








A Balanced
Approach to
Noise Control
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Bureau of the Census showed that

noise is considered to be the most undasir-
able neighborhood condition—more irritat-
ing than crime and deteriorating housing.
The poll also pointed out that the propor-
tion of Americans who feel this way has
been increasing yearly. This information
underscores the need for regulations and
programs to abate noise pollution in our
society.

Early in 1978, the U.S. Senate held over-
sight hearings to determine what amend-
ments to the Noise Control Act of 1972
were needed to respond to the growing
national constituency against noise. Two
things surfaced as being necessary: addi-
tional research into the non-auditory health
effects of noise, and stronger State and
local programs equipped to administer
noise administration and enforcement. Qut
of these hearings, the Congress drafted a
set of amendments which became known
collectively as the Quiet Communities Act
of 1978,

I am pleased that, following the enact-
ment of the Noise Control Act of 1972,
rasearch has made significant inroads to-
ward an understanding of the effects of
noise. What is too much noise? Research
enables us to answer the question in terms
of volume, duration, and character of the
noise. Research thus provides a basis for
regulations that give numerical noise limits.
The answer to this question forms the
health and welfare justification for local
noise control ordinances and Federal
product regulation.

There has never been any doubt that ex-
cessive noise can cause severe hearing
impairment. Studies of the auditory effects
of noise abound. There also is no doubt that
we live in a world filled with potentially
harmful levels of noise. Our jobs, our enter-
tainment and recreation, and our neighbor-
hoods and homes all expose us to excessive
levels of noise. It is estimated that 20 mil-
lion or more Americans are exposed daily
to noise that is permanently damaging to
their hearing. EPA’s research has already
established the limits of noise volume and
duration above which exposure will result
in hearing damage.

Recently, however, EPA’s investigation
of the health and physiological effects of
noise has extended beyond the sotely audi-
tory effects. We are currently in the second
year of a four-year study which is examin-
ing the non-auditory effect of noise on
primates. The results to date give us some-
thing to worry about. When exposed to
noise levels similar to those experienced
by millions of Americans in urban areas,
the laboratory animals experience a 30 per-
cent elevation in blood pressure. Further-
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from the noisy environment, their high
blood pressure persists.

This suggests the possibility of some-
thing quite startling. That is, not only might
our noisy living and working environments
be giving us high blood pressure, but those
occasional vacations we take to the country
may not be giving us much of a respite from
the ravages of noise. Since high blood pres-
sure {hypertension) is a serious risk factor
for heart disease and stroke and these two
causes account for 48 percent of the deaths
in this country each year, the public health
implications of this study could be very
serious indeed.

These significant findings correlate well
with 40 epidemiological studies in 11 coun-
tries, which link noise exposure with cardi-
ovascular disease. These findings highlight
the need for noise abatement and for con-
tinued research. During the next two years,
EPA will continue its research into the
physiological effects with emphasis placed
on cardiovascular effects, sleep, and
reproduction.

The Quiet Communities Act gives us the
opportunity to carry out noise abatement
that is needed so critically. EPA’s noise
abatement initiatives have been and will
be part of a well-balanced program that
emphasizes both national standard-setting
and State and local programs. Noise is
viewed primarily as a local problem requir-
ing local solutions. It is our intention to use
the resources provided by the Quiet Com-
munities Act to foster the development of
State and local noise programs throughout
the Nation. By so doing, we are using
Federal dollars to initiate self-sustaining
local programs that can work on their own
to control noise in the future.

Principal features of EPA’s State and
local program initiatives are public educa-
tion and information. EPA communicates
with localities, providing information on
the health effects of noise and the need for
Federal product regulation. It also provides
assistance to communities interested in
adopting and maintaining noise control
programs. When the information and edu-
cation programs take hold in the local com-
munities, EPA may follow-up with technical
and financial assistance.

Those of us in government must always
be aware of the needs, costs, and benefits
of regulatory programs. The Agency’s re-
search program has amply demonstrated
that the nced for noise abatement is critical.
EPA’s reliance on State and local program
initiatives should help keep the costs of
abatement activities down. The benefits
will speak for themselves in a quiet and
healthy environment. [J]
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weighed against the impact of the noise
which accompanies the convenience) are
complex, in these instances we can be
guided by ample precedent; a history of
decisions that have become accepted by
the American people and by Congress as
the standard which is expected from the
National Park Service.

In several instances, however, the con-
flict between noise and park values is even
more complex. Occasionally, the activities
that produce noise which impacts directly
and adversely on park resources have no
relationship to the enjoyment of park re-
sources, yet are important to the communi-
ties which are adjacent to the resource.
Since it is not particularly useful to gen-
eralize about such conflicts, let me take
two examples to illustrate the problems and
our approach to resolving them.

Grand Teton National Park in northwest
Wyoming, established in 1929 and ex-
panded in 1950, encompasses some 500
square miles of breathtaking mountains that
rise abruptly from the floor of Jackson Hole
Valley.

The stark rocky peaks were formed by a
combination of fire and ice—volcanic ac-
tion caused land to rise and fall along the
Teton Fault, then glaciers roamed the
valleys shaping the present canyons. The
ice sheets cleared soil from areas that now
are dominated by sagebrush and deposited
it in moraines that support pine, Engeimann
spruce, and alpine fir. The Park is home to
bighorn sheep, bear, deer, moose, and in
fall welcomes a massive migration of elk to
feeding grounds in Jackson Hole.

Jackson Hole Airport, located within the
boundaries of the Park, evolved from an
unpaved landing strip in the 1930’s, as over
the years a runway and terminal facilities
were built on land leased from Federal,
State, and private interests. When the land
passed into the National Park System in
1950 the airport remained and became the
only airport inside a National Park, through
a continuing lease arrangement with the
Park Service. In 1963, and again in 1967,
the Federal Aviation Administration sug-
gested extending the airport runway to
accommodate larger propelier-driven
planes, then jets. The National Park Service
began studies of runway capacity in 1965,
and in 1971, Congress appropriated $2
million to study and implement improve-
ments to Jackson Hole Airport. The Service
issued a draft environmental impact state-
ment in 1973 on major airport improve-
ments including a wider, longer, and
stronger runway, runway lighting systems,
an air traffic contro! tower, and a sewage
treatment system. Most of these improve-
ments were approved by reviewing agen-
cies and are now complete, with the
exception of runway changes.

in our final Environmental Impact State-
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ment in 1974, the Service recommended
denial for the runway extension and jet
service to Jackson Hole Airport, and
instead advocated the development of a
comprehensive regional transportation
plan that would meet valid transportation
needs without unacceptable impacts on
Grand Teton National Park and nearby
Yellowstone.

Since 1974, the question not only of
whether or not to expand the'airport, but
also whether it should continue at all within
park boundaries has been fully debated and
discussed by government agencies at the
local, State, and Federal levels, and by
concerned interest groups.

The impact of airport-associated noise
has been studied by the Environmental
Protection Agency and the National Park
Service. What we found was that were it
not for airplane noise, the quiet in some
sections of the park would be so profound
that scientists could not register the sound
levels. What this meant was that the nat-
ural sounds of the Tetons, the murmuring
of streams, bird calls, even the sounds of
snow falling from the trees, could be heard.

The experiencing of these sounds is as
integral to the fuli enjoyment of the
Tetons as is an unobstructed view of the
park itself. In a setting such as the Grand
Tetons, where visitors actively seek quiet,
the sound of airplanes; particularly jet air-
planes, passes from being an annoyance
into a major intrusion.

We also analyzed the relationship of the
airport to the purposes of the National
Park and found that only 1 percent of the
people who visit the park each year use
the airport.

In light of these facts, Interior Secretary
Cecil D. Andrus, in August of this year,
announced his refusal to approve any run-
way extension, and calied for the imple-

.mentation of a noise abatement plan for

airport activities. The Secretary also indi-

cated his belief that the special use permit
for the airport should not be renewed when
it expires in 1995, and urged that efforts to
relocate the airport be begun immediately.

In announcing his decision, Andrus said:
"With this much advance notice, l am
confident that the people of Jackson, work-
ing with local, State, and Federal assist-
ance, can locate and develop a new airport
site or other means to satisfy the transpor-
tation needs of the area. This decision
reflects our concern that the pristine setting
of this beautiful nationa! park should not
indefinitely be degraded by unnecessary
noise and disturbance.”

In another, even more complex, situation,
we are concerned about the impact of
noise associated with the operatious of
Washington National Airport in Arlington,
Va., on Park Service areas in and around
the Nation’s Capital.

National Airport is located just across
the Potomac River from Washington, D.C.,

and serves some 13 million people each
year. Because of past problems with noise
complaints from suburban residents of
Virginia and Maryland, air traffic from
National is largely routed over the rivers
just north and south of the airport.

This means that many of the Capital’s
most significant and heavily visited
memorials and parklands are located
either directly under, or immediately
adjacent to, National Airport’s approach
and departure paths. These areas include
Arlington Memorial Cemetery and the iwo
Jima Memorial, and Park Service-operated
areas such as the Washington Monument,
the Memorials to Lincoln, Jefferson, and
Theodore Roosevelt, and a number of
historic sites and recreational areas. Be-
cause of this proximity, aircraft noise
effectively disrupts an otherwise moving
experience for millions of park visitors
each year. _

Many of the memorials offer interpretive
programs presented by National Park
Service guides instead of signs. Park per-
sonnel at the Jefferson and Lincoln Memo-
rials must contend with repeated noise
interruptions during their talks. Some
guides have developed a speak, pause
pattern to accommodate the jets. Other
guides on Theodore Roosevelt Island have
resorted to using megaphones to get their
message across. In addition, the intensified
effect of the aircraft noise on the hearing of
park employees, because of the acoustical
properties of those structures, is a matter
of some concern to Park officials.

The intrusion of aircraft noise is espe-
cially harsh at some of the historical loca-
tions. At Arlington House in the heart of

‘Arlington Cemetery, tour guides attempt to

recreate the mood of the home when Gen-
eral Robert E. Lee lived there, as jets roar
by outside. Turkey Run Farm is a working
replica of the farms that fed the residents of
the Nation’s Capital in the 18th Century.
All the accoutrements are authentic except
the noise from above.

In the past years, the Park Service has
sponsored concerts, plays, and musicals at
various places in and around the District
of Columbia. The Watergate Concerts,
which were held near the famous apart-
ment complex starting in the '60’'s had to
be stopped because of the noise. Sym-
phony concerts at the lwo Jima Memorial
were cancelled when the Navy Band re-
fused to continue playing in competition
with the aircraft. Additionally, many pos-
sible visitor activities, such as readings
and presentations, are automatically ruled
out for the Capital area because of the
noise interference.

Vacationing visitors are subjected to
such extremes of sound at the base of the

Continued on page 33












and for many there is no escape
because they cannot afford to
move. The regulatory authority
for controlling aviation noise
lies with the Federal Aviation
Administration. Recently they
have put out some regulations
that will result in a substantial
reduction in the number of peo-
ple exposed to aviation noise by
1985, That's the good news.
The bad news is that immedi-
ately thereafter the number of
peopie exposed will begin to
rise again because of the ex-
pected increase in air traffic.

is already there. Homes can be
insulated and designed to shut
out noise, if we know they are
going to be exposed to a high
noise level. Land bordering a
noisy industrial site can be put
to compatible use instead of
being residential. Highways, of
course, can be routed away
from residential areas. There
can be spacing between the
highway and the homes them-
salves and barriers can be
erected. It's easier and more
cost-effective to erect a barrier
along the highway or at the edge
of a community at the time the
original highway or community
is being built. If we install bar-
riers after the fact, as Virginia is
now doing around the beltway
in Washington, D.C., we find
it's very difficult to buy the
orooer land and to place the bar-

The Congress has been critical
really on two points. Cne is the
speed with which we put out
regulations, and the other is the
lack of emphasis on State and
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local programs. Inthe time since
the criticism was originally
voiced regarding the regula-
tions, we have proposed a num-
ber of additional regulations
and we expect to promul-

gate them very shortly. The
question of State and local
programs is more difficult
because the 1972 act did not
give us any real responsibility
to deal with States and local-
ities. That has been corrected
and we feel that the perform-
ance that Congress will now see
under the Quiet Communities
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Atthe present time, large trucks,
rail cars and locomotives, and
air compressors are regulated.
Shortly we will promulgate final
regulations on garbage trucks,
buses, motorcycles, and other
railroad equipment, In addition,
we are initiating a labeling pro-
gram to help consumers make
informed choices about the
products they buy. This is im-
portant because consumers can
control the amount of noise pol-
iution to which they are ex-
posed more so than in the other
pollution areas. Noise is such a
pervasive pollutant, perhaps the
most pervasive that this Agency
deals with, that it would be im-
possible for us to protect people
from all serious exposures.
Individuals must help protect
themselves.

can and should do with regard
to many noises including disco
noise. EPA can inform people
that their hearing can be dam-
aged. But they must decide for
themselves. We have also in-

formed local communities about
what other communities have
done. For instance, in Mont-
gomery County, Md., school
dances are controlled below
certain decibel levelsandina
few communities signs are
posted outside discos to warn
people of possible harm to their
hearing. Rock music perform-
ances could be handled in the
same manner.

Yes. Some manufacturers rec-
ognize that they can build
quieter products and that this
could be an excellent selling
point, particularly for some
consumer products. Consumers
must let the manufacturers
know that quieter products are
more desirable.

We are working now with
several industry groups on the
development of voluntary label-
ing programs. The offer which
the Agency has held out to them
is that if they develop a volun-
tary program that meets our
criteria, then EPA will postpone
imposing a Federal labeling re-
quirement on their product until
their program has a chance to
prove itseif,

The neighborhoods around
many airports will get signifi-
cantly quieter by 1985, Un-
fortunately, the noise wil! start
back up at a fairly rapid rate

unless further steps are taken.
Noise is no different from all the
other pollutants that EPA con-
trols. If we want to make the
year 2000 clean or quiet, steps
must be taken now to change
the design of products and fac-
tories, since long lead-times are
involved. With the present Fed-
eral effort in noise we are not
able to promise that the year
2000 will really be any quieter
than the year 1972, the year the
Congress directed EPA to
launch an attack on this
poilutant.

If EPA is vigorous in its imple-
mentation of the Quiet Commu-
nity Act, we may be able to hold
the line on noise exposure. Of
course, without a Federal pro-
gram, the situation would be
much worse.

We see a tremendous enthu-
siasm for noise control at the
State and local level. Infact, a
recent Gallup poll showed that
next to water pollution, noise
was mentioned more often as a
serious pollution problem than
any other. The number of local
noise ordinances has sky-
rocketed in the last several
years. Therefore, we predicta
very rapid growth in State and
local programs to control noise.

| began my career in the Fed-
eral Government working on air
pollution. Back in the 60's air
pollution was viewed primarily
as an irritant which made peo-
ple’s eyes water in Los Angeles,
and few people recognized air
poliution’s more serious heath
effects. The air pollution pro-
gram and the public’s under-
standing of the problem have
grown tremendously. The noise
control program is still at the
"Los Angeles” irritant stage in
terms of public awareness. The
Noise Program is lucky to be in
EPA, which has had the experi-
ence of these other growing
programs. The noise program
can profit from the insights
gained. [

This interview was conducted
by Chris Perham, Assistant
Editor, EPA Journal.



Health
and

Noise

he realization that noise is a pollutant

has been very slow in coming to the
general public. Yet it is clear that we are
now fighting the same battle against noise
pollution that we fought 10 to 15 years
ago over air and water pollution.

As a physician, | am very concerned
about this problem because of its insidious
quality. First of all noise is invisible and its
impact on our total environment, including
people, has proven to be more difficult to
define than that of other environmental
pollutants.

Most of the scientific evidence available
supporting the fact that noise is harmful to
human beings is in the auditory area. At
the recent Model Symposium on Commu-
nity Noise, held last May in Washington,
D.C., Dr. David Lipscomb reminded us that
the cochlea in the inner ear is completed in
the developing fetus by the third month of
pregnancy and it is virtually of adult size
and complexity by that time. This would in-
dicate that the auditory mechanism is de-
signed to serve an extremely vital partin a
person’s livelihood.

The insidious character of high level
exposure is such that it may be weeks,
months, years, or decades before the total
influence and reaction is felt by the person
so exposed. Dr. Lipscomb also brought out
the fact that we don’t have “earlids.”” We
can’'t effectively close off our ears from the
sound around us. Therefore, it is imperative
that our ears have some quiet time because
community noise levels are increasing. Our
ears are more susceptible or predisposed to
damage from high intensity sound because
they are not rested but remain under
continued assault.

Hearing is our maior social and learning
sense. The ear is a magnificent microcosm
of creation. It may be small in size but it is
mighty in its impact on the totality of hu-
man life. | baliave that we should eliminate
exposure to high level sound, which can
destrov the structure and function of this
beautifully enaineered receiver of vital
outside information,

There is another auditory effect from ex-
cassive noise and that is in speech inter-
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Terence. A good deal of study has been
undertaken to discover what kind of speak-
ing voice is necessary for an individual to
be able to carry on an intelligent conversa-
tion with another person from various dis-
tances in the presence of noise. We now
have a good feel for what happens when
naise interferes with a person’s communi-
cating ability. Adequate communication
has a bearing on everything including
safety and the quality of life.

What has not been investigated but cer-
tainly should be, is whather the decrease in
hearing sensitivity in response to noise ex-
posure is a protective mechanism of our
bodies against a perhaps greater danger—
physiological damage resulting from noise
exposure. We know that noise can constrict
blood vessels, speed the heart rate, stimu-
late the outpouring of adrenal cortical hor-
mones, and elevate the blood cholesterol
level. And Dr. Robert Cantrell, Chairman of
the Committee on the Medical Aspects of
Noise, American Academy of Otolaryn-
gology, feels very strongly that since noise
enters the body through the ear, the body
may wish to protect itself from greater
damage by sacrificing the sense of hearing,
which is not absolutely necessary for hu-
man survival,

In addition, there are other very im-
portant non-auditory effects of excessive
noise. A partial list would include cardio-
vascular constriction, elevated blood pres-
sure, increased heart rate, more labored
breathing, measureable changes in skin re-
sistance and skeletal muscle tension,
digestive system changes, glandular activ-
ity altering the chemical content of blood
and urine, vestibular effect. balance sense
effect, changes in brain chemistry, and so
forth.

Recent research has also indicated that
excessive noise exposure during pregnancy
can influence early embryo development. A
very careful set of studies done at Research
Triangle Park, N.C., attributed this fact to
overproduction of corticosteroids, which
induces congenital defects, and so we are
beginning to see that noise can be a nega-
tive influence to coming generations. There
are correlations also, which still are not well
understood, between more noisy environ-
ments and mental disorders.

I am very much interested in a recent
animal research report presented by Dr.
Ernest Peterson of University of Miami, at
the Model Symposium on Community
Noise. He has exposed rhesus monkeys
(whose cardiovascular system operates on
the same general principle as human be-
ings) to a noise exposure sequence resem-
bling the exposure pattern that an industrial
worker in the western world might experi-
ence on a daily basis. Various forms of
household noise, transportation noise,
cafeteria noise, work-place noise, air con-
ditioner drone, aircraft fly-overs and
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these animals for nine months.

The test showed an immediate rise in
their blood pressure when the noise was
turned on. Over a period of time blood
pressure was elevated 30 percent, which
percentage was sustained over the nine
month period. But the most interesting re-
sult was the fact that their biood pressure
remained at the 30 percent increased level
long after the noise was turned off. If one
chooses to translate this information to the
human condition {aithough at present there
are no clinical studies on people to confirm
the hypothesis) it becomes evident that if
you as a person are exposed to high noise
levels and you wish to escape them for a
few days by relaxing and allowing the
effects of the noise to dissipate, you will
be disappointed because the effects are
going to last much longer than the noise.

Although it is a normal physiological re-
sponse for a person to have elevated blood
pressure during periods of stress, under
most circumstances the blood pressure
returns to normal when the stress is re-
moved. Continued stress can lead to hyper-
tension and be a cantributing cause in
decreasing life expectancy. Excessive noise
in the environment falls into the category of
“‘continued stress’’ and actually poses a
safety danger as regards a person'’s ability
to hear important warnings in our everyday
pattern of life.

Even in the area of recreational activ-
ities, noise is important. A recent survey
done by the Environmental Health Admin-
istration of Washington, D.C. measured the
noise level of 18 discos in the District.
Measurements were made at the edge of
the dance floor, at the disc jockey station,
and at the bar. On the basis of accepted
standards it was found that: {1} Fifty per-
cent of the discos constituted an occupa-
tional hazard to disc jockeys and bartend-
ers, and that in three discos, the noise level
was such that the exposure time for the disc
jockey should be limited to one hour or
less, and {2) if occupational limits are
applied in the case of patrons, then at the
noisier discos, the patrons should not be
permitted to remain for more than two
hours.

There are numerous reasons for stress-
ina the need for a quieter environment.
First, the human body is a wondrous device
which uses a complicated set of counter-
relevant forces that are kept in balance in
order to maintain body health and eauilib-
rium. Any unnecessary influence which
interferes with the normal body function
should not be tolerated.

Second, ane most important human
need is for a desirable quality of life. This
is not possible in the case of half the citi-
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But it takes more than an ordinance to
reduce noise in a neighborhood. The
shelves at any City Hall are filled with
ordinances that have never been enforced.
In part, the reason has been because people
have assumed that city neighborhoods have
to be noisy. Many are now discovering that
this need:not be the case and are conse-
quently turning to neighborhood organiza-
tions to develop or enforce city noise
statutes.

Allentown, Pa., is a prime example.
Allentown was the first city to receive
Federal assistance for a demonstration
program for noise reduction under the
"*Quiet Communities’ program. The Com-
munity of Neighborhood Organizations
{CNO) was the driving force that provided
constant and sustaining grass-roots support
to obtain and carry out this grant.

In addition, the organization worked
closely with the city government in the
development of Allentown’s noise ordi-
nance. Groups from various neighborhoods
worked to ensure that their specific noise
problems {motorcycles, nightclubs, indus-
try, etc.) were addressed in the ordinance.
Through its Environmental Issues Commit-
tek, the group was also a leader in the
uitimate adoption of an effective ordinance.

On a smaller scale, the Basset Neighbor-
hood Association serves a twelve-square
block area in the central city of Madison,
Wis. The area is made up primarily of small
apartment buildings, housing mostly stu-
dents and senior citizens. The population of
the area is about 2,5600.

The Association has been working for the
past two years on 8 comprehensive neigh-
borhood plan. A major component of the
plan is a proposal to divert through-traffic
away from interior neighborhood streets.
Arterial streets would take traffic around
the neighborhood and barriers and weight
restrictions would keep traffic within the
neighborhood to a minimum. The Associa-
tion has worked to mobilize support for the
plan among residents. The plan has made
it through the city planning review process,
and is now before the City Council. Asso-
ciation leaders feel that it will be enacted
soon.

In Sarasota, Fla., Project Traffic was
organized by a single neighborhood organ-
ization to deal with traffic noise problems
throughout the city. The Project is presently
completing research on the problem. A
study of Federal, State, and local noise
laws has been done and a draft noise ordi-
nance developed. in addition, a consuitant
has just completed a city-wide traffic plan
that calls for better signaling to improve
traffic flow on major streets and the restric-
tion of through-traffic on other roads.
Project Traffic is initiating efforts to have
the proposals for traffic noise reductions
implemented by the city.

In Anchorage, Alaska, citizens have
organized the Federation of Community
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Councils, which is a coalition of neighbor-
hood organizations. Anchorage is a med-
ium-sized city which has undergone tre-
mendous growth in the past few years.
Along with the growth has come an alarm-
ing increase in noise levels. After having
worked closely with the city government in
the four-year process of developing a city
noise ordinance, the Federation is now
working toward its enactment. inasmuch as
the proposed ordinance would operate on a
citizen complaint-responsive basis, the
community would play an integral part in
its implementation.

In Baltimore, Md., the Greater Home-
wood Community Corporation has taken on
a large and long-range project to reduce
noise and congestion from traffic. The or-
ganization serves a number of neighbor-
hoods ranging from wealthy to very poor
and from single-family homes to large
apartment and commercial buildings. The
total population of the neighborhoods is
44,000.

The organization has been most active in
the area of traffic. Residents were con-
cerned about the noise, air pollution, and
congestion resulting from traffic on arterial
streets that run through the neighborhood.
Greater Homewood was instrumental in
setting up a coalition of organizations in
neighborhoods affected by arterial street
traffic. The coalition, Streets for People, led
a two-year fight which resulted in an
experimental traffic reduction plan.

The experimental plan allows 24-hour
parking in one lane of each four-lane street.
An additional lane is reserved for buses.
The lane reduction is intended to divert
traffic to other routes and to encourage
people to use public transportation. The
plan will be evaluated this year, and the
coalition will work to make the change
permanent.

These are just a few of the examples in
which active and concerned residents work-
ing through neighborhood organizations
have made their community a quieter place
to live. The role of EPA in this process is to
encourage the initiative of neighborhood
organizations in reducing excessive urban
noise and to provide the technical assist-
ance these organizations need to be
successful.

Few urban residents would enjoy their
city if every day were as quiet as an early
Sunday morning. But like Tom and Janet
Ross, they would like to sit on their porch
and carry on a conversation without the
sound of a jackhammer or a diesel engine
drowning out their discussion. Neighbor-
hood organizations around the country are
helping to make this happen. O

Milton Kottler is the Executive Director of
the National Association of Neighborhoods
and author of Neighborhood Government:
The Local Foundations of Neighboring Life.

Memo from President
Carter to Federal
Department Heads

In my Environmental Message of
August 2, 1979, I recognized that city
noise is an integral part of a vibrant
city lifestyle, reflecting city patterns
of commerce that must be preserved
and enhanced, but that much urban
noise is harmful to urban living and
could be abated.

I am initiating a program to
reduce urban noise by making exist-
ing programs work better through
interagency and intergovernmental
cooperation. | am directing you, in
consultation with other Federal
agencies, to:

® initiate programs to achieve sound-
proofing and weatherization of noise-
sensitive buildings, such as schools
and hospitats;

e promote the use of quist-design
featuras in the planning, design, and
operation of proposed urban trans-
portation projects;

¢ encourage noise-sensitive develop-
ments, such as housing, to be located
away from major noise sources;

® help Federal, State, and local agen-
cies buy quiet equipment and
products; and

® support neighborhood self-reliance
efforts seeking to identify and address
local noise probiems.

The Federal Interagency Commit-
tee on Noise, chaired by the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, shall coordinate the
implementation of this program. The
Chairman of my Interagency Coordi-
nating Council will assist the Inter-
agency Committee and other inter-
governmental cooperative efforts to
assure that this program is carried
out fully and promptly, including
consuitation with State and local
governments.

The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency will report
to the Chairman of the Council on
Environmental Quality and the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and
Budget on the progress of this new
program on February 1, 1980, and on
August 1, 1980.
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Quiet
Comes to
Evansville

This article is reprinted with permission of
the Associated Press.

14

vansville, Ind.—It's 3 a.m. before the

lone lawman finally gets his man
within range.

He springs from his wooded hiding place
and before the outlaw can make a move,
he draws and aims.

Zap! Eighty-five decibels at 50 feet.
*Sorry, buddy,’* drawls deputy sheriff
Buster Gordon. ““You are gonna hafta get
you a new muffler.’’

So ends another suburban showdown
between Gordon and the enemy—the faulty
mufflers, wailing stereos, and buzzsaw
lawnmowers that keep his neighbors awake
at night.

With his visored helmet, dusty boots. and
police motorcycle, the 45-year-old Evans-
ville native looks like a California highway
patrolman who has taken a wrong turn on
his way to L.A.

But he packs a noise detector, nota
pistol, and he’d be the first to tell you that
there’s nothing he loves better than peace
and quiet.

In the nine months that Gordon has been
enforcing Vanderburgh County’s noise ordi-
nance, more than 300 offenders have been
brought to justice, and Gordon has risen to
the rank of hero among local insomniacs.

"*Go get them, Buster,”” crowed an edi-
torial in a local newspaper. “‘Buster made
me a believer,”” pronounced Mayor Russell
G. Lloyd. “We need more Buster Gordons
in our society today,” extolled an Evans-
ville radio station.

Who is Buster Gordon?

He's a former Hell’s Angel and a regis-
tered nurse, a disabled iron worker and an
airplane pilot. By day, he's a mild-
mannered field enforcement officer for the
local environmental protection agency.

By night, he’s a volunteer vigilante in this
southwestern Indiana county’s war against
noise.

His dedication is unwavering, and his
law is simple: "Thou shalt not make noise.”
If thou dost, thou shalt pay—from as little
as $25 up to $1,000 for a single violation.

To determine whether a citation is war-
ranted, Gordon stands 50 feet from the
source of the disruption and turns on his
noise detector. If it registers 85 decibels or
more, it is deemed unlawful.

Asking Buster Gordon what's so bad
about noise is like asking a Ford dealer
why he doesn’t drive a Chevy.

*“Noise pollution destroys hearing; and it
can cause neurosis and psychosis,’’ he
begins. ‘It makes you irritable and it makes
you mean. And people are getting meaner
all the time.”

If that argument doesn’t sway you, he'll
pull out his calculator and try the scientific
approach.

*Supposeit’s 2 in the morning and one
loud motorcycle is cruising the streets.
Suppose there are 12 houses to a block and
at least two people to a house.

“In the course of three hours, that biker
is going to drive 17,400 people bananas.
And one of them could be you.””

Why do people make noise?

Gordon will tell you that, too.

A lot of kids have nothing else to do.
They drive around on a new motorcycle or
ina $9,000 van and they're saying, ‘Look
atme.’

‘“They want to draw attention to them-
selves, to be different, to be special. That's
why they put heel plates on their boots and
why they rev their engines.”’

Gordon looks down at his own boots and
flashes his engaging grin. 'The reason |
know so much about it is because I'm
describing myself. You see,”” he confides,
1 got heel plates on my shoes, too."”

That, says one of Gordon's advocates,
is one reason why he succeeds.

Gary Winn, a legislative analyst for the
Ohio-based American Motorcycle Associa-
tion, is trying to spread the word about
Gordon’s program.

““Buster Gordon has singlehandedly
cleaned up the streets of Evansville, and it's
not because he's running around in a cop
suit,”” Winn says.

““The reason is because he knows motor-
cycles and he knows motorcycle language.
When he talks to the bikers, they under-
stand him. He's a 25-year member of the
association, for God’s sake."”

Winn says that most cities fighting noise
pollution ““try to cure the disease by killing
the patient.”

""They either try to ban motorcycles
outright or they try to solve the problem by
throwing money at it. All they really need is
someone like Buster.”

City officials from as far away as Anchor-
age, Alaska, apparently are beginning to
agree. Cambridge, Mass., Louisville, Ky.,
and Saginaw, Mich., also number among
the cities that have requested information
about the Evansville program.

Meanwhile, Gordon, with the help of
State Rep. Gregory Server, an Evansville
Republican, is hatching a plot to take his
ordinance to the Indiana legislature with
an eye toward seeing it implemented state-
wide.

"It's a good, fair ordinance, and it's
directed at people like me,"” says Gordon,
who likes to think of himself as a champion
of the little people.

“l love bikes and | love bikers. All they
do wrong is make noise. And | love to bust
the noisy ones, because they're giving
people like me a bad name.””

The pickings are getting slim for Gordon,
who describes Evansville streets as *'99
percent quieter than they used to be.”’ But
he says his work in the city is far from over.

Next on his hit list are firecrackers, faulty
air compressors, and loud parties.

The people of Evansville are applauding.

Very quietly. [}
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Curbing
Construction
Noise

e are subject to a multitude of wide-
ranging sounds at home, work, and
play.

But what differentiates everyday sounds
from what we cali “’'noise’ ? Noise is a dis-
traction, an agitation, an inconvenience.
Noise is rarely appreciated and, at best,
only tolerated.

Over the years, construction noise has
been tolerated as a necessary but tem-
porary inconvenience attendant to prog-
ress. But today, government agencies at the
Federal, State, and local levels are under-
taking serious efforts to reduce or eliminate
noise at construction sites. These efforts
have produced mixed results.

Two principal types of noise—occupa-
tional and ambient—are the targets of the
government’s attention. Occupational noise
is related to the safety of the worker, while
ambient noise relates to the impact of noise
on the community.

The Associated General Contractors of
America, recognizing the benefits of pro-
tecting the heaith of its workforce, has long
supported efforts to reduce noise at the
construction site and has worked with
assorted agencies to develop the most prac-
tical ways of achieving noise abatement.

Construction noise should be, and is, a
serious concern to contractors. An indus-
trial insurance survey reported that hearing
loss is the largest compensable health prob-
lem today. in addition, nearly half of the
American population experiences aggravat-
ing and potentially harmful environmental
noise, according to the Environmental
Protection Agency.

The most important question, then, is
how best to achieve the goal of noise abate-
ment in construction?

The Associated General Contractors of
America support the inclusion of contrac-
tual requirements to reduce noise levels
during construction provided the require-
ments are practica!l, feasible, and capable
of accomplishment. This means that meas-
ures to control noise should be realistic and
free of conflict. Unfortunately, this is not
always the case.

For example, a conflict exists in the
requirement that back-up noise devices on
vehicles and equipment must be heard
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above the noise generated by the vehicles
or equipment. This is a requirement of the
Occupational Safety gnd Health Act and the
Safety and Health Regulations for
construction.

The necessarily high leve! of the warning
signal, howsever, often disturbs residents
nearby. in order to lower the noise level of
the warning signal, the noise made by the
equipment must be lowered.

Therein lies the principal problem for
contractors. Few source controls (those
built in with the equipment) for industrial
equipment are now available. But, it is
source controls which provide the best
long-term approach to the problem of
reducing noise.

Source controls are more economical in
the long run than “retrofit”” measures,
which are extremely expensive to imple-
ment and seldom work as well as source
controls. For example, while a contractor
may build barriers, enclose equipment oper-
ations, and substitute equipment to reduce
noise, these temporary, expensive meas-
ures often fail to adequately protect work-
ers and construction requirements may
require operations that cannot be accom-
plished without raising environmental noise
levels.

Economic research has indicated that
noise abatement regulations will significant-
ly increase construction costs. Because no
increases in productivity will accompany
the higher costs of equipment with noise
controls, regulations at all levels will be
inflationary. (It has been estimated that
built-in noise controls will add about three
percent to present costs of new equipment.
By contrast, retrofit controls designed to
reduce noise ievels by five decibels will
add up to 10 percent to the equipment’s
initial cost.)

What should be the role of the Federal
Government in the noise abatement proc-
ess? Initially, government agencies should
establish final equipment noise regulations.
Any other role by the government should be
extremely limited and directed at specific,
well-defined problems such as the risk of
hearing impairment, reduction of the num-
ber of people exposed, and the rate of
progress in noise abatement by industry.

The Associated General Contractors rec-
ognize that some regulation is necessary
and beneficial and we are committed to
providing the most cost-effective product
possible—whether it is a sewage treatment
plant, a highway or subway, a building, a
dam, or a power plant. The government
must also recognize that increased costs
are associated with virtually every
government regulation.

Activities of the Federal Government
should always complement those of the

private sector, which must be responsible
for furnishing the direction in noise abate-
ment. The private sector possesses the nec-
essary knowledge of what problems must
be solved in order for the goals to be
achieved. And, there are obvious incentives
for a contractor to achieve noise abatement
goals.

Most important of these is that reduction
of noise in construction means complying
with federally imposed occupational noise
standards. In addition, the contractor has
a concern for the health, safety, and welfare
of his employees; wants to reduce costs
associated with worker’s compensation
claims; and increase worker productivity.
Finally the contractor wants to be as good
a neighbor as possible to those who live
around the construction site.

For these reasons, contractors believe
that a market for efficient noise-controlied
products currently exists. Manufacturers
have said that they cannot invest in devel-
oping quieter equipment until there is an
adequate market or until the noise factor is
a strong selling factor. Contractors are
convinced that the market does, indeed,
exist.

While EPA should establish noise stand-
ards for newly manufactured equipment
and require that those standards be met,
certainly a reasonable lead time must be
allowed to develop and produce this equip-
ment. And, noise regulations should apply
only to equipment produced after a specific
date.

While more research is necessary to
develop noise controls on many types of
equipment, current technology exists to
control noise levels on others. Some equip-
ment—air compressors, for example—has
already been so developed. But, until
reasonable uniform standards and require-
ments are developed, manufacturers wiil
not produce and contractors will not have
available to them, equipment with reduced
noise levels.

In the long run, substantial noise reduc-
tion at the construction site is attainable,
provided the Federal Government, manu-
facturers, and contractors work in unison
toward this goal,

The Association of General Contractors
encourages the Federal Government to real-
istically assist the privata sector in the
research and development of noise-con-
trolled equipment and calls upon manufac-
turers to accept the challenge of producing
efficient, reliable, and quieter construction
equipment.

By working together we can enhance the
environment for the worker as well as the
community, while continuing our Nation's
progress through construction. Let’s do just
that and let’s be realistic about it. 0

Paul Howard is President, Associated
General Contractors of America.

17



Noise in the
Workplace

S ome work place hazards crush and kill

instantly. Noise doesn't. It wreaks its
havoc slowly through the years in ways
workers seldom notice.

Noise doesn't get the front page cover-
age that air pollution does. 1t doesn’t create
the fear in people that nuclear waste does.
It doesn’t get the research dollars that water
pollution does. Nevertheless, of all the
countless types of pollution, it is unques-
tionably the most pervasive and varied—
it is literally everywhere.

Nowhere is it more prevalent or more
dangerous than in the work place. Not too
long ago the National Institute for Occupa-
tional Safety and Health estimated that
over 2.5 million U.S. industrial workers
were exposed to harmful levels of noise.
This, they said, was a conservative
estimate.

The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and EPA are re-
sponsible for Federal noise control initia-
tives. OSHA is responsible for noise con-
trol in the work place. It sets and enforces
decibel standards, for example. EPA rein-
forces OSHA's activities by establishing
standards for hearing protection devices
and for industrial equipment that have a
direct impact on the environment. In addi-
tion, EPA establishes noise limits on cer-
tain occupation-related processes such as
trash compaction.

Amarican industrial workers—and in-
dustrial workers everywhere, for that mat-
ter—have always had to fight for health
protection in the work place. We are cur-
rently locked in such a struggle to bring
about noise control measures in America's
manufacturing plants.

Why is it so important to us that noise
is abated in the work place? Well, | think
we have to look at the health effects of ex-
posure to excessive levels of industrial
noise.

Certainly, the most easily observed of
these health effects is hearing loss, Re-
searchers have found that excessive noise
wears out the nerve cells of the inner ear.
I1f the exposure is long-term, as it is for
thousands of UAW workers, noise destroys
the cells, and the hearing loss not only be-
comes permanent but grows worse. At
what level does continuous noise become
dangerous to hearing? There is no definite
answer; however, the consensus is 80
decibels. In the U.S. the aliowable indus-

Jeff Stansbury is a staff writer of Solidarity,
the official magazine of the United Auto
Workers (UAW ).
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trial noise level is 90 decibels for 8 con-
tinuous hours. At this level, one-fifth of the
work force will eventually suffer disabling
loss of hearing.

When confronted by workers on this
issue, most companies propose the use of
hearing protectors. Why? Simply because
ear plugs or ear muffs are inexpensive and
put the burden of noise contro! on the work-
ers. It is the opinion of the UAW health and
safety staff, and many OSHA specialists,
that personal hearing protectors should be
used only as a last resort. Ear plugs readily
work themselves loose, often cause infec-
tions, and can mask warning shouts and
signals.

While we recognize that hearing protec-
tors must sometimes be used for temporary
protection, UAW insists that the long-term
solutions to excessive occupational noise
must be engineering and work-procedure
contrals. OSHA can recommend various
operational and engineering procedures
within the work place, and it can enforce
them where necessary. EPA contributes to
in-plant noise controls by setting standards
tor equipment manufacturers.

Hearing loss is by no means the only
negative health effect that workers suffer
from noise. Noise creates stress which
causes blood vessels to constrict. Pulse
rate, blood pressure, and breathing rate
increase, and there are marked changes in
blood chemistry. A German study has docu-
mented a higher rate of heart disease in
noisy industries. In Sweden, several re-
searchers have noted more cases of high
blood pressure among workers exposed to
high levels of noise.

In addition to heart disease problems,
the increased flow of adrenalin and other
hormones makes workers prime candidates
for illnesses caused by stress. In the words
of Leonard Woodcock, former President of
UAW, the auto workers "find themselves
unusually fatigued at the end of the day
compared to their fellow workers who are
not exposad to much noise. They complain
of headaches and inability to sleep and
they suffer from anxiety. ... Our members
tell us the continuous exposure to high
levels of noise makes them tense, irritable,
and upset.”

Research is continually identifying the
contribution of noise to other physical
disorders. A five-year study of two manu-
facturing firms in the United States found
that workers in noisy plant areas showed
greater numbers of diagnosed medical
problems, including respiratory aiiments,
than did workers in quieter areas of the
plants.

The health and safety of industrial
workers is jeopardized also by noise [oud
enough to mask warning signals. The
effects of masking and speech interference
can be dramatic, as in the case of an acci-
dent in an auto glass manufacturing plant.

Noise levels were so high that a worker
whose hand was caught in manufacturing
equipment received no aid since no one
heard his screams. And in a noisy Chio
plant, two pressroom auto workers were
permanently disabled when they failed to
hear approaching panel racks and warning
shouts.

One point we try to make to management
is that noise can interfere with work. When
noise is particularly loud or unpredictable,
errors in people’s observation increase,
perception of time is distorted, and greater
effort is required to remain alert. Loud
noises also can lead to breaks in concen-
tration sometimes followed by changes in
work rate.

A coal industry study indicated that
intermittent noise conditions during mining
are likely to cause distractions leading to
poorer work. Other studies have confirmed
additional effects of noise exposure,
including exhaustion, absentmindedness,
mental strain, and absenteeism—al! of
which increase the risks of accidents and
injuries.

UAW has been intensifying its fight
against workplace noise. We stiffened the
health and safety provisions of our latest
national contracts. At many locations we
have won noise-monitoring rights. In addi-
tion, we have pressured a growing number
of plants to work out noise-abatement
schedules in consultation with local union
heaith and safety representatives.

We also are aware that to truly protect
our union members, we must inform them
that noise does not necessarily stop when
the workday ends. UAW supports EPA's
programs to reduce environmental noise
and to educate people about its associated
health effects. A noisy environment only
aggravates the effects of work place noise.
We do not want to let this situation
continue.

I am often asked by union leaders
what they can do to protect their members
from excessive noise. My advice is, first
and foremost, to educate their whole
membership about noise hazards and how
to abate those hazards. They can then work
with management to adopt comprehensive
programs to engineer out noise on a
definite timetable. OSHA can be called in
to bring added pressure on companies. In
addition, help can be obtained from their
unions’ regional offices, their national
bargaining departments, and their heaith
and safety staffs.

Noise can never be completely elimi-
nated from manufacturing plants, but it
can certainly be reduced to safe levels.

It is management’s responsibility to pro-
vide effective noise control engineering
and procedures. But management seldom
carries out its responsibility without a push
from workers. For this reason, workers and
their unions must remain ever-vigilant
against noise hazards in the work place. [
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By Chris Perham

The Sound of Silence

Jack G., a heavy equipment operator, and his wife Mary are arguing in their front yard again. He
accuses her of mumbling so that he can’t hear her over thenoises of theneighborhood.Shereplies
that he's just not paying attention. Mary knows perfectly well that when she talks to Jack in the

house he hears her.

Sarah P. has been working in the mills for many years.Lately her familyfinds that she’s cranky and
irritable. She won't go along on outings, avoids social gatherings, and has even stopped going to
church. She accuses them of talking about her behind her back and often makes comments that

aren't relevant to the conversation going on around her.

Tommy L. is adrummer in a teenage rock group. He and his friends play for hours in family ga-
rages and basements. He sometimes notices a ringing sound in his ears for hours after practicing.
His mother says he never listens to her any more and wonders what all that music is doing to his
hearing. He discounts her fears, saying hearing loss is only for old people.

H earing loss is one of America’s most
common chronic disorders. Some re-
searchers estimate that approximately 19
million Americans have measurable hearing
losses, and 13 percent of the U.S. popula-
tion have hearing losses described as han-
dicapping. How much of the damage can be
attributed to noise exposure? Nobody
knows for sure, but EPA research shows
that workers, students, homemakers, and
people in all walks of life are regularly
assaulted by sounds that border or exceed
the limits above which hearing is damaged.
Unfortunately when the ear is injured it
often shows no visible signs, so few people
realize the damage they suffer until it is
too late. Hearing loss from noise is irrepara-
ble. Scientists note thata hearing aid cannot
compensate for lost hearing the way glasses
can improve poor eyesight. For a noise-
induced hearing loss, the impact is espe-
cially profound because no operation or
amplification can restore total sense to the
jumble of sounds that the injured person
hears in place of normal conversation.
What sounds are dangerous to hearing
and why? According to EPA research the
danger zone begins when the daily noise
level averages about 70 decibels. This
means that certain traffic sounds, power
lawnmowers, jet pianes, chainsaws, and
jackhammers are alf hazardous to healthy
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hearing if you are exposed to them for ex-
tended periods of time. What many people
do not recognize is the danger posed

by household appliances as well; food
processors, mixers, hair dryers, and
vacuum cleaners often exceed the safe
noise limits.

The reason for concern is that prolonged
and excessive exposure to noise can dam-
age or destroy the hair cells in the inner ear,
disrupting the sound transmission mecha-
nism. While there are many thousands of
hair cells in the inner ear, beyond a certain
point the damaged cells will not heal. .
Under continued high level noise exposure
damages accumulate and will eventually
affect enough frequencies that a person’s
ability to comprehend speech is impaired.
At this point the listener has trouble not
only with the volume but aiso the clearness
of speech.

There is as much variation in sensitivity
to sound as there is in the sensitivity of
skin to sunlight. Just as some people sun-
burn at the first exposure to sun and others
can frolic at the beach endlessly without
pain, so some people flinch at the sound of
a car horn while others revel in the hair-
raising blasts at discos. There is no way of
predicting what a person’s sensitivity to
sound will be, and many people only find
out when it’s too late.

Dr. George W. Fellendorf, director of
the EPA-sponsored National Information
Center for Quiet, says, “The American

public needs to have an awareness of the
existence of hard-of-hearing persons.’
These are people who are not deaf, who do
not use sign language, but who need an
extra measure of consideration when it
comes to sounds and communication.
During conversations hard-of-hearing peo-
ple may comprehend clearly only one or
two of every ten words. Trying to communi-
cate under those conditions is like being

in a foreign country where you know only

a fraction of the language. It's extremely
frustrating.”

Exposure to toud noises generally affects
the high-frequency hearing range first. The
people affected can lose the ability to hear
things like clocks ticking, crickets chirping,
the ring of telephone bells, and certain
portions of speech, especially consonants.
The sounds of s, sh, ch, p, m, t. f, and th
are some of the first speech sounds to be
lost, depriving spoken conversation of its
meaning. Speech begins to sound like a
meaningless string of vowel sounds.

Other hearing phenomena caused by ex-
cessive noise include ringing in the ears,
distortion and discomfort associated with
even moderately loud sounds.

Scientists report that the impact of this
hearing loss is psychological as well as
physical. People who cannot hear the

Continued on page 39



Fighting
Noise
Pollution
Around the
World

By Dr. Ariel Alexandre
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hese are just a few of the technological,

legislative, and incentive measures to
control the growing menace of worldwide
noise pollution that are cited in the 1978
report of a two-year study by the Paris-
based Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD ). Mem-
ber countries are: Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Lux-
embourg. the Netherlands, New Zealand.
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzer-
land, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the
United States (and Yugoslavia as an
observer).

The report, Reducing Noise in OECD
Countries, was compiled as a result of
some staggsring projections made by the
OECD's Ad Hoc Group on Noise Abatement
Policies. A sample of some of their findings
include: total noise energy output in OECD
countries has doubled in the past 15 years;
between 15 and 20 percent of OECD in-
habitants {more than 100 million people}
are now exposed to autdoor noise in excess
of the 65 decibels often considered the
upper limit of acceptability; by next year,
the world's motor vehicle population will
exceed 300 million units; air traffic world-
wide (USSR and China excluded) will
probably double between 1975 and 1985.
And if stringent measures are not adopted,
forecasts suggest that the number of people
exposed to excessive noise will increase,
as has been stated during the recent OECD
meeting of the Ministers of the Environ-
ment (May, 1979).

The concern of the OECD member coun-
tries is reflected in the observations made
in the report, which are meant to act as
blueprints for fighting noise poliution
through cooperation by government, indus-
try,and the public at local, national, and
international levels. The following are
summaries of a few of these key task force
action proposals; they include examples of
measures already in force or being consid-
ered by different OECD countries.

Standardization of Noise
Measurement

OECD countries are in agreement that it
would be highly desirable to have a univer-
sal, standardized, simple method of meas-
uring total noise received and compatible
noise emitted from sources such as road
vehicles, aircraft, and machinery. Work is
under way to develop a standard measure-
ment that would be practical, accurate, and
useful for planning and enforcement pro-
cedures. Such a standard also wouid prove
valuabie for evaluating pervasive long-term
noise in various areas under prescribed
conditions.

Standardization measurements would
have the additional benefit of minimizing
barriers to trade by providing manufac-
turers with a universal "'language.’’ They

also would help international organizations
working in noise abatement, such as the
International Civil Aviation Organization,
the World Health Organization, and the
International Standards Organization, to
recommend standards and practices.

Noise Abatement: At the
Source and Through Operation
Regulations

QECD countries unanimously agree that
noise abatement at the source is essential,
particularly control through emission
standards. Most countries have emission
standards for motor vehicles. Many coun-
tries have, in addition, various regulations
for aircraft, trains, construction, and light
and heavy equipment. For example, Ger-
many and the Netherlands are preparing
noise emission standards for rail transport;
a number of OECD countries have estab-
lished reference limits for construction
equipment; and some countries impose
noise emission constraints during the plan-
ning or licensing process of light and heavy
industrial plants.

When source regulations are not suffi-
cient or applicable, regulations on oper-
ation are used in many countries. Restric-
tions in time are the most widespread
operating regulation: for example, Switzer-
land prohibits driving of heavy trucks at
night and on Sundays, and night curfews
are imposed on many airports around the
world.

Restrictions in place, common for mobile
noise sources, are used mainly to regulate
traffic or construction equipment near
noise-sensitive areas (homes, churches,
schools, hospitals). Care is taken in estab-
lishing such restrictions so that they do not
merely lead to a transfer of noise from
one critical area to another.

Another method is noise zone regulations
which restrict the levels of noise allowable
in land areas surrounding major industrial
or transportation facilities. Regulations of
this sort are already in effect in areas near
Japanese and French airports, and have
been recently advocated by Switzerland,
the Netherlands, and Germany.

Noise-Related Charges Can
Complement Other Forms of
Control

Such noise-related fees as charges on air-
craft designed to motivate product manu-
facturers and operators to develop, man-
ufacture, and use quieter equipment are
becoming popular in several OECD coun-
tries. Revenue from noise-refated charges
can finance comprehensive noise abate-
ment programs, including research and
development, and pay for building insula-
tion and land acquisition.
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Do We Need
New
Product Noise

Regulations?

ith the passage of the Quiet Commu-

nities Act of 1978, Congress has rec-
ognized the importance of comprehensive
State and local programs in the overall
national noise contrcl effort. Through the
establishment of the Quiet Communities
Program which authorizes noise control
grants for the first time and through the
expansion of technical assistance made
available to State and local noise control
agencies, Congress has finally filled the
void in its program to curb this most per-
vasive pollutant.

State and local noise control officials
couldn’t be happier! For while the Noise
Control Act of 1972 declared that the pri-
mary responsibility for control of noise
rests with State and local governmants,
only 7 out of the Act’s 921 lines of text
supported State and local controls. More
was said about what State and local gov-
ernments could not do than what was to be
done to support them. Therefore, it should
be easy to understand why Stats and local
officials are openly supportive of the new
Quiet Communities Act and the resultant
shift in EPA program direction away from
new product noise regulation to State and
local programs.

With all the emphasis now being placed
on the new Federal grant program and the
renewed national noise control effort stem-
ming from the Act, we have perhaps lost
sight of the fact that the Quiet Communities
Act amended and strengthened the Noise
Control Act of 1972 rather than abolished
it. In all the furor, we seem to have forgotten
the need for and the importance of new
product noise regulations in the overall
national noise control strategy.

Why Are New Product Noise
Emission Standards so
Important?

it seems that we have gotten along fine
without them. Since the passage of the
Noise Control Act of 1972, the EPA Office
of Noise Abatement and Contro! has pro-
mulgated standards for two products, port-

22

able air compressors {January, 14/6) and
medium and heavy trucks {April, 1976).
During the same time only a handful of
States and cities have promulgated new
product standards with most opting for in-
use type standards. Why—is it because it
was presumed that the Feds would handle
new product standards and since such
standards would preempt State regulations,
they opted to put their resources elsewhere?
When one considers the investment re-
quired to get a standard out in terms of
time, money, manpower, and politics it is
a miracle that any ever get promulgated!
Promulgating national standards has be-
come even more difficult as a result of the
new Federal philosophy of encouraging
'non-regulatory strategies.’’ The easy thing
1o do would be to ignore the need for new
product regulations and concentrate on
those sources which can be easily and
quickly controlled by in-use ordinances.
However, while in-use controls can offer
immediate relief from worst case problems,
the only way we will ever realize a reduc-
tion in general community noise levels in
this country will be through the adoption of
comprehensive new product regulations for
major noise sources.

What Effect Can New Product
Regulations Have On Our
Future Acoustic Environment?

In controlling any noise at its source there
are three basic approaches: (1) you can
require that sources be manufactured to
operate as quietly as possible {2) through
anti-tampering provisions require that
sources be properly maintained so as not
to increase their sound level above that as
originally manufactured and {3) through
in-use controls require that they not be used
in any manner as to create excessive and
unnecessary noise. Anti-tampering and
in-use contro!s affect only those individual
sources which are considered to be exces-
sively noisy when compared with the
general population. However by establish-
ing noise emission standards for new
products the entire source population can
be affected with average noise emissions
dropping as the new quieter products are
introduced. This is the type of change that

TABLE 1.
1970 88
1973 86
18756 83
1978 80
1988 70

will be needed it average community noise
levels are to be reduced.

One source in particular will have to be
controlled if we as Americans are ever to
achieve EPA’s goal of an environment free
from noise that jeopardizes our health or
welfare. That source is the automobile.

As a result of its extensive use, over 87
million Americans are currently being
exposed to environmental noise above
those levels identified by EPA as required
to protect public health and welfare. The
number of people affected could increase
to over 110 million over the next decade if
diesel powered vehicles and subcompacts
with high power-to-weight ratios become
the backbone of our automobile population.
Again, our only hope is to successfully
reduce sources of noise through new
product regulation.

Have Existing New Product
Regulations Had Any Effect On
Current Noise Levels?

Yes, as a result of new product regulation
initiated by the State of California in 1967,
supported by other States and communijties
in the early 1970’s, and by EPA in 1976,
average motor vehicle noise emissions
appear to be dropping.

In 1967 California amended its Vehicle
Code to make provisions for vehicle noise
control. The law established this country’s
first sound level standards for new motor
vehicles (applicable to vehicles manu-
factured after January 1, 1868). The new
limits were a compromise between what
was desired in terms of noise reduction
and what was economically practical at the
time. Under specified wide-open-throttie
acceleration tests, limits were set at 88
decibels for trucks and buses, 86 decibels
for passenger cars and pickups, and 92
decibels for motorcycles. In 1971 the
California Legislature adopted a schedule
of decreasing levels (see Table 1) with the
following three objectives: (1) establish an
eventual limit that was low enough to
practically eliminate public annoyance
and complaints (2) allow sufficient lead
time so manufacturers could do necessary
research and design and too] up to meet
production deadlines and (3) allow the

86 88
84 86
80 80
75 75
70 70
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Sirens

By John Heritage /77—
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““There’s the road noise—the
tires screeching. There's the
sirens and the air horn. It’s all
quite devastating.”” —a de-
scription of a firetruck ride by
Vincent Riccordeiia, fireman
with Ladder 81 of the New
York City Fire Department.

' N
O ver the past 20 years, it's been one
of the most profoundly pervasive

noise abatement problems that we have—
the virtuaily endless proliferation of emer-
gency warning signals,’” says Dr. Thomas
H. Fay, an audiologist who has advised
the New York City Fire and Police Depart-
ments and is a member of the Council on
the Environment of New York City .

"It’s been enormously hazardous to the
hearing of the men that have to ride on
these vehicles,” says Dr. Fay. 'The gen-
eral public is simply tortured by all this,
particularly those that live near the medical
centers.”’

Fay's view is supported by Joan Havyes.,
Chairpsrson of the Board of Citizens
Against Noise, a nationally-concerned
public interest group. Noise control is a
jigsaw puzzle and the siren piece is an
important part of the whole picture, she
says.

Fireman Riccordella describes the
effects from his own personal experience.
He starts his workday "‘pretty relaxed.”
Then, as the number of trips on the fire
engine builds, he describes it this way: 'l
get a little hyper. We have to talk louder
to hear. The TV goes up. After upwards of
40 to 45 runs, we've got to talk up to each
other. Our tolerance for noise decreases.
Our sleep is interrupted.”’

"Noise makes you sick in many, many
ways,”’ Riccordella comments. As a result
of this, he was instrumental in setting up
a meeting in February, 1978, with New
York City labor groups and Federal, State,
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1 the emergency noise
probiem.

Providing evidence in support of ad-
verse noise effects, a recently published
study by three University of California
researchers found that firefighters appear
to suffer greater hearing loss than the
general population.

Such research has convinced Howard
McClennan, president of the International
Association of Firefighters, that siren
noise is a problem, and he is now bringing
the issue up during meetings with the
Occupational Safety and Health Adminis-
traticn.

Sirens affect everyone, adds Norman
Waitzman, author of ““Siren City USA,""

a report for Ralph Nader’s Public Interest
Research Group of Washington, D.C., on
sirens in the Nation’s Capital. "'l can't
even sit down and read this report without
some siren blaring outside,”” he says.

Advocates of stiffer controls on emer-
gency warning noise see several possible
steps.

As one measure, Waitzman believes 50
percent of ambulance noise could be
eliminated. A siren can be shielded, he
says, making it more precise and effective
and reducing the noise for the hundreds
of thousands of people who hear it.

In most cases flashing lights are ade-
quate, says Hayes, who believes there
should be a maximum decibel limit for
sirens as well as the minimums that are
often set.

Ear muffs help for firemen, says fireman
Riccordelia,

There could be a different kind of
warning system, says New York audiol-
ogist Fay. He suggests a radio signal with
receivers on all vehicles.

Limits could be set on the use of sirens
depending on how serious the call, Waitz-
man says. Sirens could be prohibited
between 11 p.m. and 7 a.m., according to
a 1976 recommendation of a Washington,
D.C., health and environment advisory
committee.

While there may be steps that can be
taken to reduce emergency warning naise,

how to implement them is another
concern,

Putting solutions into effect is a local
matter, says Hayes of Citizens Against
Noise. “But | think suggesting to a local
community how it can be done effectively
could be a very appropriate national under-
taking.

"'A Federal organization could do some
testing easily and see what makes sense
and put out a simple, easy to understand
flyer,”" Hayes explains.

But there is another side in the emer-
gency warning noise issue. Some.don’t
believe the noise is a problem needing
tighter controls. Even louder signals may
be justified, they add.

In fact, emergency warning signals are
actually getting noisier, not quieter. This
trend is acknowledged by Harry Foster,
northeast region district manager of Fed-
eral Signal Corporation, one of the biggest
siren makers in the country.

Louder equipment is necessary, he says,
because automakers are making their cars
tighter and tighter to keep out noise and
provide a seal for air conditioning.

Siren noise isn’t a problem, Foster
continues. *'The easiest and best way to
give the alert is the siren and the air horn.
They save many millions of dollars a year
and many lives.”

Louder signals aren’t justified, counter
those concerned about emergency warning
noise. The continuing push for more voi-
ume is due to tradition and economic
interest, they argue.

"Noise is a vastly overused tool,’’ says
Hayes of the citizens group. ‘| think it's
an old fashioned solution, one that does
more harm than good."’

Foster of the Federal Signal Corp.
denies that his company encourages
louder signals to make a dollar. “'The
marketplace has asked for it. Fire, police,
and other emergency departments have
said that people don’t see or hear. So
they've asked for better light and sound,
both of which we have responded to."”

Several observers agree that many
emergency departments favor louder
warning equipment, because they may
feel that the more noise they make, the
more people will get out of the way.

If trends and old attitudes are going to
be changed, two key problems need to be
solved, several of those concerned about
emergency warning noise say.

First, says fireman Riccordella, there
isn't enough education on the problem
and the answers. Second, says audiologist
Fay, basic auditory principles haven‘t been
applied when left up to industry itself,
and when restrictions have been imposed,
those principles have only been used
within certain limits. [J

John Heritage is an Assistant Editor of
EPA Journal.
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