CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE October 12, 1972

: i i i i is bi i firmly believe that if we do not meet this
turers from the burden of meeting con- nated in this legislation. This bill will be et with ol the creativity and inge-

i i he noise in >

icti as there are a valuable tool in reducing t D e o, tnen within & very short
ﬂflfc u?'g S?gi%?;?sfesgzlﬁ?gns while pre- our cities and our countryside and I urge timeynothing e will matter, for there will
Serving f St té and local its passage by the Senate. be nothing else to Worry about.
Sovermonts to deal with f Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, one of Your concern with environmental pollu-
governments to deal with all sources o . PEARSON. Mr. President, one of - Your concern with environmental poliu-
noise in the hands of thetr users. TEWR Junthici e i is the distin- form an effective citizen’s group to combat
limitations on uses may be imposed but control noise pollution is e _ effective oitizen’s group to combat
Iiglétzég of‘ local emission standards have guished sem‘or) Sgpatgr . cfrl;glxrllg (t)ge%?lg 2£aseegn§0%uli B O e e

ds. (Mr. HaTFIiELD). Sinc

products covered by Federal standar

: ] the assault of noise pollution on our society
T also bring to the attention of the Senate in 1967, he has been in the fore- and In your recognition of noise as a pollu-

s es : ; rts to educate the public ; established yourselves as
Senate the prowsmlr‘lsh oy ti‘EeuIXtol(?; g)oorzft glfiselﬁfgzard, and to see that mean- Zﬁrrifewgfag prilg'ggers in combati%g the effects
8. 3342, which eSta'b - fesni ingterstate ingful efforts to control unwanted noise of noise on our society. It was therefore an
framework for nmsg thro erations of are pursued by the Congress. honor to be invited to speak at this orgam;
tla‘,lill(i'lz)sa,gsn (iiglfe:Sa\:Vlell a,se i(r)lpthe area of Senator HATFIELD hoped to be here on zational meeting of the Noise Abatemen
r . s

ici i i i been -
ipate in Council of America. Had such groups
product noise emission standards, the the Senate floor today to participa Councll of Amemics, B o it fo

transportation industry is faced with the this debate, but is in Oregon and unable appreciate the inevitable results of uncon-
rospect of conflicting noise control reg- to be here. . . . . S led air and water pollution and in ef-
u t'p in every jurisdiction along their Because of his prominence in this ef- focting remedial action to combat these
s Ib &5 con letely inappropriate fort, I would like to ask Unanimous CON- Lrohlems even ten years ago then we would
ot T e oomriors. interstate sent that a copy of Senator HATFIELD'S not be faced with the present national crisis
for e o e burdened in thi j ddress to the Noise Abatement in these areas. Today let us pledge ourselves
transportation to be burdened 1n o maJOI“la f America on October 8, 1969; to the task of preventing noise becoming
way. The committee met the need for gfsuélgér gemarks in introducing th’e Noise another uncontrolled threat to our exist-
ive legislation on moving noise sources e
%;trequi%‘ing controls on noise from all Abatement Act of 1970 on November 24,

5 { The effects of noise, although long a prob-
interstate trucks and buses and rail- 1970; his opening statement at hearings , - " o " niv begun to receive the well-

i isti i i Noise Control Act of ded concerns of government, health,
i isting equipment he chaired on the foun I . , he
ronds 1n(§il.1du}:gotl‘?:rwisegbe S(ilbjECt to 1971—legislation he sponsored—on June jnqgystrial and community organizations. We
e ¥ Toise emissi tandards under 28, 1971, and his remarks and those of are already far behind the rest of the world
p'rOduCt and the pattern f tions Senator HarT in introducing strengthen- in appreciating the scope of the problem.
ttle Iy and the palterns of optre i ill J 21, For our backwardness in the field of noise
i ive date ing amendments o that bill on June 21, ¢ ls
of such carriers. After the effective date ey i woint in the sbatement the United States e o the
of an adequate Federal regulation pro- ]135'971 all might appe motsiest oountry on this planet, and fra ntlﬂfs
’ ity of State and local ECORD. s s anti ) I hate to think that we are now carrying
gram, th:nt?sutélgolfégsiﬂate noise from in- There being no objection, the remarks "% respect for civilized standards to other
{g:gx"’s?gil;gl trucks and buses or trains is were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, p).netary bodies. Basically, noise po%trl’g;og
B i ns in the e
completely preempted, 'except where the asfollows: the ConcRmsSIONAL RECORD isst ;:::,:I?g frﬁxiisn ﬁ“éﬁ:fiﬁ 1Ss n the United
AdmmiStmctl;OE dEterminfs lf wggligiog: prom Oct. 9, 1969] of us wake up to this fact. b nol
necessitate  SDEC . o0 ed We should be concerned with noise as a
or in no conflict with the Federal re- NOISE, THE GATHERING CRISis promom becatse for Over 5 contury molse
quirements. (Speech by Senator MARK O. HATFIELD, be; Rxposure of sufficlent intensity and dura-
During the consideration of this bill, I fore the Noise Abatement Council o tion hias been recognized to produce sensori-
ived extensive correspondence on the ~ America, October 8, 1969) neural hearing loss. But in spite of this
rece'wet f the warranty required by sec- There is a bumper sticker now circulating ypowledge, an over-exposure to excessive
S}J‘bJec o eTYl' rranty, similar to which says: “Eliminate Pollutior_l Before pgige is the major cause of hearh:lg loss in
tion 408@‘)' 15 wa AT d Pollution Eliminates You.” Immediately wWe {he United States today. In fact it s esti-
e nciw o efiectAfOé‘ other.vggncgf:nlaléagr will think of studies which threaten a 1ack mgated that 10-20 million people in the
the Clean Air Act, requir -

$ : of water by 1980 and conjure up the words ynited States have some degree of hearing
turers to warrant that defects in main- ¢ calitornia scientists stating that Within ympairment,

tenance and workmanship will 1Ot 50 years their state will be uninhabitable Everyone Tealizes that if he is exposed to
cause a new product subject to noise for any form of life. Or we hold our breath 4 yery loud noise such as an explosion he
emission standards, under normal uses for a moment remembering that 142 mil- 1,9 yery likely wind up deaf—at least tem-
i ry fail to conform to llon tons of smoke and noxious fumes are porarily. What is not so apparent is that the
and maintenance, i life. The dumped into the atmosphere each Year. agect of noise is cumulative; it produces as
those standards under its usiflﬂ 11‘ ei life Momentarily we feel brief panic and then pr Teo Beranek, whose Work in acoustics is
cqmmlttee, recognizing that useful for one reason or another, we forget the jnternmational in scope, an “acoustic fatigue”.
will vary substantially for any gIVeN ;o .qtening words of the bumper sticker pepeated moderate noise builds up to pro-
product depending upon the uses t0 ,p4 go about our daily duties in a comfort- gyce the same effect as would a single oud
which it is put and many other factors, able shield of self-deception and false se- pjse And even more important, is the facf
modified the warranty provisions to re- curity. Unfortunately such an attitude has {nat repeated noise is the only type, short o
ire the Administrator to take into ac- now brought us to a situation in which the , gnattering explosion, that produces per-
Soun i to which a prod- rapidly deteriorating quality of our environ- ,;nent hearing loss. The importance of this
count'the DB O T o it ment is the most hazardous challenge to not g readily seen when one is considering the
by mflghitbe pﬁ: a3 I},e eipabhsé:x ﬁl; sclgf‘g— only our health and well-being but to our pa;mrul effects of exposure to daily occupa-
ful life, It is the intention -

5 very lives and those of our children and iional noise.
mittee to ma'k? the ma,n‘ufa,ct_urers -hggg grandchildren. Another matter of some concern is that
only for those increases in noise emis

Environmental pollution may not pose the ine noise level of the United States is in-
which were within his control in the immediate destruction that nuclear War creasing at an astonishing rate. Over the pa.s11:
manufacturing process. The user must does, but I might remind you that the effects 95 vears the average increase in noise level
bear the burden of operating and main- are the same and just as lasting. And I paq peen at one decibel per year. When one
'e'nln' i 1 way if he might remind you that destruction at the gongiders that damage to the ears can occur
tE’uh gt%lebprOdu;GCt i‘,nda Eor?ﬁi Waly‘ra,nty hands of our environment is as immediate 4 systained exposure to the ranges aroun(ii;
e festons Y v as your and my lifetime. And finally, I g5 decibels and over, and given our presen
on noise emissions. : might remind you that lack of inhabitable naice lovels. 1t will not be too many years
Mr., President, there have been SDO- j4ng, 1ack of food, lack of good water t0 pefore moise levels in the United States be-
radic efforts by State and local govern-  grink and good air to breath are the VEry .,me jetnal. To quote Dr. Vern O. Knudsen,
ments to control the noise problem, and conditions under which men become des- physicist and former Chancellor of the Uni-
recent activity at those levels of govern- perate and resort to any and all means to versity of California. “If, the noise we make
ment have given g further spur to Fed- preserve thelr :survwal. It is with these keeps Increasing at the present rate, it will
eral legislation. In 1970, the Committee thoughts in mind that I state my ﬁr-lln bo os doadly in thirty years in some of our
on Pﬁblic Work.s a’Uthoréd title IV of the gonvlotion thaz ponugigfé;: lf,oﬁ?flﬂﬁndogg{ downtown cities as were the ancient Chine&?
p PRI lution: air, water, an s - g . ers.”
Clean Air Act, establishing an Office of population, land and soil pollution—is the tortures for exgcuzmgseco;’ﬁi::n;lﬁg Ir)rl;loss%an'O'
Noise Abatement and Control in the En- most challenging and the most crucial prob- W:;c:;mg (s)ica’cl :;ect D oite 15 damage
T e sora ahich s lan'd lﬁni fa.cﬁlg ililee:em:lhg{l;ﬁ:szoi;h s:;ﬂ;&.lr ghaﬁ;m; ?: 1i:he ea.g. S;hntposure to intense noise over
launching the study which has culmi- it is W

Lo

CENE N

i :rg_-.;?-‘,'

October 12, 1972

varying durations causes partial and in some
cases permanent hearing loss due to actual
cell damage in the organ of the Corti located
within the cochlea of the inner ear.

But noise has much farther reaching ef-
fects than just hearing damage. As Paul E.
Sabine stated even back as far as the March
1944 issue of the American Journal of Public
Health: “There is a wealth of reliable data
from medical sources-in support of the state-
ment that sustained exposure to noise is a
contributing factor in impaired hearing,
chronic fatigue that lowers bodily resistance,
neurasthenia, increased blood pressure, and
decreased working and mental efficiency and
that noise should rightfully be classified as
an occupational hazard along with gases,
fumes, dust, toxic liquids, and bacteria.” To
put this into, if nothing else, economic per-
spective, the total cost to industry in com-
pensation payments, lost production, and de-
creased efficiency due to noise is estimated at
well over $4 billion per year. In relation to
business a World Health Organization report
states that before 1939 office noise was cost-
ing United States business $2 million per day
through inefficient work. Today that figure
is $4 million. The psychological and physio-
logical effects of noise are difficult to assess
but the correlation between noise and such
things as sleep disturbances, hypertension
due to the consistant response of hormonal
and neurological mechanisms to noise stress,
interference with basic communication, the
loss in efficient performance and even dam-
age to property must be counted as a very
real and a very enormous threat to our well-
being not to mention the economic reper-
cussions.

The effects of noise cannot be fully ap-
preciated until we have more thorough stud-
jes In the field. One effect which needs to be
especially explored by sociologists and crimi-
nologists is referred to in a recent Fortune
magazine article. As related by Fortune: In
the Bronx borough of New York City one
evening last spring, four boys were at play,
shouting and racing in and out of an apart-
ment building. Suddenly from a second-floor
window came the crack of a pistol. One of the
boys spawled dead on the pavement. The vic-
tim happened to be Roy Innis, Jr., thirteen,
son of a prominent Negro leader, but there
was no political implication in the tragedy.
The killer, also a Negro, confessed to police
that he was a nightworker who had lost con-
trol of himself because the noise from the
boys prevented him from sleeping. This inci~
dent is extreme but worthy of our careful at-
tention due to the implications it has on
the worsening human problems which we |
are now experiencing in our cities.

Until recently the most authoritative voices
about noise have come from within the in-
dustrial occupations due to the mere fact
that noise has Leen a problem much longer
in this area than In any other. Industrial
management has become increasingly con-
cerned with the adverse effects of noise on
those persons who work under constant ex-
posure to intense levels of noise—and I might
add with due reason.

According to Dr. Glorig, director of the
Callier Hearing and Speech Center in Dallas,
Texas: “Industrial noise is now the most im-
bortant single cause of hearing loss.” Despite
Dumerous research, training and regulatory
Programs now underway in some industries
and in various Federal agencies, and despite
the preat strides accomplished in respon-
sible noise abatement efforts in the occupa-
tlonal fields, there is still need for a vast
Bmount of education in the field of occupa-
tional noise, For instance, B. F. Goodrich
estimates that the total market for acous-
lcal goods and products will reach $875 mil-
lon by 1970, which 1f one takes into account
3ll that this comprises is a very paltry sum.
__Another example of the need for increased
€mphasis placed on occupational noise is the
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fact that permanent hearing loss caused by

excessive exposure to noise is now a recog-

nized occupation hazard and is compensable
in only 35 states, I am always reminded of
the basic lack of awareness in this field by
an unfortunately true story which occurred
when one of my aids was touring a textile
factory in the South. When he commented on
the high level of noise to which the workers
were subjected, the manager hastened to as-
sure him that immediate efforts were being
made to correct the unpleasant conditions.
“Next week the factory is playing country-
western music over the loud-speaker at a

. level which will block out the noise of the
factory.”

The noise of our industries is put into fur-
ther perspective when one considers them
in light of “safe” noise levels. There are dif-
ferences of opinion about permissible occu-
pational noise levels. The American Academy
of Ophthalmology and Otolaryngology states
that our present knowledge of the relation of
noise exposure and hearing loss is much too
limited to propose safe amounts of exposure,
However, the Academy recommends noise-
exposure control and tests of hearing if there
is habitual exposure to continuous noise at
85 decibels at a frequency of 300-1200 cycles
per second. Noise is measured In a dimen-
sionless unit called the decibel which is used
to describe the levels of acoustical pressure,
power and intensity.

The decibel expresses a logarithmic ratio
between two sounds. In other words, the dif-
ference between a noise with a decibel rating
of 60 and that with a rating of 70 is a rela-
tive increase of 10 times the lower level. The
frequency of noise expressed in cycles per
second is useful for rating noise hazards since
some frequencies are more likely to cause
hearing damage than others, with high
pitched sounds more annoying than low
pitched sounds. The British Medical Society
recommends hearing conservation measures
when noise exceeds 85 decibels in the 250-
4000 cycles per second range.

The United States Air Force recommends
ear defenders when personnel are exposed to
85 decibels. in the 300-4800 frequency range.
The American Standards Association  has
suggested permissible daily qguotas of ex-
posure to noise which they suggest should
protect the worker from hearing loss. Over an
eight hour working day they suggest a limit
of 85 decibels at any frequency range above
700 cycles per second. In the Walsh-Healey
Public Contracts Act the Federal government
has adopted 90 decibels at any frequency
range as a permissible safe occupational noise
level.

Only recently has there been concern
about the entire realm of urban and com-
munity noise although millions of Ameri-
cans are affected each day by the repercus-~
slons of this type of noise. As Dougherty
and Welsh commented in “Community Noise
and Hearing Loss”:

“The saving quality heretofore has been
that community noise has been a short-term
exposure as compared to an 8 hour day
period in industry. As the power use of both
home and street increase, steps must be
taken to limit the noise output. Otherwise,
total timed exposure will exceed industrial
standards that actually rely on regular au-
diograms to prevent severe hearing loss.”

Indeed the din in the cities at times far
exceeds the noise levels considered “safe”
for an occupational situation. A noise level
of 100 decibels was once recorded on the

Avenue of the Americas in New York City
where the Transit Authority was building
the extension of the 6th Avenue subway.
Construction is perhaps the most irritating
source of noise to the wurbanite and the
problem is intensified when once we realize
that there are virtually no legal controls on
the amount of noise that can emanate from
a construction site. In the absence of any

35413

forms of control the consequences are
logical-—existing knowledge for noise con=-
trol is not even applied.

Noise control costs money, and it is not
reasonable to ask sympathetic construction
firms to invest in noise control only to let
unsympathetic firms underbid them on jobs
by avoiding the noise control costs. Air
compressors, pneumatic drills, power saws,
concrete mixers and other machines involved
in the construction or demolition of build~
ings are permitted in some urban areas be-
tween 7 am and 6 pm, six days a week and
at night with special permit. Combined with
the poor soundproofing in modern apart-
ments, the sounds of congested traffic which
can reach upwards of 90 decibels, and the
multitudinous other sounds of jfcivilized
living”, the city dweller is caught in the
midst of a “cacophonic catastrophe”.

Europe and such countries as Russia and
Japan have for some time had strictly en-
forced noise abatement laws, including zon-
ing and construction measures and national
councils like the Swiss Anti-Noise Commis~
sion which deals with the basic medical,
acoustic and technical questions of road, rail
and water traffic: aircraft noise, noise in
industry, building construction, homes, etc.:
and legal questions.

“The United States by contrast has few
laws regarding noise abatement and even
those that it has are barely enforced. For
example, New York City is one of the cities
that has strict noise laws against horn-
blowing and even has a legal noise limit
for the city of 88 decibels at 150 feet. If you
have ever been to New York, I am sure that
these laws will come as surprising news.

The final assault on the nation’s well-be-
ing due to noise and the one which brings
you here today is that of aircraft noise. Of
all the fields of noise abatement that of air
transportation has received the most atten-
tion by industry and government due to the
obvious severity of the problem. The pos-
sible adverse effects of aircraft noise have
been recognized for several years. In 1952 the
Dolittle Report pointed out that “positive
efforts should be continued by both govern-
ment and industry to reduce or control air-
craft noise nuisance to people on the ground
and that substantial reduction of such noise
is practicable.”

Such firms as Pratt and Whitney, General
Electric and Boeing have been involved for
some years in the research and develop-
ment of a ‘“quiet” engine. According to
sources within the field we are five years
away from & prototype which when cpera-
tional will only reduce the perceived noise
level at take-off and landing by 10 percent.
The problem in this area is not so much a
matter of money as lack of available tech-
nology. The sound of a jet taking off is ap-
proximately 130 decibels which is also the
estimated maximum noise bearable to human
ears. A reduction of 10% will bearly scratch
the surface of the noise problem in this area
unless there is a major technological break-
through. .

Therefore in combating aircraft noise we
also need to pursue abatement efforts in
the aspects of aircraft operations and apply
methods of compatible landuse around the
airports. In the realm of flight patterns, air-
port design and placement, guaranteed buf-
fer zones, adequate soundproofing of build-
ings in and around airports, extension of

runways, legal controls, and so on, joint ac-
tion will have to be taken by the Federal
government, the airlines, and the com-
munity. With over 98% of our airports owned
by some level of state government, it will be
primarily up to the local government and the
airport operators of the same to effect noise
abatement controls. In addition airport op-
erators should share the responsibility of en-
forcing the new Federal Aviation Agency
noise standards to be announced this month
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have just begun to be understood am.i much construction, loud speakers, and mo 1?1_ :h you Bat lack of inhabitable land, lack of
Slaugnt on our environment. Fe ‘instance, Licles. We need o oront oF prapteia d'e fgod, g thega.re the very conditions under
slaught on our environment. For .1nstance, research and developme.nt' or programs di- a,u‘.to ren o are desparate ditions under
New York City has a law requiring walls o teq toward the alleviation of the noises which meﬁ ome desparate and Tesort o
dproof enough to reduce any airborne .. hjjovie particular areas of the United any and all mea . it survival.
holse p‘assing through by 45 decibels, Some  gey. P8 DUICCN BeRe B e aten  ARY. it thess thovghis mnmi?:n i
constrﬁction companies have prow{ed that the Federal government in assisting, co- my firm ?oancti:;or;V :}cleai't g;dunoise motlition.
buildings can be constructed quietly, BY Grqinating and financing these efforts to pro- of pouutllm;: a | Jrater. and nolse pallution,
muffiling blasting by special stgel mesh blan- vide a quieter environment. o overpop}x aﬁmﬁ- Jand and soll pollution—is
kets, welding instead of using the hor- As Dr. William H. Steward of the Public the most ¢ 2 ethg gan . the most. oructal
rendous racket of riveting or DbOItING. pyo.14, Service once stated: “Those things  problem facing emthou the 20th century.
New machines have been offered on the within man’s power to control. which 1mpgct And it is with thes% th Wegdo Jn mind that
market which have a vast reduction in upon an individual in a nggatlve way, which T Armly bglieve that i e do not meet inis
decibel rating over their old predecessors infringe upon his integrity, and interrupt problem with all the_gfj v ‘yery {imgenuity
such as a new compressor which reduces. the his pursuit of fulfillment, are hazards to the of our age, thgn wi b énr  Jery short time
decibel level from 110 to 85 dec1bgls public health.” nothing slse will me be yt
and a new paving breaker that has had its Noise can and m_ust be controlled as a nothing else to WOITY & 0u~'onmental pollt-
sound reduced by %. . danger to the public health and economy, Your concern with envu,; nmental pollu-
New York, California, New Jersey, Minne- but above all else we must commit our- tion nas brougnt you her'e oday 2 order to
sota, and other states have voted or have selves to the control .of _tl.u? noise in our form o ol T e g;‘%u?ore ‘omat
ending various legislation on noise a_babe- society on the basis of civilized standards. this onslaught on our plafne o t in-
I%ent particularly in the realm of vehicular dood ton I e spec1a-1 concern 1s w :
noise. Numerous local ordinances deal with [From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, the assault of noisg pollutlon. on ouar Sg(fllflg
specific hoise problems of their area offer- Nov. 24, 1970] and in your recognition of nmsel as > spsome-
ing such things as prevention of transistor S. 4538—INTRODUCTION oF THE Norse oy you_ha,ve es@abhshed yoursihveseﬁects e
playing in public areas, zoning laws,.epc. . e X o ant you have ¢ ) lished your t}f foccs o7
Some states have legislation which prohibits Mr. Prosident, as the coun- molss on owr seloer Tt e, ex:e ore, &
vehicles on its public highways that exceed Mr. HATFIELD. Ir. restder ’aware O nor o e e aponn at thic oreani-
certain established noise levels for that par- try I}as become incre engnyonment Mtton  satlonal mestine of the Mot Abaciant
ALl of thoss. B s Toam o artl focused on ’air and Council of America. Had such groups been
All of these are good beginnings but they tion has been primarily foc

i i ‘ i i the public to
cannot be assessed as anything more than water pollution. But there is another form instrumental in educating P
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and closely coordinating local eﬁort.s WX:Ih
such programs as the qi.rcra,ft Noise 2 -
leviation Program established under the
in 1961. )
F.?‘;ﬁ" g)lzamples of innovative noise: contro11;
efforts I recommended such programs as tha
taken in the Los Angeles area in which com-~

Pollution
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appreciate the inevitable results of uncon-
trolled air and water pollution and in affect-
ing remedial action to combat these prob-
lems even 10 years ago then we would not
be faced with the present mnational crisis in
these areas. Today let us pledge ourselves to costing U.S. business $2 million per day
the task of preventing noise becoming through inefficient work. Today that figure is
another uncontrolled threat to our existence. $4 million. The psychological and physiologi~
The effects of noise, although long a prob- cal effects of noise are difficult to assess but
lem, have only begun to receive the well- the correlation between noise and such
founded concerns of' government, health, in- things as sleep -disturbances, hypertension
dustrial, and community - organizations, We due to the constant response of hormonal
are already far behind the rest of the world and neurological mechanisms to noise stress,
in appreciating the scope of the problem. For interference with basic commaunication, the
our backwardness in the field of noise abate- loss in efficiemt performance and even dam-
ment the United States is now the noisiest age to Property must be counted as a very real
country on this planet, and frankly, I hate to anda very enormous threat to our wellbeing,
think that we are now carrying this lack of not to mention the economic repercussions.
respect for civilized standards to other plane- The effects of noise cannot be fully ap-
tary . bodies. Basically, noise pollution 'is preciated until we have more thorough stud-
reaching crisis proportions in the United ies in the field. One effect which needs to
States and I think that it is time that all of be especially explored by sociologists - and
us wake up to this fact. criminologists is referred to in a recent For-
We should be concerned with hoise as a tune magazine article. As related by Fortune:
problem because for over g century noise ex- “In thg Bronx borough of New York City
posure of sufficient intensity and duration one evening last spring, four boys were at
has been recognized to produce sensorineural play, shouting and racing in and out of an
hearing loss. But in spite of this knowledge, apartment building. Suddenly from a sec-
an overexposure to-excessive noise is the ma- ond-floor window came the crack of a pistol.
Jor cause of hearing loss in the United States One. of the boys sprawled dead on the pave-
today. In fact it is estimated that 10 to 20 ment. The victim happened to be Roy Innis,
million people in the United States have Jr., 18, son of a prominent Negro leader, but
some degree of hearing impairment, there was no political implication in the
Everyone realizes that if he is exposed t0 a fragedy. The killer, also g Negro, confessed
very loud noise such as an explosion he may %o police that he was a nightworker “who
very likely wind up deaf—at least tempo- had lost control of himself because the noise
rarily. What is not so apparent is that the from the boys prevented him from sleeping.”
effect of noise is cumulative; it produces as This: incident is extreme but worthy of
Dr. Leo Beranek, whose work is acoustics is our careful attention due to the implications
international in scope, an “acoustic fatigue.” it has on the worsening human problems
Repeated moderate noise builds up to pro- .which we are now experiencing in our cities.
duce the same effect 'as would a single loud Until recently the most authoritative
 noise. And even more Aimportant is the fact voices about noise have come from within
that repeated noise is the only type, short the industrial occtipations due to the mere
of a shattering explosion, that produces per- fact that noise hag been a problem much
marnent hearing loss. The importance of this longer in this area than In any other. Indus-
Is readily seen when one is considering the trial management has become increasingly
harmful effects of exposure to daily occupa- concerned with the adverse effects of noise
tional noise. : on those persons who work under constant th
“Another matter of some concern Is that exposure to intense levels of noise—and, T
the noise level of the United States Is In- might add, with due reason.
creasing at an astonishing rate. Over the past According to Dr. Glorig, director of the
25 years the average increase in noise level Callier Hearing & Speech Center in Dallas,
has been at one decibel per year. When one Tex.: '
considers that damage to the ears can oceur “Industrial noise Is now the most impor-
at ‘sustained exposure to:the ranges around tant single cause of hearing loss.”
85 decibels and over, and given our present Despite numerous research, training, and
hoise levels, it will not be too many years be- regulatory programs now underway in some
fore noise levels in the United States become industries and in varlous Federal agencies,
lethal. To quote Dr. Vern O. Knudsen, physi- and despite the great strides accomplished
cist and former chancellor of the University in responsible noise abatement efforts in
of California: the occupational fields, there is still need for
“If the noise we make keeps increasing at a vast amount of education in the field of
the present rate, it will be as deadly in occupational noise. For instance, B. F.
thirty years in some of our downtown cities Goodrich estimated that the total market
a8 were the ancient Chinese tortures for for acoustical goods and broducts would
€xecuting condemned prisoners.” reach $876 million by 1970, which if one takes
We know, of course, that the most Pro- into account all that this comprises is a
nhounced physical effect of noise is damage very paltry sum. .
to the ear. Exposure to intense noise aver Another example o7 the need for increased
varying durations causes partial and in some emphasis placed on occupational noise is the
cases permanent hearing loss due to actual fact that permanent hearing loss caused by
cell damage in the organ of the Corti located excessive €xposure to noise is now a recog-
Within the cochlea of the inner ear, hized occupation hazard and is compensable
‘But noise has much farther reaching ef- in only 35 States. I am always reminded of
fects than Just hearing damage. As Paul E. the basic lack of awareness .n this field by an
Sabine stateq even back as far as the March unfortunately true story which occurred
1944 issye of the American Journal of Public when one of my aides was touring a textile
Health - . B factory in the South. When he commented on
“There is a wealth of reliable data from the high level of noise to which the workers
Inedical sourcs ifi support of the Statement were subjected, the manager hastened to ag-
that sustained exposure to noise is a contrib- sure him that immediate efforts were being

.Uti?lg factor in impaired hearing, chronic made to correct the unpleasant conditions.
fatigue that lowers bodily resistance, neu-
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tional noise levels. The American Academy of

Ophthalmology and Otolaryngology states

that our present knowledge of the relation of

noise exposure and hearing loss is much too
limited to Propose safe amounts of exposure,

However, the academy recommends noise-

éxposure control and tests of hearing if

there is habitual e€xposure to continuous

hoise at 85 decibels at a frequency of 300

1,200 cycles per second. Noise is measured in

a dimensionless unit called the decibel which

is used to describe the levéls of acoustical

pressure, power, and intensity. -

The decibel expresses a logarithmic ratio
betweéen two sounds. In other words, the
difference between a noise with a decibel rat-
ing of 60 and that with a rating of 70 is a
relative increase of 10 times the lower level.
The frequency of noise expressed in cycles
per second is useful for rating noise hazards
since some frequencies are more likely to
cause hearing damage than others, with high
pitched sounds more annoying than low
bitched sounds. The British Medical Society
recommends hearing conservation Ineasures
when noise exceeds 85 decibels in the 250-
4,000-cycles—per-second range.

The U.S. Air Force recommends ear defend-
ers when personnel are exposed to 85 decibels
in the 300-4,800 frequency range. The Amer-
ican Standards Association has suggested pep-
missible daily quotas. of exposure to noise
which they suggest should protect the worker
from hearing loss. Over an 8-hour working
day they suggest a limit of 85 decibels at any
frequency range above 700 cycles per second.
In the Walsh-Healey Public Contracts Act-
the Federal Government has adopted 90 deci-
bels at any frequency range as a permissible
safe occupational noise level,

Only recently has there been concern about
the entire realm of urban and community
noise although millions of Americans are af-
fected each day by the repercussions of this
type of noise. As Douglierty and Welsh com-
mented in “Community Noise and Hearing
Loss’: :
“The savings quality heretofore has been
at community noise has been a short-term
exposure as compared to an 8-hour day pe-
riod in industry. As the power use of bhoth
home and street increase, steps must be taken
to limit the noise output. Otherwise, total
timed exposure will exceed industrial stand-
ards that actually rely on regular audiograms
to prevent severe hearing loss.”

Indeed the din in the cities at times far
exceeds the noise levels considered safe for
an occupational situation. A noise level of
100 decibels was once recorded on the Ave-
nue of the Americas in New York City where
the transit authority was building the exten-
sion of the Sixth Avenue subway. Construc-
tion is perhaps the most irritating source of
noise to the urbanite and the problem is in-
tensified when once we realize that there are
virtually no legal controls on the amount of
noise that can emanate from a construction
site. In the absence of any forms of control
the consequences are logical—existing knowl-
edge for noise control is not even applied.

Noise control costs money, and it is not
reasonable to ask sympathetic construction
firms to invest in noise control only to let
unsympathetic firms underbid them of jobs
by avoiding the noise control costs. Air com-
bressors, pneumatic drills, power saws, con-
crete mixers and other machines involved in
the construction or demolition of buildings
are permitted in some urban areas between
7am. and 6 p.m., 6 days a week and at night
with special permit. Combined with the poor

compensation payments, lost production and
decreased efiiciency due to noise is estimated
at well over $4 billion per year. In relation
to business a World Health Organization re-

“Next week the factory is playing country- soundproofing in modern apartments, the
rasthemia, increased blood pressure, and de- western music over the loudspeakers at a Sounds of congested traffic which can reach
creased working and mental eficiency and level which will block out the nolse of the UPWAards of 90 decibels, and the multitudi-
;hat RHolse should rightfully be classifieq as factory.” hous other sounds of civilized living, the city

n .

Occupationhal’ hazard along with gases,
fumes, dqust, oxis liquids, and bacteria.”

O put this into, if nothing else, economic
Spective, the total cost to industry in

The noise of our industries is put into fur-
ther perspective when one considers them in
light of “safe” noise levels, There are dif-
ferences of opinion about permissible occupa-

dweller is caught in the midst of a caco-
phonic catastrophe.

" Europe and such countries as Russia and
Japan have for some time. had strictly en-

Per.
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forced noise abatement laws, including zon-
ing and construction measures and national
councils like the Swiss Anti-Noise Commis-
sion which deals with the basic medical,
acoustic, and technical questions of road,
rail, and water trafiic; aireraft noise, noise in
industry, building construction, homes, et
cetera; and legal questions.

The United States by contrast has few
laws regarding noise abatement and even
those that it has are barely enforced. For
example, New York City is one of the cities
that has strict noise laws against horn blow-
ing and even has a legal noise limit for the
city of 88 decibels at 150 feet. If you have
ever been to New York, I am sure that these

. laws will come as surprising news.

The final assault on the Nation’s well-being
due to noise and the one which brings you
here today is that of aircraft noise. Of all
the fields of noise abatement that of air
transportation has received the most atten-
tion by industry and Government due to the
obvious severity of the problem. The possible
adverse effects of aircraft noise have been
recognized for several years. In 1952 the
Doolittle report pointed out that:

“Positive efforts should be continued by
both government and industry to reduce or
control aircraft noise nuisance to people on
the ground and that substantial reduction of
such noise is practicable.”

Such firms as Pratt & Whitney, General
Electric, and Boeing have been involved for
some years in the research and development
of a quiet engine. According to sources with-

.in the field, we are 5 years away from a pro-
totype which when operational will only re-
duce the perceived noise level at takeoff and
landing by 10 percent. The problem in this
area is not so much a matter of money as
lack of available technology. The sound of a
jet talking off is approximately 130 decibels
which is also the estimated maximum noise
bearable to0 human ears. A reduction of 10
percent will barely scratch the surface of the
noise problem in this area unless there is a
major technological breakthrough.

Therefore, in combating aircraft nolse we
also need to pursue abatement efforts in
the aspects of aircraft operations and apply
methods of compatible landuse around the
airports. In the realm of flight patterns, air-
port design and placement, guaranteed buffer
zones, adequate soundproofing of buildings
in and around airports, extension of runways,
legal controls, and so on, joint action will
have to be taken by the Federal Government,
the airlines, and the community. With over
98 percent of our airports owned by some
level of State government, it will be primarily
up to the local governments and the airport
operators of the same to effect noise abate-
ment controls. In addition airport operators
should share the responsibility of enforcing

the new Federal Aviation Agency noise stand-
ards to be announced this month and closely
coordinating local efforts with such programs
as the aircraft noise alleviation program
established under the FAA in 1961.

For examples of innovative noise control
efforts I recommend such programs as that
taken in the Los Angeles area in which com-
munity efforts and pilot programs have been
established to abate noise at the Los Angeles
International Airport. The Port of New York
Authority has also carried out extensions
costing several million dollars to the three
runways at New York’s Kennedy Internation-
al Airport solely out of noise abatement con-
siderations. Dulles International Airport in
Washington is a good example of how zoning
laws and design can be effectively employed
to control noise levels emanating from air-
craft.

But despite these examples, the fact re-
mains that there is much left to do before we
can successfully cope with aircraft nolse.
Your recognition of this fact has brought you
here today. There are many questions which
must be answered before actual work can
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even begin. The most important of these is
funding of noise abatement efforts. Who is
responsible? Should we ever obtain an oper-
ational “quiet” engine, the estimated cost
of retrofitting our four engine commercial
jets has been upwards of $300 million. This
is perhaps the most touchy issue which will
face you in your efforts to combat jet noise

" for the costs are formidable and the responsi-

bility ill defined.

Another problem of considerable concern
is that of the sonic boom. Until recently the
shock waves from the sonic boom was. con-
fined to oceasional military flights scheduled
to fly over unpopulated areas of the United
States. However, since President Nixon’'s re-
quest for $96 million for the current fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, in order to finance
the start of construction of two SST proto-
type aircraft it now appears that within the
next 10 years we will be subjected to the
sound of commercial sonic booms. I am op-
posed to the development of this aireraft.
Aside from the obvious criticism of low cost-
beneflt considerations, I find it difficult to
justify the vast noise disturbance of this air-
craft in light of the small domestic value
derived. The plane has no defense value,
will cost the Government a total of $1.29
billion, out of a total development cost of
$1.51 billion, and its flights have been esti-
mated to disturb 20 million groundlings
every time the SST flies from coast to coast.

The repercussions of the noise problem
have just begun to be understood and much
has been done to alleviate the noise on-
slaught on our environment. For instance,
New York City has a law requiring walls
soundproof enough to reduce any airborne
noise passing through by 45 decibels. Some.
construction companies have proved that
buildings can be constructed quietly, by
muffing blasting by special mesh blankets,
welding instead of using the horrendous
racket of riveting or bolting. New machines
have been offered on the market which have
a vast reduction in decibel rating over their
old predecessors such as a new compressor
which, reduces the decibel level from 110
to 85 decibels and a new paving breaker that
has had its sound reduced by two-thirds.

New York, California, New Jersey, Minne-
sota, and other States have voted or have
pending various legislation on noise abate-
ment particularly in the realm of vehicular
noise. Numerous local ordinances deal with
specific noise problems of their area offering
such things as prevention of transistor play-
ing in public areas, zoning laws, et cetera.
Some States have legislation which prohibits
vehicles on its public highways that exceed
certain established noise levels for that par-
ticular vehicle. .

All of these are good beginnings, but they
cannot be assessed as anything more than
just beginnings. What is needed are guar-
anteed standards for the man on the street,
on his job, or in his home. In this category
I would like to mention the Walsh-Healey
Public Contracts Act which was signed into
effect by Secretary of Labor Shultz on May
17, 1969. This act provides for a limit of on-
the-job noise levels at 90 decibels at any
frequency. This regulation only applies to
firms that have a $10,000 or better contract
with the PFederal Government during the
course of 1 year. The Walsh-Healey Act is a
step in the right direction but again it is only
a beginning. It only affects certain segments
of workers and sets as a standard a noise level
which is of debatable safety for an occupa-
tional level. .

The real question at hand in the considera-

“tion of the noise level of our society is
whether we are going to preserve the basic
amenities of civilized life in the onslaught
of technological advance.

As one noted figure in the noise abatement
field, William H. Ferry, once said: “We have
been neither interested nor successful in
controlling noise because we have been
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neither interested nor successful in coping
with technology.”

Some 60 years ago Robert Koch, a bacteri-
ologist and Nobel Laureate predicted:

“The day will come when man will have to
fight merciless noise as the worst enemy fto
his health.”

That day is not so far away. The problem
must be faced now before it is beyond our
control. So I offer a few suggestions from my
meager knowledge of the problem of what
may prevent a continuation of the insult of
noise on the future sensibilities of our Na-
tion. The problem of our ‘“cacophonic re-
public” requires education, public awareness,
increased research and greater application of
economical acoustical materials, and a great
deal of cooperation and coalition of effort
between industry, business, government,
health officials and community groups in
order to find and carry out solutions to local,
regional, and national noise problems.

We need a uniform noise control stand-
ard for all industrial and office workers-—a
Walsh-Healey Public Contracts Act of inore
encompassing and more rigorous standards.

We need to educate consumer demand that
will call for quieter jobs and products in
order to make it desirable for industry to
compete to produce both at less cost.

We need the city code level to handle such
noise sources as garbage collection, construe-
tion, loud speakers, and motor vehicles. We
need a regional approach to the research
and development of programs directed to-
ward the alleviation of the noise that plague
particular areas of the United States. Last-
ly we need the full cooperation of the Fed-
eral Government in assisting, coordinating
and financing these efforts to provide a
quieter environment.

As Dr. William H. Steward of the Public
Health Service once stated:

“Those things within man's power to con-
trol which impact upon an individual in a
negative way, which infringe upon his integ-
rity, and interrupt his pursuit of fulfillment,
are the hazards to the public health.”

Noise can and must be controiled as a
danger to the public health and economy,
but above all else we must commit ourselves
to the control of the noise in our society on
the basis of civilized standards.

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
June 21, 1971]

Noise CONTROL ACT OF 1971—
AMENDMENT '

AMENDMENT NO. 216

(Ordered to be printed and referred, joint-
ly, to the Committees on Commerce and
Public Works.)

Mr. Hatrierp, for himself, Mr. Hart, and
Mr. CRANSTON, submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to the bill (S. 1016),
to control the generation and transmission
of noise detrimental to the human environ-
ment, and for other purposes.

Mr. HarT. Mr. President, the evidence is ac-
cumulating that yet another form of pol-
Jution has reached serious levels. I refer to
noise. Noise is more than a nuisance: Exces-
sive noise, I am told, is a serious hazard to
us physically, mentally, and economically.
Too much noise can result in temporary,
or even permanent, damage to our hearing
Nighttime noise disturbs sleep, while noisy
places of work reduce the efficiency of work-
ers. Noise can also influence property values
as anyone who lives on the perimeter of an
airport or foundry can tell you.

Congress took a major step last year when
it created the Office of Noise Abatement and
Control in the Environmental Protection
Agency. S. 1016, the Noise. Control Act of
1971 proposed by the administration, is a fur-
ther important step in controlling this prob-
lem. The President is to be commended for
his efforts to bring the seriousness of this
problem to the attention of the public and
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for his commitment to promote an environ-
ment whieh is free from noise that jeopard-

dizes the health and welfare of the citizens

of this Nation.

As I join with the distinguished Senators
from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield) and California
(Mr. Cranston), to introduce several amend-
ments to S. 1016, I think we should pay trib-
ute to our colleague in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the distinguished Congressman
from New York (Mr. Ryan), who has long
been a leader in this field, We thank him for
the considerable guidance he has given us in
developing our thoughts on noise pollution
and its control. :

. The amendments to S. 1016 which we offer
today are, we believe, in harmony with the
stated goal of that bill. The amendments
requiring the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to set certain
noise emission standards within a specified
time are designed merely to help him imple-
ment the original intent of the law. The ad-
dition of a citizens suit provision similar to
that in the Clean Air Act amendments passed
last year is meant to provide an additional
vehicle for the enforcement of noise stand-
ards. The citizen will be further benefited,
it is hoped, by the requirement that prod-
.ucts used in and around the home have labels
telling the actual level of noise generation.
Thus the consumer will be able to choose
products on the basis of their noise gen-
eration characteristics as well as price, color,
and so forth.

Mr. President, the time has arrived to take
positive action toward controlling undesir-
able noise. The administration has come for-
ward with. a very useful proposal. The House
began hearings on that proposal and several
others last week. The Environment Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on Com-
merce is scheduled next week to begin con-
sideration of S. 1016 and the amendments
introduced today. Let us hope that the mo-
mentum of our present efforts will not be
lost, but will result in the swift passage of
legislation necessary to protect the citizens
of this Nation from the hazards of excessive
noise.

OPENING STATEMENT, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
" ENVIRONMENT
(By Senator Marx O. HATFIELD)

The national effort to restore our deterio-
rating environment has unfortunately ne-
glected one of our most devastating and most
common pollutants—noise. Excessive noise
threatens not only our emotional well being,
but as these hearings will establish, noise
caxixlbe detrimental to our physical health as
well,

For too long, the ecological movement has
Tocused only upon the more obvious forms
of air and water pollution. While most Amer-
Icans are incensed because they are deprived
of clean lakes and streams, and rightfully
deplore the blight of smog, these same
Americans are unaware of the toll which
excessive noise extracts from their lives,

For over a century it has been known
that noise exposure of sufficient intensity
and duration produces hearing loss. Yet, we
have disregarded known facts about noise
and advanced to the point where we now
have the dubious distinction of being the
hoisiest nation in the world. In fact, in the
United States it is estimated that 10 to 20
{nillion people have some degree of hearing
Impairment—the primary cause being over-
exposure to excessive noise.

It is common knowledge that exposure to
a very loud noise such as an explosion, may
Create deafness—at least temporarily. What
is not as well known, but equally as devastat-
Ing, is that repeated mnoise builds up to
Produce the same effect as would a single
loud noise. This phenomena, labelled “ac-
Coustical fatigue” is capable of producing
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phe same harmul effects upon human hear-

ing.

Loss of hearing, however, is not the only
concern when dealing with the problem of
Increasing noise levels. We are all familiar
with the annoyance properties of noise—
conversations punctuated with the whir of
& blender, television programs distrupted by
the passing motorcycle, and a Saturday af-
ternoon nap disturbed by the neighbor's
power lawn mower or power saw.

What we do not always realize is that
these “irritations” should be regarded as
health hazards as well. Although i5 is more
difficult to measure, there is growing evi-
dence that the levels of noise to which ur-
ban Americans have grown accustomed are
actually capable of inducing a variety of
physical, and psychological ills.

Another matter of great concern is that
the noise level of the United States is in-
creasing at an astonishing rate. Over the
past 25 years the average increase in noise
level has been at one decibel per year. When
one considers that damage to the ears can
oceur at sustained exposure to the ranges
around 85 decibels and over, and given our
present noise levels, it will not be too many
years before noise levels in the United
States become lethal. To quote Dr, Vern O.
Knudsgen, physicist and former chancellor of
the University of California: “If the noise we
make keeps increasing at the present rate,
it will be as deadly in thirty years in some
of our downtown cities as were the anclent
Ch.inese tortures for executing condemned
prisoners.”

It is my understanding that the witnesses
wi}l testify to the extent and character of
this' growing problem in some detail so T
ririll not dwell further on this matter at this

me. :

For a- number of years I have been person-
ally involved in trying to bring the noise
problem to the attention of American people
and my colleagues in Congress. I should at
this point like to place in the Record copies
of remarks I made before the Noise Abate-
ment Council in 1963 and a compilation' of
State and local noise enforcement laws across
tpe country which was prepared in conjunc-
tion with the conference. I am told that this
compilation and analysis of existing statutes
is the only one of its kind and my office has
had numerous requests for it from persons
dealing with the noise pollution problem.

. I commend the Administration and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency for the bill
now hefore this committee. Too often, legis-
lation follows in.the wake of aroused public
opinion when the proportions of a crisis have
already overwhelmed us. In this case, how-
ever, we are presented with the opportunity
of being on the offensive—of acting before
further damage is done. The Administration
has presented us with a bill that would head
off what otherwise could be a crisis of the
most serious consequences.

The “Noise Control Act of 1971” (S. 1016) if
enacted would be a great step forward toward
insuring the protection of the human en-
vironment from the detrimental effects of
noise. This bill allows EPA to co-ordinate all
existing Federal noise research and control
programs, thus eliminating duplicity and
providing for efficient handling of this crucial
area.

The Noise Control Act also authorizes EPA
to establish criteria for human exposure to
noise -and authorizes EPA to set standards
based upon these criteria to regulate noise
emissions on articles which move in com-
merce. In addition, the bill would authorize
EPA to label manufactured goods giving the
consumer the benefit of knowing just how
noisy a product will be. The bill also provides
assistance to states and local governments in
establishing nolise abatement programs.

The Amendment (216) which has been of-
fered to the Noise Control Act would, in my
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judgment, serve to strengthen the bill. By
setting reasonable time limits for the estab-
lishment and enforcement of standards and
requiring rather than authorizing the setting
of standards, the Amendment would insure
that Americans will to be subject to any un-
necessary delay in realizing the benefits of
this legislation. The Amendment would also
serve to guarantee the private citizen re-
course against the detrimental effects of noise
by allowing EPA to initiate legal action and
providing for citizen suits.

I hope that these hearings will prove fruit-
ful in bringing to light the nature of the
noise problem and the need to enact this
legislation.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1740 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will read the amendment.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Amendment No. 1740 is as follows:

On page 63, line 2, following the word “the”
insert the following phrase: ‘“‘sale for use,”.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I
say to my colleagues that we have a 1-
hour limitation. I think I can dispense
with my case in 10 minutes, so I would
expect that there is a reasonable chance
for a vote in 20 or 25 minutes. I do not
want to delay the Senate unduly.

This amendment is aimed at one point.
It is a point I made in connection with
the debate on the previous amendment
and that is that at the present time some
32 States and numerous localities have
adopted or are considering measures to
control noise levels for the protection of
public health in their communities.

The effect of this bill is to severely re-
strict, if not entirely eliminate, the right
to continue to do so; and when we take
that right away from them, then we
ought to be certain that we are estab-
lishing a Federal policy which will do at
least as good a job for them as they are
now doing for themselves.

Full implementation of the noise con-
trol standards we consider today may be
1 or 2 years away, and the levels of
control finally adopted will protect the
public health and welfare as perceived
on a national basis. They will not meet
the needs of many State and local com-
munities which have particularly critical
noise problems that require more strin-
gent controls. '

The States and localities must have
the right to adopt more stringent con-
trols and the ability to enforce them.
Use controls alone, without controls on
sales, will not be adequate. They will
force State and local governments to
assume heavy enforcement burdens
simply because the Congress was not




