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NOISE BRIEFING M&TERIALS

Functions and Activitfes of nu1se Staff: QEA / OFA,
Note to Don Franklin from M & 0 relative to FTE,

New "Green Border" delegations for ‘noise program from OEA
to 0AR maintaining agreed split in responsibility {1e:
regulatory delegatfons to 0AR and 1nformat10n and education

to OFA).

Memo from Gus Edwards, dated Mar 87, to Don (lay out11n1ng
agreements oh noise responsibilities from earlier meeting.

Memo from Ken Feith to Don Clay, dated Feb 87, outlining
agreements on noise responsibilities.

Notes used by OEA in Feb 87 meating with 0AR (relatfve to OAR
picking up responsibility for possible regulations), .

Re-.delegation of noise program from OAR to OEA dated Aug 19g$§:f”5?

Sample technical response to noise inquiry from Austra]ia...JL.-
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FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES OF NOISE STAFF: OFA / OFA

Public Information and Education
‘fevelop and disseminate informational material on public
health & welfare effects of noise and means
- of controiling noise.

Respond to several hundred telephone and correspondence requests for
information on Health and Welfare effects of noise and methods of
controlling noise, Send out copies of relevant EPA printed materials

Review Federal Agency Environmental Impact Statements(E[Ss)relative to
environmental noise factors

Respond to Congressional inguiries (usually constituent initiated)
regarding environmental problems and noise regulations

Assist EPA Regional offices in reviewing nofse aspects of
Federal Agency actiyities

Coordinate with FAA with regard to aircraft and airport noise 4
regulations under Section 7 of NCA ?
3

Review all FAA noise reguiations under NEPA, and Section 309,
Section 611 of FAA Act and Sectfon 7, NCA

Respond to questions from the public and industry on existing noise
regulations - clarify intent and procedures

Work with State and local governments on approachas
to environmental nofse abatement, inctuding planning
and regulatory activity

Work with public interest groups (such as American Speech,
Language and Hearing Association, Better Hearing Institute,
etc.) on noise related matters of common interest,

Review compliiance of all other Federal Agencies with relevant noise
control requirements

H&é§;§1th professional and government groups interested 1n noise
~jbatement and control (eg, National League of Cities,
“heoustical Society of America, etc.)

participate in formulating t. S. position on aviatfon nofse
For ICAQ through our membership on The [nteragency Group on
International Aviation (IGIA)

Untder Section 8 of NCA, encourage and assist trade associations
in developing voluntary noise labeling
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ENVIRONMENTAL PAOTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

NOTE TO DON FRANKLIN
FROM: ¥Kristin McNamara

I talked with Ken Feith and he agreed that your
FTE is not tied to the noise delegations, and
that OAR will not pursue having an ¥FTE transferred
back from OBA.

attached is a draft of the green border M&0 will
send out. I understand you and Ken are meeting
on Qctober 22 to discuss it. I will wait to hear
from you after that meeting.

Please call me at 382-5000 if you have any
questions.

T ST 3
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1. Durechve Tille

' \' P Clearance
: wEPA Record

Delegations Manual - Revised legation

1w

2. Typu of Direcive findicate type of issuinice profplosed)

a. Manual {Qrganizaton. Delegiion, Other D d. Now

[:I b. Crder D c Notics

B] o, Revision

. Originator fname, division), mad code, & lntephono nubern
Kristin McNamara
Management & Organization Division

PM-213  382-5000 A

E-3

. Explanation

The Assistant Administrator for the Office of External Affairs (OEA) proposes
to transfer responsibility for delegations of the Noise Control Act of 1972 to the
Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation (DAR) who was originally responsible
for these delegations. OEA and OAR agree that OAR can better manage any requlatory
and technical issues arising under the Act.
information dissemination, education and approval of grants and cooperative agreenents

OEA will retain responsibility for

\

o

Cnginating Devision/Stall Quzector inpore, Signature, & datey
athy Petruccelli, pDirector —~
Management and Organization Division

G Contrat Directives Qthcer fsignature, date, & lelephone numbor}

D o Claarpncy arceen y
D Al ARprEved
1 N cluatangy yrinhing

Thelma Adams, 382-5000

. Claarance Dua Date

8. NOTE: ot sesms G5 & 3 aeit AETUIRN T GRIGINATON by tha dua daln It you Bive srotans

12

Lol
Lantund

i3
Ut Nol
Longut

¢ Chxnang Glhigial
{sipnatuie & date)

0GC (LE-130) |

7
wWilty the altaChesd diruc e i yomy degd @t [0 e aneew o, COntICT i ofigratot
9. Clearance Rauting (if additional spacet oS neatled, use EFA Farn 1015 1o, Clearanee/Appravid Reeard (Contipuation)
U Mok X
|
h o Office Namo & Ml Coe Concur

OPPE (PM-219)

oC (BM-225)

0IG (A-109}

OECM (LE~-133)

ORO (A-101) i

OAR (ANR-443)

PQSS {PM-208B)

[LERNY PINYITEH

EFA Foomy 1316 16 (Rev B-HGY I, ottty
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y UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
i WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
&
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MR 3 |987 OFFICE OF

EXTERANAL AFFAIRS
MEMORANDLM ;
SUBJECT: Possible Noise Regul

FROMA: R. A. Edwards
Deputy Assistfapt
for Exter

Tk Non Clay
Deputy Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

In keeping with our January 1997 agreemzat, relative to your office
handling the development of any additional regulatory measures required
under the Hoise Control Act of 1972, as amended, [ believe it i3 appropriata .
to pass on to you several items we have raceived that may possibly reguire :
the issuaneca of new Federal regulations in the noise arana. :

First, 2 request was made to the Administrator on Awgust 12, 1984,
by the City of Seattle, for a "special local determination" under 40 CFR
2001 to permit them to regulate a railyard focated in the City of Seatiln.
Athough this type regelation is permitted under tne Hoisc Control Act,
the agency has not issued any guidance in the Federal Register as to :
sxackiy how it is to be accomplished, OQur coptiact with Scattie leads us ;
to the conclusion that this regulatory preblom now needs to be addresser,

A copy of the roquest and tha interio response from EPA is attached for
your infarnation.

Snacond, during the Octoher 1986 tern of the Supremn Court, the State
of Nelaware appealed a Third Circuit decision in a railyard case ko the
corrrl, The case was accepied by Che Supreng Court and suhsequontly Liwy
vacated the Thied Dircuit decision and remanded the case hack to them
For further consideration,  Nuring November 1936, the firm of Varner,
Litpfort, Barnhard, McPhersan and fland, represanting Horfollo Southiorn
Corporation, contacied the Solicitor General and indicabed that if Delaware
wory given the right by the courts to regulate railyards by the issuance
of state rogulaticens, the stage would * . L . be setb for a return to
court Lo compail EPA ta issue the missing Cnoise] reguiations." This
ohviausly will raguire a groat deal of reguiabary activity i Lha vary
near future. A copy of tha appropriate docusicots relatad. Lo Ehis
maitar are atbached TFor your foformation,

If 1 can provide you with additicnal infoeraaticn o assisitance, i
please do nok hesitabte to contact we on 382-5053.

Attachments



e s

—— = e v S g .

R

b ipacninl i




&

4, Ay
"4 gt

T

-r

CNTED ATATES EXVIRONMENT AL PROTECTION AGESCY
WASHINGTON, 1.0, 20460

P

27FEB 1987

MEMORANDUM A1R ANG ARDIATION
SUBJECT: Railroad Nolse L1 tigatigrb h
/
FROM: K.E, Feiti’f"—_ay:.z-.s:""?
TO: D.R. Clay

Folloving our meeting wi th OFA and 00C re. the rallroad litigat-
lon, you requested that I prepare a paper that presents the probable
course of events that the Agency might anticipate fran the remand by the
U.S. Supreme Gourt of the Third Cirecuits deeision in the case involving
the State of Delaware. Please [ind attached the subject paper that
contalns my assesamnt and recammendatlions; 0GC has reviewed the paper,
provided coement, which I have 1ncorporated, and 1s in agreement,

I have had further discussions with Dick Sanderson of OFA con-
ceming our relative roles wlth respeet to nolse matters and I helieve

we are in total understanding and agrecment. In-keeping with yom"k
commi tment to OFA, we (OAR) will restrlet our activities to nolse”

¢

+ rulemaking mal:ters. OFA will contirue to serve as the Agency point

of eontact for all other nolgo~r=lmted matters. They retaln responsibil-
ity for responding to noisegcopmsgg dence and the conduct of reviews,

Jmandated by FRE NolSE COMLM Tt, of other Federal organlzations

nolse related activitles.

The availahllity of extramural funding for expert consultant
services and other activities that may be required as an indirect result
of the subject lltigation, was dlscussed by ne wilth Dick Sanderson and
Georgia Callahan of the Comptreller's Offlce. OFA has no money now or
budgeted for this activity, The Canptroller's pesition 1s that the
anticipated required funds should be avallable from OAR's FY A7 budget in
light of the increased funding 1t recelved for CFC's; I gave an inlitial
estimte of between $150,000 and 200,000 for near term rall activities,
depending on the Agencys selected course(s) of action. Callahan did con-
cede that if the "worse casc" scenarlo were to play out, the front office
would have to dig deep For the necessary funds,

e attached paper lays out several possible ocutcomes of the
litigatlion and those contingent activities that the Agency (OAR) may
want to consider, along with an estimte of thelr assoclated cests.

ce: P. Stolpman, OPAR
N. Ketcham-Colwlll, 0OGC
g EXIARDS =507
.,ﬂv)id-fo&/ prd



CONTINGENT ACTIVITIES

Resources

The Agency should anticipate that the impending decision of the
Third Circult will necessitate the development of strategy options,
to respond to the assured follow~on actions of the AAR and its member
carriers, and by astate and local governments.

Recognizing that the Agency does not intend to reestablish the
noise program that was administratively abolished in 1982, and
further the very limited inhouse technical expertise available to -
bring to bear on these matters Ln an efficient and timely manner, Lt
15 recommended that funds be ser aside in FYB? for expert consultants/ -
contracts to provide for quick-reaction services and support to meet v
the anticipated Agency requirements.

Recommendations:

1. Expert Ceonsultant(s):

Immediately execute a purchase order(s) in the amount not-to-
excead 520k (each), for one to two consultants who are Intimate with
the federal regulatory policy and technical issues involved.

This action will assure the Agency of the on-call availabilivy
of key skills to assist in laying out any required strategy/options,
as well as to provide expert advice on the issues which will be
presented to the Agency as a result of the unfolding lLitigation.

2. Contractot{(s):

It can bhe reasopably anticipated that relacively substantial
quick-reaction technical work will be required should regulatory
action be mandated, It is projected chat a minimum two-person year
effort may be required tn the remainder of FYB7, or approximately
$150k. A significantly larger effort in FYB88 could be called for,
probably on the arder of $600-750k,

liowever, it would he premature to obligate [unds to a
contractor(s) ia the absence of definitive tasks that can only be
clearly identified following the decislon of the Third Circuic, and
the parties response thereto, Therefore, it is recommended that "no-~
year” funds be set aside in FY87 which can he obligated on relatively
short notice, likely in early FYBS,
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Notrs for Meeting Relative to Naoise
Regulatory Responsibility

Residual noise functions transferred from QAR to DEA/OFA by
Administrator on 18 Auqust 1986.

DEA/DFA understoed that all ongoing functions would continue
tc he performed at a maintenance level.

OFA continued the maintenance level operations throughout ihe
sumner and fall of 1986, .

The noise program was fully integrated into ongoing agency activities
under NEPA and Section 309, so that long-term compliance activi-

ties associated with noise act requirements were conducted in
copjunction with the EPA environmental review process.

Nuring the Nctober 1986 term of the Supreme Court, the State of
Balawara appealed a4 ruling by the 3rd Circuit Court involving
their attempt to regulate the noise from a railyard. The Supreme
Court remanded the case hack to the 3rd Nircuit for further

consideratian,

Nuring late fall of 1986 the fity of Seattle petitioned the
Administrator for "special local condition” status, to permit
them to issue State regqulations covering the noise made hy a
railyard already reqgulated by the Federal Government,

Both the Nelaware and Seattle cases will probably result in Lhe
requirement for further Federal regulation.

The A/A OEA does not feel that DEA should become invalved in
issuing requlatians,

The responsibility for issuance of noise regulations under
Sections 5, 6, 8, 10, 15, 17, 18 should be assumed by

0AR.

One way this responsibility can be formally agreed to is by
a Memorandum of lnderstanding (MGU) between OEA and DAR,

The 1S and non-regulatory functions of the noise program should
remain with OFA and continue to be integrated into the NEPA, 309
review process. This effert has been an ongoing functien and
has been one of our most active areas.



P Ly

OFA should retain the Section 7, aircraft functions of the Act,
since the person performing the non-regulatory noise functions
for OFA was the former branch chief of the EPA Aviation
Assistance Branch in the Noise Office and is a graduate of

the Air University of the U.S. Air Force. His assistant is

a reemployad retiree who has 15 years' experience in civil
aviation noise work.

A very large amount of agency EIS work invelves noise effects from
Air Force hases and civil aviation afrports and the expertise in
this area resides in OFA.

[f this division of labor can be worked out satisfactorily,
OFA can commit the services of qualified staff members to any
duly constituted noise regulatory work group.

In this way, they can assist in any proposed regulatory development,
while at the same time, continue their non-regulatory work as members
of OFA.

Greater detail of breakdown of responsibilities indicated in enclosed
“Noise Discussion Paper,"”



NNTSE DI1SCUSSION PAPER

B #

1. Background

The EPA noise program has been integrated into ongoing agency activities under NFPA and Sectinn 309,
so that long-term compliance activities associated with noise act requirements can be conducted in conjunce
tion with the EPA envirunmental review process, The objective of the envirormental review process is to
foster the goals of the NEPA process by easuring that the EPA’s environmental expertise, including nofse,
as expressed in its comments in Federa) actfons and other interagency tiaison activity, is considered hy

ayency decisionmakers,
Il, Activities Requiring Mainly Contact with other Agencies or the Puhlic

° [Interagency Activities Authority
Section 4 NCA

1. Under our responsibilities pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended,

we review on a continuing basis, Federal
activities that can create noise impacts through-
out the nation, This effort has been an ongoing
function and has been one of the our most active
areas,

MEPA
309 of Air Act

Section 7 NCA

1

2. EPA participates in the development of, and
comments on, all FAA aircraft noise standards, We

are also consulted by FAA on the granting of any
exemptions from any FAA standards. e also consult on
special noise situations, This {s an area where we are
also involved by virtue of our Section 3N9 and NEPA
responsibilities as well as the Noise Control Act.

309 CAA

3. The Agency is a member of the Interagency Group on Section 7 NGCA
Interpational Aviation {(1G1A) which formulates the "

U.5, position on aviation noise for presentation Section A11 FAA
to the international Civil Aviation Organization

(ICAD) Committer uwp Aviation Envirommental Protectian,
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Interagency Activities

4, e work with State and local goveriments in the
development of poise abatement plans, We recently
completed assisting the State of Maryland with the noise
portion of their State Enviropmental Plan,

5. \lnder the provisions of the Noise Control Ant, each
Federal agency is required to comply with Federal,

State, and local noise control requirements, We are
continuing our work to ensure such compliance on the

part of Federal agencies by incorporation this inte

our Federal facilities compliance program, This will
include such things as project Feporting by agencies,
inspection and monitorinyg of Federal facilities, and
approval of appropriate exemptions of Federal facilities.

Congressional and Public Information Activities:

1. We presently respond to a very large number of written

and telephone requests from Congress, industry and

the public for infermation or assistance. Additionally,
EPA provides a large number of noise ralaten publications
to the public.

2. We work with public interest groups such as the
American Speech and Hearing Association, Better
Hearing Institute, Alexander Graham Bell Association,
etc, in areas of common interest.

3. Along the same lines, we work with professional
and governmental groups interested in noise ahatement
and control, such as the National Associatian of
Counties, the National Leayue of Cities, the National
Governars Conference, etc, Also work with several
major universities,

Autharity
- Sectinon 14 HNCA

- Section 4 NCA

- Section 14 NLA

- Section 14 NLA

- Section j4 NCA

—r am— -



I, Activities Requiring Mainly Regulatary Oversight or Development

2 Interagency Activities

.

1.

2.

We exercise regulatory oversight for 11 noise
reyulations in effect. When EPA was recently petitioned
by industry for a change in the medium and heavy

truck reyulation, we responded to these patitions

with changes,

If a State or local government wishes to issus
regulations in an area considered preempted by the
Fedoral Government, we are responsible for daciding
whether a "special local determination" can he
issued permitting such regulation.

There are a wide number of regulatory-reltated
responsibilities that are handled on a casp-hy-case
hasis as they occur,

° Granting of model specific codes for labels
on all imported motorcyclies and mopeds
covered by EPA regulations,

®  Hesearch, studies, demonstrations nr exemptions
for manufactured products distributed in
camnerce that do not meet specified criteria.

®  Hearing Protector regulation oversiyght.

®  lnder the yeneral provisions regulation for
product noise labeling, we assist product
manufacturers or trade associations in developing
voluntary noise labeling programs,

Authority

- Sections {NCA)
h, A, 17, 15, 18

- Sections {MCA)
17, 18

Section B NCA

Section 10 NCA

- Section R KCA

Section 8 NCA



SUMMARY

Recommended Office within EPA

Noise Control Act
{By Section} Responsible for Activities

P T e Lk b

Section Section
l. Title
2. Policy
3. Definitions ’
4, Federal Programs OFA —of
h. Criteria DAR,~
6. Regulations DAR
7. Aircraft OFA —2fZ
¥ B. Labeling AR«
b 9, Imports OfFp — 0l T
10, Prohibited Acts NARS"
11. Enforcement
12, Citizen Suits
13. Records -
14, Quiet Communities OFA -
DAR~—

15. Low-Noise Products

14, MWitnesses

17. Railroads OAR/
18. Motor Carriers NAR

19. Appropriations

-
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENT AL 4RBTECTIOTTAGENCY
JUL | 6 1986

‘MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:

FROM;

TO:

THRU:

Howard M. Mesaner .

Assistant Administrator

The Administrator

AX

The Deputy Administrator

/8/ Howara M. Magansp -

4 -

Approval of Revision to "Noise Control Act”
Delegations-~-DECISION MEMORANDUM

Attached for your approval are proposed revisions. t:o
twelve “Noise Control Act" Delegations contained in :
the Agency Delegations Manual.

These revisions would transfer the delegated authorities
‘from the Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation to the
Assistant Administrator for External Affairs wheo currently has
primary responsibility for monitoring the Agency's Noise program.
{Since the "ecriminal enforcement” delegation only involves the
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Monitoring and does not
pertain to the Office of Air and Radlat_lon/l:xternal Affairs

responsibilities,

it has not been revised)

The revised delegations were circulated for review to

the Assistant Administrator for External Affairs,
Administrator for Air and Radiation,
and the Office of the Comptroller.

the Assistant

the General Counsel,
All have concurred.

I recommend you approve these delegations of authority
by signing below,

Attaclhments
MOD:PM-213:J.Gallahan:W/329:382-5000:7/2/8G:DISK~-JIM

Appraved;

Leo M« Thomas

AUG_| 8 1983

bec: Jim Gallahan Howard Messner
John Chamberlin (2)
Seymour Greenstone Deputy Administrator
I'e Administrator
ur
0,0
CONCURRENCES
symooL My Mmio MO 04 ..................
wlmmsbg/ ({./ o 'p._z ................................
oave M b 41> '7/
v | OFFICIAL FILE COI

EPA Form 1320.1 {I2-70])
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Mr. A. C. Stewart

State Pollution Control Commission
157 Liverpool Street

Sidney 2000

Australia

Dear Mr. Stewart:

He were pleased to learn from your letter {Reference 701350
RAJACS:FS) of 18 August that the information we provided to you
on 20 March was useful, We also found your report and the copy
of your paper to be of considerable interest; and we concur that
Level Weighted Population (LWP) is a more meaningful measure of
noise fmpact than number of persons exposed above 65 dB Leq.

With respect to the noise test procedure stipulated in our
regulation for medium and heavy trucks: it is indeed adapted from,
and almost identical to, the SAE J366 Test procedure. The
regulatory procedure incorporates a slight modification aimed at
assuring that a vehicle equipped with automatic transmission
generates maximum engine noise during the test. We beliave this
minor modification has no appreciable effect on the test results
except to place the automatic transmission vehicies on the same
footing as the manual transmission vehicles.

As regards the comparison between the current ADR 28A 1imit
of 89 decibels and the US regulatory 1imit of 83 decthels we
suggest a slightly different interpretation than that discussed
in your Tetter. Details are provided in the attached Technical

Memorandum,

The analysis presented in the Technical memorandum suggests that

the ADR 23A notse 1imit of 89 dB correspends to a noise 1imit of
about 86 dB as measured by the slightly modified SAE J366b test

procedure prescribed in the new truck noise regulation promulgated by

the USEPA. This 1imit is 3 dB higher (less stringent) than the
current IS standard of 83 dB, and 68dB higher than the post-1987
US standard of 80 dB, Obviously, a lower noise limit would
reduce the noise impact due to trucks.
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I trust that you will find the information provided herein
both interesting and useful, If you have any further questions
or comments, we shall be glad to respond. Technical matters
may be discussed with Fred Mintz of my staff. He can be
reached at our mailing address here at EPA or by phone at
(202) 382-5083.

Sincerely,

Richard E, Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

COMPARISON OF RESULTS OF TRUCK DRIVE-BY NOISE TEST:
AUSTRALIAR ADR 28A AND USEPA/SAE J366b PROCEDURES
Reference: Report No. MV-N-1, revised January 1984,

A Compariscn of Methods for Measuring the Noise of Individual
Motar VehicTes, NSH State PolTution Control Commission {Australian}

The referenced report provides noise test results on truck drive-bys
for several different procedures, including the ADR 28A and the SAE J366b
procedures {the latter procedure is essentially identical to that pre-
scribed 1in the U. S. noise regulation for new trucks promulgated by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA}). This memo deals specifically
with the statistical correlation (and difference) between the results
of the ADR 2BA and the SAE 1366 procedures presented in the report,

Consider that the ADR 20A test results averaged 5.2 dB higher
than the SAE J366b results, but that the former were observed
at 7.5 meters, whereas the latter were at 15 meters. From the
data in Table 3.1 of referance report, the mean difference
between SAE J366 measurement at 7.5 and 15 meters was 7.4 dB,
rather than the & dB one would expect theoretically with a point
source, This indicates an excess attenuation of about 1.4 dB,
presumably due to the presence of relatively soft ground
surface between source and microphone.

If one subtracted this "Excess attenuatian" from the 5.2 dB
difference between ADR 2BA (at 7.5) and the J366 measurements
{at 15m) the difference between ADR 28A and J366 data
theoretically would be 3.8 dB over a hard surface, Consequently
the ADR 28A 1imit of 89 dB would correspond to a J366 1imit
of 85,2 dB.

Another way of looking at the data is to compare the ADR 2BA
data {at 7.5m) with the J366 data at 7.5m, We find a mean increment
of 1.8 di {with a of about 2 (!))from the ADR 28A values (at 7.5m)
to the J366 values at 7.5 meters. Subtracting the theoretical
6 dB increment (for a hard surface and point source) to adjust the 7.5
meter data to 15 meters, yields a calculated difference of 4.2 dB betwaen



the ADR 28A data (at 7.5m) and the J366 data (at 15m). Conse-
quently the ANDR 28A 1imit of 89 dB would correspond to a J366
Timit of 84.8 dB,

On average, the foregoing two approaches suggest that the
ADR2BA 1imit, adjusted to a 15 meter measuring distance, corres-
ponds to 85 dB by the SAE J366 procedure, ? dB less stringent
than U.S.nofse standard adopted by EPA - and 5 dB less stringent
than the post-1687 U. S, standard of 80 dB,

IT one accepts the Hillquist conclusien (reference 7.2 of the
report) that the attenuation between 7.5 meters and 15 meters
should be 5.1 dB rather than 6 dB, then the foregoing results
would be modified as shown below:

1.) Adjusting the J366 data at 7.5 meters to 15 meters

by 5.1 dB, and subtracting from this value the mean 1.8 dB
difference between ADR 28A data (at 7.5m) and the J366 data
{at 7.5m) we obtain a theoretical adjusted factor of 3.3 dB:
this suggests that the ADR 28A 1imit (at 7.5m) of the 89 dB
corresponds to a J366 1imit (at 15m)of 85.7 dB.

2) We can conclude from the 7.4 dB mean difference between
J366 test data at 7.5m and at 15m, that the excess atten-
uation averaged (7.4 - 5.1=) 2.3 dB. Subtracting this figure
from the observed 5.2 dB difference between ADR 28A results
{at 7.5m} and the J366 results {at 15 m), we obtain a
theoretical adjustment factor of {for a hard test surface) of
(5.2 -~ 2.3=)2.9 dB. Consequently the thearetical 1366 limit
corresponding to the ADR 28A limit of 89 dB would be 86.1 dB.

3.) From 1) and 2) above, the average value of the ADR 28A
limit corresponding to the J366 1imit would be 85.9 dB; this
is practically 3 dB higher {less stringent) than the current
EPA standard of B3 dB, and 6 dB higher than the post-1987

U. S. standard of 80 dB.
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