush and his distinguished collesgues on the new task force on the
regulatory process have had a chance to consider this matter.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Frorto. Thank you very much,

Just in conclusion, Mr. Barber, when can we expect to receive
from EPA the bG-year plan Congress has requested, and that I
undertand has been completed as to EPA's activities in this noise-
control program area’

Mr. Barser. The plan hasn't reached my desk. It is at the Office
of Management and Budget for review,

Mr. Fromo, What relevancy has that got with regard to when we
can receive it?

Mr. Baroer. [ will have to find out and ndvise you, I just don’t
have an answer for you,

Mr. Frorto. We would like to have it officially transmitted to ns
at your earliest convenience, To be frank, I have seen a copy of it,
but I think it would be appropriate to have it officially transmitted
to ua ag opposed to obtaining it through back windows, Parts of the
plan address things that we have talked about today, particularly
the major section on airport noise, stating in detail approprinte
functions for EPA in terms of major areas of airport noise abate-
ment planning in EPA, optimization of aircraft flight procedure
roles, of nirport lond use manngement, et cetera. These are very
important things that EPA has concluded they should be involved
with, and now, at the 11th heur, to be told t?‘;ut this plan, which
was develoﬁad in great detail, is somehow irrelevant causes ug
some apprehensions.
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Mr, Bagser. I am not sure that anyone is snying that the plan is
irrelevant. I think it is only fnir that the new administration have
an opportunity to consider the plan in the countext of its overall

roposals for environmental neise management at the Federal
evel, | will try lo get back to you with a schedule for that.

Mr. Furomo. Thank you. )

Mr. Banser. T will ndvise the new administrator of your views
nnd your concern that we draw a line between the regulatory
reform cfforts on product rules and the regulatory reform efforts
that may affect the aircraft-nirport activities, and that we separate
the regulatory reform efforts from the State and lecnl efforts.

Mr, Fronio. One last peint you may also convey is the point that
I mado to one of the witnsses: that if we go forward in phasing out
the regulalory schome, other than the ajrport noise aren, that it is
not an attractive position at least for this member Lo conceive of
ourselves of blanketing in ineffective regulations with preemption
provisions, That is to say, that some of the regulations are in
various states of linality, some are under court challenge, some are
out there ond the very interpretation of them being out there has
the eflect of precluding anyone from responding at the local level,
So, should it be that this committee wouid make the determinntion
that we are going to deemphasize regulation, I would think this
committee would also consider eliminating the authority for all of
those regular schemes, giving back to the localities the ability to
deal with problems through local regulation.

Mr, Barner, The issue of preemption is open and being discussed
within the administration. There is nothing inherent in the regula-
tory reform concept that mokes it pro buginess. The intent is to
find the most efficient way to accomplish the gonl. There is no
suggestion that one would leave inefficient rules in place, and
consequently preempt the marketplace, as a natural outcome of o
regulatory reform activity.

Mr. Frorto. T am aware of the fact that it may not be a conscious
effort. | am not implying that it is o conscious effort. I am just
saying that by virtue of the interpretations of different courts, and
in the one specific situation I made reference to, I know that to be
the case. But it goes throughout the whole regulatory system, that
when the Federal Government undertakes n series of regulations,
whether it be regulations to deal with the transportation of hazard-
ous materials through communities or railrond noise, the courts
have interpreted the existence, or the imminent oxistence, of o
Federal regulatory scheme as precluding the ability of localitics to
uet.

Now, we should have one or the other. If we are going to have o
conacious national system of regulations, ther one can make the
argument that that should preclude the localities, On the other
hand, if we don’t have a national system, and we have something
less which provides for no national regulation, the argument is
made that the system nlmost being in operation precludes local
regulation. That is unsatisfactory as fur as [ think the committee is
concerned,

Mr. Barner. The driving force is deregulation, not relaxed regu-
lation. So I think the preemption issue will be nddressed careflully
by the administration,
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Mr. Frorto. Gentlemen, thank you very much.

Mr Baungn, Thank you.

Mr, Fromao, The committee stands adjourned,

[The following statements, letters, mailgrams and telegrams were
recelved for the record;]
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j State of New Jersey ECHO Program
™ B DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FCHO -

Each Community Helps Othen

RepoRT oF TESTIMONY To THE House Sub-CommITTEE ON COMMERCE,
TRANSPORTATIOM, AND TouR1sM, FEBRUARY 24, 1981, By New JERSEv
OFFice of Nnise CoktroL, CHier, Epwaro J. DiPorvere anp ECHO
ProGram CooRDINATOR, MELINDA J, STANISZEWSKA,

THE INITIATION OF NODESE CONTROL IN NEW JERSEY BEGAN IN

1971 WITH THE PASSAGE OF THE STATE Noise ControL Act.  FEDERAL

" RECOGNITION OF THE NEED TQ ATTEND TO THIS AREA OF WIDESPREAD

ENY IRONMENTAL CONCERN FOLLOWED WITH THE PASSAGE OF TwE U, S,
Notse ConTRoL ACT oF 1972, AND MCRE RECENTLY REAFFIRMED WITH THE
QuieT CommuniTiES AT OF 1978, 17 IS ODUR PURPOSE TO PROVIDE THIS
COMMITTEE WITH A REVIEW OF THE MANY POSITIVE EFFECTS THAT THESE
IMFORTANT DOCUMENTS HAVE HAD IN HUNDREDS OF COMHUNITIES THAT

HAVE RECEIYED OUR DIRCET ASSISTANCE, AND FOR THOUSANDS OF

 RESTDENTS THAT WOULD QTHERWISE HAVE FOUND THEMSELVES HELPLESS

[N SEEKING RESPITE FROM INTRUSIVE SOUNDS THAT PENETRATED THEIR
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HOMES AND PROPERTIES, THEIR PLACES OF RELAXATION, THEIR SLEEP,

AND OTHER FORMS CF RENEWAL OF PHYSICAL VIGOR AND ENERGY,

THROUGH THE ESTABLISHMENT oF THE New JemsEy DFrice oF Norse
ContrOL, AND LATER THE OFFICE oF Noise ABATEMENT AND CONTROL WITHIN
THE USEPA, OUR NDISE CONTROL EFFORTS HAVE BEGUN TO SHCW POSITIVE
RESULTS. THROUGI-] THE COMBINED SUPPORT OF STATE AND FEDERAL
FUNDING TO INITIATE WHAT CAN BE APTLY DESCRIBED AS A MODEL OF
Eca_ubuv, WE HAVE AN INNOVATIVE PROGRAM TD DEVELOP AND SUSTAIN LOCAL
NOJSE CONTROL CAPABILITIES, THE HEALTH. PHYSICAL, AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF NOISE ARE WELL DOCUMENTED AND | REED NOT

REPEAT THEM FOR THIS COMMITTEE.

A KEY COMPONENT OF THIS STATE/FEDERAL LINKAGE HAS TO CO WITH
SYSTEMS OF EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY, INanMmou AND
DEVELOPMENT OF RELEVANT PROGRAM SERVICES IN A MUTUALLY RECIPRUCAL
RELATIONSHIP, THE USEPA IS, IN TURN, THE RECIPIENT OF STATE

INFORMATION FOR ITS PROGRAM DIRECTION.




18

ECHO 15 A SELF-HELP NOISE CINTROL PROGRAM INTENDED TO PUT
NOISE CONTROL MANAGEMENT IKYO TrE -ANDS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AT
VIRTUALLY NO COST TD LOCAL SOVI®HMINT 24D AT LOW COST TO THE
FIEDERAL GOVERNMENT, NO1SE IS THE ONE ENVIRONMENWTAL POLLUTANT
THAT REMAINS LOCAL 30TH IN SOURCE AND EFFECT. THE PARTICULAR
EcoNomy OF THE ECHD PROGRAM DER:VES F3CHM THE FACT THAT ONLY ONE
PERSON, A PROGRAM COORDINATOR, 5 NEEJED TO PROVIDE THIS BASIC
SUPPORT BY ASSISTILG WITH ORGANIZING ALD TRAINING, ARRANGING FOR
EQUIPMENT LOANS ANC SHARING, CFTEETNG ADYICE N LOCAL ENFORCEMENT,

ASSISTING WITH ONE-ON-ONE FIELD TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,

THE LOCAL HEALTH AND PCLICE CFFIGERS URGENTLY NEED THIS KIND
OF SUPPORT AND RESCURCE ASSISTANCE TO FESOLVE COMMUNITY NOISE
proeLEMS., OuR STATE OFFICE OF WOISE ZCHTROL NEEDS THIS SUPPORT
SYSTEM NOT ONLY To BE ABLE TO EXTEND SZRVICE TO LOCALS, BUT T0
REDUCE THE CONSIDERABLE AND GROING COMPLAINY CASELOAD N;-IICH 15

A BURDEN ON OPERATING COSTS, WE fRE ALL EXTREMELY GRATIRIED
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Y ouR ECHO'S SUCCESS IN 1%TREM§INE —+E MCLUNT IF LICAL KOISE

CONTROL CAPABILITIES,

THE ECHO PROGRAM CONTAINS A D33 RAZI FTEL™.ZE “ROF THE FEDERAL
SUPPORT STANDPOINT 1T IS NOT & CIWTIN.IS SEILDY FORM OF
ASSISTANCE., THE AVERAGE LISE 3F T-E SR:~ 15 ~4TEE TO FOUR YEARS,
THE INTENT .IS TO DEVELOP THE WETWOi+ AN _EAVE 1™ N SCLID GROUKD
FOR CONTINUATION THROUGH LOCAL AND I TATZ 3L.PFIT. [T ZOSTERS A
COOPERATIVE SPIRIT IN A MLTJALLY B EFI:io SEF-HIL® IFFORT, IT
18 A PRACTICAL AND PARSIMGNIO:S USE OF =.-:n.u::-f. Ricayrces. Most
STATES THROUGHDUT THE COUNT3IY ARE %  SI'I_4AR ZRCUMSTANCES.

WITHOUT THIS PROGRAM, THERE WLL BI WO ZC- HEP T3 TRY TO AMELI-

" ORATE THE NOISE PROBLEMS OF T=OLSAIZIS OF St=S1ENTS BEING ADVERSELY

| AFFECTED,

THE STATE OF New JERSEY 6D 17t TEmnzca. 2551STRNCE CENTER

AT RUTGERS UNIVERSITY HAVZ A .IWB &2 SL.07D KIITDRY OF COORDINATED
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EFFORTS [N NOISE CONTROL TRAINING FOR LOCAL PERSONNEL PRE~DATING
THE FEDERAL ECHO EFForT, SoME 193 REOPLE HAVE BEEN TRAINED IN THE
PAST, AND MANY HAVE BEEN RESPONDING TO THE CODRDINATING EFFORT NOW
BEING GENERATED, FEDERAL SUPPORT IS THE CEMENT THAT KEEPS THIS
HUTUALLY BENEFICIAL RELATIONSHIP GOING, PARTICULARLY SINCE

STATE FUNDING 15 TARGETED TO THE ENFORCEMENT OF OUR STATEWIDE

. NOISE CONTROL REGULATION AND NOT LOCAL PROGRAM ASSISTANCE.

FURTHER IMPROVEMENT IN STATE SERVICE TO LOCAL GOVERHMENTS

15 REALIZED THROUGH THE ONAC-ECHD surPORT LINE. THIS NOW

IHCLUDES THE ABLITIY TO RESPOND TO THE AIRPORT NCISE INTRUSION

PROBLEM THAT SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTS A LARGE PRUPCRTICN OF OUR
STATE POPULATION, MANY MUNICIPALITIES HAVE SDUSHT ASSISTANCE

IN THIS AREA AND MONITORING AND NEGOTIATING ADVICE 1S NOW

PROVIDED THROUGH THE ECHO COORDINATOR AND THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
CENTER.  THIS INFORMATION IS5 NECESSARY FOR THE COMMUNITY TO SEEK
COMPREHENSIVE NOISE CONTROL PLANS FOR THE AIRPORT. THESE PLANS

RESULT IN A LESSENING OF THE EFFECT AND LOWER IMPACT ON POPULATIONS ‘

SURROUND TNG THE AIRPORY PROFERTY.
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" THE AIRPORT NOISE PROBLEM IN OUR STATE POINTS TO THE
CONTIHUING STRONG NEED FOR NATIONAL REGULATION AND CONTROL OF
THIS MAJOR NOISE SOURCE, THE PHILADELPHIA AIRPORT ADVERSELY
TMPACTS AS MANY, IF ROT MORE, RESIDENTS OF HNEW JERSEY THAN IT
DOES OF PENNSYLVANIA, STATE OR LOCAL STRATEGIES WOULD BE OF LIMITED

BENEFIT IN A SITUATION SUCH A5 THIS.

Bestoes THE ECHO EFrForTs, ONAC 15 INVOLVED IN A FEW
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS THAT HAVE NATIDNAI.; SIGNIFICANCE, THESE
DEMONSTRATION FROJECTS POINT TO WAYS THAT STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS CAN UTILIZE VARIOUS APPROACHES IN THE CONTROL OF

NDISE FROM MDTOR VEHICLES ON A LOCAL LEVEL,

WE THANK THE COMMITTEE FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT
TESTIMONY AND REGQUEST YOUR SUPPORT FOR THE CONTIHUATION OF

THESE PROGRAMS,
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TESTIMNY

By, WILLIAM J, HASKINS

TIME: DIRECTOR, SOCIAL SERVICES AND HUMAN RESOLRCES DEPARTMENT
ADIRESS: %1% Urian LEAGUE, InC,

ST EET
New York, New York 10021

MR, CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, THANK YOU FOR
ALLOWING THIS TIME FOR THE NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE TO MAKE ITS
POSITION KNOWN RELATIVE TO THE RE-AUTHORIZATION OF THE NOISE
Conirol. AcT OF 1972 AS AMENDED BY THE QUIET COMMUNITIES ACT
OF 1978, AS YOU KNOW, NOISE IS ESSENTIALLY AND ESPECIALLY
AN LRBAN FROBLEM, AS YOU ALSO KNOW. NOISE CAN CREATE SCRIOUS
HEALTH PROBLEMS FOR THUSE WHO ARE EXPOSED TO LEVELS THAT ARE
EXCESSIVE, OVER 90 MILLION AMERICANS ARE EXPOSED TO EXCESSIVE
LEVELS OF NOISE WHICH ARE HARMFUL, EVERYDAY OF THE WEEK,

THE DESIRE FOR A "QUIETER" COMMUNITY 1S ESPECIALLY BEING
HEARD AMONG ALL URBAN IWELLERS AND HAS BECOME A PROBLEM OF
MAJOR CONCERN TO EVERY CITIZEN EXPOSED TO EXCESSIVE LEVELS
OF NOISE, AS EVIDENCED IN NOISE SLRVEYS TAKEN ACROSS THIS
COUNTRY, [T 1S THE HUMAN NATLRE OF MAH TO SEEK REFUGE IN
HABITATS THAT EXIST ABOVE THE DRONE OF NDISE AND DANGER AT
VARIOUS TIMES IN HIS DAILY EXISTENCE, EXCESSIVE NOISE, NOT
ONLY SERVES AS A PRECIPITATING FACTCR FOR VARIQUS HEALTH
DISORDERS, BUT ALSQ CAN AFFECT THE MAINTENANCE OF SCCIAL
ORDER IN THE COMMUNITIES, WHEN STRESS LEVELS ARE SUCH THAT
THEY HELP MAKE POSSIBLE OUTBREAKS OF VIOLENCE AND FOSTER
MENTAL [LINESS, IT BECUMES, THEREFORE, MORE EVIDENT THAT
THE NEED FOR QUIETER COMMUNITIES 1S ESSENTIAL TO QUALITY
HUMAN GROWTH,
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TOOLS WERE NEEDED TO ASSIST STATES AND URBAN AREAS UNDER
THE AUSPICES “QUIETER COMMNITIES ACT* IN ORDER TO PUT STATE
AND LOCAL PROGRAM IN PLACE, == AND THESE TOOLS WERE PROVIDED
BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, WHOSE FEDERAL ASSIS-
TANCE AND LEADERSHIP WAS ESSENTIAL IN STIMILATING THE
CREATION OF THOSE PROGRAMS,

THE NATIONAL UrBAN LEAGUE ¥HICH I REPRESENT 15 FORTUNATE
TO HAVE COME TOGETHER AND WORKED EFFECTIVELY WiTH THE EPA IN
DEVELOPING PROGRAMS THAT REACH THOSE INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE “MDST
AFFECTED" BY URBAN NOISE, THE EPA’S NOISE OFFICE HAS BEEN
CONSISTENTLY WILLING AND ABLE TO OFFER THE ASSISTANCE NEEDED
TO ALLEVIATE THE IMPACT OF NOISE ON THE INMER CITY DWELLERS,

DURING THE EARLY DAYS OF THE NEW ADMINISTRATION WE HAVE
RECETVED CLEAR SIGNALS THAT THE NOISE PROGRAM IS TO BE PHASED
OUT OF EXISTENCE BY OcTOBER 1982, [T 1S 0BVIOUSLY EVIDENT
THAT THE IMPORTAMCE OF THE NOISE PROGRAM WHICH AFFECTS THE
QUALITY OF HUMAN EXISTANCE" HAS BEEN GROSSLY UNDERESTIMATED
THUS FAR: WHILE IT IS THE REGULATORY SIDE OF THE NOISE PROGRAM
WHICH WE FIND TO BE EXPENDABLE, WE DD NOT CONCUR THAT THE
STATE AND LOCAL ASSISTANT ADULNCT 1S EXPENDABLE AT ALL,

THE LEADERSHIP OF THE EPA HAS MADE POSSIBLE THE SLKCESS-
FUL AND RAPID DEVELOPMENT OF SEVERAL STATE AND LOCAL PROBLEMS,
IF IT WERE NOT FOR THIS ASSISTANCE, IS 1S OUR CONTENTION THAT
FAR FEWER STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS WOULD EXIST, THE EVIDENCE
THAT 50 WANY MORE PROGRAMS ARE NEEDED 15 TESTIMONY TO THE
FACT THAT THE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM SHOULD BE DETAINED,

THE KNDWLEDGE OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE AND LOCAL
NCISE CONTROL PROGRAM HAS BEEN EVIDENCED, YET THE ESSEHTIAL
FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY OF ASSISTING STATES AND LOCAL PROGRAMS
IN DEVELOPING CAPABILITIES AND CAPACITIES TO EFFECTIVELY DEAL
WITH NOISE ISSUES AND PROBLEMS NEEDS TO BE RECOGNIZED,
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IT IS A WELL KNOWN FACT, MR, CHAIRMAN, THAT BLACKS
PRINCIPALLY URBAN BLACKS, SUFFER FROM A HIGHER INCIDENCE
OF HYPERTENSION, AND CARDIOVASCULAR DISORDERS THAN THEIR
WHITE COUNTERPARTS, SOME OF THE CAUSATIVE FACTORS ARE
DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE STRESS AND TENSIONS OF INNER CITY
LIVING WHERE EXCESSIVELY HIGH NOISE LEVELS ARE COMMONPLACE,

PUE TO ECONOMIC REASONS. IMMER CITY RESIDENTS ARE
VIRTUALLY WALLED INTO THIS ENVIRONENT, THEY THEREFORE
NEED HELP IN ALLEVIATING THESE UMNHEALTHY AND INTOLERABLE
CONDITIONS, THE NATIONAL URBAN LEASUE FEELS THAT THE PAYOFFS
ARE TERMENDOUS FOR THE RELATIVELY SMALL FEDERAL INVESTMENT IN
STATE AND LOCAL NOISE PROGRAMS, OWCE STATES AND COMANITIES
ARE CAPABLE OF DEALING WITH THOSE PROBLEMS BY THEMSELVES, IT
WILL BE TIME FOR THE FEDERAL NOISE PROGRAM TO COME TO AN END,
AND EVERY REASONABLE PROJECTION INDICATES THAT THIS WILL NOT
BE POSSIBLE UNTIL AT LEAST 1985,

MR, CHAIRMAN, WE ARE NOT UNREALISTIC, WE KNOW THAT THE
BUDGET NEEDS TO BE REDUCED AND THAT FEDERAL SPENDING NEEDS
TO BE CONTROLLED, YET, WE ALSO RECOSNIZE THAT THE HEALTH
NEEDS OF THE NATION SHOULD BE PARAMOUNT IN THE MINDS OF THE
CONGRESS AND THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, SMALL FROGRAMS SUCH AS
THE STATE AND LOCAL, ASSISTANCE PROGRAM UMDER THE QUIETER
COMMUNITIES ACT ARE NEEDED IN ORDER TO STIMULATE STATES AND
CITIES TO ACT, WITHOUT THAT PRESENCE. PROGRESS MADE IN THE
LAST THREE YEARS WILL SIMPLY DISSOLVE AND WE WILL BE BACK
WHERE WE STARTED,

MR, CHAIRMAN, WE STRONGLY URGE YOU AND THE MEMBERS OF
THIS SUBCOMMITTEE TO ACT FAVORABLY ON THE RE~AUTHORTZATION OF
THE QUIET COMANITIES ACT, ESPECIALLY THOSE SECTIONS OF THE
ACT THAT DEAL WiTH THE ABATEMENT AND CONTROL OF NOISE AT THE
LOCAL LEVEL, THE QUIET COMMUNITIES ACT HAS A PLACE AND IT
HAS A MISSION THAT IS GLEAR, - IT ALSO HAS A FINITE LIFESPAN,
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BHEN CITIES CAN EFFECTIVELY DEAL WITH THEIR NOISE PROBLEMS
AND ARE FREE OF EXCESSIVE NOISE LEVELS WHICH ARE HAZARDOUS
TO THE HEALTH AND WELL BEING OF EACH AND EVERY ONE OF US -~
AND ESPECIALLY THE LRBAN POOR WHO HAVE NO RESOURCE =~ THE
END OF THAT LIFESPAN WILL. HAVE BEEN REACHED, THAT TIME

HAS NOT YET ARRIVED!
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Rational Inatitute of Covurnmental Purchasing, Inc., {HIGP}
1735 Jafferaon Davis liiyhwey, Sulte 101

Arlington, Virginia 22202

"uUY QUIET*: A HON-ROGULATORY, MARKED

ARPROACI 7O PAODUCT HOLHL CUNTROI,

My purpese in aubmiteing this paper ia to previde you infarmation cn an
innovative appreach to product aoiso control that {a non-requlatory. market-
orignted, totally voluntary, extremaly effoctiva, and uxceptionally aconoaical
from an adminlstratlvo atandpoint,

This program, "Duy Quiat" Progran, is 4 cocperative s¢ffort of KIGP, the
NHaticnal League of Citiea, and an incrcasing numbor of 1ecal govarmmants and
atate agoncles, HMajar fundind for tha adminiatrative aspects af thle program 14
pravided by tha U.5 Environmental Protuctlon Agency, Offlou of Noine Abatement
and Control undar section 14 af the Quiet Communities Act. In addition, how-
evar, participacing local goveraments and state agencies aro voluntarily con~
tributing subatantial amounts of their own time, offort, and maney to this
project becauae they boliove that *luy Quiet" s a realistie woann of addresnlng
their 2olse prohlemn g5 thay sve them from 4 local prospective,

Back in the pummer to 1979 whan [ #irst heard about this "Huy Quiet”®
Program, I thought to mysolf;

This program has got to be one af the most idiotle, hairbrained

idann I have over heard of. What buminoss doun the Natlonal

Iostltute of Govaramenta! Purchasing, (NIGP) which ix a profeos-

ional seciety of govarnmental purchasing agents, have in qetting

invalved in an environmontal crusade. Wa'va gat more prusaing

mattera facling us, like training purchasing cfficers and improv-

$ng purchasing syatems.

I truly thought that luy Quiet was ona more exparimental progead in a lang
Yino of axpurimental fsderal gevoramont progrums that naver producu anything,
and ! assumad that it would go away uy fguletly as it had come,

I was wrang, ard 1 am glad that I wna . Ouring thu Llast 18 manths T have

seen this program grow fram porhing but another pipedrosm into a atick of pure

dynamite.
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Cltles, counties, and other governmental onits are umking far quivtuer peo-
ductn; and sarvices, and inqustry is romponding to thelr roquoats. Conmuquantly,
many of our clties, countiss and nelghborhooda ara becaming hoalthlor, safar
placen to live and work. [ hopo that thae Duy Quiet Program will be allowsd to

! roach the point at which thefe will ne tongur he Any need far a formal pelwork

tq asaist cicles, coontloa, and evan privats firms and private citlaens in

identitying and purchasing quicter products and servicas.
¢ in the pages that follow, I want to provide you Information en a4 program

thaty

i . 18 geparating an enthusiastic and aubatantlve respunse
! ftom inpdudtry, and
« turrantly involves participation on a4 voluntary basis
by a total of 104 atate pgoncles, citiow, countias, and
othog governmontal unlta,

I will argue that tha *Buy Quiet™ Progran, In apits of the fact that it

haw ngt bean heavily funded, han beon an overvhalialng succoss to date aad, it

ahould be continued.
Jamea Kilpacrick, the syndicated columnist, wummed up tha cvoncept of tho
*Huy Qulet" Program wall. He said:

Unlike the traderal regulation (of product nolsel, which is
cozplexity itmoelf, thia program is sireplicity itself. It
rontn #clidly upon the anclent law of supply and demand,
lacal purchasing agentw creats a demand for quister (pedeln
af) garbage trucks {and cther noisy productal) and parceiving
that domand, manufacturers undertake to aupply (themi.

A3 Raymand Hughes of the Bhelby Countys Tennessee Purchasing bupartment told

Mr. Kilpatricki "Clties and Countles that want guieter trucks aykx for thump

thoso that 4o not, don*t™.

Tha NIGP office, which sssontially coardinates tho "Duy Qulet" i'reqram,
provides inturested purchanlng agents and othur local and stata officialn tho
information choy need to puzchase gquloter oquiptunt and warvlcos ab compotitive

prices.
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In most instances. officals who rogunat such infaormation ruceiva what wo

csll "product neoine information supplements,” Gome of the supplemsnts, wuch
a3 the onow for lawn mowers and chain saws, tontain wwggested specifications
which are belng propared at spocial NICP government-industry conferunces cons
vened under the "duy Quiat® Program, Other supploments, such as tha onm tor
trash coxpactora can ba used to modity current apacificaticns ln order to ax-
cluda"nolsiar" product madels from conmidsratlon in future purchawes, FPor the
past alx moncha, NIGP has bean receiving from tan to twenty letters & day from
governrent officialy who want [(nformat(on that will help them *Buy Quiet.” I
cito aF an examplo tho text Of a lettar datad February 12, 1981, from Hr.
Honrge Summorn: Director of Communications far the City of Aspen, Colorado:

tentleman:

The city af Apan lo facing the prospect of purchasing a rew fleot

of husses §n the near fucure. Local soatimapt inclines us €0 pay

cleae attontion to naise abatement in our sslection considerations.

1f you have cosparstive data which would help in our salaction of

diegol paassnger coachos, wo would grearly appreciate focaipt of

st ,

Thank you fop your help.
Covarnsents ars not only asking foar information;thoy arns using the infarmation
wo provide them to purchase quister products and servicas, Anong the iteas
purchased to data with “Buy (uiet" infarmation hava beem

4 Lawh mowers (4.9., the State of Wast Virginia)

* chain naws {e.q., Bhelby County, Tannosseq)

* Brush chippers {8.g., the Clty of Hilwaukes, Wincanain)

* Trash compactors (¢.g., Sacpamento County, Califacrnial

* pront-end loaders {w.g,, tha Hashimgton, DC,, Surbucban Banitary

Cornenl galon)
* Loaf and debris atrest vacuuns (ae,y., the city of Palo Alto, CAl
* Partable ailr conprasscra (e,g., the City of Now York, WY)

This program and tha concept behlnd it are bulldipg & momestum that incresses

in intenaity everyday.
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Workshops on *"Purchasing Quieter Products and Services," which are to

be conducted in B different 1 i thin yoar provide purchasing aganta and

other ofeiclals information on how and why to By Quiek. They encourage the

dave] t of interg cooparativer purchaming programs and feature

desoratrationa of "quiat® and "loud” modeln of varfous itoms of oquipeent.
‘h.chninl and marketing representatives In indistcy servo as panclists to
disgquss such iksues ae how best to coominicatu government demando for “qulster™
products to manufacturera and diatrlbutore,
Earlisr: I wald that tho "Buy Quiut" Program ls "genurating an enthusiastie
and mimtantive tesponse from industry.” This Lo & factusl statement, not a
atatemsnt of what we ar NIGP, of [ ot Daltimore, would like to be the case,
Industry iw participating in our spugification-development conferenced, they are
participating in our workahops, and Eost leportantly, theoy are zasponding to
gavernmant demands far quiaeter products, HManufacturera whoae producta at the
prassnt time are, in all hoseaty, cather nolsv: are twlling us in plain Engliah
that they intend to davalop and parkat guister products. 1 clte as & cane in
paink the Eoliowing statement wade by Hr. Paul Belczer of tha Taro Corporation
in & lettar datsd Movember 11, 19803
1o It 18 our intent to design quietar modals of comercisl
duty lava mowers to halp mike pup communitios; a morae
detireabla place to live, work, apd plays..
I alag clte aa an oxapple of industry's onthuajastle rusponse to the "Duy Quiet®
concept & more recent cbsarvation by Mr. Jack Fhlen of the Hotulloch Corporation,
a well=known manufacturer of gtounds care and gardean equipownt:
1+ Tha idea undarlying this program i{a fantastic-it's the
Avarican way of bringing about neoded product improvomentsi
1.can assure you that we will do averything in our powar

to cempate in the rapldly expanding markatplace for quieter
chain sawk,..
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The Amarican Bocioty for Tasting and Materinla, which {8 0.5, industey's
prirary machanies for tha davalopment and dizacmination of voluntary ronsansus
atandards, is cooperating fully with MIGP on the "buy Quiet” Program.

Harlier I also said that the "Buy Quiet”™ Program currestly involves part-
dafpation on a voluntary hasis by a tatal of 104 state agancies, citles, counties.
and other governmental units. This is only a partial ocount, becauss guery day
wa lsarn, diractly or indirectly, vhat ancther clty or county has mada o formal
copmitment to usa information provided through the "Buy Quiet™ Program to

abtaln quister equipmant of guleter contractual sorvices. A feprasentative

sampla of the go wha ara ¢ 1y purchasing quieter products and ser-
vices updor the "Buy Quiat™ Program is attachsd,

Parhaps tha woat important point I can make rogerding the mcrions taken by
300 plus govornments who aro participatlng in the “Buy Quiec® Program in that
they are valuntary, 4elf-gupported financially, and bamed strictly on local
parceptionn of nood. Ko govarnment e boing foroed te participate in the “puy
Quiet® Program. Maroover, the comts of attending *Buy Quiet" Workahopa and cop=
farances, ARd tho ataff time that (4 roquired to develop or acdify purchato
specificaticne are paid for by the partloipating govornmants=not tho *Auy Quisc®
Program,

In conclumion, speaking for the hundrads of governmental purchaaing officiala
throughout the nation, I rospactfully raguost that the cammittee give overy con-
midarstion to authoriilng the coatinuancn of A program which, in my cpinlon,
offors tha most mchsible and cost-effective sppreach to reducipg equipment nolpe.
#Whan I nota {1) the ~onsidurahle impact of tho "HBuy Quiet” Program thus fat,(2)
the rolatively short period of tima it had baeh underway (18 manths) and (1) the
axcaptionally modarate amaunt of fundd which have been provided for its adminl-

stration, thers im no doubt in my mind that we should malntain 4 formal uystem
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for coordinating such a canmon-senso, industry-supportud approach Lhat uses

tho normal markat mechanisms ta obthin quister productm and mervices. Marnaver,

the concep.e itself -- which is yoluatary as opposed to compulpory, and harket
orianted Ao Gppakud tO govepament orfientad==iu ukbecnaly offective and could bu
applied in many other aroas acyoss the private sector. FEnerqy conservation and
saveral aspects of products safety come to mind imeediatyly.

If tha “luy Quiet™ I'royras in pormltted to ruach maturity, tha purchasing
of guleter products by local governmanta, stato agencles, citiisns, amd private
firma will one day saun be 4 matter of coursu, [Pleass don't throw aut thia
hoalthy bapy with the roqulatory bathwator,

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Stanley iy Zeounmky, CPI'O
City urchasing Agunt
CITY OF BALTIWORE, MARYLAND
AND PRLSIDENT of
Hationa} inscitute af Covuramenkal Purchasing, Lne., l9Bg-1381
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Shelby Official Says 'Buy Quiet’

QUIET isthegoal of s 8heldy Coun- ACTIVISM, it seems, mellows with
ty official and bt wrote columnist  age and guiet times give & chntbbier
Jumes dackscoKilpatrick SeePage 5, Sar Brown a chence for reffection.

Prge 5.

MEMPHIS PRESS-SCIMITAR, THURSDAY, JANUARY 8, 1981 PAGE 5

ASIIINGTON: Dack in Novetnber J un-
loaded & cormudgeonly column com-
plaining aboul a new nallonat regutation
governing the noise Tevels of garbage trucks.
T3aid It wasa petty, stupld, nit-picking regule-
tion, destruclive of stste and Jocal respousi-
bilities, and el] of these commehts sland,

But I return to tha tople because of a lefter
from Memphis. There is Indeed a belter way
of coptog with the problem: It 1s the way of
the markeiplacs fn a free economy.

The letler cames from Raymond Hughes,
deputy purchasing adminifirator for Shelby
County, Tenn. The anawer to the naise \amb
Jem, {n his view, lies in (he "Boy Quiet” pro-
gram initiated by the Ntional Institure of
Governmenial Purchasing and the Nationa)
League of Citles,

UNLIKE THE PEDERAL regulation, which
|s complexity iisetf, this program Is slmphic.
ity itsell. I rests solidly upon the anclent law
of supply and demand. Local purchasing
agents creste # demend for quister garbage
trucks; and pefcelving that demand, manu-
factarers underlake to supply It,

Mr. Hughes sems up the procedure sue.
cinetly: "Cliles and countles (hat want quiets
er trucks ask for them; those that do pot,
dont” '

The Buy Qulet rlan was Jaunched about 18
montha ago. In this perlod, the Natlonal Tasti.
tute of Governmental Purchasing kas begtn
to establish product specifications not only
for garbage trusks, but for many other places
of machinery alsa. Shelby Coutty, for exa.
ple, sought bidson 16 "yuister” lawnmowers,

“We had no tronble in ablalnlng a suifl.

cient number of bids,” Mr. Hughes reparts, |

*and lha}lmes werald were 1o higher than
before, We plan to [o)low the sanie appronch
{n future purchoses of fackhammers, garbage
frucks and other noisy items”

" New Orleanshas upderiaken some ploneer
efforts i thia direction, An envitonmentsl
Teport from the National League of Cllies
odvises thint such citjes as Chlcagn, Milway.
kee, New York, Pitisburgh and Austin also
are purchasing quieter modelscf lawn equip

- James Jockson' :
Reaction From Memphis
To Noise Level Column

ilpatric

ment, 8lr compressors and pavement bieak-
ers, 1a lown, the Scott County Purchasing
Assoclation {3 working with the clty of Dav-
enport and nine other units to huy quiel pro-
ducts aaly, Forty putchasing unlis in northe
ceniral Texas have established a purchasing
cooperative. (o Minnesots, the Jeague identi-
Tiex Minzneapolls, St. Paul snd Bloomington ey
"Buy Quiet"clties. Some of the programs Also
embracesuch indoor bolsemakers 83 vacuum
cleaners and typewriters,

Surely this approach |3 infinitely prefer-
able to the heavy-handed one taken by (he
Environmentat Protection Agency in the
ruatter of garbage trucks. [f you recal), the
£PA wenst ot this essentially toca) problem
with the politesse of a Black Angus bull, The
fedds poared |n with reports, atudtes, conauls
fanis, experts, siatisticlany and bureaucrais
of high and low degree, We had dralt reguls
tlons, comments upon the draft regilations,
Bzomulgmlnu of revised regulations, and in

tober of last year a final regulation, The
EPA’s ideo of how to gel quieter garbage
trucks 19 1o threaten manufscrurers with o
$25,000 fine and o year In prison, of both, If
henceforth they tiarket a truck that pro-
dices nolse in excess of 79 decibels,

IF WE BELIEVE in the marketplace system,
why do we not glve the system a reasonnble
chance fo work? Insiead of lmposing und-
formity by fedets) decree, why dowe nm iy
variety for a ckonge? One of our chertshed
principles {s"locs! 1 Ahliity.” Why et
eblde by that principie? Lol wur cities decide
for themselves whether they want thelr local
parks mowed by Jawnmowers that go putt
!an- o, or by mowers that go KAVOOM,

YOOM, KAVOOM.

Ta be sure, there is 8 place for national
regulntion of products that might be truly
dapgeraus to the public health or safety.
Even the most dedicated [rlends of free en-
terprise stopshort of cendoning hotullsm in
the vichyssolse. But & decent respect for fed-
eralism eught to teach us that natlons] regu-
lation should be the last resort, nfai the flrs,




63

WAS!HNG‘I’ON ~Cansider, {f you plense,
the gerbage truck. 1t fsbelngdriven by
Big Brother how, And theteln Hesan fastruc

tlye tale of how we have rumbled Inlo the .

fiess we are ip.

0a Oct, 1 a new regulation of the Eqviron-
mental Protoction Agency came Into effect. It
mendales a cerialn level of permisvitle nolse
on the part of compacting garboge trucks.
The tegulntion ariscs {rotn the Nolse Control
Actof 1872, an amended by the Quiet Commu-
nilies Act of 1978. 1t one nice, neat bindle
thisteatter ties many odds and ends wT:ther.

Sen. John Danforih, R-Mo, the leadlng an-
tagonist of the EPA's regulation, has mused
aloud: How could anyone vote sgnlnst billa to
promote “noise control” and “quiet commu-
nitles"? It was palitically impossible. Under
presaure from consumer activists (and [rom
same business spoXesmen ulso), the House
voted 15832 and 1he Sepate 735 (n faver of
e 1972 met, The 1978 bl passed by volce
vole, without an spparent dlssent,

IN RETROSPECT, the two pleces of legisla-
tlon may be scen as classic examples of feder
ol expatision at the expense of state and local
respansibilities, Tha 1972 law had a grand
purpose and a large verb, The sct wasto free
Ihe peaple from neise that “|eopardizes
heatth and welfare” to jeopardize 12 to ex-
poee (0 Imminent danger, to tmpetil. The act

ave the EPA broad powers 1o regulate “mo.
?nr sources” of nolss,

Now, it would seem to many of us, Pﬂrhlr!.
that a garbage truck does not truly Jeoperdlze

w Imperi] public hestth, Compared to jei

rllnes and pallce sirecs, a compacior scarce.
y qualllies as u "major source” of nolse. In.
deed, a aurvey by the EPA's own cobsultants
of 2000 person in 24 urban nelghborhoods
turned up only four complalnts of garbage
Lruck nolse,

Nevertheless, tha EPA conjured wp somo
impressive statlstics. The sgency solemnly
found that 19,450,000 persons are regularly
expated 1o excesslve nolse tevely bechuse of

Is Just Pure Garbage

the refuse vehicles. Faderal reguistion, it
was concluded, would reduce thal number to
s milllon persons by 1991, Cittes could not be
trusied to dea! with this perl] by local ordi-
tisice. After all, the sleep of 138 millian per-
sons was being disturbed nightly, Only the
federal government could protectour rapose.

Thua came the regulation. Asof Oct, 1, no
gRarbage compactor may be sold {n interstato
commeree {[ It creates nolse in excess of 79
decibels. The nolae level 18 1o be defined by
testing & compactor off a Jevel concrete pad
150 {eet In diameter, free of rain, snow or
gravel, with microphones placed 7 meters
distant from a wlrmed-u? engine, the wind
velocity not in excess of 19 kilometera an
hour, And so forth, and so farth, and so forth,

1T IS NEEDLESS to dwedl upon the reports
to be made, the formsto be fiied, \he records
10 ba kept. Thess you can imagine, the act
provides for a fine of $35,000 n day, or one
year tn prison, of both, for any manufacturar
whose garbage truck produces 80 declbels of
noise, For & secand alfense, \he peoalties may
be doubled. As of July 1982, the regulation
mandaies a fulber reduction to 76 decibels,

Metaphotically spesking, If you will for.
glve e, this is garbage, Pure garbage. The

PA regulation Tunsto 22 pages. Ah Accompe.
dying analysls runs 1o 300 more. Enforce
ment of the act will impose added costs upon
purchasery of the trucks of $21.1 milllon a
{ur.'nm L& for sarters, The EPA defensive-
7 putathe costsal 50 cents per bousehold per
year,

Costs and beneflis 1o one side, this petty,
nus:ld. pli-pleking regulstion based almost
ehtirely upon gaury conjecture s 1o “sleep
and activity interference” — offers one more
Instance of a buresucracy gone bersers, Such
cltles ay New York and San Francisco have
coped with the issue by local ordinance, Oth-
ercities have imposed curfews agalngt refuse
collection before a certatn hour. This i3 sim-
rly not a natlonal problem, Maybe an {ncom.
ng conservative Congeess will look at such
excesses, and guietly dispase of the trash.
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APPENDEX
PARTIAL LIST OF
GOVERNMENTS COMMITTED TO PURCHASING
QUIETER PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

City of Austin, Texas

City of Baltimere, Marland

City of Chicago, INinais

City of El Segundo, California
City of Los Angeles, California
State of Maryland

City of Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Metropolitan Government of Nashville
'Davidson County, Tennesses

City of New Orleans, Louisiana
North Central Texas Council of
Governments, Regional Purchasing
Officers Committee (which inctudes approximately 30 goveranents
in the Dallas-Ft, Worth area)
Northern Virginia Reafonal Purchasing Officers
Committee {which includes Fairfax County, Arlington County, Londoun
County, the City of Alexandria and several other governmental units).
City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Prince George's County, Marylang
Sacramento County, California
St. Petersburg, Florida, City of
Shelby County, Tennessee

Scott County (lowa) Purchasing Assoctation
(which includes 12 governments in eastern Iowa)

Twin Cities Public Purchasing Association {which inclues the City of

£t, Payl, Mamsey County, the City of Biownfaeglon, Anaka Cuunly,
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the State of Minnesota, and approximately 30 other goveramental units,)

The State of Virginia

The State of West Virginia

The City of Pale Alto, Califernia

The Washington (DC) Surburban Sznitary Commlssion
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February 19, 1381

Honcrable Jamea J. Florio, Chairman
Stbcommicten on Transportation and Commerco
U, §. llouse of Representatives

176% Longworth Building

Washingten, D.c, 20515

Doar Congressman Florio:

I sincaraly regret that a prior comnltment jin
Philadelphia pravents ma from being with the Sub-
committee on Transportation and Commerce during
its overmiqht hearing en tha subject of snvironmental
noise abatament and control., As You know 1 have had
the privilege naveral timos in tha past ro teatify
before your committes on this dubject.

Much of my profespional background has focusod
on the delivery of health cara gorvices to citirceng,
During my yearas as Surgeon Ganoral, I bolieve we
made aome significant advancos dp the health of our
population in large mohsure because wa wora able Lo
inferm and fhallenge Amoricans te oxamine thoir
immodiate anvironmant, and their Lifestylan, and
to take ths necosaary steps to protact thoir henlth,
Today, I am convinced that a similar siltvation
exlats with rempoct to an insidious health throat,
oxcensive noise,

The citizens of the United Statas have
domonstratod that when glvon the facta about a
haalthwthreatening #ituacion, and sufficlent time
to queation and bocome convipced of the potential
hazards to themaelves and thoir childran, they
will take the action necessary to protect
themselves. Ilowavar, pregontation of tha facts,
in an acourate and interascing way, along with
gufticlont time to absorb this information, is
assential,

Tha now-famillar masBago on each package of
¢igarettes that smoking is dangaroun to your
health wan accomplished only by overcoming a
graat deal of rosiatanca by Indusery and apathy
on the part of the genoral public. I am reminded
that it took gome 15 years to davelop that
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program and obtain a wignificant public reaponse. Surveyn
how reveal to us that thare has been 2 consletent annual
decrense in the par capita consumption of clgarettes in the
Onitad States. It took timu, but it 1s working.

Rezoarch in identitying tho phyainloglcal effecte of
nelss an humans is continuing and it should continue. Wa
muat seek a greater understanding of nolse effects and
determine the lavels of nolss which can ba tolarated by
various human baings before thoy incur permanent damage to
their hearing and othar sspacte of their haalth, As this
radearch continuos, howaver, we must share with our fellow
citizens in a cost-sffective way that which wa know
already and encourage them to protect themsslves and their

. familien.

I an pleasad that my colleague, Dr. Coorga W,
Follendorf, can be with you today to sharo his knewledge
and expearionces as Exacutive Director of the II.E.A.R.
Poundation and in his role as Dirootor of tho Naticnal
Information Canter for Quiet. I would ba happy to
raspond to quentions directly or through Dr. Fellendorf
if they should be forwarded to ma,

Thank you.
Einceraly,

L gy
arsy, M,
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EMUERT

nasaciation of new jerony
environmental commissione

February 20, 1981

Roprasentative Jamea J, Flario
1726 Longworth Jlouse Office Building
Washington, D,C. 20515

Dpar Mr. Plorioy

As the servite organlzaticn for New Jersey's municipal
environmontal ccwmigsions, we ara ragularly asgked for sdvica on
variad environmental issues of concarn to local governments, In
samé cased, our boat move 18 to refar an individual to tho apaclalizad
arganizastion or program which can provide expertise ln a particular
Eleld. When the particular concern is nolae contral, the ECHO program
provides thia expartise,

Tha ECIO Coordinator in New Jergey, Melinda Stapiszowaka,
hag attended many local moetings arcund the state. and she provides
the Iipformation and ongoing guldance which towns peed to implement
local noise control ordimances. The Envirenmental Protection Agohcy
racogpnlzes naise as a narious health problem for many amaricans, but
seas local goverpments as the appropriate forums for coptrolling
comaunity nofsa, This reasonlng meems lagical, but many local officials
do not understand the tachnical and lagal aspects af local noiso
cantrol, and fael lngpablo of adménistering a noiope pregram. Tho
z:riia program provides the Lnformation and training neecded to hridge
this gap.

The budget for tho ECHO program 1s small, because voluntesr
parcicipation o rolied upon hoavily, The program fa algo vory much
in keeping with Prosident Reagan's philosophy of returdng control te
otate and local governmentd, We foel that the elimination or reduction
of this program would be a mericus loss for the poopla of New Jersoy.

Sincaroly yours,

By el

Cltediates Mp ¢ Tt )
Andrew McDonough =
Naise Preqram Coordinator

00 metidham road, routs 34 ¢ Box 157, mendham, naw juroy 07848 e talsphane £¢1-038.7847
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February 20, 1961

, Or. Ermest B, Poterson
v 13165 §.¥, 1llth Lana Circle
Miami, Florida 33184

Tha Honorable James J. Florio

1726 Longworth Office Bullding
Washington, DG, 20515

Dear Honorable Florioy

With all dum respect to his offios, Mr. Reagan's doclsion to
eliminats awpletaly tha Offlee of Nolse Abatanmt and Control seems
to be a clear lnatance otpolitmalwnpin. Inspired pechaps by
misinfonmtion amtained in the so-called "Heritage Report, the
decision ooes at a time, lronically, when the staff of (NAC has comr
pletad a wall-coordinated, multffacetad and cost-effective program
for investigating variows health effects of noise.

Haaring dsmage asidoe, our undaratanding of these effects is
baing hampered by a serious lack of relisble informtim conoarming
such questicns ast

1. Toes long-tarm exgposure to nolse levels camonly
fond in indugkry pa.mnnently affect cardiovascular
Anction, particularly hlood prewsure regulation?

prod
tlopea of these hormones

3. Deas such expogure affect the efficiency of imnmno-
logical mechanimm?

4, Does guch exposure ephanoos the effacts of othar
envirensental pollutants including heavy metals?

5. Dme exposure to extrame nolse levels during
proguancy harm the arhryo-fotus?

I am flamly convinced that answers to these and numercus other
questiond meet be provided by the scientlfic community before rational
and equitable legislative acticn can bo undertaken. Deatruction of the
Agency which has aoordinatad much nolse research will mot provide tha
neoded angwern hor will the isgues disappear through executive fiat.

Bacausa 0f tha nature of its mission and tha quality of its
I beligve that the Of!.tm of Nolea Abatmmh ard dontrol

parscnnal
is in a position, \mique among federal agencies, to support and
intagrate a programn of mmch\dﬂch effectivalydmuwiﬂ\ the

sbove listed issues.
very truly,
Exnest k. Pateraan, Ph.b.
Asaociate Professor, Otolaryngslogy

%dpg{dnimofmmm:ymmam

£ Miami School of Medicina
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AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION

1016 Fifteanth Straat, NW., Wathington, 0.C, 20005 = [202) 749-5500
FARRY J. GRRDON, M.5..M.P.H., Presitant

Fobruyary 21, 158l

The Honorabla Japas J, Plorie
Chairparson

Subtommittea on Commarca,
Transportation & Tourlam
N2=151 Houme Qffica Building
[Annex 42)

Washington, B, C. 20005

Dear He. Plorio:

In 1875, the American Public Health Amsocistion adoptad &
policy statexpnt outlining ita positicn on nolae, We foel
it appropriate to bring your attontisn to cur pelicy on
this imAua as you dipcuwa the quastion of noise program
reauthorization during your Pabruary 24, 1981 hearing,

Vary truly yours.

Larzy 0% Garden, M5, MPH
Premidont
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Tofunslip of Cedar Weanie

MUNICI AL BUILEING
cRoAR anave. M. J. $100F

A

FLEFMONE B30 1010

Tebruary

Tha Honorable James J. Florie
1720 Longworth Houss Office Aldg.
Muhinxton. b, ¢. 20515

Pear tangresnman Florio:

The Natural Redources Advidory Commiftes votad to support
continued funding for the Faderal Cffice of Neiae Control.
Tha 0ffica of Noipe Control serves &n important i:urpmm in
protecting tho anvipgnment, In additien it provides fundiag
for eapantial States poise control efforts,

Sincarely,

Boske, bl
Charles L, Wilaon
Chaisman, HRAC

CWigm

AivTH] O—~$1——fi

23, 1981
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Aia is farl o) tha Tatal Cavironmant

METRO CLEAN AIR COMMITTEE

- A 1E2 PORTLAND AVENVE. MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55404 » B11.7I02

February 23, 1981

konorable dames J, Flovie

United States liouse uf Representatives
174} Longwarth Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Floriod

This Tetter s dirccted &t the proposed eliaination of the Office of Holse Abatemsnt
and Control of the 1.5, Environment Protection Agency, which as been propased by the
present administration. 1 chatr & comvitter of professionals from & wide spectrum

of instituticns, ranging from the Burlingten Xorthern Raiiroad to hedlth officlals of
wmall commnities, al) of whan has an interest in the maintanance of a healthy eavirs
oneent, Our committee, the Hatro Clean Adr Kolie Committee, has, for the past aight
years, warked very ciosely with the Offtce af Noise Abatement and £ontrol of the EPA
in sponsoring seminars and workshops, raviewing model ardipantes, and In the pravision
uf education materials, films, and programs, all of which have helped loca) consmunities
as wel] ay $Tate and regdonal representstives in both the public and private sectors,

With an emphotis on stste and Yocal contral, tnis particular of fice of the US EPA has
served as 4 modal with a mandate from the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, of federal
assistance at the locsl level. It {s also {wportant to note, cspecially for transporta-
tion, which §s a major source of naise, that tha involvement of the fedaral gavernment
pravides prutection to the natdcnal transportatfon system from & myrisd of potentially
diverse rules, standards, and rogwlations on a locak level, Becauin of the very
nature of naise as an environmental pollutant, 1t ts a local prahlem; however, the
provision of transportation and associated industry, which 14 essential to the
nation's economic well«baing, s national in scope and deserves a unified approach ta
anviroomental protection. Only an office such as OMAC can provide this approach,

We strongly urge you to raview what wa percelve as an ovorreaction $o EPA activities,
and to continue the office as_a means of providing technical, institutiona) other
Assistance to states and Tocal comwnities as mandated by Congress, MWe will be happy
to p:gviduiaddn.lonal infermation §n suppart of this request, Tnank you for your
consideration,

Sincerely yours,
et et
David Brasisu
Chatrman, Hutra Holse Commlittee
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area

RAfed

SPONSOAFD BY THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION OF HENNEPIN COUNTY
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNRSSEE
DAPARTHENT OF AVIHOLCGY AND SPEECN PATROLOGY
KaOXVILLE ITRi8
February 23,-1981

The lonorsble Jamen J, ¥loric, Chairman

Sub ittes on Transportation and Commerce
Intarnacionsl and Papaign Commerce Comnitrea

1726 Longwerth 0ffice Building

Washingron, B.C, 20515

Doar Reptosentative Plotio;

1 am concerned thet tha 0ffice of Mapsgement and Budget has indicated its
intent to completely dismantle the Environmental Frotection Agency Office
of Hedue Abatement and Contrel (OHAC),

At tha outsat, let me atate that I underatand Covetnmental regulations
are going to ba trimmad and that regulatory agenclea will be reduced.

It {a certainly a sign of the cimes. Those agancies that feel the crush
of adsinistracive action will be numerous. If would ba presumptiousd of
za to urge thar thim particular office be spared becauss 1z is of spocial
incarant to ma. However, I do feel it im appraptiste L¢ coomider agency
reduceions on ths merit of che probles for which the agancy or office
was brought into exiscencs.

1t ia my underatanding that in suggosting eliminnrion of ONAC, the OMB

gave an justificatlion the fealing that nolsa {n the apvitonmant is not A
health probles, This 1s patently not true. For tho past 15 years, ¥ have
beaesn ongagad {n research en the affeces of pofse on hearing and bodily
funcrion. Although nofsa will neither kill one ror drive one insane, it {m 4
conalderable health facteor according to my research findings and thowa af
zANY collegues in my flald,

Té phase out ONAC on the basis ef general budget trimaing iw ona thing, and
somathing ta which I cannor apeak, But to ki1l the effective vork of
that agency wing on tha incorrect premiée ie a mistake.

In dits wisdom iy 1972, che Congress mandated that the EPA sarva as the
guiding agency in effecting a national program for nofse contral. Thiz
mandate waa acted upon in many ways that will summarized in your ovaraight
hearings tomorrow: I must add that I have baen favorably impressed with
the work of the office and urge that you conaider allowing the work of ONAC
ta continbs.

Respactfully aubmirced,

i
David H.E Liplczﬁ. Fh.D.

Prafessar

DHL: jmb
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| Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, lilinols 62706

Februaey 24, 1981

117/ 202-6150

Tha Honarable James J. Florio

Chalrman

Sub=Comittes on Commarce,

Transporcation ard Tourism

Houam ComiCtaw ¢n Enargy and CosaaTca
151 = 3rd & "D" Strasts, Noom H=2
Washingtea, D,C, 20313

Doar Ruprasantativa Floeled

Enclosst ars oy comments on the teauthoripation of the "Najes Control
Act of 1972 am amanded by the Quist

Commmitien Act of 1978" bafore the
ation and Tourlsm of the Nousa Committs

Cism oN

on Energy and Commetce,

Thank you for the oppertunity ta hava oy coments printud in tho

tongFeadlensl hearing record,

Jenimg

Yory (ru_ly. yours,

doha 8, Hoore, Managsr
Division af Land/Noise Palluticn Control

Enclosurs
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WRITTEN COMMENTS OF JOHN S. MOORE
ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE “NOISE CONTROL ACT OF 1972 AS AMENDED BY
THE QUIET COMMUNITIES ACT OF 1678 BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE
ON COMMERCE, THANSPORTATION AND TOURLSH OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMNERCE

February 23, 1981
BACKGROUND

Tha State of [111nels was one of the first ctates to become actively
involved 1n environmental noise control. Il11pois first adopted
comprehensive nafise regulations on stationary noise sources in 1973 and
since then has adopted regulations on in-use motor vehicles and motor
racing with proposed regulztions on mining noise, forging noise,
Snownob11es and airports. 11lipals notse regulations are enforced both by
two state field offices and by local governmenta) officials, Based upon
our extmnsive experience at both the Stato and Tocal level in actually
salving noise preblems, 1 offer these comients on the reauthorization of
the Holsd Conkrol Act of 1972 as amended by the Quiet Communities Act of

THE APPROACH TO REDUCE ENVIRONNENTAL WOYSE

The adverse affects of environmental nofse pollution oceyr in local areas,
far example netr highways, alvports or Industrial factories. Experlence
fndicetes that the traditiona) market place sctivities will pot reduce
environmental) nofse since the unwanting reciplents of the adverse affects
of noise are naither the buyer or the seller of the naisy product.
Therefore, because of both the lack of market place econcmic salution and
the Yocal problems, the cooperative effarts of a1l three lavels of
goyerrment -- local, State and Federal -= are pecessary to reduce the
harmful noise of ewironmental mise.

Hoise research 1s most appropriately carried on at the Federal level, hoth
in terms of health and welfare research and {n terms of techpology
davalopment nd demonstratfon, Many noise sources operate in more than
one jurisdiction and therefore do require uniform national treatment «.
interstate moter carriers, afrcraft in flight and railroad mainline
activities. MNew products which are major molse sources and are
distributed nationwide in cormmerce should alsp be regulated at the Federal
leya)l, Such prodects nclude alrcraft, heavy trucks, and motorcycles,
Other Federal actions which arg important incTude the ceordisatian of the
devalopmant of educat{onal materfals for both schools and the pubiic and
guidance and assistance in the development of State and local nolse
control programs,

States should establish uniform statewide in-use noise standards and
pravide direct technical assistance and trqlnin? to loca) communities for
the afficient enforcement of noise control regulations. In addfition,
States will enforca the statewide standards that require detailed
technical solutions, States should also provide plananing activities ta
reduce noise pollutfon such as noar large ajrports and haghway projects,
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Local governments are the mafnstay of the national moise control pragram,
pruviding the basic enforcement of the motor vehicla noise regulatians and
property line regulations., However, loca) governments require the
guidance of hoth the State and Federal government in establishing their
nofse control programs. Local governments can prevent noise problems by
Judicleus zoning and building codes that include noise insulatien
requiraments.,

1% s clear from this discussion that nofse pellution can anly he reduced
by the concerted actions of the local, State and Federal governments.
Without activity at each level, noise abatement programs will have
difficulty, If not impossibility, in succeeding,

JLLINOTS EXPERIENCE WITH THE FEDERA. MOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

The 11)inois Environmental Protection Agency Noise Control Program has
been effected on numercus occasions both positively and negatively by the
Federal moise programs. USERA's preemptive new product regulaticns,
interestate motor carrier regulations and railroad nolse regulations have
haen both beneficial and detrimentzl to qur program, MWe have berefitted
from the guieter trucks that sre now available; however, at the same time
local police in IT1inatls have been hampered by thelr fnability to enforce
the Interstate Motor Carrler Hoise Regulations because of the usrealistic
restrictions on measurement sites.

Qur progras has directly benefitted from the health and welfere research
that has been conducted by USEPA, We have benefitted from such research
projects as the study on the health effects caused by impulsive typo
sound. Simivarly, our #rugraﬂl and Tocal programs in I11inois have
bggg;itted from the public affairs snd educational materials developed by
u N

USEPA role in demonstration projects with respect to mator vehicle noise
has filted the void created with the dissalution of 0.5, DOT's OFfice of
hatse Abatement.

As a resylt of EPA's research and coordipation among the Federal Agencies,
a uniform description 15 now used by Federal Agencies to assess adverse
jmpacts from nolse. By eliminating several diverse descriptions, state
ami Yocal of Ficials can now participate more intelligently and easlly in
neise contral planning,

As a direct result of USEPA support -~ both through a grant and through
persana] agsistance -~ the State of I11inois has developed a program to
train local officials in the enforcement of motor vehicle noise
requlations, Two hundred amd three (203) lozal government personnel have
attended fifteen [15) separate tezining seminars conducted by our staff,
and seventeen {17) communities are developing thelr own noise control
pregrams throygh our assistance,

Furthermore, with the passage of the Quiet Communities Act, the emphasis
of the Federal program has properly been placed at the state and Jacal
level, EPA has encouraged state and local gavernments fn solving thetr
nofise problems by providing technical assistance and quidance and lending
support by the presence of a Federal nolse program with sympathetic ears,
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RECOMMENDAT NS

fased upon our experience as a state with an active nolse control program
whtch has interacted reguelarly with the Federal goverrment, I recommend
that Congress reauthorize the Kofse Control Act of 1972 as amended by the
Quiet Communities Act of 1978, However, as has been noted, all has not
been perfect in the last afght years, Therefore, I further recommend that
concurrent with reauthorization, Gongress direct the USEPA to alter 1t
priorities in the noise contral area, Specifically:

1, USEPA sheuld minimfze any further regulatory activities, The major
noise sources have been requlated and there 1is at the present time no
need to adopt additiona) Federal nofse regulations. However, a
reevaluation of some of the existing Federal noite regulations would
bo appropriate.

2, The regtonal noise offfces should be eliminated gince these offices
have become an unnecessary level of hureaucracy in attempting to solve
comiunity noise problems. State programs and Jocal programs ara
perfoming the functions that used to be performed exclusively by the
regiond) offices, This is the proper roll of state and local
:‘;nvements. amd dictates that the duplicative effort at the federal

eyel be curtailed.

3. USEPA should continue research in the arca of health and welfere and
technalogy development and demonstration with the objective that such
research should be applicable to state and local nolse contral
prograns.

4, USEPA should contfrue {ts strong support in the development and
maintenance of activa State and local meise control programs so that
the national ebfective of reducing noise pollution that endangers
health snd welfare may be reduced.

It 1s important to recall that successful noise control programs require
the active participation of local, State and Federal governments and that
the direction of the Federal government shoculd be to fostering the
programs in the State and local governments, Therefore, it is essential
for the quieting of America that the Noise Control Act of 1972 as amended
by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 be reauthorized by the Congress.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments,

John S. Moore, Manager
Divisfon of Land/Hoise Follution Control
Minois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road

Sfrin field, [1lineis 62706
217/782-6760

JM:RH: kb /sp:2635H/1-3
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THE CITY OF

SAN DIEGO

HUTLDING INSPECTION DAFARTALNT
NOISE ABATEMENT AND CUNTROL HOARD
1222 FIRST AVENUE + SAN BIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92108 +(T14) 256.5701

February 25, 190)

Reprasentative James J. Flarlo
U, S, Mause of Aeprasentatlves
liausa DfFflce Bullding, Room 1726
Washlngten, D,C, 20515

AE:  Rerentlon of the U.S,E,P,A, Adminlstered Local Holse Conteol Grants
Program and Rspeal of U.5,E.P.A. Standards and Regulationy

It I's my undorstanding that the U. 5. Environmenial Protection Agency (EPA)
0Fflca of Halte Abatement and Contral [ONAC) has been targeted far major
budget cutbacks, | ask your ¢onslderation af the following:

(1} State and local gavernments currently fecalve assistance In ,
self=halp Far controlting Jocal noise problems through grants
admlnlstered by the Yechnleal Assiscance Branch of the EFA, ONAC,
Unlike many Foderal effarts, this assletance anables State and
local leglslators and officials to exchange technlcal cxparience
and galp compotence, and thereby assume greater rasponslblily
far tocal nolsa central,

To avold Ingonslstent and Tnequitable ragulations among State
and local jurlsdictlons, the grants program == ospeclally the
grant funding far Each £1ty Helps Dthers [ECHO) project -
shauld be maintained as Federal Involvement In local nalse
control 1s diminlsbed,

(2} EPA standards and regulatlons preempt focal legislation}
therefors, these standards and regulatfons shauld be repealed
if regulatory fundlng I$ curtalled, Not 1o do sa, will deny
Stain and lacal govarsments the prerogative of control!lng the
most parvas lve community nolso problems such as motorcyches,
refuse vehleles, rallreads and alrcrafe.

Sath of these recomwendstions are intended te assist State and lacal ageneles
wlth the Ingreased burden of regulatory respensibllity in the event that
Federal U,5.[.P.A, resources are reducod,

G, W. CURTIS
NG (MSPECTION DIRLLTOR
- 2

ADMINISTRATOR
NOtSE ABATEHENT AND CONTROL

vv)
cci  Congressman B111 Lowery
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DEPAATMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANHING AKD DLVELOMALNT

February 27, 1961

Jdakn . Florio, Congressnan

United States louse of Rapretantatives
Room 1741 Lang ®Warth Bullding
Watnington, D,C, 20515

Re: U,S.E.P.A. Office af Holse Adatenent and Control and Reduction of feders)
Expenditures

* Dear Congreswman Flarlos

! was involved in a comulty noise pragram prier Lo tha existence of the
Koisr Control Act of 1972, T am with an organization which, from all
indfcations, will ba_involved in comunity noise control activity after the
guﬂse af the U,S.E.P.A. Kalte Control Program unless we take soma initlative
0 $ave sam.

! would truly hope that the vary viabis and effectiva parts of tha
U.5,E.P, A, Noise Contral Progran, 23 sulharitad under the Quiet Sommunities
4&t of 1978, could be continuad due to the great positiva impact they were
haying at very low cast through sssistance Lo state and local neise cantrol
programs,

Quite frankly, Federal Hegulations we can do withour. Ko provision for
raal enfarcanant Of these regulationt was provided end the burdsn of
conpl|ance was placed, aleng with hundreds of other regulatory requirssants
under 0.5.4.A., otg. on the mpnufacturer. 1t's tough encugh these days to
nake a profit in & business without broad added ragylatary burdens being
{mpesed, Ta this end we nead & healthy profitable business c)imate in the
United States if wa dre to recover as we must,

tf 4t can be accomplished at all, please diract the efforts of your
sybsormittes 16 the funding and tontinuation of Such high impact progress
making activities in the U.5,E.F.A, Helse Control Program as:

A The E.C.N.0. (Each Community Helps Others) Community-to-Community
Noisa Contro} Assistanco Program. This sctivity has mase a significant
contribution to tha development of those “front 11ne” nolsa control
anforcendnt programs which achlove the grastest possible positive Impact
in the area of nolse reduction. This s a wel) run, (by the National
League of Cities) Jow budget, highty effective program which gats jts
impatus from no‘ta control profestionaly that "volunteer® their time to
aid other conmunities.

’ FO BOX 79 * HOULLFA, CHLIHADL BN . FELEPHONE (0D 441 3030
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B. The Reglonal Hoise Control Technfcal Assistance Centers. This
program, {h affect for just a short while, thows promise of becoming a
wel 1 coordinated chain of university based technical resource centers to
halp communities with the myriad of problens which arise in noise contrat
eaforcement.

£. Research to define thate suspected non-duditary impacts of nofsa
axpasyra on humans, This would remove from the veala of “guess work™ and
Yassumption" those duspected, hut not yet dof ined, daleterious
physiolagical and psychalogical problems faused by noise.

&, Atrcraft/Alrport noite control activity. This effort aeeds to move
ahead mare rapidly and [ feel that it can do s¢ wnder the administration
of the E,P.A. Office of Hoiss Abacement and Comtrol.

This activity needs to be expanded ta achleve community ralief from
aircraft achlvity around the mafor metropolitan alrparts as well as
address{ng the less intense problems around the gven ?rnlnr number pf
gangral aviation (non-commercial} airports in the nation,

IT there §5 anythiag ¥ can do Lo help you support the continuation of
funding far thess valuable, effective, and efficient programs, pleasa let ms

know,
Yery truyly yours,
y (//Jpélw_—

. s V. Mams
. Zoning Inspector

JiAs St




e e e

83

National

Environmental
Health ‘ February 27, 1981

Assotiation

1200 Lincoin §t, Suls 704
Oanvar, CO 80203
Prong (303} 8815050

The Hororable

James J, Flordo

U.5. House of Representatiyves
Subcommittee Conmerce, Transportation,
and Taurism

K 2151

Washington, D.C, 20615

Attn: Mrs. Betty Staples
bear Mr. Flerio:

This letier is written on behalf of the 5,500 members of the National Environ-
mental Health Association urging that the Moise Control Sectfen of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency not be eliminated, We realize that severe budget

cuts must and will be made; hawaver, we strongly urge that thess cuts be limited
in depth so that they do not hamper the viable Noise Cantrol Pragram, 1In other
vords, the section shauld pa retatned ai a laye) whereby federal and state pro-
grams {n noise contrel can continue to operate,

Both federal and state programs are involved fn tha E.P.A. npise control budget.
Mareaver, the programs serve & significant environmental health purpose for

the consumer, namely, public health education through newspaper advertising
about unnecessary and damaging noise levels. Regardless of what is being said
about the E.P.A. Hoise Control Sectfon, two very important paints should be mada:
tha Nofso Control Section has significant rappart among state and local profes-
sional environmental health practitioners, and naise control and/or abatement

5 & publi¢ health conceprn, In today's scciety, .5, citizens are aware of the
dangers of excessive noise lavels,

Thank you far your time and deliberation on this matter,
Sincerely,

et e

Lawrence J. Krone, Ph.D., R.S.
Executive Director

LIK/s3h
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National Assaciation of Neighborhoods
1651 Fuiler Sireet, Northwest
Washington, D.C, 20008

(202) 332-7766

£ March 1581

The Honorable Jazes !, Plerio
V.5, Heuge of Representatived
Washington, DE 2051§

Daay Represencacive Florie,

The National Asscciarion of Nefghbarbeods recoynizes the
imporcance of quality neighborhood environments which pravide
salu, fealthy and pleavant living spaces for urban rowldents.

An emsential ingredient For such 8 livablae naighborliood envivan-
mant I# quist - the shsence of dlgrupeive, damaging nofse,

This concern for a reasonable level of quier In our naigh-
barhoods Tiad lsd tha National Assoctfation of Neighborhoods to
offar Lt #trong support for tha re-avthariratien of the Nolwe
Centrol Act af 1972 as amended by the Quist Commupities Ach of
1978 and for the nécemsary buddet resources to accomplish the
Ace'n sbjactives, Specifically, the HuAN. 1w endorsing the
state, local, and commmnity assimtince compenents oF Sec. 14
Quist Communities, and 1 urging that these alemants be fndluded
in che 1942 budger for the 0ffica of Hoisa Abaremant and Concrol
of the Envirommental Protectlon Agency that ie now baing con-
atdoved,

° L urge you to suppert the extehsion of the Quist Communtties
Act and the resources and assistance that §t has provided to many
of our neighborhoods throughout the ration,

Sincarely,

A eltors Chetly

Hilton Kotler
Executive Divector

enolosurar
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National Association of Nelghborhoods
- wans 1651 Fuller Streel, Northwest
Washington, D.C, 20008

{202) 332-7766

TESTIMONY SUBMITTED TO THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, TRANSPORTATION
AMD TOURISH ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE NOISE CONTROL ACT OF 1972 AS
AHENDED BY THE QUIET COMMUNITIES ACT OF 1978

Hr. Chalrman and Membars of the Subcomictes:

The Natichal! Associacion of Naighborhoods 49 & uniqus salei-lsaue
macber organization campossd af over 1000 block clube; pllghborhnod org-
anipationm,’ city=-wide paighborheod coalitions snd individual citfzens.

Since 1975, the mexbers of the K, AN, have united to address specific fssues
that saffsct the qﬁlllcy of 1ifs in cheir neighborhonds, During the pasc
seversl years, & growing pumber of our members and numevaus other neigzhborheod
organfzaciens have bagun to grapple with an suvironmental pollutant that has
epacial significance for urban peighborhoodr; that is, unnecessary and un-
+ wmntad noien. M
" The Nationsl Katghborhood Platforn (mes attachment} devaloped by hun=
drede of najyhborhond leadars from acroms the ceunttry, recognizas this problem
and the naighborhood vasponss to it when 4t states that:
", .Noiwe 10 8 growing health problem which degrades 1ify in
our naighborheods...
«soA hoalthy snvirotnent i essential to our well-being. We
Believe that our anvirenment must be protected by atrong
nsasures of state, Jecal and neighberhood control.
Mofes affects not only the well<baing of individual n-iu‘h!:an. but also
thraitens to dasage the owerall qualicy, fabric and vitality of the neighborhosd
itaslf. Excess noise can sétve to ln!:'hu or basten the decline of a neigh~

berhood, tharsby making. it unactractive for the present neighbors and for the

invertmant of pasded rasources, The extzems level of nolse genersied by
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indusery and jet _:rnfﬁc in the Ircnbound neighborhood in Hawark, New Jerssy
is » prime illustration ef a neighborhvod, at timas, literally besieged by
nodwe,

Fortunately, neighborhocds such as Irenbound and other concevned
lacalities and staten hava not been left on their own to combat the notss
that threarens thelr cmn.ltdeu. The Noiae Contrel Act of 1572, supplemented
by the gupport of the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, has provided s framewark
of sysistance for communities an they strive ko achieve a reagonsble leval of
quiet. The K.A.N. recognizes the importance m:i accomplishmentw of Ehis Act !
and uhnlehn.lrudly supports 4ce reauthoriration. In addicion, the N.A.N. is
prescTibing certain changes thac are depigned to strengthen this Aet and .tn-
erease 1ts effectiveness am we all sfrive to produce "quiet comunicies,™

The sffort ''to promote an enviropment fer all Americans Iree from nolse
that pespardfzes thair heslth ot welfare™ wac inteiated in 1912 with tha pas-
nage of the Noise Control Act which was primarily eoncerned with yegulacion,

l Bix yoars later, the Act was subscancially improved by the addition of tl;e
Quiet Communities Act which Took a significant step rovards promoting “the
development of effective atate and local noise tontrol prograas.” The GQuiet
Commanities Act placed @ new emphagda on accivities ar the local level rather
than on the promulgatien of fedsral regulatiens. The Quist Communities Act
underscored owr belief - and the belief of wmany others - thar the most sue-
¢ceaful noiwe congro) efforts are those that atre debated, selected and dmple-
wented at the local level, not in Washinpton, It demonetyaced, for example,
that Newark's noise problems are beat sddressed by the government, business and
tomunify snterants of Newark, The Quier Comzunities Act provided the ndrisl ;

imperus and limited, but afgnificant, resources for thess rypes of sctions. The
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Act hes Tesulted in grants to stotes &nd localities for Tessarch and develop~
wvent of their poise control programs, for the production of educatiomal and
training matérials on noles snd its control, and inr tha prevision of necded
technical assiptance fo mmarous communities. Thest pr;'dm:tl. nupported by
the Quiet Communities Act, have spurred considerable progress In the area of
commmity noiss control.

Thirs focus on developing cmm!ty-bn;d'lolut:.wn to notve prablens
fas led ko ‘thl incrasved involvement of neighborhood erganizacions that are
wetking for quister, morw livaable peighborhesds. by utilizing the resources
and the philowophy embodied in the Quiet Communities Act, the N.AN., through
ite Quier Nedghborhood Beli-Help Project (ses attachmsnt), has besn dnetru-
mensal in developing coopsrative, copstructive partnerships bervaen neilhb::rhund

ofgenisations and state and local nolse contrel pragrame, Tha efforts of the

' fallowing nelghborhood organirations invelved in N.A.N.'w national network

denonecrate this type of productive aczlaa'uhlch favclvop all of the actors
unetacsary for a quiet comounity.
® In Philadalphia, & concerted sffort smong elacted officiale, the
Dapartaant of Health and maveral nelghborhood organizations is pro-
duting bettat, more enfarcesble regulacions for Philadelphia's
Nofse and Vibration Comtral Ovdinance. Together, they are choosing
the type of nolse control program and u:uh!.iuns that 'will peet
the nesds of the comunity, '
» The residents of A nolsy Nevark peighborhood and the peighborhood

Isaders of the Ironbound Coomunity Health Preject ace taking & pwo=
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pronged approsch ko nolse gentrel in their neighbarhosds. They
have successfully nagotiated with several dndontrder and & digco

fn tha naighberhood to resch mutually agresable soluticns co ssvaral
disturbing nolee groblem. How, they are vor.klnz with 1local and

. state officlals to davelop a workable, cocprahensive noise control
program for Newark. ‘Their herd work is being vewarded by s quister

neighborhocd, . .

Fron Cicisens Agelnst Noise in Havaii te Predsct’ Traffic in Sarasota,
neighbnr};nod erganizations are conducting noisa aAwareness camsatgns to sducate
theanelves, their neighbors, their alected officials, and the business vecter te
noise problens, In additicn, chey ars often the motivacing forces in bringiog
thest various interests togethar fo develop aclucione to those problexms.

The Quiet Neighborhood Self-Help Project has alep bogun to fnvolve neigh-

. bothaed erganfzations in support of such nacricnal noiee programs as Buy Quist -
a market approach to quister products, the Quiet Schoole Program and the Sound-
proofing/Weatherication Program,

Thess sfforts indicate the prasent scope and the potential for greacer
activity as a rasult of the Quiet Communities Act. It has been our exparience
that the linited rasources provided by the Act have servad as an extrmaely
eftaccive catalyst in expanding the scops of stete and local involvement in
nolsg contral activities. However, In the absanca of a centinued nacienal
comitment to quist communities, the majoriey of these ptats amf-lnu:l effarca
will be dismantled. No longer will thera be even minimal rnu\ln-cu to levarage

or supporc these activicies,
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Therafore, the N.AN, 25 urging thar the Noise Control Act of 1972
a¢ smended by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 be tesuthorized In a n;lnner
vhich will further the goal of achieving quiet commnities. Specifically,
the N.AN, '!s recommnanding that: .
o the regulstery elewments of the Act bo limired to those areae
that clearly requira federal initdative; and
o that Sectien )4, Quiec Comrunitiss, Research, Public Information
bs preserved and expanded in tho intervers n!' developing woTe af~
fective state, local and neighborhesd=based nodee contrel efforts,
This should be accomplished primarily by emphasizing four major
conponants:
- Ingreavad public awarenass and oducarion efforte dasigned to
elicit grastor involvemont and partaership efforts in nofsw
control programs by various ssctors (neighborheod, civic, busioess,

etc,) of tha public.

Incraased lavels of financial and technical assistance to mtate
and Jocal noiee control programe through a variety of epurces (EFA
grante, ECHO programs, MANCO, Regional Tochnical Assistance Csntera,

etc.),

Direct luuum:e. and support to incredte tha caprcity snd effoctive-
nors of nedghborhosd mnd voluntary organisations that are actively
involved in pattnarship efforcs with stste and 1ncf1l noise control
Prograni,

Duvalopment and promotion of non-regulatory, smarkst incentive

spproaches to quieter products knd services (Buy Quist concept},

w141 O—R]=—=T
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Quiet Nelghborhoods

Quiet Neighbarhood Self-Help Newslettar

May 1980

Quiet Neighborhood Self-Help Project

“Nolty s 2 growingt Mealih probiei whlch dreaites Hfe In our neighborhoods.

nmhn ofn nd;hho'hmd i that Keally

in,]. lulllnﬁ:gllylu wad lmnkln:mbnl nd;hbalhm: 3

hich allow ut 10 felan with friends, £x.

pma our nmru QulluLeS and Uil GUT pterests,
Unl’mwlﬂy. foany resldents in bodh urban and wbug-
hrhm.m Mlnﬁhﬂ the ;:;-;)nn quiet il

lhdl' pied by
incredsing mmounts nr Ralse 'hkh Thity caneod conlfel,
Slnce lw).dlnuumnhu:mmn waths mont un-
Mmb! pect of thelr Living enviramments, a

¥ W
mir poliutlan ned traffic congtsting. oun munn-
[ nuhv thist the U.5. Bavirostenial Proiectian
'A) eitlmaies lh.ll some 20 Mmillion Americany

hal cauld <dim-

crime,

N.AN, Nutlonal Neighborkood Magform

lﬂi‘"l.mm Nrigibo: hood Sdtllclp Praject it pio-
OF mstance (o concerne) poighburhonds,
l-||£vum|=cu'ﬂmnur be wietul 10 you or your o gani-
ntian;
nejwurk of neighbarhood-bayed, ciry-wide, stae,

Quiry Neighboshoods newiniter comslning ilnrnr-
malion sbous the healih #[fects of Aols, Wenilfying m:!p-
ful revaurce people, snd providing tamples of oot
holse reduction wiralegin

* bibliography of books, flyern, and Dims dealing wih
nois pallution and conal.

., Thte Project L alsa plaaping sevetat acrivitles which witl

meet s
mmzjeud 1] noiu bveks

ll million havy plready wilfered
mm cur Immu kua dus to noli aapeaure. Truly,
e need lor mnlral of nolse kax become erisical.

Th Nasional Asoclarion of Neightorhouds, i -
hu 10 3bls noed, it ml-guu. neighbari In |h:i: ell’um o
praduce qulcm mofs liveable communltier. In coopera-
ficm, with e Gifics of Mol ABMEREn &0 Comtel
gb‘m nf BFA M.ANy Qrim Nelghbochoost Sef-liip
uln:\. llaiduu neiahbarhood nmmnumu s 1hey com-
naje gerarried by vrucks, alrplasn, rowdy ban,
nmlr-mplxnnd sie3e0%, aad alher activificr Ln our Jives
which proguce unwanied saund,
Tlu Qulel dj)lbulbond Scif-Help Project is helng 5d.
llu' h';lh‘l‘l yeat, slnf Jm;h;ﬁ'
o oale geldsnce (0 Ihe
Prulm'l mlv“qm'mm Tuk Force m;'.::m 1% FERIe~

. Wnlnmﬁﬂnfﬁﬂhﬁnﬂurﬂaﬂm
working with ity fols officlsls and munid L
10 reduce cammuniy nalee

* cily-wide workihops focuslng na nefghbozhocd: bued
SUnitgien lo reduce nolia

* e gudies and g Qi Neighborhood Culde descriting
bow praaniaarions can sdditsl iheir noise prableiii 1o pro-
duce quieir neighbarioods.

Hecause af o teiphborhood nmnl:-nuan'- base 1n mu
fuMmuslty snd iIn relaonshyy
Tesur, and gavernmient olficialy, Jl car be very :umurul
in propoalag o1 devekoping naise teduction siFAlEgie, A

stighborhoud nlllnl.nunn cun ldeneidy the probles and

Ium. together 1low peopla organimions who have
he Fracurces 10 crealy change.

w

Aucoeel Mu cleasly demonsirated th peighborhond
orgazicatiots cus Mgk 3oise in & number of ways. Theiy
mm&mmmtim have beem v

ideniifying the and poeds of ndf- o
kions lavalved Ln m{u rﬂduqln;mh ties, Hased og heir

Imnd.h haod has a palse nhll-lndym.u;d
Kalp, ndvice, of would lide lDMlﬂlpl'mnbu
Aaiani with wmila wlmu.m In touch with:

wea Beiro
:mm,m hwdiotl’li Ip Py
Neluinal Auociation of Nagh it

Qulet Neighborhood Self-Help Project—Nationa) Association of Neighborhoods
1691 Fuller Sirwet. N.W.. Washingion, D.C, 20008 (207} 1317706
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Noise Hurts!

Anyone who ha: ever been sudely awakened by a rum-
bling. grinding garbage ruck Lpows 1hat nolie can be
tesl anncyance, However, naise ix more than wnnoying,
erpectally when It I enduring and excentive. bt is w algnif-
{cant hauard 10 prople’s healih. It affects ane's social and
mental well-being, ohen causing exitemr emolions and
anthiecial behnviot, And when 11 Becomey unbearnbly,
nolsy can causr economis decling in & neighdarhoad,

What Is Seund?

Ithi % h Basie ding of sound
tefors considesing (he hasmful effects of 1oa much sound.
Sound canvels ibrough 1k¢ alr in tha form of moving pres
wurd disurbances of waves, These pressuzs waves, which
v caused By manuts, back-and-forth movements af the
e molecules, nre formed by the vibratian of mosion of the
tound saurce, These waver eveatually travel 1o the car
WheTE Bitaring Occh, of to some pibes abject which vibratey
#n responin10 the wa,

Dreibel are tha units whick messuse the it pecssure dis-
urbance ceatel By theve sound waves, One decibe) repre-
senisina wmalled change In sound thal can be pisked gp by
she iarmal eat. It b important 10 vealize thal detibels are
based on & logaritheale écale, so Ihat w 10-ynl1 rise In deci-
befa yeflects m 1enfiold increass in saund encrgy and sqund)
Iwicens Joud, .

What by Nolse?

‘When dots sound become noin? Akhough this it a sub-

ectivy disinction, sound rasenially becomas nolee when it
L upwanted of perceived a1 dissonant. Auhariles differ
on the #3471 poing @ which noise-induced danger beging,
bui they do mgres that (he effeci of naist sre cumulazive
over thne EPA, 1he Tederal agency manstaned with the
tponuibllity of ldenzifying mujar wurces of polue and ey
liing them, belleved thai TO decibels are postotially haz-
udout, IF ons iv subjectad 1o shem year afier year, The
chast below provide an idea of the intenilly of decibels
and the related effecis.

n)))r(«

Health Effeces of Nokbse

Nolue can takce s tremendous toll oe 1he well being of the
human body.

The man abrious efley xusociazed with nolie s Sow of
hearing. The first &
unally beglas with lity 10 hear cenain words (6 gencral
conve:iatian and with ditficuly in updersianding vpeech
heatd an the ielephone. Ay heating damage eantinues, &
an becomd qulie sigrlficant and handicapping. Incteaed
damage can result In ihe [nability 1o distingubsh cermin
saundi, pain when expesed 10 4 very loud naise, tinging In
he vara, and ubimarely, emotional anguish when 1ignlflcany
heatingimpalrment resully in & wenke of (kolation.

1

Nalw producer other harmful seactlon in the bady,
uch a3 conutriction of blaod vpselt, changes In hlood pres-
sure and inreaied gastrosintellngd aaibvity, A sudden naue
Inteaulfies the body'y renctions, causlng muscles 1a tense,
oyes (o dilate and e 1ate uf biestking. These in-
VOILRISTY 1e81iont 10 noive add 1o nires und ressrelated
preblems. Sizes has been recoganed contributing fac.
1or i1 ukers, hypertenslon, aliergles, 1kin dhorders and
digase,

Meninl and Soclu) Effects of Nobe

in adétiion 1o 1he demands ard danies Ihal nalse fn.
flista on a persan’s body, it can wlo inisifere with one's
mental healih, Ab nolie inirudes nto the homs, work st
Alag and public mress, ii;

* Cauk and can
an exirrme Fmotional thpome

* aggravaies exhiting emotional dhosdere

* disyupss Meep,

Nois can who hamper one's ability 1o iniac with oiher
Teopteby:

.4

inta

ing with 1

+ diyrupting creating 4 ahd
hampering work sificuncy

* dispupring the educatjon procevs and pousibly hinger-
Ing ihe developrnent of laagusge shills n children.

Continued on pagr 4)
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-,
Neighborhoods Unite for Quiet\%

Worklog Together to Fighi Nolse The adopied ordinanie conling companentt which are
Whea nrighbars see farced 1o etay insica sheis homes bes ensemiinl for effectiva canirol of nalse:
cauw of syeeching brakes, barking degs wad dereos Blagi- 4 aatablivhment and duties of the Nolse Control Olficer

(g away, they begin 1o develep seluuions which, witl bring . *° ~- 4 Lywer decibel levels for nightime vas of racios, muscal
therm the pease and quiet they desin, Thuh ‘lﬂ ., lenranienn nnd lrsevld.m i -nd fot cerisin activites
castIn Allentawn, PA, tha firit comaunlty Toch & coast ding catyo, Bic,

In EPA"s Quiet Cammunities Pro r;om Jnly 1976 ln + poathug of glgns waming of posslble permanent heas-
June 1977, m:,roua responds H than |mmm- ing Impalrmatg |6 places alpubuc enterislament whees
including decibels excerd mapoelfied

lh;"p;)lm, uaolsaa.:r’muu ‘“ﬂ'm her the . ofa lluﬁu Bowd 10 resolve differenoes
growing problem ] 1a re-
solve ls, The extphasis af Comm Progam ﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁﬂh’i’.rﬂﬂ?w Offlcer and property awnery, a1
::‘: w:‘al sy mﬂ“‘?‘“ I'Iu:_a coniant e N.A.N office If you wauld tile &
playsd s bey roleathe ml I o

‘With asslicance fy F BEA, I m{;nna";'moﬂ!n» ‘n L Mﬂﬂ‘ Vibrotion Onfinarce, Aliensown, £, (979
vironmeni and varlou| ated ¢ 0y 8 Moded Neive Conirll Ondinance, EFA and Natlonal
10 produce: :mcduwmqmm. 108,

+ 1 attiudingl o f ; .
n

:nnu'uul't:aiupmﬂ. Rescil

It
4 a0 eifort o edussl
Jn Mudlaan, Wi, agg d by gtumliz ales

nolu conirol

+ a pois conrol ardi caaly polsx ftom 1wa nearby sicports, decided [o 1raatlate
cilin : their mhnm imio puthivession. & doorknocklng and

“The importance af the nel hood organimilony’ in leaflening wutpalan M to the cegtnization of & 60 meriber
volvement was best demoniirdael BT ihe elfon 1o develop anth-noise opeisely tiled REACT; Reduced Eiec-
and pass (hi nolss otdiceace. I focal preas and 1ve Alrese 3 Rnlnlnm that they needed jefor-
busines communicy eldieuled sad oth tha Ghilet milon u thelr Mghs, nelghborhood leaders obtalned
Communities Psn;uua and the pramlﬂ o cwddliodl lafoemation fom 1the Federal Aviatian Admine
needed, barnful to wn sample ol [ R GAN (FAA) and examined succensful ashe reduction
crAmeny bmndaul.lu. |Mmmmunl|y rea By __,‘—.'munl at other airporis. New channels of communica-
grauroats :lmpllln!l educaieother mmmunlly membert Hon wird creaied bewom 1he nelghbarhioods and alrpont
sbous Alleniown's noiss problema and the benefis of 1he officidls, and REACT worked wich FAA i1 n good apini af
ordieance. Whet h ordlanee finally Gamé up fot a vote, ¢ooerktion.

nelghbors caliled In wuppore, wearing theis **Quin Ch
Py PO, MEATRE ¢ v (Contmurd an pare 47

1F yout selghborhood Is plagued with similas problemi—you'ss aot alane, As chess profiles desnanuiraic, many
sommuzlty groups around ihe couniry have been aggravaied by nolsy environmenis and have bed successful trugglen
Aprinn nolee penerased by (affc, aireradt, machinery snd even ihetr neighbare, If you would ke more dnfotmation
about Lhess £1forts or hivvl your cwn Buccess stary (o share, picas cantact N.A.N."s Quie Neighborhood Self-1ielp

Quiet Neighborhoods

Projest.
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(Conritwed from page 3 (Contianad from page 3)
Feonomic Inclloe Produced by Notie Thelr negotistions and patience have pald aff. Aher s
Eldlu’ln], ekttsslva poles can be :o dluuni.vl o 1he lmlnll irllll the Cnlullr Alepit wl:m“i'l-rymn
wi

ummhlm-mvm |n|quimr mon m-umm-«mmnmmummmm
Nolw ean buaum » bilghting influcnte arusing rnldnulat ultport. Thied of he tine people appoinied (o 3 Come
wbandonment and deteriarstlon of raldential snd cam- miitos were also REACT members and renienls of neigh-

merciy) sraas, Tha extrems problems which Mlnunpm- borhoods severely atfocted by wilng the alfpors. Their
duct are elealy in the case of | conlnued #ffons and rendted o the Comumiiim's
CA, one of the older major citles Ln Los Angeles County, TeCHE eeTTeTdAcion for an. Informal “*praferred nuoway
Bocauss of Lbt buay Lot Angeles ntermazionsl Alrport, use' plan, A preferrnd runway use plan reduces alr tratfic
vie poss Jevel 0 atmant 4t of the ntighbothoodi exceeds Idnwmw ek by dirating b over mars com-
ot e umwm’ ol ‘.dl:: mlr.::lﬂm;dh::“d w\:::::“r:‘r'nd Ouard aanounced plans (o

., i L N s Alr Nalloi

‘mt:nm‘..r‘: . oralt ltadingt awitch (rom propelior ta Jec alreral as s abrport, REACT
o attremuty high uhemphoymiens da cetaln wrva members met with offlsials 10 develop & noiss sbalrenent

nulicy. The sdopiad policy eohinlas lanmenions for plios
to:
A uuluhme 1ake-0fl 1auien 1o reduce 1he impact ca

& radlinlog by the fnanclal commundty
® Jowet Jand and bowizg vatues

# high bevals of Turniover dad band anyi
* doctaratlon that Ball of che clty was [aeligible for * resin w1 high atlliuded longer befare negatiaiing &
Enazy housing sl camstraction pruats. landing over populsied arens in good westher
For informatlon conctralng sound, nalse, aad lis kprne + land and 1850 off owsrds lev-populated areas when-
Rlaffacty, unnm.an:’hc N.A.N. office (or copies of she fol- wver poralbls.
3 The succeas from the Alr Natloan) Cusrd*s policy hay
About Sound, EPA, ONAC, Mur 1978, betn cleatly avident, REACT eatlmates thay (his piag has
Nodw: A Health Probiem, EPA, ONAC, Auguat 1999, reducod tha amoun) of Guard arcrif; nolve owtr homes by
an sniasing $0%.
Prase contat the N.AN. office if you would biw a
j’) (‘ copyoft
2 Air Mdrignal Ouard Flying Procedures Negotiored
wirth REACT
& Airpast Npise Abarement Planning, EFA, Jung 1977,

“N b Mk Yt A BT
Nmummmw»pun-nm
alnt b Unt pacd o ad | pay o grasd and insmiliiviy, aad sur s s

A quar el b ol bt 1. . 04 'l 5 hoknd o 3 g1, ¢
et FNE TEYANNY GF NOOK Capyrgaa € "'”.ﬂ‘l’lﬂh
i Colaphin tirmn

r‘l,ﬂ,.‘dlrlr Moty From. uc.; Harwe d

Nulkeas! Assoclatios of Ntighborbeods HonProfe

183} Fuliey ., N.W, US. Posage

Walingiew, D.C, 19008 PAID
L
Wekbwgn, DE

QUIET NEIGHDORHOOD SELF-NELP NEWSLETTER
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BARBZLEY « GATIE + vty - L avGRLAS - RIERVIGE + Tan MRGAL + sahrribiime

salovul oF lm"‘l’u'ﬂ’.! ANEY UREAN FLANNING
ANLELEY. CALIFONNLA REM

March 12, 1981

Congtesaman Jasos Plorfo, Chairsas

Sub-Conmitten on Transportstion and Commarce

Inter-Gtata and Foraign Comnbcs Commlitten ¢
1726 Lomgwarth Offics Building

Washington, B.C. 2051%

Pear Congressman Florio:

Wa have heard that tha Offica of Hoise Abatement and Cortrol within the U,35,
Environnental Protectlon Agency i baing phasad out duping the next twa yeard.
Wa would like o reglster our protsst at this, hoping that auch a drastic aceion
will not ba tmken. Notae {8 & major urban probles todoy, affocting williens and
milliond of Amarfcans, Survays Tepeatedly ahow that notde fa one of the most
diaconforting irritancs of urban 1ifs. As many peopla complain abuut notms, for
sxampls, an complain about crime. Nofme affacta tha physical and paycholegical
health of urban vesidance, adding to tha tenefon and anxisty of urban lite, Tt
Also affacts people {n all types of urban arcas, not only the large matropalisas
buc szall citiam ae well, The Offics of Holas Abatement and Control has besn in
the furafront of acticna danigned to curtail the excessiva noiss levals that urban
reuidents lisve to exparience. They have aponsored resaarch, {nitiated public
avarsnesp cavpatgne, and provided state and local autherities with & vide range
af technical tools dapigned Lo sbate excasmiva nofse lavela, Thunks to Chair
afforta, paople ne lengar feel helpless in the faca of increasing noise lavels
but ara starging fo bscoms gwars that nolse, Iiké other uyrban probleas, can ba
dealt with.

Wa fga! that it Is completely unaccaptable to clase down this {mporeant progrem.
Wa can underutand tha nesd te cut spagific projscts, given tho ncoossity for
budgetary conatraint, But to elininate an sntirs agency that desls with an
tmportant hugan problem would be a tragady, Consnquently, wa hopa Ehat you will
da averythizng in your power wua biock the eltainstion uf this office in ordar Fo
aava an impertunt program sfmad at improving life In our citisa,

Bincorely,

Foculty Hepbers of the Departmont of Urban Flanning
Inivaraity of Caltfornia at fos Angeles

{ ijz“?% Dot Entontn
gy it

J{““ v L“” - et

':t.‘;‘\;. AW o
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ASSOCIATION OF ’

[SRAGANN] [LANLR@OADS

AMERICAN RAILROADS SUILDING + WASHINGTON, D. C. 20018

LLIAM W, DEMASEY
pubyionty ) om April 6, 1981

The Honoradle James J, Florio, Chairman

Subsommittes on Commerce, Transportation
and Teurlam

Cemmittee on Energy And Commarce

United States House of Repressntatives

Waahington, PC 20515

Dear Mr. Chalrman;

The Asacciation ol Amepican Railroada has been 1lavited
by your Subcommittee to comment on a prapeasl to repeal most of
the aubatentive proviaiana of the Nolse Control Aet of 1972
(42 Ir.S.C. §UY0) st meq.) including Sectlon 17 of that Act (42
U,S.C. §4916) which provides for Padernl regulatlon of r=ilroad
noise and fer preasmption of independant state and local regula-
tien, In our Judgment, the reasons pranptlng the enactment
of Sesotion 17 of the Nelas Contprol Aet In 1972 -- the avoldance
of undue bupdens oh Interstate cempepce -- are 88 valid today
as they were in 1972,

The interstate rallronad aystem 18 &p integrated,
upiried whole. It camsiats of interdependent ¢losely Cltted
parts that tnelude peilroad locomotives and rolling atock chat
move 1n line=haul service, stations, yarda, termintls, shopn,
aignol and aommunicAtlon systems, eémployeen, and the land on
whioh righte-cf-way and trpacks are laocated, The effective per-
tormanee of intepstste roil trapaportstion requires that all
of' thase parts funotlion aa & oystem. That la why Federal ar
other induatpy-~wide atanderdsa exist for virtually every plece
of rall equipment and avery facet of rail operation, Halse
standagda !mpact the sconmcmy &nd sfficlancy of rail nperations
fully ap much as thess other industry-wide acandards and, like
thepe atandarda, ahould be appliec enly on a uniform basis.

At ropair facilitiew, for uxample, normally located
within yards and terminela, the easential repelr and malnten-
apge of cara and locomotives takKe place. Without auch malnten-
ance and repairsa, the line-haul movement of triims would be
imposailble. Yarda and terminals may vary in aize, shape, and
special chapacteristicn, but they !invariably are Areka whers
rall eara are aasemhled into tralma prior to lins-haul movement
and where Incoming trains are broken up for the purposs of
delivering individual oara to their proper deatinationa. Line-
haul movements oceur within end through yards. 'The work done
in yards pnd terminals la an inseparable part of the process




96

of meving freight. Without that work, the aystem would stap
functioning.

Retardepra ure mechanisms in yapds that ure essential
to the making up of trains and without which yarda pnd teprminala
would be srippled, The other npolses propagated in roil yarda,
such as the avunds of ldling locamotives, tha nolse of coupling
impucts From the awltching of cara, and the scunda fram atanding
mechanioal refrlgeratop cara, ere Bl) engendersd by actlvities
that are esaentiul to the production of interstate transporta=-
tion aervice. Without the activity, the traing would nat move.

Tha need for Pederal preemptlon cf state and locnl
neloe regulatleona was explained In the Report of the Senute
Committes on Publie Worka, the only legislative Committes Re-
port dimcupalng these provistons (8. Hep. Mo. 1160, 92nd Cong.,
15t Sena., reprinted in 1972 U.3, Code Cong. & Ad, Newn
4655), The Committoe Cound that this sectlon wab needed to
avaeld the bhupdena that would be imposed en rellronds by noise
regulations that differed from one atate or loeality to anothar,
In floor debats, the manager of the bill clearly anunclated
the need for uniform Pedepral pegulation and preemption of
atate and looal regulation:

Without some degras of uniformity, provided by
Fedaral regulations of country-wide applicebllity which
will by atktute preempt und supersede any differapt
State and locAl regulations or atandards, thore would
be great confunion and cheoa. Carriers, 1f thers were
not Federal preemptlion, would be aubjest to & great
varlety of differing ard perhaba lnconslatent atandupds
and requirements from place to place. Thim would be
eycensivaly burdensome and would not be 1n the public
intereat,

(118 Ccang., Reo. 35881 (1972)).

In Anscoiation of American Railronds v. Comtle, 562 F,
2d 1310 (D.C. [ y the Aaseociaillopn of American Roilproada
Lrought ap dction ogeinnt the United States Environmental
Pratectlon Agenoy (EPA) on the ground that Sectlop 17 of ths
Att requires EPA To l#ioue regulationa tesulting in the preemp-
tion of any atate or local regulation or railroad nolse (with
the axpoption of Atnbte and locul regulntlons approved Ly EPA
under Seetion 17{c)(2)). In agteelng with the rallread poai-
tion, the United Statea Court of Appeals for the Diatrict or
Columble Cireuit discuased the need for uniform regulations
governling rallroad nolpe. Tha Court noted that uniform regulae
tions wers neaded pot enly lor notas soupges that moved from
ohe Jjurizdictlon to arother, 1.8., locomotives and reil enra,
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put also for pall yards and other facilitiea,

[A]lthough & phyaical aource of nojae--for
instance, a partioular yard or terminal ("froilitlea®}
=wmBy be permanesntly located in only one Jjurisdicticn,
the railrosd iteellf..,, 8s distinguished from the
aingle yard, will be aubjuot Fo gonlfliciing or dif=-
fering neciso regulationn of the Jurlsdictions in
which a1} of the various yards are lochted. (Associ-
ation nf Amarican Reilroads, Aupra, At 1314},

The three Fedebpal agenciea with the most exparisnce
in ratlreoad matters =~ the Interntate (ommerce Commisslon, the
Department of Tranmportation, and the Department of Commeros ==
aupported the industry's posltion that uniform nolse regula-
ticno governing rail yapd facllities are gaaential (ame the
Record Appendix r'iley with the Court 1n Aasocoistion aof American
Ratlroads, supra, pp. 13%, 210, 214-216)7

The fear that stats and local governments would,
absent Fedepal preemptlon, promulpste unre&aonzbly burdensome
nolaa pegulstions is npot unfounded, The results of an Lnfermal
Association of Ameriocan fAailroads aurvey vonducted ip late 1973
indicated that twenty~foup atates had snacted op were conpider=
ing nola¢ control statutes, and {n fourteen stoten, c¢ities and
counties hed the pawer to regulate noiae. The survey alaoe
showed that thirty-one logalitioes had general noles opdinences.
Acvording to o 1980 survey, more than thipty atateus and lecall-
tias have attempted to impoad more rostrictlive stepdarda on
the pallroads but were unsuscenaful because of ppresmption, and
many othera have indicated that they will promulgate noise
regulationa governing rallroadas if Section 17 is repealed,

Even with Sestion 17 in effwat, Atate and lecal Juria-
diotions have not hesitated to enact nolae begulationa that
would aeverely purden intsratate commarce, Rule 209 of the
Iliineis FPollutlon Control Poard, adopted on July 26, 1973,
imposed & restriction on coupler aoiss. Couplar noise occurs
whern rall oare are Joined togethapr to make a train. Coupling
is, of gourase, an easential part of rallroad aperaticns., The
Pederal Safety Appltance Aot, 45 U.5.C. §§1 et neq., prescribes
the type of couplers Federally regulated rallroadsa use, and
coupler design ia also subjeot to Federal regulation (49 C.F.R.
§§231.1 ot l:_n_q.). Tha Illinois Aosrd's doupler nolfie restric-
tion gave the rallrosds three years to develop adequate nolaw
control technigues even though thare was no evidence ef any
avallmhle tochnology For reduclng coupler polse, PFurthermore,
the patential coat of retrofitting every rail car oad locamo-
tive in the ocounty in order to meet the requirements o Rule
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209 way spparently ignored. ¥ith promulgation of the Pederal
acandard in 1980, the Illinolns effcrt wan hullified,

State and locel governments often endet regulations
requiring a tedustion in railroad nolpe durlng the night. By
necasaity rallpoads are ardund-the-~alcck aperatlons. Fer
example, rallroeds must be Bble to place ears on the appropriaty
tracke op sidings at night Iln cpder to meet the requirements of
perishable mapketa, aa well op other schedullng requlirementa.
Yot Lnh March 1978, the Publle Utilities Commiznion of the State
o California ordepred thoe Atchlzon, Topeka and Santa Fe Hullway
Company to refrain Crom waing awltch engines betwesn the hours
of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. on certaln aidinga in Tuatin, Californls
(Inveatipnticn on the Commjssients Own Metlon..., Callr, P.U.C,
Caoa Wo. 921G, Decision Ho, LY, Maroh 28,71972). ‘'1he Court
in People of the State of Illinois v. &hicsco & Eastern Illincls
R.R., guoE County cir, Gt, Ho. 75 CH 2044 t§§75}. actually
entered an injunction forbidding the railrond from operating
rail yards during certaln hours on Sundays {(the injunction wes
revearsged by the Appallate Court of Illipoln, Piprst Judiclal
Diatpiot, No. 6216%), Other ¢ommunitiea, in addition to
asesking bana on railroad actlvities during oertain houra, have
attempted to impose unreasconable maximum decibel levels on
rallroadns cr have sought ta hen "annoying" rullrcad noloe.

Significantly, the curtsilment of rallpoad operaticona
4t one location would have 4 revarberating effect on ather rall
faollitiea, A computer simulation conduoted by the Jouthern
Railway System demonstrated that total cuprtallment ar nighttime
claanification on merely ane plvetnl Creight yard facllity
would not oply eripple thut yard’s productivity within three
daya but would also seriouuly mflfect syntem=-wilde operatlona to
tha point that total wshutdown would ultimately occur.

During the course of the paat six yearn, the Environ-
mental Proteotion Agenoy habd premulgated nolas standardn appli-
gable to logowmetives, rAll cara, qar retardeprs, car impacts,
losometive load-cell tweuwt standa, and awiteh locomotiven, A
rulemaking proceeding inftisted by the Agency is now pending
in whieh it Le hopad the rinsl step in developing rallroad

" noiam atandards will Lo geogompliahed. The final rule 1 due

to be published May 26, 1981, It would gause aevere hardship

to now unda all of the progress which haa pean made in the
erffoprt to devalep uniform nptional atandards for a truly natilonsl
induatry whoaa cperationa are Integrated in a vost, lntepoon-
neatad rat} network.

Retantion of Section 17 would rapult ln a minimal
expenditure of Foderal funds &nd would not require that the
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Orrice of Holae Abatement snd Control be continued. By the
beginning of June, tho regulatory program governing rallpoad
noioe eminoions will be in place and that OFflce's baslc mip=
sion with respeat to railread noise will have besn agcomplished,
Section 17 gives the Pudaral Hailrond Administration, not EPA,
the autharity to enflores these pegulationa. The enly other
governmental action required under Sectlon 1T 1s the deteprmina=
tion by EFA mns te whathuer a state or 1003l noiase emlasion regu-
lation i1s necoanitated by a special looal condition pursuant

to Seotion 17(e){2), The statute pequirea that EFA, (not spu=
elfrically the Ooffice of Halse Abatement and Control) determine
whether special local conditions exist, and another division

of EPA sush as i{ts Office of Oenweral Counnel could epsily make
those decisicna. Purthersors, Section 17(e}(2) in only auppoaed
ta be applied to & pmall humber OF unigue sltuations. As a
result, Cew rescurcaes would have to be devoted to Sectlen
17(c}(2) determinations,

The repasona behind the engetment of Suvctlon 17 of the
tloise Control Act are ntlll valid todey. 'The rallroad indua=-
try's unique oparations require uniform noise regulations. In
conaidering any preposal to reorlent the Federal nolse coptrol
program, the AAR urges that Congresas recognize the apeclal
requirementa of the rallrcad induatry and retaln Sactlon 17.
Given the imminent completion ol the Fedaral regulatary acheme
for oentrolling rallrosd nolae, there 12 no need for any aubstan-
tial funding of the Offioe of Nolpe Abatement and Control 1ip the
shert run. Cartainly, there 18 time to develop and conmider
alternative means of Achieving Federal cbjectives with respect
to the control of railroed nolam. If, ultimately, the repenl
of Sentlon 17 ia deemed to be in crdor, the public intereat in
arffeative nofme control will not have aulfered {n the interim
48 & peault of the deley in repealing Secticn 17.

Heapactfully yours,

. 42——;—-7

ca; Members of the Comnlittee on Enorgy and Commerce
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[Whereupon, at 11,05 a.m., the hearing was adjourned,]
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Calendar No. 141

98t ConNaRriss SENATE { Rrroar
T&t Session No, 08-88

EXTENDING THE NOISE CONTROIL. ACT

Mav 16, 1083.—Ordered to be printed

My, Dorexnercer, from the Committee on Environment and Public
Works, submitted the follewing

REPORT

{To sccompany B. 1280}

The Committee on Environment pnd Public Warks, reports an
original bill ﬁs. 1260), to extend the Noise Control Act of 1072 and
recommends that the bill do pass,

CENERAL STATEMENT

The Congress enacted the Neise Control Act in 1072, suthorizing
the Federal Government o establish and enforce noise emission stand-
ards for products generally and railronds and motor carriers in par-
ticular, Until this engctment, noise centrol was within the virtnully
exclusive province of Stute und loen! governments.

In 1974 noise emission regulations were issued Jor interstute motor
enrriers, Regulations for new’ medivm and heavy trucks were issued
in 1076 and for newly manufactured garbage trucks in 1674, Stand-
nrds for new motoreyeles were issued in December 1980, to be phased
in over o 3 to § year period. As of January 1981, however, the only
cmissions standards aetunlly in effect were those wlhich had been
issued in 1974, und those essentially incorporated then-current emis-
sions levels rather than mandsating actual reductions.

Although the Federnl law was intended to complement State and
local regulation, a 1977 decision held the act to be preemptive, In
American Assgciation of Railroeds v, Coatle (562 F. 2d 1310}, the
court construed the Noise Control Act as embodying g congressional
intention to preempt State and loea] regulation of railrond noise.
Although the case was restricted on its fncts only to railrend noise
regulation, the ]nui;ungc of the decision seemed to muoke it clear that
the sama rvle would apply in_other ureas ns well (e.g., cars, trucks,
matoreyeles, air-conditioners, jnckhammers, ete.), Thus, the decigion

11-010 O
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hud the effeet of chilling all State and loeal regulation of noise
emissions,

The reach of the court’s decision was made elear in 1978 when the
city of Dover, Del., sought to puss nn ordinunce reguluting the manner
in which rnil cars were switched during the early morming, The eity
councll decision was prompted by numerons complaints fram neigh-
borhod residents that switching was taking place as early ns 3 nm,

In the nhsence of the AR v, Coatle decision construing the Noise
Contral Act as preemptive, the city's ordineneces have heen & legitimate
exercise of the State’s police powers. But o Federal district court held
tiie city's suthority bad been preempted by the Noise Control Act
and was therefore illegal. Thus, these seeking protection [rom noise
were left with only one protector; namely, the Federnl Government.

In early 1081, sentiment hegun building in the Congress and the
public for reduetions in Federel spending. One aren targeted by the
administration as appropriate was the Noise Control Act, In the
budget justifiention rubmitied by the new administrution, its policy
toward noise regulation was explained s follows: .

In 1082 we are revising our poliey sith respeet to the

Federal effort 1o yeduce noise exposure. We plan to phase
out the EP'A noise conirol program by the end of 1982,
This decision results from enr determinntion that the henefits
of noise control are highly loealized and that the function of
noise control can be adequately earried out at the State and
Ineal Jevel without the presence of a Federa] program,
. In both 1981 and 1982, activities are being structured to
achieve a prompt but orderly phase-out of eurrent program
activities, This will be done in such a way so as to tranafer
the knowledge and experience EPA lins gained {o the State
and loenl programs. This orderly phase-out of present activi-
ties is essential if we are to facilitate an effective assumption
of noise control responsibilities by State and loenl noise
programs.

The Committee on Environment and Publie Works conenrred in
this position and approved the requasted savings in the Noise Control
Act's implementation, To free the hunds of Staie snd Joeal govern-
ments to assume the responsibility being abandoned by the Federa)
(Government, however, the committes 8lso pgreed to seel o yrepenl af
the decision in A48 v, Cosrle, the Noise Control Act, or hoth.

Pursunnt to the comtmitment, the committee reported and, in JTnly
3081, the Senate approved, n hill to nmend the Noise Cantral Act. The
committee’s proposal wns vigorously resisted by an array of interest
groups who sought to maintain the existing lnw with its preemptive
effects, Those who expressed opposition to the propesal included
nmnnfactarers of motorcyeles, light and heavy duty \'t-ﬁuiclvs. and nir-
conditioners as well asthe railronds,

Since the initiz] budget deeisions of 1081, the reprulatory progenm
under the Noise Control Act hus been eliminated, However, neither
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the 447 v, Costle decision nor the Noise Control Act have been
repealed. ,

The committes remnins committed to partial or compleie repeal of
either the AAR v. Costle decision or the Noise Control Act, However,
it is committed to an overriding obligation to assure that o program to
regrulate noise exists at least nl one level of rovernnent, To preserve
that option, the committee has reported a bill to authorize $10 million
far the revival of the regulatory program estublished under the Noise

Control Aet,
Heamxes

No hearings have been held on this bill, The committee may hold
hearings this year to explore the need for additionnl substantive

antendments,
Rourcary Vores

Ko rolleall votes wero taken during consideration of this bill, The
bill was ordered reported on Mzy 10, 1483, by unanimous voice vote,

Evaiuatioy oF REGULATORY Iacract

In complianee with section 11(h) (1) of the rule XXVI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, the commitiee: makes the following
evaluation of the regralatory impact of the reported bill,

The bill does not asthorize any new regulatory programs. It does,
however, restove funding for the development and enforcement of
noisa emnission standards and other controls under the Noise Control
Act. Thus, to the extent. that funds are appropristed, the bill will have
un ns yet unquantified regulatory impaet,

Cosr or LrcisLaTroN

Sceetion 403 of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act requires ench report to contain & statement of the cost of the
reported bill prepared by the Congressional Budget Office, That state-

ment follows:
1.8, Coxaoness,
Coxanesstonal Bovarr OFFice,
Washington, D.C., Mey 11, 1988,
Hon Nonerr T. STarFonn,
Chairman, Committee an Environment and Publie Works, U.S. Sen-
abe, Washington, D.C.

Dean My, Ciainstax : Pursuant to section 403 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the Congressionn] Budget Office has prepared the
attached cost estimate for the Naise Contro] Act Reanthorization of
1684,

Shonld the committee so desire, we would be pleaged to provide fur-
therdetails on this estimate,
Sincerely,
Avice M, Tuvraxw,
Director.
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Coxaereisronsn Bunaer Orrer—Cost Esimars
. . May 11,1088,

1. Bill number: Not. yet nssigned.

8, Bilititie: Noise Coutrol Act Renuthaorization of 1983,

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the Senate Commitice on
Envirenment and Public Works, May 10, 1983,

4, Bill purpose: The bill authorizes the nppropriation of $10 millien
for fiseal year 1084 to earry out the provisions of the Noise Control
Act of 1072, No funds were requested for 1984 by the President, and

no funds have been appropriuted to dute for 1983,
5, Tstimated cost to the Federal Government:

Authorlzntion level:
Fiseal year: Milliona
10BH rrcmmmmc e m b a i ———————— o b s m $10.0
J0BD cre et crr e ————————————— e ————— e
1086 e r————— e —————— e m——
0BT mrmim e nshasim s . AR ——————————————————

1088 cara
Estimnted outlnya:
Fiscal yenr:

[R— .0
2.0
5

The costs of thisbill f]l within budget function 300,

Basis of estimate: The authorization level is that stated in the biil,
For purposes of this estimate, it was assumed thet the full smount
authorized will be appropriated prior to the start of fiscal year 1984,
Outlnys were estimated bused on previous spending patterns for this
program,

¢. Estimated cost to State and locel governments : None.

7. Estimate comparison: None,

8. Previeus CBO estimate; None,

9. Estimate prepared by : Anne E, Hoffraan (226-2860).

10. Estimnte approved by :

C. G, Nuceows

{ForJames L. Blum,
Assistnnt Director for Budget. Analysis),

Cnaxaes 1y ExisTivg Law

In the opinion of the committee, it is necessary to dispense with the
requirement of section 12 of rule XXVT of the Standing Rules of the
Senate in order to expedite the business of the Senate,

@)




