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HOUSE HESS COMMITTEE MEETING

APRIL 9, 1976

Present: Pam Swanson Beime
Davis Sullivan
Testifying: Bill Mack, KAKM

Prank Mengel,
Larry Verable, Ak. Carriers AssocC.

HB 47 Ak. Educational Broadcasting - Beime
Bill Mack made opening presentation for K.A_K_M.
Frank Mengel, explained progress of the prject and why more $ was needed.

Charlie, line 10, delete $225,000", add "'$185,000"
Change line 11 13" to "11"

Hohman, explained situation of Bethel-Kuskokwim Com College, they would like to
expand their T.V. svstem.

Red, move to have a new section add'"'$1*10,000 for 15 translators, $81,000
for talk back capability, SW Ak., KYUK, Kuskowim Com. College

Red, move out with do pass, as a C.S.HB **T/
unanimous

HB 113 - Noise Pollution - Beime
Robertson, presented Public Safety psotiion.
Larry Verable, presented the Ak. Carriers Assoc, position.

Bill held over till Helen geta C.S.
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2-25-75

Members Present:

Beime Sullivan
Davis Swanson
Hackney

Osterback

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 11:00 am. The first bill
up for consideration is HB 29.

HB 29 - School Tax On Oil

Mr. Swanson is the sponsor of this bill and gave a briefing of his bill.

We are allowed to do this by Chapters 57 and 58. By law the revenue will go

into the general fund. This is not a dedicated bill. With a tax of this type,

a per barrel tax, as the production grows, the returns increase. The revenue
goes right along with 1t. This bill deals with the future more than with the
immediate time. It will add $ million annually to our treasury by the passage
of this bill. Also it will be very easy to amend it if our costs are much higher.

Hackney On page 2, line 10. What is the meaning of this applying only on intra
state oil?

Swanson Intrastate is the feeder line that we have control of, we have no control
of the Interstate Pipeline.

David Walker Legislative Affairs

The meaning of this is that when you®re talking about the transportation of oil,
the oil transported within the state pertains to this bill. The rates are set
by the Commission.

Beime I am questioning the concept or content of this bill. We"re dealing with
proposing another small tax, it would seem to me, on how we tax our greatest
resource. The big issue here is how much the oil companies put into the state.
This might complicate it. Is there any other need for this bill, we already

have a school tax which doesn"t really go strictly for schools?

Swanson Putting tax on oil hoping 1t will go into the general fund. We shouldn’t
every top an industry, everyone can argue this but I don"t have any syrpathy

for an industry that makes such an overwelming profit from the state.

Davi™J™hat ~>ercent are we talking of, pertaining to Intrastate Oil?

Swanson 125 Million up to 620 Million barrels. ( see attached shee
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Hackney This would tax all the oil moving within the state where there"s
pipeline action?

Swanson  Yes, this isthe only defense we have in dealing with interstatesit-
uations. We can tax, by this bill, any feeder line.

Beime The only oil at this time is out of the Kenai area and its being
taxed right out of existence. 1°m insulted that you would ask to send this
important bill out of comu.ttee with no more testimony than we have here.

Hackney I"m inclined to agree with Dr. Beime, 1 think its a crime to treat
such an important bill in this manner.

Davis I move we pass this bill out of cormittee with individual recommendations.
Chairman Sullivan Without hearing objection, so ordered.
Meeting Adjourned until 3:00 pn. this afternoon.

Chairman Sullivan recalled the catmittee at 3:00 to take up HB 113.
Mr. Ose was the only one absent

HB 113 Dr. Beime is the sponsor of this bill. This is the same bill as was
introduced in 1974 session (HB 201) At that time we had considerable hearings
in Anchorage area. Dr. Fritz was the co sponsor at that time. Right new we have
seme considerations and amendments to add to this bill at its present state.

Charles Smith - Dept. Public Safety

We held meeting on this and proposed legislation in the Attorney General®s office
requiring periodic inspection programs to the state only relating to highway
vehicles. We would suggest to incorporate some type of check on snow machines
through motor vehicles registration. This would require certain controls on them
at the time of registration.

Beime Would you propose the section of motor vehicles be changed? Or reflee?

Smith This would reflect our regulations. At the present time there are nuisance
regulations. And if motorcycles are used on the highways they are under our control.

Hackney Are you aware of any case of conviction of a nuisance case?
Smith No, not to my knowledge.

Ccrmissioner Mueller - Dept. Environmental Conservation

IT the primary thrust of this Legislation is for motor vehicles, then it should be
under the Public Safety section. Our Dept, has an Environmental Advisory Board.

A guestion we have is that this legislation speaks to motor vehicles and snow
machines, would the Committee consider air craft boats etc. or do they cone under
this catagory? There would also seen to be a problem of enforcement, particularity
the control on motor vehicles. Regulations should be developed, if the vehicle

was sold after a certain year, it should have noise control devices on them at the

time of sale and it would be illegal to modify or remove after point of sale.
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Qsterback You mentioned boats and planes. 1 don"t see how you could do this.
To muffle an engine on a boat would ruin the engine. 1 think this bill should
exempt boats and planes.

Parr Are there any muicipalities to date that you knew of that have a noise
control ordinance?

Cannissioner We have had sate correspondence from Anchorage on these matters,
you have seme of the information in the panphlet before you.

Parr Although the intent of this bill is good, 1 wonder if we"re trying to
do a little much here. For example comparing the noise of the City of Anchorage
with the noise of a village.

Beime The actual intent of this bill is to the decible of noise which is

going to effect the health. It is not to address itself only to snow machines
or motor vehicles but to building materials, architectural designs, road construe®
tion and boarders to reflect sound etc. It addresses itself to all areas of noise
detrimental to health also to the psychological health of the individual.

Swanson | don"t believe it iIs necessary to inpose this regulation on country
people. They couldn®t afford to put control mechanisms on all their machinery.

Parr 1 have an objection to the Advisory Council or standards set by the
department. Sec. 400 pg 3 reads to me that if you don"t put the control at the
local level it would be unreasonable and too costly to be regulated this way.

Beime In terms of costs, in the big industries it will be cheaper iIn the long
run to take these precautions rather than face the suits that are now beginning
to take place.

Hackney Carmissioner are you saying that OSHA would be in a better position to
take care of contractors etc.?

Ccnmissioner Not necessarily, the inpingment on the individual workers should be
handled by them, and construction operations.

Mr. Weeden - Dir. Div. Policy & Planning

I would only like to add that it seems that the section iIn the duties of the
Council which speak of the education involved are the most criticle. And we would
ask that tie local governments be allowed to take up their own positions.

Swanson Are you comparing the noise of the typewriter with a caterpillar?
In the same bill?

Beime Every law is subject to a reasonable mans knowledge. At a decible level
this could address itself to any noise making device going over the level of
safety to the individual health.

Smith The biggest problem is where equipment is altered. There is a National
Control Board and Federal Standards already in affect. Alaska isn"t subject to
the Federal Standards because it lacks the motor vehicle laws at this time.
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Swanson 1 don"t think there is anything we could pass here that would control
automobiles that isn"t already in effect.

Canterbury - Dommunicative Disorders Program.

This program is responsible for hearing testing in field work. We see a broad
range of hearing loss throughout the state. Alot of this loss is because of the
style of living, activities etc. The most important aspect is that hearing loss
can be prevented. (Showed Carmittee Audiogram Chart) The OSHA standards recog-
nise 90 DB of noise for a normal working day. 1 believe this bill has some

good facits. We would rather see a comprehensive plan to the program by

educating people as to its inrportants, when and why they should wear ear plugs etc.

Swanson It seems to me we are dealing In two areas. Operators who have hearing
hazard, and the nuisance hazard which probably has more pressure on a person
mentally and physically.

Canterbury 1"m speaking of physical damage. If you have the right education
program it would help alot. Its amazing how many people just don"t realize
that their hearing is going. They really take i1t for granted.

Parr 1Isn"t there a certain amount of hearing loss with advanced age?

Canterbury Sure, progressive hearing loss exists in the elderly. What really
disturbs me is the amount of hearing loss with teenagers.

Hr. Bridges Architect from Anchorage

The bill as proposed is a step in the right direction. We would hope that an
architect be considered for the Advisory Council. The construction of buildings
could be an important factor in ading the decible range subject to individuals.
sChairman Sullivan recalled the meeting at 7:00 pm. to take up CSSB 28.

Rep. Ose was the only member not present for this meeting.

CHairman Sul? Iran asked Judge Stewart how he would interpret the proposed amendment.
Judge Stewart 1°m not sure 1 know.

Hackney IT that part were deleted, what would your interpretation be?

Stewart You have to make judgements on any issur like this by considering what

iIs In the best interest of the minor.So, consider If this marriage was or evidence
was bo be iIn the best interest of the involved minor. An exarrple of the eveidence
would be to brin in a psycliiatric specialist to state that this iIs the case.

Chairman The ccnpetancy and maturity of the minor, is this what you would judge
your decision on?

Stewart Yes, that®"s what I had in mind when 1 used the phrase, best interest of
the minor.
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Hackney Would a Judge call the parents?

Stewart Yes, the parentswould certainly be able tocanein andtestify
as to whether it would be good or bad.

HackneyWould the child need to have legal council?

Stewart Not necessarily, unless there is sane guestionhere aboutthe
Childrens Code.

Parr It seems that | don"t understand why everyone in the family must be
petitioned into court, why can"t they meet informally in the judges chambers?

Stewart They must have records in the court unless you write statutes into
the Childrens Laws (Title 47) to cover this.

Sullivan The whole subject here is concerned with section 3 and the amendment
we have talked about, this is where the trouble will occur in courts?

Stewart Yes, what are extra ordinary circumstances?

Beime Perhaps if we insert "in the best interests of the minor” this will
comply with the childrens code.

Sullivan 1 think we should consider Judge Stewarts amendment: after the word

"may"" insert the words, "where It is in the best interest of the minor'.
Another amendment I"m interested in, would you say that there are many 12 and
13 year olds in this situation? I™m wondering about setting absolute doors to
the age limit.

Stewart No, but then those cases wouldn™t cane my way.

Sullivan 1I"ve heard this is happening and 1™m very concerned.

Stewart That might be so in cases of pregnancy.

Parr This was originally an equalizer bill.

Swanson 1 move for the passage of these two amendments (see attached)
Chairman So ordered.

Swanson | move and ask onanamous concent to pass bill out of caimittee as
amended.

No Objection.
Meeting Adjourned



POSITION A PFR/Depaﬂment d Health ad Social Services

POSITION PAPER
ON

HOUSE BILL No. 113

An Act relating to noise pollution control.

House Bill No. 113 is intended to create a Noise Control Council within

the Department of Environmental Conservation, with the purpose of assist—

ing that Department in an advisory capacity in formulating regulations
for the control of excessive environmental noise levels.

Excessive exposure to intense levels of noise does have a deleterious
effect upon the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of Alaska.
This specifically manifests itself as an irreversible hearing loss which
first affects high frequency responses, and thereafter encroaches into
the frequency range of sounds which are vital to human communication.
Numerous research studies have documented the detrimental effects of
high intensity noise.

Excessive noise exposure is a major hazard in certain work environments
and in connection with some recreational activities. In addition to
loss of hearing sensitivity, noise may provoke physical and mental
distress; hinder or complicate performance capability, and disrupt
relaxation and sleep. The potential cost of compensation for hearing
loss due to industrial noise could be very large.

Alaskans are exposed to an inordinate amount of high intensity noise
originating from snowmobiles, rifle fire, light aircraft, and motor
boats. In a recent study of the hearing acuity of the entire population
of new students from the BIA High School at Mt. Edgecumbe, approximately
13% showed some degree of auditory nerve damage. This 1is the type of
hearing loss resultant from excessive exposure to loud noise. Hearing
conservation programs established in many sections of the United States
have successfully coped with this problem. The control of excessive
noise need not be an expensive undertaking for the State. In most cases
minor architectural change, public education, and ear protection are
satisfactory to control the problem. To be maximally effective, a Noise
Control Program should include the following components:

1. Evaluation of excessive noise levels.

2. Reduction of excessive noise levels at the source.

3. A hearing testing program.

4. Individualized ear protection against noise.

5. Health education with regard to the dangers of noise induced

hearing loss.

- contd -
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The Communicative Disorders Program of the Department of Health and
Social Services has an active program underway in the last three of the
five listed. Through extension of responsibilities of the Communicative
Disorders Program staff, it could function cooperatively with the Noise
Control Council on service delivery aspects of all five components. The
Communicative Disorders Program is the only program within the State of
Alaska which has the expertise and the instrumentationnecessary to
perform the required technical service.

The Department suggests the following modifications to the bill:

(1) At least 1 of the 13 members of the NoiseControl Council
should be an individual who 1is familiar with the intricacies
of the measurement of noise.

(2) Section 46.03.390 pertaining to noise levels of snowmobiles
should be deleted along with other references to specific
sources of noise pollution.

(3) In accordance with the recommendations of the Comprehensive
Healtli Advisory Council, that all new councils relating to the
health services be incorporated as committees under the State—
wide Health Coordinating Council, the Noise Control Council®s
responsibility should be as a committee under the State-wide
Health Coordinating Council, and not in the Department of
Environmental Conservation.

The Department supports the bill with changes recommended above.

Frank P. Pauls, Dr. P.II. Date



International Snowmobile Industry Association

Washington, D.C. Headquaiteis
1755 South Jeffenon Davis Highway

Arlington, Virginia 22202
?703) 979-7600
Telex: ISIA AGTN 89-9439

February 12, 1975

The Honorable Susan Sullivan
House of Representatives
State of Alaska

7330 Marge Court

Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Dear Ms. Sullivan:

I am enclosing a copy of a letter sent to the Honorable
Helen Belrne relating to H. B. 113, which you co-sponsored.
I believe the iInformation contained therein may prove useful
to you.

ISIA extends its offer of full cooperation and assist-
ance to you on this and all other snowmobile-related matters.

Sincerely,

Director, Government Affairs

DAC:kh
Attachments

Kejtiniul Office
1440 St. Catherine Street West 29511 Metro Drive, Room 210
Room 1016 Minneapolis, Minnesota 55420
Montreal, Quebec, Canada 11311 IKK (612) 854-8005
(514)871-9121



February 11, 1975

The Honorable Helen Beime
Member, House of Representatives
State of Alaska

Box 4-BB

Spenard, Alaska 99503

Dear Ms. Beime:

We note with interest your introduction of House Bill 113,
"An Aot Relating to Noise Pollution Control." The new proposed
section 46.03.390, establishing snowmobile noise limits, of
course has great significance for the snowmobile industry.

We further note the changes incorporated into this legislation
as compared with your H.B. 201 of last session. Despite the iIn-
corporation of the revised date for establishing a 73 dBA level,
we continue to view portions of the proposed language as at
variance with similar requirements iIn other scates.

The prohibition on the sale or offering for sale iIs tied iIn
virtually all other states with a date of manufacture. As an
example, 1 cite legislative wording oF~tHb currant Massachusetts
lawv: (Mass. Laws, Chapter 90B, Section 24):

"No snow vehicle manufactured after July 1, 1972,
shall be sold, offered for sale, or operated that produces
a sound pressure level of more than 82 dBA. No snow
machine manufactured after July 1, 1975, shall be sold,
offered for sale, or operated that produces a sound
pressure level of more than 78 dBA.™

Otherwise, sale of used machines as well as machines hold by
dealers for sale would be in violation of the law according to
our interpretation.

Massachusetts, and at least seven other 3tatea currently
require that certification of compliance with this provision be
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established. Currently, several states are acting to further insure
compliance through independent certification by a qualified testing
laboratory. In this way, the sound level reduction necessary

for the public welfare i1s achieved without imposing additional and
substantial enforcement burdens upon the state. At this time,

some 90% of the entire snowmobile production is voluntarily tested
for compliance with a 78 dBA maximum sound emission, as tested

under SAE J122(a) under a program administered by the Snowmobile
Safety and Certification C?wmlgtee Inc.

Maine has already formalized this reqU|rement by regulation.
A cop glof the provision is enclosed for your information and
possi

Additional information on the aforementioned SSCC program As
enclosed. We should be delighted to answer any inquiries on this
matter and/or rtfer you to the appropriate parties involved.

Finally, 1 would make mention of recent actions commenced by
the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency as mandated by the 1972
Noise Pollution Control Act. In light of the preemptive nature of
EPA"s forthcoming regulation, a large number of states have not
specified sound level reductions beyond 1975, to 78 dBA. We
would support the inclusion of the 78 dBA level with a recognition
of imminent Federal requirements as an amendment to your proposed
legislation.

IT we may be of some further assistance to you, please
feel free to call upon us at any time.

Sincerely,

M. B. Doyle

President & Chief

Executive Officer
Attachments

cc: The Honorable Busan Sullivanv/"?



NOTICE OF RULEMAKING

Pursuant to Title 12 M_R.S_A. 81979 and after notice and
hearing as required therein the following regulation is hereby
adopted:

Reaulation No. 4

Pursuant to the provisions of Title 12 M.R.S.A. *1973,
Subsection 6, no snowmobile manufactured after February 1, 1975
may be sold or offered for sale by any manufacturer, distributor
or dealer iIn the state of Maine unless such snowmobile is
constructed so as to limit total vehicle noise to not more than
78 decibels of sound pressure at 50 feet on the A scale as
measured by the SAE Standards J-192a and proof of compliance
with the foregoing requirement iIn the form of either () an
""SSCC'" label conspicuously attached showing certification by
the Snowmobile Safety Certification Comittee., Inc. that such
snowmobile meets the State"s minimum noise standards or (1) by
a letter with test results submitted to the commissioner of
Inland Fisheries and Game showing an evaluation of the noise
levels by a competent independent testing laboratory and
showing or certifying that such snowmobile meets the State"s
minimum noise standards.

N Commissioner
Department of Inland
Fisheries & Game



The Honorable Susan Sullivan 2 February 25, 1975

There are considerable differences of opinion as to how to define
"objectionable” noise. Although sound levels can be measured, human
psychological responses generally cannot. What may be annoying to one
person will not necessarily be so for another. However, there is
general agreement that noise exposures of over 90 db(A) for an eight-
hour period will cause damage to the human ear, and one of the State and
National Occupational Safety and Health Standards is established at this
level. Other standards have been established at 115 db(A) for a 15-
minute exposure, while the allowable instantaneous noise exposure limit
is set at 140 db(A).

Federal Noise Control Act of 1972

Public Law 92-574, the Noise Control Act of 1972, focuses its regulatory
thrusts at controlling noise at federal facilities, and at certain
classes of 'products distributed in commerce.” The Act requires the
Administrator of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency to '...pub-
lish proposed regulations, meeting the requirements of subsection (c¢),
for each product— (A) which is identified (or is part of a class iden-
tified) in any report published under section 5(b)(1) as a major source
of noise, (B) for which, iIn his judgment, noise emission standards are
feasible, and (C) which fall in one of the following categories: (i)
Construction equipment, (ii) Transportation equipment (including recrea-
tional vehicles and related equipment.) (iii) Any motor or engine
(including any equipment of which an engine or motor is an integral
part), (iv) Electrical or electronic equipment.” EPA released its
first set of regulations for noise control on October 22, 1974. The
regulations covered in-use interstate motor carriers. At the same time,
EPA issued proposed noise standards for new medium and heavy duty trucks
and portable air compressors. A copy of information materials which EPA
issued regarding these regulations is attached for your review.

Comments on HB 113

The Department of Public Safety will present the bulk of the Adminis-
tration’s comments on HB 113. We would like to focus our comments on
Section 46.03.440. The Department believes the establishment of a Noise
Control Council is an excellent idea, but we suggest that the public
members of the Council should be members of the Department®s Environ-
mental Advisory Board. There are nine members on the Board, including
the Commissioner who serves as chairman. The public members of the
Board represent a broad spectrum of Interests and would undoubtedly do
an excellent job.

We believe the duties of the Council in Section 46.03.450 are good and
will be of great assistance in fulfilling legislative intent of the
bill. However, we suggest that the word "department’ be replaced by
"Department of Public Safety" and ''Department of Environmental Conser-
vation."
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The Department will have representatives present at the Committee hear-
ing on HB 113 today. IFf the Department may be of any further assistance
to you, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Commissioner

Enclosure



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

POUCHO- 11MUU 99801

February 25, 1975

The Honorable Susan Sullivan

Chairperson

Health, Education and Social
Services Committee

Alaska State House

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Madame Chairperson:

The Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed HB 113 re-
lating to noise pollution control. We would like to present our com-
ments on the bill, and present additional information which may be of
use to the Committee iIn its deliberations. For ease of review, we shall
present our comments in three categories: 1) background information
regarding noise pollution, 2) information regarding the Federal Noise
Control Act of 1972, and 3) specific comments on HB 113.

Background Information On Noise Pollution

Noise pollution is frequently referred to as the "other pollution” and
has been shown to be a hazard to public health if high decibel (db)
levels are reached. The standard unit of measurement of noise is the
decibel which is based on a logarithmic function of the noise energy.
Therefore, a sound level of 90 decibels has ten times more energy than
one of 80 decibels, or one hundred times more energy than one of 70
decibels. An increase of three decibels in measured sound levels repre-
sents a doubling of the sound energy. A sound level of 110 decibels is
50 decibels higher than normal conversation levels, but the energy of
the 110 decibels noise is 1,000,000 times greater than that of conver-
sation sound levels. Because sound energy is transmitted in a wide
range of frequencies and the human ear reacts differently to these
frequencies, a "weighting" scale (A) typically is used to describe
decibel levels.



SUMMARY OF THE INTERSTATE MOTOR CARRIER NOISE STANDARDS

Applicability: These regulations apply to motor vehicles
over 10,000 pounds GVKR engaged by motor carriers K; inter-
state commerce.

Pass-by Performance Standards: No motor vehicle shall exceed

86 dB @) at 50 feet at speeds under 35 mph. No motor vehicle
i“hal 1 M K t?° S L A e - T~ -
Stationary Run-up Test S.anuard: No motor vehicle cowered by
an engine with a governor shall genera.? rorc than 33 dB &
at 50 feet when acceivra « from i1d e rc rid®™ op *—rot tie
with the transmission neutral.

Visual Exhaust System Inspection: No motor vehicle shall be
operated that is not equipped with an exhaust system that 1is
in constant operation and “~roperlv maintained.

"visual Tire Inspection: v,0 motor vehicle shall oe operated

on tires having a tread pattern composed primarily of cavities
that are not vented to the shoulder of the tire (pocket

tread tires) unless such tires can be shown to comply with

the performance standard.

R-628



R INHRE AT TR CRER

NS
e
ster

poued
[s %ﬁ
Re

ien%aiS
2.

—_—

orif
ulat
Eera

|

;

g
e
IS HS
ncy under

[

pu
ige



—

. x-

o b<t) e

@ mr oo s
O L—— - © e
rYLtn s . O [ o

LN — NDO
DO —— D) Oeoao
o= O —o0x w Ou— [
On_CH— oup,. - S
+— O @© ™ tnun_[bo oL —
O e —_— — e — (g
Se[ = O>=>, . — Ot
SHNIDNP= >—D" P
TBooGF— = == =]
CG—D— (= — S =D
—> ®© << O T —
oo v+ <o - -eOtO
CHhH—c NS = - =22
' [~~~ O ue _ ) C
© oo S HN+— C—=
mStOMIl_la .II-Kn nn [
R — (qo] o Oo > -
o= E_ = c=+S Soq
[ e ] —dAwm — ) auﬂ.-l
P s g, OO = °>==o
o D—- y - =
D DO D mc e m..lW
Co——emc < == O=w
T Peo Cwn= P 82—
O D NHH— =
S o—o = O=cC v o
o e —moOoT g, T—
LHp= co2 o ——S>P oo
T eCao— E o o o—CNo
S sC— oo —E TTUTTo —Oo
.J.O arlec — Oy Qe
d— — o . = Oﬂnltn
— TP T O e—O—
c—= .

= B —-cph oo clo
m(\mo.l (&b S —ao
TCoOo—Tw — O DPCoCc——

— D o— - Aay G OC—-N—_0
etmrn_r.us .,aM_b.YO\/l
— oS : D
+— D o - — Owm wn
S O |nleoe|er03 =
tcnﬂalte .t—lhttremr
U =TS, n_nb..l..l -G~ g
»© O o — T
Nnur— PP D _AN—c_ o
—— O So® c— O

tion

irati
b
months.

ENFORCEMENT



R NebiowAG by RS

The Environmental Protection genr; pro ses to es 1Sh
a re ulatro Irm ting, no s emissiqn” ft n’ ne red
and r S, trce of h rop d e ma |n
wrl appear |n ederal Register |h e nev

BACKGROUND

ok .
resn TS RIS PASEG, LDty | o L dhe sz © 8
NOIS p[ESQﬂtS d TOWI ngerr alt n F ?

flon’s populat IO the ma or sources of norse al
I (t) our cat 9 rres of' COHSU ctron equrpment frans-

bl e bl el 0 8 Bpime

|.~of se
ST SEATSE LT ETUELE

r g t %t new medrrdm
meastire
rhe center

and.heavgetr C
?re vehicle model- years

ig |
the test rack the olﬁowr

|
(ModePaYCear) High }X%V\cle?g?g?ion Test

. R



-\
-1

-? <|rnvl|| o t&¢ | dard, the A encyl g B sidered trie gecree
0 n? P Clee rod‘lhce ach 1evc Us i c.ne
available techHo 0. s cell as cos% 0 ﬁom ljance an
the bene ¢i accrue to t lit. health and
welfare.
ECGIQIIC 1 MPACT

The 1972 cooulation of medlum and heavy duty trucks

Ar 5 £JjFa®an

ég gerggr%t 325 crz?slcl)llllon \p/)e elrd anfi hlcehrcgfﬁ) >|<|m%tely
ase OI& &V )])ﬁ [_)eg |s pci Totio timmted to
30 wiih a

iy e TR 'z?éea?%d\g o) Bt 1

achieve the nois are.
Noise Levs Gasol<| ne Truclysty B(frgs!le”" %st Bﬁg\slgluurrucks
1 o i

The IndIVIdH rices increase as .the ?Ilowd level s
lowered due to. the increase In complexity of noise reduction
treatment requi red.

The above f % res correspond to the. following estimated
percentage Increases In average truck prices:

Medi um-Duyt Heavy-Dut
Noise Level  Gasoline *rYJCkS DieseIy Tru)(/:ks

Uk



cost. pnual eosts t8 e ”eemSHE%'s) dep e qatlon i mated
as gllgt's melllt|d<d hg {lrf t g”le)rXFae é” Wehldeargethe
E)(erg]ljegte(dnsann%a? Costs exc?ud curret %ryproductlon
are

I K

Costs increase as the allowable level is lowered and as
noisy trucks are increasingly poaseu ouc ot :1iie total crucn

population on the streets and highways. The 1990 value is
clearly a worst case estimate. It assumes no cost reduction
whatsoever due ¢ %Eproved ccu-iviogy Pory.n

true! a;su’ W "Ecrecee ||v

5 ~: i i0icn op oZ) VV o Y%.v.
assg| late d Wit rlce Increases . due 10 regP ation, In additign
bt OA tae Into account significant “fuel s ? gen eratel
Vo oe cooling systems which are necessary hrevin

ton Te actual costs anticipated in order to meet the
ji ¥hosg a 1%0 are expected to be su%stantlafly

¥: d above.
arious eco Pml
tl
d
e

C. |mpacé considerations were assessed to
e alua é)o entl JICE an oBeral cossl result rdpm
he lc pose a ger %H st values were
grov worst ca estima e following economic |mpacts
re envisioned:
1. Because of the ba3|c strong pogsit o of ruck A
manufact urlnd mdus P/ ﬁldh chan%e?b %rhlt ? B%
noise cont regu atons WI ave |I1ttle overal pact n
most firms.
2, Th impact .of npise abatement ug aII classes. of
truck users (1. line haul, contract, rivate WI|| be
very small, since’ the os t of noise abaemen repre ens an Lf
mg ease 0f [ess than Fe nt |h< the annual coSt of owning )
operating a large truc lis

HEALTH & WELFARE IMPACT

| hat th .
HOt tote>|<sceea “Cét%%tae% twaﬁl trdeE”J" ntatl é e dB(Ahd.
eavy trucks to a pol nt where 1t WI|| o lon ger e a substantial



: %ave

environ-
HC?HS
ICIES.

e
e
ISn
i

“g“
N
t
0

k
uctio

n
U
[
e
i

how.ever
he noise fr

ENFORCEMENT

PREEMPTION

political subdivision thereo

No State o
(1;|
(
t
e

1CNS
IS 1N
0
I
;

~4 roV* g
10
[
ur

NOEMBR 1974



i
o' aysg

vﬁSGS Jﬁ)
OQIGCT ruie
e next

R
he prop

P
i

ge
SIOI}
ICE 0
Ister wi

ection. A
mIs
{
g

€
it

rot
Ise
|

P
0
S
ra

tal
o7
ege '

PROPOSED NOISE EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PORTABLE AIR COMPRESSORS
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RTtd To TH
GREATER ANCHORAGE AREA BOROUGH B

3330 CSTREET. ¥ JX'
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503 V

DEPARTMENT Ol- ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
274-4L6!

February 19, 1975

Ma nge[Par?nept of

nv6ro mental  Conservation
Euneau Alaska 99801

Subject:  NOISE CROINANCE
Reference:  FILE NUVBR 0-11-2
Dear Tom

Pr blem th t e are ex erlencm With th*s egulatl . 1S
ato not being able to enforce the ISIOSO tere atlon

e fIrst Iarlna e[ror. IS In ﬁ\? ge%pvr\}r?]eni noelg el\l/?n ?ﬁrg\%umy

eves are” det erm|
ﬁa * the ordinance, te h| rleve he. sand area.

1[here ore the mcreas In ir ?flc a opu ation wfjl eventuajz\e %ISE
the noise in the area oa eve Y]\m o one can tolerate, an ave
N0 means to Prevent thlﬁ [s he o Inance, In

H]a] Urpos

op|n|on S 10 shO\a ol the recor tha the aer ora e Area

(%U%I ? favor of ngise ¢ nrog u 1S unW| ”ﬂ an
% 11" infringe upon te rlg t of the individua protecti

rlg to a quiet” environment.

S e U o e g o a
[) %‘3 the LE\ o, Colorado ordinance and r%p? the peculiarities
o as a and orage

4ng
{

a YEhIC|e noise sFatute is on the dr g boarei ; twljﬁtate

f
rovision orgement w mstale SNOWMO |Ies
P al l)lkgs etc. mchi manditory state vehicle Inspection
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| 1S nece for groger enforc men a}hm a clea| detinit on

e terms ednth lafion/stat

at e|s ne%%t b)ll the ternqsu P Hesf it

Good luck in trying to keep the peace aII over Alaska.
Sincerely,

ére must bo no am |gU|ty

l9j.arres\/\1 ||OSVTEH oo
ivironmental Engineer
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