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PREFACE

This report was presented in testimony on July 23, 1975 at hearings on the proposed
OSHA noise standard by Dr. Nicholas A. Ashford. He was accompanied by Dr. Dale Hattis
and Mr. George Heaton. Dr. Ashford is a senior staff member of the Center for Policy
Alternatives at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and has had formal graduate
training in science, law and economics. Dr. Hattis is an environmental scientist and
Mr. Heaton is a lawyer and regulatory policy analyst. Also participating in this study was
Judith Katz, technical assistant at the Center for Policy Alternatives, and currently com-
pleting a law degree. While the authors did not claim to be experts in noise regulation,
they have been considerably involved with the problems of technology and society, with
particular emphasis on the areas of occupational health and safety, environmental regula-
tion, and the effects of government intervention in the innovation process.

Mr. George Eads of the Council on Wage and Price Stability has expressed his agency’s
dismay at the wide divergence of opinion on fundamental issues in the OSHA proceedings
and has expressed a wish for a narrowing of the differences. However, there appears to be
less important controversy about the data itself than about how to deal with uncertain
data or what standard of proof must be met to justify the setting of the standard. In short,
surrogate arguments have arisen which have obscured basic philosophical differences.
Below, the authors hope to articulate the nature of the different views and their implica-
tions for the adoption of an appropriate standard.

Both sources of confusion in the rationale for standard-setting and some of the tech-
nical issues in conflict were discussed. It is hoped that this working paper will be of
assistance in the selection of a final workplace noise standard by helping to elucidate both
tne nature of the social and economic costs and benefits and alternate bases for decision-
making in this troubled area.
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

THE RATIONALE FOR STANDARD-SETTING

In difficult economic times, it is expected that a society reexamine the question of
whether the longer-range benefits that are likely to accrue from environmental/safety
regulation are justified by potentially high shorter-range costs. This is the simplest way
to state the problem; it can also be the most deceptive. There are really three important
considerations relevant to the Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA)
standard-setting function:

1. The important distinctions in the justification of government intervention in
occupational or environmental health matters as compared to economic regu-
lation such as that found in antitrust or utility regulation.

2. The limitations of traditional cost-benefit techniques for making social decisions.

3. The mandate of the OSHAct.

Justification for Government Intervention in Occupational or

Environmental Health Matters

The rationale for government intervention in the marketplace is usually expressed in
terms of one of two purposes:

1. To improve the working of the market for goods and services by encouraging
competition, economic efficiency, and diversity of available goods and services.

2. To ameliorate the adverse consequences of market activities and technology in
general by reducing the attendant social costs.

The underlying reason for pursuing these goals is not to improve the efficiency of the
market for its own sake, but to optimize social welfare. Economic regulation generally
addresses itself to the first purpose by attempting to ensure that the price mechanism
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operates efficiently to properly allocate goods and services between economic sectors and
between producers and consumers, but also to properly allocate resources between genera-
tions. Economic regulation, properly carried out, thereby is generally expected to reduce
the price of the goods and services it seeks to regulate.

Occupational or environmental health regulation, on the other hand, attempts to
internalize the social costs attending market activities — especially those associated with
technology — and it does this by making sure that the prices of goods and services reflect
the true costs to the consumer. Thus, it might be expected that prices would increase in
some cases to reflect true costs. Including the costs of minimizing adverse health conse-
quences from technology in the price of goods and services represents a shift in the way
the costs are accounted for and not necessarily a true increase in the cost to society.

Thus, it can be seen that the two kinds of regulation — economic and occupational
or environmental health — are expected to operate somewhat differently, because they
address different aspects of market activity. There is, however, one further critical dis-
tinction: occupational or environmental health regulation also has a fundamental pur-
pose, the protection of certain groups of people — for example, children, workers in an
asbestos plant, or the less educated. This is justified under the principle of equity or
fairness, whereby some economic efficiency is said to be sacrificed for the health or
safety of those special groups.

The fact that economic efficiency is sometimes traded for equity considerations should
not be disturbing unless it is either unnecessary for the result or one forgets that economic
efficiency is a measure of maximizing rather than optimizing social welfare. In fact, it
should be remembered that small business is paid special attention in formulating economic
regulatory strategies -- and there is a conscious tradeoff between economic efficiency and
equity considerations in maintaining the viability of the small firm. Regulatory policies
aimed at fairness to the worker are no less justified.

Having reviewed some of the distinctive justifications for occupational or environ-
mental/health regulation, the question arises as to the appropriateness of traditional cost-
benefit techniques for making social decisions in this area of regulation.

Appropriateness of Cost-Benefit Analysis for Making Social Decisions
Economic analysis not only helps to describe many issues in occupational or environ-

mental health regulation, it also provides tools such as cost-benefit analysis for helping
evaluate the consequences of decisions.
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Some of the major problems in using cost-benefit analysis arise because health and
safety benefits are not easily compared to dollar costs. The market value of human life is
not adequately represented in the traditional measures of lost wages, awards for pain and
suffering, or willingness to trade off risk of harm for lower prices in the marketplace. It is
extremely difficult for one to relate to long-range, low-probability risks of harm or, to put
it another way, it is difficult to value benefits likely to accrue in the future, if at all.
Further, since the costs and benefits of regulation occur in different time frames, one is
faced with the inevitable difficulty of applying an appropriate discount rate to items dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to monetarily quantify in the first place. The situation is further
complicated because often too little is known about adverse health effects of occupational
and environmental hazards and decisions, and valuation of these effects must nonetheless
be made.

Often, decision-making has economic efficiency as its only objective. However, the
question of who pays the cost and who reaps the benefit is also important. Minimizing
nonrandom victimization through a concern for individual justice is a legitimate social goal
that may at times conflict with attainment of economic efficiency. Society may prefer
to move away from an economically efficient point to have a fairer distribution of costs
and benefits. Of course, different people view what is fair differently — but this fact makes
the consideration of equity no less important. Whatever the alternative value judgments
are as to what is fair, the costs should be known for those alternatives being considered.

In short, cost-benefit analysis takes no special notice of the fact that the cost and
benefit streams accrue to different elements of society. To what extent then is cost-benefit
useful as a rational basis for action?

Expert consultants, economists or otherwise, have little more to contribute than other
citizens to the evaluation of equity effects of occupational health decisions. Such an evalu-
ation should be made collectively by an informed public and should be a reflection of the
societal values. The value put on equity consideration in occupational health matters has
been expressed in the OSHACct and is, in practice, further refined and interpreted by the
administrative law and judicial systems.

What economists can do is specify the equity effects, as well as allocative effects, of
regulatory decisions. Despite its limitations and the methodological problems associated
with its use, one might think that cost-benefit analysis is at least employed in good faith,
solely as a technical aid by decision-makers. In practice, unfortunately, this description is
often not the case. Cost-benefit analysis is often used in an attempt to convince other
parties that a course of action (predetermined on other grounds) is justified. Value judg-
ments are often hidden in the assumptions on which the calculation is based, and
balancing costs and benefits without consideration of equity is value-laden itself — it is a
decision to ignore equity.
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The Mandate of the OSHACct

Because lives and dollars are incommensurables, there is no theoretically correct way
to balance costs and benefits. The decision is a political decision and Congress has given
guidance on what the proper OSHA posture should be in section 6(b)(5) of the OSHAct.

The Secretary, in promulgating standards dealing with toxic materials or
harmful physical agents under this subsection, shall set the standard which most
adequately assures, fo the extent feasible, on the basis of the best available
evidence, that no employee will suffer material impairment of health or functional
capacity even if such employee has regular exposure to the hazard dealt with by
such standard for the period of his working life.

Whether or not OSHA complies with its mandate depends on the interpretation of
what “to the extent feasible’” implies in terms of economic and technological burdens and
how many workers are left unprotected. The term material impairment can be defined to
give a larger or smaller number of these unprotected. Finally, the minimum quality of the
evidence that OSHA uses to make its decisions will also determine the kind of standard it
will establish. “To the extent feasible” by ordinary construction would appear to mean
that the workplace is to be made safe as long as the industry is not incapable of complying.
A balancing of costs and benefits is to be done heavily in favor of worker health, not
necessarily with the result that workplace disease is at an economically efficient level.

Daniel Boyd, Director of the OSHA Office of Standard Development, has stated in his
testimony that: ‘“The levels which OSHA has proposed are designed to protect a majority
of the occupationally-exposed population from noise-induced hearing impairment,” and
further that ‘““The basic issue has been how to define impairment of hearing as distinguished
from loss of hearing.” This, in fact, is not the basic issue. The fact is that given whatever
conflicting definition of hearing impairment has been offered, there still remains a sub-
stantial proportion of workers harmed by either an 85 or a 90 dBA standard, and there are
approximately twice as many workers at risk at 90 dBA than as at 85 dBA. The basic issue
is whether OSHA should, under its mandate, impose additional costs on industry and
society. Further, in its proposed standard, OSHA has decided not to use as part of
material impairment the existing evidence of nonauditory harm — especially possible
implications of noise for coronary heart disease.

In the setting of other health standards, OSHA has been considerably more protective

of the worker in adopting relatively more stringent standards. Further, the courts have
upheld the OSHA protective posture as legislatively determined. In a D.C. Circuit case
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challenging the asbestos standard,* Judge McGowan stated, in commenting on the
standard of review:

“there are areas where explicit factual findings are not possible, and the act of
decision is essentially a prediction based upon pure legislative judgment, as
when a Congressman decides to vote for or against a particular bill. Further-
more, policy choices of this sort are not susceptible to the same type of
verification or refutation by reference to the record as are some factual
questions. Consequently, the court’s approach must necessarily be different
no matter how the standards of review are labelled.”

In a Second Circuit case challenging the vinyl chloride standard,** former Supreme
Court Justice Clark stated, in commenting on the asbestos case approach, ‘“The problems
involved in according judicial review in such circumstances have been wisely discussed by
Judge McGowan.” In commenting on plaintiff’s contention that the available scientific
evidence does not support the 1-ppm standard, Justice Clark stated:

“We find, however, that the evidence is quite sufficient to warrant the
Secretary’s choice. First, it must be remembered that we are dealing here
with human lives... . Moreover the animal exposure study ... identified fatal
liver angiosarcoma and other kidney and liver diseases at the 50 ppm level.”

“As in the IUD [asbestos] case, the ultimate facts here in dispute are on the
frontiers of scientific knowledge, and though the factual finger points, it
does not conclude. Under the command of OSHA, it remains the duty of
the Secretary to act to protect the working man, and to act even in circum-
stances where existing methodology or research is deficient. The Secretary,
in extrapolating the MCA [Manufacturing Chemists’ Association] study’s
findings from mouse to man, has chosen to reduce the permissible level to
the lowest detectable one. We find no error in this respect.”

OSHA may wish to distinguish the noise standard from the standards for asbestos or
vinyl chloride, because in the latter cases, life and death issues are involved. First, the
OSHACct does not speak in terms of life and death issues and, secondly, if OSHA gives any
acknowledgment of noise as a general stressor and a cocausitive factor in coronary heart
disease and other diseases, life and death issues are involved.

*Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO v. Hodgson.
**The Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. v. OSHA.
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Having discussed the issues important in the rationale for standard-setting, the nature
of some of the scientific and economic issues in conflict will be discussed in the following
section.

ISSUES IN CONFLICT

The nature of the debate on some of the major issues in the current hearings are briefly
summarized in the following paragraphs. Also some new ways of looking at the data are
discussed and an attempt is made to construct an elementary balance sheet indicating the
important benefits as well as costs.

Material Impairment

The concept of material impairment has been the focus of a considerable amount of
discussion. This is not, of course, surprising in view of the legal mandate to the Secretary to
prescribe standards that, insofar as feasible, will prevent material impairment in all workers.
OSHA has explicitly accepted the AAOO lower limit for hearing handicap — a 25-dB hearing
level (Re: ISO) at the average of 0.5, 1.0 and 2.0 kilohertz — as the dividing line for defining
the beginning of material impairment. Others have stressed the importance of hearing loss
at higher frequencies for accurate reception of speech consonants and other sounds, particu-
larly under the less-than-optimal listening conditions often found in daily life. Since higher
frequencies tend to be much more vulnerable to noise, EPA believes that the OSHA defini-
tion ignores losses of function that are of appreciable significance to many affected individu-
als. Dr. Kryter explained in great detail the basis of this contention.

The significance of the convention used is that it determines the number of workers left
unprotected by a given level of exposure.

Effects of nonauditory harm do not figure into the OSHA definition of material impair-
ment. (See following discussion of nonauditory effects.)

Quantification of Auditory Effects for 8-Hour Exposures

There has also been considerable debate over the merits of the various epidemiological
studies that have been used to describe and predict relationships between noise exposure and
hearing impairment in worker populations. EPA, in its “Levels Document’ and elsewhere,
uses three data sets (from studies by Baughn, Robinson/Burns, and Passchier-Vermeer) in its
analyses, which, it contends, do not differ substantially from one another. OSHA, in its

1-6

_Co Agle



original response to EPA criticism of the noise standard, rejected the Baughn and Passchier-
Vermeer studies in favor of calculations based solely on the Robinson/Burns study. In these
hearings, in response, Dr. Burns himself, testifying as an EPA witness, contends that OSHA
has incorrectly applied the formula summarizing the Robinson/Burns findings in a way that
seriously understates the hearing damage to be expected under the 90-dBA standard. Dr.
Kryter, another EPA witness, agrees with the OSHA rejection of the Passchier-Vermeer form-
ula, but strongly defends the Baughn study. This will be examined in more detail later. On
the other hand, many industry representatives seem to reject the results of all three studies
as inapplicable to their own workforces because the enlightened use of audiometry and
personal hearing protection tends to lessen hearing impairment. Labor and OSHA oppose
primary reliance on personal protective equipment because of unreliability and difficulty in
enforcement.

Time-Intensity Tradeoff

A further issue to be de=alt with only in passing is whether the regulation should allow
a 3-dBA or a 5-dBA increase in exposure level for each halving of exposure time. The EPA
and labor positions are that the Robinson/Burns study indicates the appropriateness, for
long-term damage-predicting purposes, of equating exposures of equal energy, implying a
3-dBA trading ratio. OSHA and industry, however, relying on some experiments with
evenly spaced noise and temporary threshold shift, believe that the 5-dBA trading ratio
should be adopted.

Nonauditory Effects

OSHA takes the position that because of the uncertainties in the existing scientific
data, nonauditory effects should be essentially ignored. EPA reviews them in their levels
document and has advocated that they be considered. The NIOSH criteria document does
not deal extensively with this category of potential harm, but Dr. Finklea’s testimony cites
recent NIOSH findings now in the process of final publication indicating significant noise
effects on the incidence of medical problems, absenteeism, and job accidents; and advocates
their consideration. Some implications of possible nonauditory effects of noise stress will
be discussed in some detail subsequently.

The Benefit Side and Problems of Quantification

Mr. George Eads of the Council on Wage and Price Stability contends that it is unknown
if the benefits of noise control are likely to exceed the costs based on the record to date.
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Further, he implores OSHA to “give due consideration to both benefits and costs.” One may
not know if the benefits exceed the costs for two reasons: (1) since it is difficult — perhaps
impossible — to place a value on hearing impairment alternative valuations of this factor are

not high enough to justify the costs, or (2) that only those benefits that are easily monetarily
quantifiable in theory should be considered — such as worker compensation saved, reduced
absenteeism, and increased productivity. On the other hand, on cross-examination an OSHA
witness from BBN stated, ‘“An incomplete calculation of benefits is worse than none at all.”
EPA disagrees. Both monetarily quantifiable and nonmonetary benefits should at least be
estimated to relate to what appears to be the now sacrosanct BBN cost estimates of compliance.

Appropriate Form of the Standard

There has been considerable controversy surrounding the issue of how the workplace
noise standard should be structured. Major points of conflict have been:

®  Whether industry-specific or an accross-the-board standard should be promulgated,

® The appropriate mix of engineering and administrative controls and personal pro-
tective equipment,

®  Whether a stricter standard should be required for newly designed workplaces, and

® The compliance time scenario.

REFERENCES
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Section 2

ANALYSIS OF SOME ISSUES IN CONFLICT

MATERIAL IMPAIRMENT

It has already been emphasized that material impairment is fundamentally a legal/
political term, not a scientific/technical term. To the degree that the Secretary of Labor
ultimately defines it in promulgating the permanent noise standard, it will represent a
policy judgment; a political/social judgment of value — hopefully made in the awareness
of scientifically defined losses in worker health and functional capability, but not objec-
tively derivable from the technical facts. Consider the hypothetical situation presented in
Figure 2-1.

Before
25 and 50
Number of dB Fences
People Averaged at
(All ages) .5, 1,and 2 kHz
25 and 50 dB
Fences Averaged
at1,2, and
3 kHz
Number of
People
(All ages)
4 L]
25 i i 50, I
|
25 50

Figure 2-1. Hypothetical hearing level distributions in workers
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The solid curves in the upper part of the figure represent the distributions of hearing
levels expected in the population before, and many years after, a hypothetical noise regulation
is imposed. The solid curve in the lower part of the figure represents the distribution of hearing
levels if somehow all workplace noise exposure were halted. Defining all aspects of the
differences between these three distributions* is as far as one can get by objective technical
criteria. Clearly, in this example essentially the whole population has somewhat better
hearing after the regulation than before, but they are essentially all still impaired to some
degree when compared with hearing levels they would enjoy if noise exposures were reduced
to the point at which there was absolutely no effect. Whose impairment should be labeled
material for purposes of social decision-making on standards? It depends on the relative
judgment of value one wishes to assign to various degrees of functional capacity.

Some assignments of value can be made in a variety of ways. The beginning of one
type of value judgment is to summarize the differences between the curves by drawing one
or another of the broken lines (fences) indicated in Figure 2-1 and categorize the moving
of an individual from one side of the line to the other as a material impairment. This is the
type of value judgment implicit in the risk calculations of the OSHA Environmental Impact
Statement and the calculations to be presented subsequently. Which horizontal scale one
uses to define “‘hearing level”” depends on a judgment of which hearing frequencies are of
social value, and exactly where the line is drawn depends on a judgment of the approximate
point at which a socially undesirable loss of function has taken place.** However, it is clear
that if OSHA determines that all individuals above a given hearing level (whatever the scale)
should be labelled materially impaired, and if the facts are as sketched in the figures, then
the only basis under the Act by which OSHA can choose a regulation that increases the
number of individuals above the fence would be a determination that a stricter regulation
would not be feasible.

*Including the time it would take to achieve various intermediate hearing level distri-
butions and the communication and other difficulties observable at different hearing levels.
(This will be covered in the following section.)

**In doing this, however, it must be understood that: (1) one is assigning no social
value to the changes in hearing levels of those people who do not cross the line (both those
which, without noise, would have hearing levels very much better than the fence level, and
those which, without noise, would have hearing levels already worse than the fence level);
the actual significance of the change in hearing levels to those individuals moved across the
line will be less than the average difference between all those above and all those below
the given fence. If one bears in mind the presence of both of these opposing distortions,
this technique for summarizing the data can be used as a basis for judging the value of
alternative reeulations.

to
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Table 2-1 illustrates this point with actual data from the Baughn studyl and a study
conducted by NIOSH,2 and for the AAOO’s 25 dB fence averaged at 0.5, 1, and 2 kHz, and
for several alternative fences which have been or might be suggested in its place. It can be

Table 2-1

Percent impaired with different definitions of impairments*

Baughn Data NIOSH Data

Age: 46-54** 46-54**
Exposure Level: 85 90 85 90
Fence:
15dB (.5, 1, 2 kHz)

Total 83 89

Presbycusis 75 75

Net 8 14
20dB (.5, 1, 2 kHz)

Total 50 61

Presby cusis 39 39

Net 11 22
25dB (.5,1, 2 kHz)

Total 26 36 19 31

Presbycusis 17 17 10 10

Net 9 19 | [ 9 21 |
25dB (1, 2, 3 kHz)

Total 30 43

Presbycusis 18 18

Net 12 25
50dB (.5,1, 2 kHz)

Total 1.5 2

Presbycusis 1 |

Net

*Percent exceeding different “fences.”
**Between 31 and 32 years average exposure.
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seen that although the total numbers of people considered impaired rises with each lowering
(movement to the left on Figure 2-1) of the fence, so does the “presbycusis’’ correction
(numbers of people who would be impaired to that degree in the absence of noise) which
must be subtracted from the total.

The controversy surrounding the issues of how to define the fence has little to do with
the issue of the benefit gained by adopting an 85 dBA as opposed to a 90 dBA standard.
For reasonable fence values, the number of workers additionally benefitted, i.e., prevented
from crossing the fence remains approximately the same. Further, even at the rather
unreasonable fence value of 50 dB, differences between no exposure (presbycusis), 85 dBA
exposure, and 90 dBA exposure are still apparent. Note that about twice as many addi-
tional people are harmed at 90 dBA as at 85 dBA. Whatever the fence used, there are con-
siderably more workers impaired than no employee — and that, not the exact definition of
material impairment, is the issue.

An alternative way of defining “material impairment” is implicit in EPA’s summari-
zation of data in the Levels document.3 EPA makes the value judgment that ‘““any measur-
able hearing loss at any frequency is unacceptable if the goal is protection of health and
welfare with an adequate margin of safety.” EPA stresses the importance for daily life
of the high frequencies neglected in the AAOO criteria and chooses for special attention
the most sensitive frequency for noise-induced damage (4000 Hz). Summarizing the hearing
loss data for this frequency is Figure 2-2.
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Figure 2-2. Percentage of exposed population that will incur no more than 5 dB NIPTS
shown as a function of exposure level. Population ranked by decreasing
ability to hear at 4000 Hz. (See appendix C for rationale.)
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EPA concludes that the 8-hour exposure level which protects virtually the entire population
from greater than 5 dB NIPTS* is 73 dB. Recognizing the difficulties in achieving this low
a noise level in the near future, EPA has, of course, advocated the much less protective 85
dBA level for 8 hours as an interim goal.

EPA points out that the AAOO fence was originated for purposes of workmen’s com-
pensation, in order to define the point of beginning handicap. Whether beginning handicap
and material impairment should be regarded as equivalent is open to question.**

The choice in defining material impairment between OSHA'’s current criteria, EPA’s
criteria, or something in between, depends on the interpretation of the fundamental value
judgment made by Congress when it concluded the term in its legislative mandate to the
Secretary of Labor. However, no matter what definition of material impairment is used, no
standard presently proposed comes very close to assuring that no employee suffer that
impairment.

Further, it should be recognized that the entire discussion so far, omits from considera-
tion of material impairment the nonauditory effects. We shall return to these in a subsequent
section.

HEARING IMPAIRMENT IN THE UNITED STATES — CURRENT AND EXPECTED
LEVELS UNDER DIFFERENT OSHA STANDARDS

In this section, an attempt to arrive at as clear as possible a picture of the expected
payoff, in terms of fewer people with various degrees of hearing impairment, from alterna-
tive noise regulations. Such calculations inevitably involve numerous assumptions and
considerable uncertainty. Therefore, before presenting the numbers in detail, it is impor-
tant to be clear about exactly what they are based on, and throughout the discussion an
indication of how changes in assumptions would affect the results will be attempted.

*Noise induced permanent threshhold shift.

**EPA’s Dr. Alvin Meyer in his OSHA testimony took the position that it would be
unreasonable to set a noise exposure standard at a level where a substantial portion of the
exposed population would develop compensable hearing losses. Furthermore, for standard-
setting purposes, material impairment should be considered to begin before hearing loss which
is defined as a compensable handicap.

2-5

Google



Estimates of Noise Exposure
Current Noise Exposure

One of the most serious sources of uncertainty in attempting to quantify the benefits
that will occur from changing the world in the ways proposed in the regulations, is that there
is inadequate data on the state of the world we are attempting to' change. Just how many
people are exposed to how much noise today? NIOSH has collected extensive data on noise
exposures in workplaces representative of American industry as part of their National Occu-
pational Hazard Survey. Unfortunately, these data, which should be reasonably definitive
within the constraints of the sampling procedure used, have not yet been put together in a
form which allows publication and use. Table 2-2, however, presents a preliminary summary
from these data of the percentage of work facilities with at least some workers exposed to
more than 85 dBA. It is clear that compliance with a regulation set at the 85 dBA level is
likely to affect the majority of workplaces in most categories of manufacturing industry,
although quantification of the actual number of workers affected must await the publication
of the full NIOSH data.

Table 2-3 gives some indication of the percentages of workplaces in various industrial
categories currently being cited by OSHA as in violation of the current 90 dBA standard, at
least in one State (Ohio) in one recent fiscal year (1973). This, again, does not tell the num-
ber of workers whose noise exposures are actually being reduced by current regulatory
enforcement activity, but it does suggest that even in industrial categories where noise is
most prevalent, only about a quarter of OSHA inspections result in remedial discipline.

Table 2-4 represents the best available guesses (by Bolt, Baranek, and Newman in their
1974 report to OSHA) of the number of workers currently exposed to noise levels in excess
of 85 and 90 dBA in different industrial categories. BBN properly emphasizes the conjec-
tural nature of these figures, but, coming from a firm with extensive experience in the noise
control field, such estimates must be regarded as relatively well-informed conjecture. There
being no better data presently available, they will be used as a basis for the calculations
below.

However, in order to begin the calculations, it is necessary to know not only how many
workers are over and under 85 dBA and 90 dBA, but approximately how many are over, and
under, by various amounts. Based on its experience, BBN estimated the numbers of workers
in various 5-dBA groups from 80-84 to 115-119 and found that over 90 dBA, the number of
workers exposed dropped by approximately half with each 5-dBA increment in level. Based
on this rule, and placing all those not at 85 or over at 80-84, the following exposure distribu-
tion is presented in Table 2-5.
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Table 2-3

OSHA noise citations by industry, Ohio, fiscal 1973*

Number of Number of | Citations
SIC Industry inspecti noise per
spections citations inspection
15 Building construction 129 4 0.03
16 Other construction 45 0 0
17 Special trade contractors 407 0 0
20 Food and kindred products 58 6 .10
21 Tobacco manufacturers 3 0 0
22 Textile mill products 19 4 21
23 Apparel and other finished textile products 12 0 0
24 Lumber and wood products (except
furniture) 31 5 .16
25 Furniture and fixtures 36 8 .22
26 Paper and allied products 53 15 .28
27 Printing, publishing and allied industries 27 6 .22
28 Chemical and allied products 68 4 .06
29 | Petroleum and related industries 8 0 0
30 Rubber and plastics 144 7 .05
31 Leather and leather products 10 1 .10
32 Stone, clay, glass and concrete products 112 9 .08
33 Primary metal industries 333 56 17
34 Fabricated metal products 237 56 .23
35 Machinery, except electrical 258 22 .09
36 Electrical and electrical machinery, equip-
ment supplies 104 10 .08
37 Transportation equipment 125 17 14
38 Measuring and medical instruments,
optical goods 19 0 0
39 Miscellaneous manufacturing 29 0 0
40 Railroad transportation 8 0 0
41 Local, suburban, and interurban highway
passenger transport 5 0 0
42 Motor freight transportation and warehouse 47 0 0
44 Water transportation 105 2 .02
45 Transportation by air 10 0 0
47 Transportation services 2 1 .50
48 Communication 21 0 0
50 Wholesale trade 81 0 0
52-59 | Retail trade 31 0 0
60-91 | Services 60 0 0
Total 2637 233 .09

health problems in Ohio (1974), Table 26.
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Estimate of the number and percentage of production

Table 24

workers overexposed to noise*

Production Overexposed Percentage
Industry SIC workers workers overexposed
Code (thousands) (thousands) p
85dBA | 90 dBA | 85dBA | 90 dBA
Food 20 1170 820 350 70 30
Tobacco 21 63 48 40 76 63
Textiles 22 900 855 765 95 85
Apparel 23 1174 12 0 1 0
Lumber and wood 24 542 542 390 100 72
Furniture and fixtures 25 427 235 58 55 15
Paper 26 557 395 206 71 37
Printing and publishing 27 661 132 99 20 15
Chemicals 28 596 137 66 23 11
Petroleum and coal 29 117 58 23 50 20
Rubber and plastics 30 531 266 106 50 20
Leather 31 256 3 0 1 0
Stone, clay, and glass 32 555 416 139 75 25
Primary metals 33 989 577 259 58 26
Primary steel 331 485 325 170 67 35
332,
Foundries 336 275 189 54 70 20
333,
Primary nonferrous 334, 233 63 35 27 15
335
Fabricated metals 34 1123 786 225 70 20
Machinery except
electrical 35 1366 956 273 70 20
Electrical machinery 36 1370 959 274 70 20
Transportation equipment 37 1354 880 284 65 21
Utilities 49 627 445 188 71 30
Total 14382 8524 3755 59.3 26.1

* The majority of these estimates are the result of informal discussions with industry
spokesmen who were willing to discuss the subject. There is very little definitive information
available — therefore, these estimates should be viewed as best guesses.

T Employment and Earnings, Vol. 20, No. 2 (August 1973), U.S. Department of Labor,

Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Source: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc., Impact of Noise Control at the Workplace,
Report No. 2671, Cambridge, Mass., January 1974, p. C-2.
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Table 2-5
Current exposure estimates used in calculations

Approximate continuous Thousands Percent
exposure level of workers* of workers
80- 84 82~ 5,858 40.7
85- 89 “87” 4,769 33.2
90- 94 “92” 1,878 13.1
95- 99 97 939 6.5
100-104 *102” 469 33
105-109 “107” 235 1.6
110-114 “112” 117 .8
115-119 “117” 117 .8
Total 14,382 100.0

*These are total numbers of workers at each exposure level.
Later workers will be excluded under twenty and over 65 to arrive
at slightly reduced figures.

It should be noted that two other (we feel, erroneous) versions of this same exposure
distribution exist, based on the same data. BBN themselves in the appendix to their report,
where they calculate the numbers of people they believe will suffer hearing handicap (impair-
ment), present the following distribution in Table 2-6. Contact was made with the former
BBN employee who drew up this table and did the risk calculations based on it, and were
informed that the exposure levels indicated really represent the lower bounds on the range
of exposures of each group, and the appropriate range designations are as shown in Table 2-5
and as shown in the front of the BBN report.* -

The other erroenous version of this exposure distribution is contained in the tables giving
risk calculations in the OSHA Draft Environmental Impact Statement, reproduced in Table 2-7.
Here all of the groups are shifted downward in their assigned exposure ranges by 5 dBA. How-
ever, OSHA does not use the centers of the ranges shown to derive the risk percentages indi-
cated in the percent impaired column. The figures for this column are directly derived from

*Nevertheless, it appears that in doing the actual risk calculations BBN used these lower
bounds as if they were the mean value for each group, and therefore their estimates of impair-
ment are somewhat lower than they would otherwise be.
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Table 2-6

Current exposure estimates used by BBN in
calculating expected hearing handicap*

Exposure level Percent of workers in industries
dBA covered by BBN study

Under 85 30
85 40

90 15

95 7

100 4

105 2

110 1

115 1

*Source: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc., Impact

of Noise Control at the Workplace, Report No. 2671,
Cambridge, Mass. (January 1974), p. C-2.

Table 2-7

Hearing impairment after 40 years exposure according to Baughn

90 dBA standard

85 dBA standard

Correct Level | Percent Presently (numbers in thousands)
ranges dBA |impaired { Number | Number | Number | Number | Number | Number
dBA exposed | impaired | exposed | impaired | exposed |impaired
80- 84 < 80 4315 4,315 13,231
85- 89 80- 85 8.0 5,753 460 8,917 713 575 46
90- 94 85- 90 18.0 2,157 388 575 104 288 52
94- 99 90- 95 28.0 1,007 282 288 81 144 40
100-104 95-100 40.0 575 230 144 58 144 58
105-109 | 100-105 54.0 288 156 144 78
110-114 | 105-110 64.0 144 92
> 115 | 110-115 70.0 144 101
Total 1,709 1,034 196

Google



the table on page D-4 of the BBN report. Therefore, OSHA has made no additional error,
over and above BBN’s error, in calculating the numbers of workers expected to be impaired.
However, they have placed the workers in the wrong exposure ranges. We point this out in
particular because of Mr. Eads’ statement that:

“The Bolt Study, using the 25 dB hearing risk method, estimates that 770,000
workers would benefit; while OSHA'’s estimate using the same hearing risk
standard as Bolt is that only 73,000 additional workers would be protected
from the 25 dB hearing loss.”

It is possible that other hearing risk calculations performed by OSHA from the indicated
exposure distribution may have lead to confusion.

Noise Exposures After Compliance with 90 or 85 dBA Regulations

To determine the hearing conservation benefits of the 90 or 85 dBA standards, the next
step is to determine how the current exposure levels indicated in Table 2-5 would be changed
on compliance with the new rules. Table 2-8 is a reconstruction of BBN’s appraisal of the
changes in exposure that would occur.

Table 2-8*

Percent of production workers exposed
to specified noise level

. Under 90 dBA Under 85 dBA
Noise level Currently o, oo
criterion criterion
80- 84 30 30 92
85- 89 40 62 4
90- 94 15 4 2
95- 99 7 2 1
100-104 4 1 1
105-109 2 1 0
110-114 1 0 0
115-119 1 0 0

*The original BBN table has been altered to reflect the appropriate
noise exposure ranges.

Source: Reconstructed from Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc., Impact
of Noise Control at the Workplace, Report No. 2671, Cambridge, Mass.
(January 1974), p. C-2.
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Table 2-8 indicates an expectation that industry will respond to a 90 dBA regulation by
lowering the exposure levels of nearly all those exposed to 90 and above to the 85-89 range
(average 87 dBA), and that industry will respond to an 85 dBA regulation by bringing 92
percent of all workers down into the 80-84 dBA range (average 82 dBA).

This raises a difficult question. It is somewhat disturbing, for the purpose of calculating
benefits, to assume that industry will comply to levels averaging 3 dBA below what is actually
required by the regulations. Assuming such overcompliance might tend to unrealistically
magnify the hearing conservation that should be expected to be achieved by either regulation.
It is true that there are factors that might tend to produce overcompliance in industry in
response to the regulation:

Plants making engineering changes for noise control purposes might tend to over-
engineer to be on the safe side, and

For firms to bring the worker with the job in the noisiest location in the plant
down to the mandated level, the exposures of most other workers in inherently
less noisy plant locations might be incidentally reduced to considerably below the
mandated level.

However, it seems that there are other factors that weigh in an equally compelling manner on
the side of producing a general undercompliance in industry with mandated noise levels:

The practical realities of inspection and citation procedures prevent effective enforce-
ment of any regulation down to the last decibel. For example, noise dosimeters can-
not be relied upon to be perfectly accurate and the need to be able to prove noncom-
pliance beyond a reasonable doubt means that apparent violations less than 3 dBA

in excess of the standard will rarely result in citations. Additionally, managements
may cometimes successfully escape citations by altering normal operating practices
on the day of inspection. For example, particularly noisy pieces of equipment may
not be used.

Even if a company is cited and brought into compliance once, there will be a
tendency for noise levels to rise with time as equipment deteriorates, goes without
lubrication, and from other causes. Because the current OSHA and State inspection
forces are rather small compared with the number of workplaces there are to inspect,
there can be no expectation that the average workplace will be subject to possible
enforcement more frequently than once every several years. With little incentive

to comply during these many-year intervals, it seems overly optimistic to expect
rigorous compliance with the regulations at all times for all companies.
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Considering these aspects of practical enforcement, tending to produce undercompliance,
together with the other factors listed tending to produce overcompliance, preference to
assume that industry’s performance on the average will more closely approximate the minimal
requirements of the law, rather than the overcompliance implied in a literal interpretation of
BBN’s appraisal. For purposes of calculations, assumptions that the effect of compliance with
the 90 dBA regulation will simply be to bring all workers currently above 90 dBA to 90 dBA,
and the effect of the 85 dBA regulation will be to bring all workers currently above 85 dBA
down to 85 dBA.

Mode of Compliance

In the calculations of the hearing improvements to be expected from alternative noise
regulations, one further simplifying assumption about worker exposure levels after compliance
needs clarification. Assuming that while the noise regulation causes all workers above the
mandated level to be brought down to the mandated level, assurances have been made that
the regulation will cause no significant change in the noise exposures of workers currently
below the mandated level. The previous discussion, where tendencies for overcompliance*
were balanced against tendencies for undercompliance** applies only if the major mode of
compliance is by engineering methods (where either the noise emission is reduced at the
source or the path from the source to the worker is partially blocked). However, for some
types of administrative controls where workers from quiet jobs are rotated to noisy jobs for
part of the day, and workers from noisy jobs are rotated to quiet jobs for part of the day,
compliance with the regulation will be accompanied by increases in noise exposures for some
workers. This clearly spreads the risk of hearing impairment, although the risk to the particular
individuals rotated partially out of noisy jobs is somewhat reduced. However, when one
examines existing data*** relating noise exposure to hearing loss, the overall effect of rotating
on the worker population as a whole is always or nearly always worse in one sense than not
rotating. More workers experience worse hearing levels than if the job rotation measures had
not been implemented. If the goal of the noise regulations is to improve the hearing of the
worker population as a whole, rather than to be more evenly harmful to workers, this type of
administrative control should be actively discouraged by noise regulations instead of being

*Including particularly incidental reduction of the exposures of workers below stan-
dard by the quieting of machines producing excessive exposures to some workers. In other
words, in some cases to bring the most exposed worker down to 90 dBA, the exposures of
workers at greater distances from the source may be reduced considerably below 90 dBA.

**See previous discussion for listing.
***Erom either the Baughn or the Robinson studies to be further discussed.
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allowed as one mode of compliance. Discouragement of this type of compliance might be
incorporated in the regulation by language providing that noise control programs should not
increase either the number of workers exposed to 80 dBA and above, or the exposures of
individual workers already exposed above 80 dBA prior to the institution of the noise control
program. It should also be noted that the use of a 3 dB, rather than a 5 dB, time-intensity
trading ratio would also help discourage undesirable types of administrative control.

Other types of administrative controls, however, such as shifting noisy operations to
periods of the day when fewer workers are present, do reduce overall population exposure to
noise and remain as modes of compliance preferable to personal protective devices.

Finally, it should be noted that the calculations assume no net effect on hearing levels
for the audiometric programs mandated by the standard. This is a difficult question, as there
is no data at all on which to base a nationwide projection of anticipated impact. It can
certainly be expected that some companies will have excellent programs of monitoring and
providing information to the worker, and that some of these companies’ workers may be
persuaded by the evidence of their own deterioration in hearing levels to be more consistent
users of personal protection. Unfortunately, it does not seem that the past history of indus-
trial medical programs (in all but a few outstanding exceptions) justifies the expectation that
this will generally be the case. Further, to the degree that the results of audiometric examina-
tion encourage administrative job rotation or job mobility, there may actually be a larger
number harmed in the worker population as a whole. With these uncertainties, the audiom-
etry zero effect has therefore been assigned.

Relationships Between Noise Exposure and Hearing Impairment

A brief discussion of the sources of data helpful in quantifying the relationship between
noise exposure and permanent threshold shift is necessary.

The Public Health Service has published the most recent and definitive data on the
hearing levels of the population as a whole. These are based on a 1962 survey of a representa-
tive sample of the United States. Because only a small proportion of the representative
sample is industrial workers exposed to long periods of noise, it is certainly likely to be an
underestimate of the present pattern to be found among industrial workers working in noisy
environments.

The second set of data is a British study by Burns and Robinson. The authors screened
out workers with otological abnormalities, and measured hearing levels in ways comparable

with the Public Health Service techniques. In particular, a sufficient amount of time was
allowed, between noise exposure and time of testing, that temporary threshold shifts did not
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confuse the data. They concentrated on measuring the differences among those people
exposed to different noise levels during their working life, quantifying the total noise exposure
of each particular individual utilizing the equal energy principle. (This study, as has been
discussed in the testimony of Dr. Burns, validates the use of this rule in calculating equivalent
continuous exposure levels.) -

The third set of data is a study of a large American industrial population by Baughn.
No otological screening and selection was carried out, making it more likely to be representa-
tive of actual industrial worker groups. However, he admittedly did not wait a long enough
time to avoid the confusion of the data by some degree of temporary threshold shift. Baughn’s
assumption on presbycusis is that a 78 dBA exposure for 8 hours or the equivalent produces
no greater hearing loss in the normal population than does aging in the normal population.
This is supported by comparison with a survey by Glorig of a non-noise exposed population.

All the calculations are based on the Baughn data.* In using the Baughn data, some
important issues must be explicitly addressed:

®  The Baughn data include otologically abnormal people. 1t is desirable to have
otologically abnormal people in the sample for our purposes, because the results
more accurately reflect the impact of noise on defective, as well as normal, ears.
People with defective ears are likely, in any.event, to be somewhat impaired to
begin with, and therefore are of special concern because it is probably worse to
make fair hearing poor than to make good hearing fair.

®  The Baughn data include some temporary threshold shift. This is troublesome, but
as has been discussed at length in Dr. Kryter’s testimony, the effect is not large —
less than 2 dB of hearing level even in the most extreme subgroups, and generally
less than 1 dB.** A partial compensating advantage is that a threshold shift which
is experienced throughout every working day and into the evening of working days
is in itself not totally negligible as a social cost, even though each day’s shift is
labelled “temporary.”

®  The Baughn data indicate larger effects of noise on hearing levels than some other
data, particularly the exceedingly careful study of Robinson and Burns. If, as has
been suggested,4 10 dB are added to the Robinson threshold shifts to compensate
for the screening out of otologically abnormal people, there is not a great deal of
difference in the data sets. All concerned, however, prefer not to rely heavily on

*Specifically, Figures 9 and 11 of Reference 1.
**By “hearing level’ is meant average hearing level at (.5, 1, 2 kHz).
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the quantitative accuracy of this latter procedure. An additional source of evidence
is the recent study of NIOSH. As can be seen in the table presented in the discussion
of “Material Impairment”, after subtracting the different presbycusis corrections
appropriate to each data set, there is very little difference between the noise-
induced risk found in the two studies. The NIOSH data basically confirm the
expected risk percentages found by Baughn for a general, unscreened population.

Finally, to avoid another source of possible future confusion, the Baughn risk percentages
used are not identical to the Baughn risk percentages used by BBN. BBN drew their percent-
ages from Table 8 of referencel that includes an adjustment of the actual observed hearing
levels to set the median hearing level to O dB for the group at 80 dBA exposure and 20 years
of age. This would be appropriate if the worker group were considered to begin their working
lives with hearing levels, on the average, no worse than those of the general population. How-
ever, the working population exposed to noise probably tends to be of lower average socio-
economic status and educational attainment than the population as a whole. Certainly gener-
ally excluded from the noise group are the relatively high status white-collar workers. Pre-
sented will be Public Health Service data in the Equity section which shows that there is a
relatively strong correlation between educational level and hearing level, even at younger age
groups (possibly due to the effects on hearing level of infectious disease, and the effects on
educational attainment of bad hearing). This being the case, it should be expected that noise-
exposed workers may already begin at age 20 with hearing levels somewhat poorer than the
general population average. Exactly what the magnitude of this effect might be cannot be
said, but particularly since the Baughn data came from such a large industrial population it is
more likely to be appropriate not to adjust the data. In any event, the differences are gener-
ally small, after subtracting out the different presbycusis corrections (80 dBA exposure group)
appropriate for each data set.

Quantification of Noise-Induced Hearing Impairment Now Occurring, and the
Hearing Improvement Which Could Be Expected From Different OSHA Standards

The figure below depicts two hypothetical population distributions of hearing ability
before and many years after compliance with some regulation.

" Lowll
Fence

Before

Number of After ‘High" Fence

People

tHcaring Level
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There are two general ways to describe this change for use in describing the benefit of the
regulation:

®  One can determine the amount (in decibels at specific frequencies) that the whole
curve, or selected parts of it such as the median, 90th percentile points, etc., are
shifted as a result of the regulation, or

®  One can determine the numbers of people with hearing worse than one or more
arbitrary cut-off points (“fences”), before and after the regulation. (Commonly
this is referred to as the “risk”’ method.)

Both methods are valid ways of looking at the data as long as one bears in mind the
limitations of each particular technique. The first method gives results in a form (dB shifts)
that does not lend itself to easy translation into terms of intuitive individual and social sig-
nificance. The second method tends to obscure the continuous nature of hearing impairment
and can lead the unwary to ignore the fact that the entire population is impaired by noise,
not just those who happen to be moved across the arbitrarily-designated “fences.”

Considerable data utilizing the former method of presentation is assembled in the EPA
levels document and supplements. For the calculations, however, results by the “risk”
method are presented, in order to provide as clear as possible a basis for social decision-making.

Baughn5 and others have conducted surveys in which people were asked, simply, “How
well do you hear?”” Results in terms of the numbers of people of different ages responding
“good,” “fair,” “poor,” and ““deaf” are shown in Figure 2-3 correlated with the average of
the subjects’ audiometric hearing levels at 500, 1000, and 2000 hertz. It is clear that the
audiometric hearing levels can be translated into rough subjective categories that have social
meaning. It is likely that individuals do not respond to fair or poor unless they have noticed
at least some interference with the activities they carry out in daily life.* Less noticeable
degrees of functional impairment are by no means without social cost. However this kind of
information at least indicates that people with average hearing levels in these frequencies
above 25 dB (ISO) are close to the border between hearing that is good and that which is
fair, and that people with levels above 50 dB (ISO) generally place themselves in the poor
category. These are the two fences we will use in our calculations. Additional information on
the social meaning of these hearing levels can be gleaned by the reader from the following cap-
sule descriptions by the Public Health Service.6

*A tendency for older people to classify themselves by less stringent criteria than
younger people probably results from the fact that older people probably tend to compare
their own hearing with that of other older people, who also show hearing loss because of
their age.
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Average hearing level
at .5,1,and 2 kHz Ability to understand speech
in the better ear Re: ISO
Less than 25 dB No significant difficulty with
faint speech
25-39 dB Difficulty only with faint
speech
40-54 dB Frequent difficulty with normal
speech
55-69 dB Frequent difficulty with loud
speech

These may be somewhat conservative statements of the handicaps experienced by
declines in quality of life experienced by those with noise-damaged hearing. As was noted
in the material impariment section, there is considerable evidence that the three frequencies
averaged to obtain these hearing levels (.5, 1, and 2 kHz) are not the only frequencies of
social significance. In particular, hearing at higher frequencies, which shows more suscepti-
bility to both age- and noise-induced impairment, has been suggested as a better barometer
of noise-induced damage. Considerations of higher frequencies are not included in the cal-
culations, however, because of limitations in the data base readily available and interpretable
in social terms. However, it seems reasonable to believe that the results expressed in terms
of the three lower frequencies will provide a result that would roughly correlate with a result
based on an appropriately-weighted index of hearing levels at all frequencies.

The ultimate output of the calculations will therefore be expressed as the net number
of individuals with hearing levels in two ranges:

25-50 dB (average HL at .5, 1, and 2 kHz)
over 50 dB (average HL at .5, 1, and 2 kHz)

after subtracting out the individuals that would be in those two hearing level ranges in the
absence of noise above 90 dBA (“presbycusis” correction).
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Assumptions of the Calculations

Some assumptions have already been discussed in the section on noise exposures. Other
assumptions implicit in the calculations are:

® Noise exposure is independent of the age of workers — that is, older workers are
exposed to various noise levels just as frequently as younger workers.

®  Exposure is simply proportional to age, beginning at age 20.
®  The age distribution of workers approximates that reported in the 1970 census,

for manufacturing industries. (Table 2-9)

Table 2-9
Age distribution of workers*

Age Percent T&g:]s(i?:f ¢°f
16-17 1.059 152
18-19 3.345 481
20-24 11.959 1,720
25-29 12.330 1,773
30-34 10.755 1,547
3544 22.289 3,206
45-54 22.329 3,211
55-59 8.536 1,228
60-64 5.230 752
> 64 2.168 312
Subtotal:

20-64 93.427 13,437
Total:
16-64+ 99.499 14,382

Totals may not add because of rounding.

*From male and female distributions of age levels

in manufacturing industries — 1970 census.

**In 1973 for industries covered by the BBN study.
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® The equal energy principle can be used to convert long- and short-term interrupted
exposures into equivalent continuous exposures.

® The 80 dBA risk curves given by Baughnl represent expected hearing loss due to
presbycusis and all other non-noise-induced hearing loss in the potentially exposed
worker population (called “presbycusis’’ hereafter, for brevity).

® Job mobility is independent of noise exposure — that is, workers do not leave
noisier jobs at any faster rate than they leave quieter jobs.

Detailed Questions Addressed by the Calculations

Most previous calculations in this field have chosen a single, or a few, durations of
exposure and estimated the degree of hearing impairment produced as people attain those
designated exposure times. The BBN study, for example, estimates the numbers of people
in their selected industries* which will suffer at least 25 dB or worse hearing levels (Re: ISO)
as they reach age 60. This is done for three conditions:

® The present conditions of noise in those factories estimated by BBN with no change;

® That which might occur as a result of the adoption of a 90 dBA standard; and the
third

® That corresponding to an 85 dBA standard.

Since workers reach age 60 at different times, this presentation of the data in itself is not as
useful as asking what the situation might be 10 years from now, 20 years from now, and 40
years from now, for the existing worker population, given their existing age distribution.**
This is central for determining the effects of policies adopted now at various times on the
existing populations, whether or not we apply a social discount rate other than zero.***

*Comprising a total population of 14 million workers. These industries include most
of the industrial categories with serious noise problems, with the conspicuous exceptions of
mining and agriculture. Implicitly, the BBN data also assume no job mobility.

**Some information of this sort is, however, presented by BBN graphically.

***As an aside, it should be noted here that the benefits of noise reduction do increase
as time goes on, while the costs of compliance must be admitted to have to be imposed at
this time in the present. However, it also should be pointed out that some of the nonauditory
effects, particularly some of those associated with job performance and stress, might be
experienced at this time, rather than later on. That is, current with the exposure, and hence
any estimate of the nonauditory relative to the auditory harm, ought to take into account
the differences in time frames in which these benefits are manifest.
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As a result of these considerations it was chosen to first seek an answer to the question:
“Under four different strategies now adopted, what will be the hearing level profile of the
workers in these industries 40 years from now?”” The industrial categories chosen are the
same as those used by BBN. To do this calculation properly, one has to know first what the
age distribution will be 40 years from now, and secondly, one must make some assumptions
about what the noise profile will be in these same industrial locations between now and 40
years from now. Rather than going to extensive calculations of what the population distribu-
tion will be 40 years from now, we will assume the present age distribution in the population. .
Note that this will be an underestimate of the threshold shift likely to be encountered because
the average age of the worker is moving upwards and presbycusis and noise will have more
marked effects in somewhat older worker groups. It should also be noted that there will be
a larger work force 40 years from now. To gain information for a more near-term period,
also investigated were the effects of two compliance strategies on hearing levels to be expected
10 years from now.

One of the four compliance strategies is a baseline case — that is, the extent to which
the actual noise in these industrial operations may change, in the absence of regulation. For
this case, the assumption that there will be no change is made, recognizing that there are
arguments both for and against this assumption. The arguments for an increase in the noise
level are based on the extrapolation of past history; the argument for a smaller noise level is
a postulated greater noise consciousness and worker resistance which may stimulate changes
which have not been manifest in the last 20 years. Using this approach, predictions are then
generated of the excess numbers of people which will cross the two selected fences (25 and
50 dB ISO) under the following four conditions of compliance with noise exposure
regulations:

®  No change from existing noise exposure,

®  All exposures above 100 dBA brought down to 100 dBA,
®  All exposures above 90 dBA brought down to 90 dBA, and
®  All exposures above 85 dBA brought down to 85 dBA.

As discussed previously, in all cases no changes are assumed in the exposures of those
exposed to less than the mandated regulatory levels.

In addition to these differing exposure conditions, investigated are the effects of assum-
ing three different degrees of job mobility in the population:

® No job mobility (one job per worker throughout a working lifetime).
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®  Some job mobility (three jobs to date in each present worker’s employment
history, no more than one of which is greater than 80 dBA, the others being equal
to 80 dBA).

® Infinite job mobility (all noise exposures are evenly distributed among all workers
in a total worker population age 20-64 of 80 million, otherwise exposed to the
equivalent of 80 dBA).

Calculations were performed by first setting forth a detailed population by age and
equivalent continuous exposure distribution* under each hypothesized compliance strategy
and then multiplying by the appropriate risk percentages derived from the Baughn curves to
arrive at the numbers of individuals expected in designated hearing level ranges. The only
other consideration noted here, is that the results presented in the next section are based on
the worker population falling within the 20-64 age group (inclusive). Workers falling outside
these limits were excluded for lack of data.

Results and Discussion

Table 2-10 gives the expected results at the ultimate 40-year post-compliance time point
and Table 2-11 gives the expected results, 10 years after compliance. Several aspects of the
data are worthy of note.

Job Mobility

The assumption of infinite job mobility spectacularly increases the numbers of people
one expects to experience impaired hearing due to noise. It should be noted, however,** that
the very high numbers for the present exposures category for infinite job mobility are greatly
influenced by the small numbers of workers in the highest noise exposure groups (117 and
112 dBA). Since the estimates of the numbers of workers exposed to these extreme noise
levels are likely to be much more uncertain than the estimates at lower noise levels, this calcu-
lation must be regarded as highly conjectural.

* Where groups of individuals were hypothesized to have exposures of different
intensities during their work experience, energy — equivalent continuous exposure levels
were computed, as described in the EPA Levels document.8 (e.g., S years at 85 + 2 years
at'90 = 7 years at 87.09; 5 years at 85 + 2 years at 95 = 7 years at 90.53)

** See appendix for additional detail.
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Present noise exposures:

Added number at

Table 2-10

Excess number of workers impaired due to noise (thousands)
40 years after compliance summary

Job Mobility

hearing level

None

Some

Infinite

(Re: ISO)* 1 job per worker 3 jobs per worker (Eq. 91.13 dBA) for
80 million people
noise exposure evenly
distributed through-
out workforce.
25-50 1,429 2,632 12,034
> 50 222 384 1,230
If all above 100 dBA are brought to 100 dBA:
Added number at Job Mobility
hearing level None Some Infinite
(Re: ISO)* 1 job per worker 3 jobs per worker (Eq. 85.07 dBA)
25-50 1,328 2,365 5,219
> 50 150 261 568
If all above 90 dBA are brought to 90 dBA:
Added number at Job Mobility
hearing level None Some Infinite
(Re: ISO)* 1 job per worker 3 jobs per worker (Eq. 82.20 dBA)
25-50 1,002 1,607 2,220
> 50 104 176 250
If all above 85 dBA are brought to 85 dBA:
Added number at Job Mobility
hearing level None Some Infinite
(Re: ISO)* 1 job per worker 3 jobs per worker (Eq. 80.99 dBA)
25-50 638 872 995
> 50 72 98 113

*[1/3 (500, 1000, 2000 Hz)].
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Table 2-11

Excess number of workers impaired due to noise (thousands)
10 years after compliance summary

If all above 90 dBA are brought to 90 dBA:

Added number at
hearing level Job Mobility
(Re: ISO)*
None Some Infinite
1 job per worker 3 jobs per worker
25-50 1,238 2,184 9,690
> 50 182 303 1,175

If all above 85 dBA are brought to 85 dBA:

Added number at
hearing level Job Mobility
(Re: ISO)*
None Some Infinite
25-50 1,017 1,865 8,875
>50 171 270 1,175

* [1/3 (500, 1000, 2000 Hz)].

For the more moderate job mobility case, there are still considerably more workers
impaired than in the no job mobility case, although nowhere near so dramatically more as
for infinite job mobility. Clearly, however, the direction of the change appears to be always
toward more hearing impairment with more job mobility.

This same conclusion can be reached in terms of threshold shifts, as given in the EPA/
Air Force figures for any of the data sets examined (Robinson, Baughn, and Passchier-Vermeer).
Tables 2-12 and 2-13, taken from Johnson? show the threshold shifts expected for different
population percentiles for 85 and 90 dBA. It can be seen that there are very few cases where
the 90/85 ratio of threshold shifts is as much as threefold for corresponding exposure dura-
tions and population percentiles. However, in order for job mobility to be neutral in terms
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Table 2-12

Predicted NIPTS for 85 dBA
55 § = 53 &8 = 55 § o
£ < g g
&> = ] &> & A &> & o
10 year 20 year 40 year
9 2.8 2.5 1.0 4.1 =3 1.1 5.8 39
.5 1.8 1.8 .6 2.6 2.. i 3.8 2.7
A 1.1 1.2 2 1.6 1.5 3 2.3 1.9
B .6 9 2 9 1.3 3 1.4 1.5
0.0 4 .8 .1 .6 1.0 2 .8 1.2
5.2 5.0 6.5 5.1 7.0 6.1 5.2 9.5 3.7
4.0 33 4.7 4.0 4.7 5.1 4.1 6.5 33
2.8 2.0 3.6 2.9 2.9 44 3.0 4.2 33
1.5 1.2 2.7 1.6 1.8 3.7 1.7 2.6 3.5
2 .8 1.9 3 1.1 2.9 4 1.6 3.6
2.7 49 — 30 7.0 - 34 9.9 —
1.5 3.1 - 1.8 4.6 - 2.2 6.6 -
3 1.9 - .6 2.8 — 1.0 4.0 -
2 1.1 - S 1.7 - 9 24 —
B 7 - 4 1.0 — .8 1.5 -
178 11.6 18.6 17.8 15.7 145 17.8 20.5 3.2
14.4 7.8 135 144 109 137 144 14.8 5.3
11.0 49 10.8 11.0 6.9 13.1 11.0 9.8 7.6
6.0 2.9 8.0 6.0 43 10.8 6.0 6.2 9.7
1.0 1.9 5.2 1.0 2.7 8.7 1.0 4.0 10.7
10.5 8.4 — 10.5 11.6 - 10.2  15.7 —
9.2 5.5 - 9.2 7.8 - 89 109 —
7.9 34 - 7.9 4.9 - 7.6 6.9 -
4.1 2.0 - 4.1 2.9 - 3.8 4.3 -
3 1.3 — 3 1.9 — 0.0 2.7 —
3.9 - - 3.9 - — 39 — —
2.7 - — 2.7 — 2.5 — —
1.5 - — 1.5 ~ 1.3 - -
1.5 — — 1.5 - - 1.3 - —
1.5 - - 1.5 1.3 — -
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Table 2-13

Predicted NIPTS for 90 dBA
0 o “ o o o
28 2 = £8 2 = 28 2 =
£> & R £5 & & £> & &
10 year 20 year 40 year
2.4 4.2 5.5 3.2 5.1 6.9 4.5 8.6 7.3
1.6 2.4 3.8 2.4 3.1 49 3.8 5.4 5.5
.8 1.5 2.6 1.6 2.0 3.3 3.1 3.5 3.2
.6 1.0 2.0 1.4 1.1 2.6 2.8 2.1 3.0
5 8 1.8 1.2 .8 2.2 2.5 14 2.5
7.3 7.8 11.6 8.3 9.8 9.8 9.5 13.8 6.6
6.4 5.1 8.5 7.0 6.0 8.5 8.2 9.8 6.1
5.1 33 6.3 5.7 4.5 7.1 6.9 6.7 54
3.7 2.1 44 4.3 2.8 5.7 5.5 4.3 5.9
2.3 1.5 33 2.9 1.9 4.7 4.1 2.7 6.2
6.8 8.8 — 9.2 12.2 - 134 164 -
4.6 5.8 - 7.0 8.3 - 11.2 11.5 -
2.4 3.6 - 4.8 5.2 — 9.0 7.4 —
1.6 2.1 - 4.0 3.1 - 8.2 4.6 -
.8 14 — 3.2 2.0 — 7.4 2.9 -
23.6 18.8 30.1 236 240 18.7 23.6 29.5 4.6
208 134 22.7 208 17.8 19.2 21.3 229 7.8
18.0 87 174 18.0 12.1 18.6 185 163 104
13.2 55 11.5 13.2 7.8 149 13.7 109 148
84 3.5 7.7 8.4 5.1 124 8.4 73 174
183 14.2 - 183 18.8 - 18.3 240 -
15.6 9.8 - 15,6 134 — 15,6 17.8 -
129 6.2 — 12.9 8.7 - 129 12.0 —
6.7 3.8 - 6.7 5.5 - 6.7 7.8 -
5 2.4 — 5 35 - .5 5.1 -
8.9 — — 8.9 — - 8.9 - -
6.7 - - 6.7 - - 6.5 - -
4.5 — — 4.5 - — 4.5 — -
4.5 - — 4.5 — — 4.5 - —
4.5 - — 4.5 - - 4.5 - -
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of total threshold shift produced in the population, these ratios would have to be at least
threefold.* Furthermore, the apparent damage caused by job mobility is even more substan-
tial at higher frequencies (e.g., 4 kHz) than it is in the speech frequencies (.5, 1, 2 kHz) con-
sidered in our risk calculations. Administrative controls that distribute noise exposure more
evenly among workers, without altering total exposures, have similar effects on total
impairment.

Ultimate (40 Year) Effects of Different Regulations

The 100 dBA regulation prevents very little of the hearing impairment, except for the
infinite job mobility case, where it appears to reduce the numbers of people by not quite
half. The 90 dBA regulation reduces the numbers of people crossing the relatively severe
(50 dB) fence by about half, and makes more modest reductions in the numbers crossing
the 25 dB fence at no or some job mobility. The 85 dBA regulation prevents about two-
thirds of the people from crossing the 50 dB fence, and prevents at least a solid majority of
the problem as measured by the lower fence, always bearing in mind that the problem is
defined as the total number of people crossing these thresholds due to present noise expo-
sures (in excess of those crossing the thresholds from presbycusis alone).

Effects After 10 Years

It can be seen from the summary table (Table 2-11) that in most cases about 30 to 50
percent of the ultimate reductions in hearing impairment will be attained by the end of the
first decade after effective compliance. It should be noted in passing that the time of effec-
tive compliance, of course, may be several years removed from the time of promulgation of
the regulation, and will depend heavily on future staffing levels of OSHA area offices and the
general diligence with which enforcement is carried out.

*This is not an ultimately rigorous comparison due to the fact that an increased
population at the lower exposure level would be spread over a broader range of population
percentiles, but believe the resulting error is on the side of minimizing the apparent damage
of job mobility.
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NONAUDITORY EFFECTS

Before discussing the nonauditory effects of noise, it is important to be clear about the
standard of proof or certainty applied in judging the scientific evidence. The existence of
noise-induced hearing loss at exposure levels below the 90 dBA standard must really be
regarded as established beyond a reasonable doubt, although there is some room for respon-
sible dispute about the magnitude of the effect. However, when nonauditory effects of
noise are examined, it is apparent that although there is a substantial body of data that sug-
gests a wide variety of noise-induced health effects of potentially great significance in
social terms, the scientific evidence for most or all of the effects is far from conclusive for
exposures of 85 or 90 dBA for 8 hours. This being the case, can and should effects with this
degree of uncertainty form part of the basis for a social policy choice by OSHA? They
should, for the following reason: to ignore uncertain effects essentially assigns a value of
zero to them, if one is thinking in cost-benefit terms. However, if there is any appreciable
probability that the effects occur, then society is taking an extra chance of incurring addi-
tional harm if the less protective standard is adopted. It is not, in general, reasonable to
assume that avoiding this possibility is of zero value to society. Indeed, in many areas of
current social policy-making (such as, for example, nuclear power plant safety) very unlikely
events of potentially great harm are considered quite important in the determination of policy.

Biological Effects
Cardiovascular and Endocrine Effects

The major concern over nonauditory health effects from noise arises from the ability
of noise under some circumstances to act as a general, nonspecific biological stressor. Other
than hearing loss, noise is not suspected of producing any single health problem unique to
itself and comparable to the vinyl chloride angiosarcomas, the thalidomide birth defects, or
the asbestos mesotheliomas. Rather the effects of noise, if any, are likely to be distributed
over a large number of common individual cardiovascular and other maladies whose causation
is complex and attributable to other factors as well. Nonetheless, because, in particular,
cardiovascular diseases are such a massive problem in our society, even if noise were to increase
their frequency or severity by a small percentage in the exposed population, this would be a
very substantial adverse impact. Major cardiovascular diseases* account for well over half of
all deaths in the United States, currently somewhat over a million people per year.7 They
are also, by far, the most frequent cause of permanent total disability in those under 65, as
measured by Social Security awards.8

*Heart attack, stroke, etc.
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Figure 24 indicates some of the broad mechanisms by which noise may possibly be
contributing to cardiovascular pathology. It must be emphasized that this schema is not
presented as established. In no case has any single study documented the entire series of
events indicated in any of the separate damage pathways in any particular worker popula-
tion. Figure 2-4 represents a coherent set of hypotheses which can be used to look at the
diverse available data, and make a tentative judgment of the overall plausibility of the
indicated relationships between noise and cardiovascular disease. Table 2-14 following the
figure gives synopses of the papers (positive and negative) felt to be the most important to
consider in making this judgment.

The concept of biological stress, first proposed by Selye, has been described 10 as

the non-specific response of the body to any demand made upon it; a stereo-
typed, phylogenetically old adaptation pattern primarily preparing the organism
for physical activity, e.g., fight or flight.

It is conceivable that in the dawn of the history of mankind, noise very often
was a signal of danger or else of a situation requiring muscular activity. In
order to survive, the human organism had to prepare itself for activity, inter
alia by the non-specific adaptation pattern defined as stress. More often than
not, noise in today’s industrialized societies has a meaning very different from
what it had during the stone age. Yet, according to one hypothesis, our
genetically determined psychobiological programming still makes one react as
if muscular activity would be an adequate reaction to any sudden, unexpected
or annoying noise stimulus.

The stress reaction consists of a wide variety of viological changes, many of which are likely
to be mediated by increased adrenal secretion of the catecholamine hormones, epinephrine
and norepinephrine (also called adrenaline and noradrenaline). In judging the plausibility of
the damage pathway in Figure 24 which starts with the arrow from “A” to “B,” two ques-
tions are of paramount importance:

1))

2)

To what degree do industrial workers respond to noise on the job by chronic or
repeated biological stress reactions (manifested by chronic or repeated increases in
catecholamine levels)?

To what degree do such reactions inflict a biological price in the form of either

a) small incremental additions to a chronic pathological process such as
atherosclerosis (hardening of the arteries) or

b) precipitation of overt incidents of major damage (such as a heart attack, or
stroke) in otherwise asymptomatic but physiologically borderline individuals?
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Figure 24. Possible pathways of cardiovascular damage from noise

Google

2-33




“JuedLrudIs

A1[eorIsIels 10U 3031J3 SUNBUAIPRION “ApnIs Jauq ‘[[ews [ VT4 VD
‘uorjenyis A10jeJ0qe] JEI[TUeJUN UB YIIM PIJUOIJUOCD JIIM $303(qQns 3}

1eY) 198) 9y3 (Z) pue ‘astou 03 amsodxa ([) :IUNodOde OJUT UINE) SI SIOSSAIIS
BuLLM990 A[snoduejmuIls OM} JO dUIN[JUI Y3 * * * Jey) paplaoid ‘amjerasn
ay3 ut paysodar s8urpuyy (sanisod) Yiim juswaarde poos ur 2q 03 seadde
S}[NS3J 9SAY] * * * UOIJIIOXI JUT[BUSIPRIOU O} PIEBII YIIM PIdIIOU Sem ‘92189p
JISSI] JRYMIWIOS B O] I 3q ‘199J)3 Je[IWIS Y UOOUId}JE 3} UI pa1mdd0
uo1ja19x3 ut doxp ou asiou 03 pasodxa asoy) Suowe Jey] Jejosul ‘UOIIAIOXD

‘UBW UI UT[EUIPEIOU pUE UBUIIPE
‘SPI0I9JSOOIII0D JO UOIIRIIXI
ay) uo amsodxa asiou 3jnde Jo

JuT[RUAIPE JUAIIIJIP APUEdIJTUBIS B 9sned 03 pareadde 4, ,2Insodxad asION,, $399)J2 YL ‘(€L61) ‘1812 “V QOIS 9 q v
*SIOSSAI}S J3YJO0 [BISAIS JO SUOIINQLIJUOD Y] YIIm
Papunojuod A|SnolAqo SI $1091J3 PIAIISqO 3y} 0} astou JO uoinqLIuo)
JILVIAVD . euwseld [BlIa)IR UT SOPLIAOA[3U) pue SpIoe A1) 931) JO S[AAI]
PUE ‘QUITEUIIPEIOU PUR JUIBUIIPE JO UONIIXI ATeuLm ‘amssaid pooiq *pIoe dIUnodIu Aq UoIIed
3181 1IBAY Ul SISBAIOUT AQ PaMO[[0] 10/pue patuedwoode ‘ssalisip 9je1d -1JIpoul I19Y} pue ‘sautwe[oyoaled
-pow PA)OA? * * * WISIONIIO pue dwl) JO aFeuoys ‘(JY31] BULIINDI[J 44 OSIOU) JO uonaIxa Areuum pue spidy
SUOI}IPUOD [BIUIWUOIIAUD I]QRIOABJUN I9pUn (SFuLreaq-[feq [jews 3ut ewse[d ur sa8ueYd paon pul-10ssaIg
-3105) soueurroyrad 1030w-0ydAsd SurpuewIap-UOIIUI}IL INQ SNOUOJOUON,, (TL6T) 'R 19 Y T ‘uosjre) S o'd \%
"0 3q A[[e19ua8 J0U Pa3U Inq ‘sienpialpul
2WIOS Ul PUB SIOUBISWMOIIO JWOS Japun 10ss3xs [erjudjod e 9q Aew asiou,,
JeY] 9pndouod pue Juawiiadxa ayj o) pue as 1ad qof ay3 01 s3d3fqns sayy o«
Jo sapnye aanrsod A[jeIduasd,, aiw sioyny [ yg4 VD Yyoes Aep auo 10} *MIIAI B — 3SIOU O] e
4P v6 PUB ‘88 ‘78 ‘9. JB asiou SuryIom [euriou K9y} 03 pasodxa siojerado ainsodxa 0) asuodsal ur aseasip pue v q v I
NI 3lewaj SunoA 77 Ul S|9A3] SUTWEB[OYIAJLD Ul 3SBAIOUI JUBDIJIUSIS ON ssang (£L61) [B19 "D ‘wrelsajie) (aanedoN)
*s193(qns s10ysAsd
pUB dAISU3)Iad AY ‘[eurIou ui asiou
*(zH 0002) 9P 06 01 amsodxa ajnuiur JO $109JJ3 d1jOQRIOW PUER dULIDOPUY
0¢ 191je auun ut aurrydauidalou pue suLrydauids Jo uUOI1a10X3 pasealou] (0L61) T8 32 “°q "V ‘so[jandry 9% d \%
*PA[0IIUOD IO PIASSNISIP JouU ddB[dYI0M aU)
ut syudde snorxou [eryudjod YO LVTA VD “Ansusjutur (915) gp Sl 1 ‘wInipaw [eusnpul ue ut o
PUB GO UIIM)IQq SILIBA , YOTYM 3STOU OF JIom IIaY3 ur amsodxd [ewrtou asiou Aq paonpold walsAs Ie[noSeA Loy
JO sInoy ¢ 13jje S19153) auIqIn] Jyenrie jo dnoid e jo Ajuiofew ay) vl -oIpied ay3 pue suonoely pidi poo|q UAU_
amssaid poo[q dI[OISBIP PUB JI[0ISAS UI SISBAIDUI JUBdJTUBIS A[[RO1ISIIR)S ‘surrydauidasou ‘autmydsuids jo
InQq ‘ISOPOW 2IOUW PUB UOTIIIOX SUIWIEB[OYIIJED JO SUOIIBAJ[D PINIe suonedYIPOW “(yL61) ‘1B 19 ‘2110 € o'd \% 0
am squinu oL wod G
ssuoISn[U0D Areurung ‘IBdK ‘10yIny DUAIYY am31 g
ut sdaig

$-7 2131 ur pajeotpur sAemyjed aSewrep ur sdajs urysaddns uorjejuawindo(g
v1-T 2lqel



- Original from
D d b
s GOOSIE CORNELL UNIVERSITY



‘uonjedasdse
19p31e1d NqIyul jey) sdnip
*(31e1qUy0> pue ‘ojowepuAdip ‘urndse) uorjedsidde Ja1a1eld Jo s1031qIyuUL Aq SISO153U [e1pIedoAW pasnpul
JUIIJJIP 331Y] YHM SISOIOIU SIY) JO UOTIUIALJ () "uoIsnjul dunue[oydaled -sutrydauids jsurede uoi3dajoig
I13)j® sis0103u [eipIedoAw Jurjiodas amierdlf snonaid jo uonewsyuo) (1) ‘(€L61) ") ‘luef pue “f ‘[ ‘YJeH L1'91 1 q
. 'SIsoId[oso1ayIe snotaaid Aq pamoureu Apearfe A1apue
AIBUOJOD B IPN[I20 PUE ‘0) [SABI] 10 ‘I8 INJD0 YoIym Iquioy) 3a1djed paonput
-aulWwe[oYdaIed AQ paIsned aq Aew ssaiys paduojoid 10 a19A3s Fuunp JulLmod0
uotjoIRjUl [RIpIEOOAW [BOIULD JBY) ANjIqIssod ay) asies pue A[Ie[noseARIIUL
a1e8a138e 03 s3a1a3e[d Isned 03 Jualdyjns I ssaI)s BuLinp Ajsnousdopud
P912103s soulIe[OYdaled JBY) 15988ns s3uipulj asay ], -sa1edaidse 1ajorerd
1B[NOSBARIJUT JR[IWIIS SABY O) PUNOJ SBM SJBI Passalsun ¢ | Jo duo A[uQ ‘(sies
S1 JO € 193] 3yl 01 SYO0YS 2113I33 J[ews pajeadal isyes g Jo / ‘1ajem joy ul ‘yesy
UOISIWWI) SS343S JO SWIOJ OM) 0} Pajdafqns sjel £ JO O JO siTeay ay3 ul ay3 ui uonedasdse 19[91e[d Je[NOSEA
3d0osod1w U0II3[3 3y Buisn pajeIIsUOWIP sem uoisnjul auuydaurdazou -BIJUI JO UOLdONPUI Y] puUe SSANG
191)e s3op ur punoj ey} 03 Iejruis s32f33eld Jo uorjedardse senoseaenuy,, (€L61) *Y ‘luef pue [ ‘f ‘}JeH Sl H q
'S|0J3U0d *$S2I13s AQ paonpul jIeay ayj ut
ut punoj jou sajeda183e Je[IWIS "S[aSSAA [JEWS [RIPIEOOAW Ul S93e30133e uonedas33e 19[9)e|d JEINOSRARIIU]
12[218]d paonpul (Ul §4-G7 10§ 13)eM P[09-3D1 UI SIBI JO UOISIdWIWY) SSINIS (€L61) "M ‘tuej pue “| °f ‘yyeH 14! H 4
*asiou 03 pajejal A[snonqo
jou ssoj utieay jo sadA) [BIdA3S YIIm sjudijed SMUId ur (SJOIJU0D [BWIOU O}
pasedoo) ssauaalsaype 33[2ie[d pasealout Jo Surpulj JUBAI[SI A[ID3JIP SSI B ‘astou
os|y "SABp aaiyy 10j . (91S) gP €11 JO asiou pazipiepuejs g, 0} asuodsas ul 0) amsodxa Suunp ssaudAlsaype
SsauaAIsaype 3a[a1eld ut aseasour a81e] e FuljeIISUOWSP SIBI UT JudWIIddX g Ww[RIRld (£L61) B9 g ‘Seey €1 e \%
‘ssa10weled djqeinsedw A[2A1309{qo atow 3uisn uorjedrdal sajiautl K108
-a1ed  swoldwAs A103e[natid jerayduad,, ay) jo ssauan3ep - pajjoljuod jou
sdnoi3d 1a)10m[231S A1) UIM]AQ ISIOU URY) IAYJO SIDUIIAJJIP [BIUSWIUOIIAUT
CLVIAV) C1PAJ] SIYl UBY) SSI] O PIsodXd SI1a)10om[adls 0] pasedwod se
‘4P 06 UBY) dI0W 0} pasodxa SIdaYJOM |33]$ ul Juonbalj a10W IRYMIUIOS ‘UI9319qleUdlINY uoA funise[aquiie]
SwoydwAs £101rMnou [erayduad,, 3uilsaddns aouapiad [edidojorwapidy mz (1961) 'O ‘uasuef 1 a \%
o wol,j
an Iaquinu
LSUOISN|2UO0) AIRWIWING ek ;n_:::< g :_J”MM_M

panunuod — 4~z amgr,] ur pajesiput sAkemyied sfewep ur sdais Surysagdns uoneuaWINdO(

v1-C dl1qeL

2-36

Google



Juaned ay) se Aem swres

Y3 A[30BX3 Ul pajedisaAul aq ued oym (,,ased-uou,, I0) 193fqns [ewIou 3y}
Suipuy Aq ‘uosiredwos Jo prepuels e SurysiqeIss Jo A3MoiyJip [eruuasad ay)
SI 19Y10 Y] “J9MIIAIdUL 9Y) JO JuawiBpn( oY) UO FIoMm 3Yy) JO Aoemodde 3y}
10J Ajiqisuodsal 3yl Jo yonuw sind Yyorym ‘sassalls UMO SIY JO SSaUIIM [0S
ay) se jaswiy juaped aYj uo dUIpUadaIp ayj St ISy YL “HIOM SIYI Yim
SONNJYJIP UTRW OM] IR YL, ' LVTIAVD . [9ARI} INOY-YSnI pue ‘aInsia]
‘j10Mm jo spiayy ay3 ul Sureadde duaIdYJIp Urew Y} ‘S[OIIUOCO paydjew JdY)
Suowe Sem 3T URY) ISEASIP A1911B-ATRUOIOO YIIM Sjudnjed jo dnoid e ul 1978013
AjJuedijiudis 9q 0) MIAINUT AQ PUNOJ SEM SSIIIS [BUOIJOWS JO AOUIPIOUT Y],

. ’S110393d euIdue 2onpul AW ISEISIP 1By ATRUOIOD YIIM S103f

-qns ojut suuydaurdalou Jo uoisnjul Y3 Jey) umouy {[om st 3] “(yz) Aous
-1jjnsul A1euolod Yim sjuarjed ur 3s10I9Xd FULINP MOI0 A[[ed1ISLIJORIBYD
yotym sadueyd ‘(£7) poo[q SNOUIA ATBUOIOD JO UOIIRIMIES UISAXO Ay} Ul

[1e} & pue Jeay aY) AQ UIBAXO JO UOIIDBIIXI Y] UI ISBAIOUI UR O) SPeI] $30a(
-qns [ewou ojut duLrydauidaiou jJo uoisnjul oy ‘(ZZ) SoUrUIR[OYIaled JO
UOI1219X3 AIRulIn SIY pue [enplAlpul Ue AQ padudliadxa sSa1ls ay) udam}aq
pajerisuowap uaaq sey diysuoije[al aAljejrjuenb e pue ([ 7) ssaiys Suump
3SLI SAUIWB[OYO3]BD AJBULIN JO SUONBIIUDUOO Y] “suuydaurdalou pue
suuydauida sautwrejoydaled 3y} JO UOIIIS pasealdul ue Aq Jnoqe Jysdnoiq aq
Aew UOIIOW JO 193}J2 SIY) IBY) 359T3nS JOUSPIAI JO SAUI| [BIIASS pUE ‘9SBISIP
1189y A18U010D YIIM d[doad ul s110303d euidue saoNpul A[uoWWOd uoijowy
*ua8Ax0 jo Ajddns ajqejiear aY) pa3oxa B3y 3Y) Jo syuswdsnbas A310ud
Y} JIAUIYM SIMDIDO ‘S110303d eurdue se A[[edorurd 3sajiuewl JWo0o3q Aew
YOIYM ‘BIUIAYDST [BIPIBOOAW,, ..'(0Z‘6 1) WAISAS SnoAIaU d13ayeduiAs ay)
ajenuinls yorym sampasoid o3 s3oafgns Ayjjesy op uey) asuodsai or31duaipe
1918318 © moys dnoi3 e se 3SeasIp 118y AJBUOIOO Y)IM $303[qns,, 1By} 199))9
3Y3 03 Pajd Os[e SI 2INJRINI SNOAL] (PEIY310J Y3 0} JedY JUBIPEI WIOL)
pioysay) ured jo 1593 e Sutodiopun pue ‘A3drxue Surmsesaw asreuuoisanb

e 3unjojdwod ‘safzznd Jo soLIds B BUIA[OS) SIOSSAI)S P[IW JO SAUIS B 0)
asuodsal ut ured 3sayd yons OYIM sjudljed ueyl (durm ay3 uf saijoqelawr
Aq painseaw se) aurrydautdasou arow Ajqerdasdde 9)9199s 03 UMOYS 19M
uted 3S9Yd 1J3] 19110 YIIM 3SOY) pue puISup Y)Im asoy] ‘s140122d vuiSup
Surpnpour ‘ured Sayd JO SPUTY SNOLIBA JNOYIIM PUB YIIM ISOY) OJUI PIPIAIP
a1am A[snoiaald syjuow g [-9 SHOEBII. JIBY PAIdjIns Pey oym sjuaned

*3seasip A191Ie-AIeU0I0D
JAISN[I20 pue ssaNS "(£961)
*f ‘ydasor pue ‘g *g ‘H ‘uosiedd

*SH0303d eurdue

NOYIM pUB YIIM USW Ul uoljourd
0} sasuodsar snoasau onayjedwAs
PUB UOI}3193s JUTWE[OYIIIE)
"(L961) 1810 [ 'd ‘191N

Y4

81

q q
1 q

+SUOISN[OUOO Areurumg

Myl
‘1eak ‘Joyny

Jaquinu
EXTIEFEFEN|

ol wolg

aIndiy
ut sdaig

panunuod — 4-g aIndrj ur pajeorpur sAemyied sfeurep ur sdojs 3unysafsns uonejuawndO(

v1-C 3lqelL

2-37

Google



+a19y Surseryd

a3 wolj palIdul 3q YSnu se pa3daddoe A[JesIsATun Se JOu SI UOIIdIBJUl
[eIpJeOOAW JO SISBD USPPNS JSOW UT JUIAS JUIPN[OO0 [BUL) Y] S SISOqUIOIY)
JORI0IYL LIVIAVD .. (1€-67) SUOISI] 110I3[OSOIIYIE O) paWIojsuer]

9q AeW IQUIOIY) [BINW JBY) DUIPIA3 POOS SI 3IdY) ‘A[pUOOIS ‘SdLIdUIR
911013[95013Y1E Ul JUIA3 SuIpn[950 [BUlj 3Y) sjuasaidal usjjo sisoquiory) ‘AjIsng
«sxas d H'I JO JUuaWdO[2A3p 3y} Ul 3j01 [RJUSWEPUN] B SAe]d S3LI91IE AIRUOIOD
Ui UOTIBULIO) SNQUIOIY) O} ASUIPUI) AY],, ‘AEBS SIOYINE Y} ‘9mIesdn|

121183 Sunr) | s1afaleld ay3 03 panquIIe 9q Isnw AJANde siyy ‘sdnosd om)
3y jo ewseid 100d-}a[a3eld Ul AJIAIIOE JY) UIIMIIQ 2OUIISJJIP OU ST 3I9Y) SY
‘sjoJjuoo ay) uey) ewseld yoir3apa3eld ul Ayroe Juemseod 1OY3IY e aaey
UOTIDIRJUI [RIPIEJOAU JUIIII JNOYIIM ISBISIP JIBIY JTWAYIST YIIM SJudNned,,

‘sdnoid ay) usamiaq pa[joIIuod jJ0u (333

*1a1p **8°9) IsBASIP JB[NOSBAOIPIED YJIM PIBIOOSSE 3q O} UMOUY S10)0B) [ESned
3[qissod 1310 ‘Afjeuon}ippy ‘sinoy 3uoj Suryiom spdoad jo sadejuadiad

1331e] BulARY SWONDANII0 Y)IM PIIBIDOSSE A[aldwl Inq ‘sinoy 3uo| Suryiom
SINIOM JO 13sqns 3y} 03 panl A[jeorjidads jou Ajijejiow pasearou] -Suipes|siw
jeymawos Jaded Jo Nl IVTA VD "Noam 1ad smoy g uey) azow Juryjiom
SIN10M M3J YJIM suolednddo uey) 3seasip 1JBaY ATBUOIOD PUB J1J0I3[ISOLIdYIE
woly Ajlfeyow JPY3ry JBYMauwios pamoys }a9m Jad smoy g4 ueyl asow
unjIom sIa}IoMm Jo sadejuadiad a8re| A[oANe[al Y3mM suoljednddo urrejuoN

-1oded 8uipadaid se sweg

AVIAVD . uonednddo 0} UOoile[al Ul UleI)s pue ssains djqesedwod pamoys
SILIAS [013U0D Y} Ut s303fqns 3y [[e Jo Judadiad O AJuo JSeIJUOD pajyiew

u] “juawhojdwa o) uonelal ur Aoenbapeur 10 ssaussa[Isal ‘uoljeIISNI) ‘U
-UodsIp ‘AILMOAsUI ‘183) [ensnun sem 313y dnoid ay) jo Juddiad (g Iayjoue
u] ‘suoljejsajiuew [ed1uId Suipadsaid Adieipowwil spouad 3uof 10 Yaam
13d a1ow 10 sunoy (9 payiom pey dnoid A1euo1od a3y Jo juadiad 94 jeuol)
-Ippe uy ‘sinoy 3uiudad unnp suoiiednodo JudIdyJIp 10 Iefiuls ul padedus
pey osje inq Aep 33 Suninp sqof aw [[nj Je payiom pey Ajuo jo0u sjuaijed
3y3 Jo judoiad ¢z ‘snyj, ‘swoydwAs [eo1Ul[d JO 31asuo 2y} o) Joud sporrad
BuiA1ea 10j ssals [euoljednad0 [ensnun Japun uaaq pey s1da(qns 1533 Ay}

30 dd1ad |6 18Y) APNIS S} UT JUIPIAS A[JRI[O SBM 11 ‘SSI[I1IA3N “juaijed
A1eU0100 3Y3 Ul dadsoxjar ul Aprenonied ysiidwoddoe o3 3o JIp sour st
andnej pue Ajaixue ‘uonensntj ‘seiqoyd 03 anp $Sa13s JO JUdWAINSEAW Y] ,,

*3sBasIp 1JeaYy IMWAYOST

Yim sjuaned ur uonouny faYy3 pue
spidrioydsoyd 1313181 *(0L61)

"W °f *13spoY puE 'y ‘AopioN

‘sinoy 3uoj

YI0M OYM UdW BIUIOJI[B)) UI ISBASIP
1183y AIeuolod woij AJelIow
"(0961) "1 ‘mojsaig pue g ‘[|I3ng

*S|011U0d

[ewiou OO | Jo dnoid 1ejnuis

B pue sIeak Op pue ¢7 Jo sade

ay) usamiaq squaned go| Jo sis
-Ajeue ue uo paseg ‘synpe 3unoAk
JO asBasIp 1ray AIRUOIOD Ul SSAIIS
[euoljednddoo pue 3131p ‘AjIpaldy
Jo dduedIudis A1y (8S61)
1€ ‘uBwyoZ pue '] Y *yassny

8C

L

9¢

=
@
2-38

141 g

»SUOISN[OUO0D AJewiumg

A/
ek Loy

1pqunu
AUIOY

o] wolq

aIndi,|
ui sdaig

panurjuod — -z aIngr ur pajesiput sAemyjed a3ewep ui sdoajs Sursadsns uorjejudawWndog

v1-C 31qEL

Google



TASEISIP UPAY MWANPOS [y g ya s
ZHY £ 01 6'0 wolj uoneura Lsuanbaly v oyim (OS) gp €7
7 00 Sem AJISUd3Ul pUNOS UBdW Y] * * * dudfIs uf 3daY oM S[EWIUR Y]} SInOY §° | SuluipuIal 31 JuLINp PUE SSAIIS PUNOS JO SINOY §'T 01 pasodxa
219m s[ewitue 3y ], "pouad mMOoy-¢ & JO SISBq JUI)WIUI PIZMWOPURL B UO PIIIAIIP * * * 3DUIJIS JO dNUIW | AQ PIMO[[O] SPUOIIS Oy 10] PAIIAIIP SEM

nwns 0] Jo yora eyl os pajuasaid (sasindun }10j Buiun) pue ‘s19zznq ‘s[oq ‘sise|q Jie passaidwiod) SPUNOS sNOIXou Jo s3uIp10031 Ade] . 4 e ese
-ansodxa moy-g

Buninp Surxeja1 ‘3uipeas s1a(qng "GP 08 JO AISudjul ue pue zH 000$ JO Adouanbaij d3ues S[ppIW © PRY Pasn PURY-ISTOU AARIIO £/ ML, uen
“idudsnuew uo peasjouur),,
“(LVIAVD,, Suipeay ay 1apun passaidxa 13)1v] ay1) SUOHIRALISAL pur
SUOISN[IUOCD *SUOIIRIAIAIAIUT UMO INO Juasaidal syrewr uoeionb jo apisino [eudgey “paid s1aded ay) woay sawod syJew uonejonb ul euaep,

. 'SISOI[OSOIAYI® PUE STSOQUIOIY) UIIM]Iq
diysuonejas 3uoxss e 3sad3ns * * * IqUIOIY) umouy paziuedio ui * * - suoisy| ad4)
911019135013Y3e JO sduipulj ay) pue sanbejd s1jo13psoIY e plo Ul sysodap
unIquy jo s3ulpury ay ] °sISOId[OSOIAYIE 3Y) jo asned Burk(1opun Y3 3q [[1Is
Aew sisoquiosy) AJeuol1od ‘v 21endoaid jou Aew )1 y3noyy jNvV Jo
SISNEd UeY) JaYiel saduanbasuod aq Aew 1quIOIY) Y3 Jey) 1saF3ns © * * SISO
[RINWSURI] Y)IM ISOY] UI PUB ISBISIP JBIPIRD JO A[uappns SutAp sjuatjed ur
1quIoNy) AIeU010) JO Aduanbayjur ay] " - * SISOIDIU [BIPIBIOAW [BINWSUED
yim spuaned Jo Juadiad (G INOQE Ul PUB ‘WNIPIEIOPUIQNS JB[NOLITUIA 3J3]
3Yy3 O} pajiwi] S SISOIDAU WOYM Ul 10 A[Udppns AP oym sjuaned jo jJuadiad
01 INOQE Ul IN2D0 IqUOIY) ATEUOIO)) ‘SISOIIAU [BIPIBIOAUI JNOYIMM IO YA
2SBASIP JRIPILD WOLJ (SINOY 9 UBY) §S3|) A[Uappns alp oym sjuaned ui sanbeyd
PIO AQ jJudd1ad G/ UBY) 210U PIMOLIBU I SALUIIR AIBUOIOD JOfew 3a1y)
341 JO oM} Ise3] 1B Jo suawn| Y3 Ajjens) - * * (JV) uoudiejul [eipreoolw ‘uondrejul W
J)nde [ejej ut sanbejd 513013[950I3YIE AQ PIA[OAUT A[3SNJIP I8 SALIIIR [eIpIEdOAW INIE [BIR) Ul SALIdUIE W 1
AIBUOIOD Y], :SMO[[O] SB JJed Ul PIZLIBWIWINS IMIBIIN] JO MIAI [BI2UIS Y K1euo10) (TL61) D "M ‘SI2qoy St 1

. (#p) uondUNysAp reipsedoAw 03 Inp
y1eap ui 10)oej & 3q Aew saje3a183e 15]91e(d JO UOnRULIO) 3Y) Aq paredioaid
winipIedoAwW Y3 Ul SIOURQINISIP AIOJEINDID PazZI[RIO] 3Y) Jey) Paisaddns usaq

A]uadaa sey 3] ‘amssaid poo|q JO UOIJBAD[d PUE SISOII[ISO[NIAWO[S 0) 3su
BuIAIS ‘UOIIRINDIID [BUAL AU} YIIM 213J133Ul UBD BIIOR 3Y} UT IQWIOIY] femui
wolj 8unjeurduo 1joquia 13131e]d 1BY) 22UIPIAd papiacid 3AeY (£P) NEIAIISIIW
pue 2100 *(Zp' |§) BIWIYOSI [BUTIAI PUR IR[NOSBA [BIQ313D JUDJJIWLIAUL UT
pajeorjdwr u2aq ARy 1[OQI-0IOIW 33}a3e[d ‘UBW U], ('SSAUAAISIYpE 13[a181d
Ppasealdul jo samseaw uipnpuy) . '(0f) 1 01 d|qrdaosns aq o) readde oym
3S0Y} Ul JO SISOI3[ISOIAY I JO SUONeINdWOod PEY IARY OYM $5)22(qQns ui uon
-ounj 33[91e[d [PWIOUQE JO SUOIIBAIISQO JO JAQWINU B U3IIQ IABY AIdY],, " " °
W (LE'9E°TE) Anfut [enut oy 191J8 sInoy g 3Y) SuLinp uLIQLy JO SSEW € 0}
pauiojsurl) st Amfur [3ssaa 03 asuodsal ul suLIoj Jey) snquioryl You-13o3eid
[ienwi ayg “(9-g¢) Mredadse 19[93e(d IY) punore ulIql} JO UOIEWIIO) Y} O}
SpeJ] WwsiueyoIWw uoijen8eod pooiq ay) ‘Ajyuanbasqng *(gg-0¢) 3utod sny) e *UoIIdIBJUI [BIPIRIOAW W
Jenwndoe Aeus $13191e|d JO SSBW B PUEB ‘[[BM [35S3A POO[q B UO 331 Am(ur ue pue uondunj 1241eld (6961) bl E|
0} 213ype 512318]d,, :BUIMOI0) 33 BUIPNIOUT AMIBII] JO MIUAI [eI3UaB v 'V W ‘weydoeq pue g °f ‘preisny 6T I

oy wolg

2-39

SUOBTOUCO AJewum ann q
AL S ‘1834 ‘10 InY 20ua1yey andiy
ut sdajg

panunuoo — 4~z aIndi ur pajeorput skemyjed sfewrep ur sdajs Surisessns uorjejusumooq
v1-T 2lqelL

Google



Both of the types of damage indicated in items 2(a) and 2(b) above could be produced if
noise stress were to increase the adhesiveness of platelets (‘“F” in Figure 2-4) on a chronic or
repeated basis. Increased platelet adhesiveness has been observed in response to several dif-
ferent stressors, 20,21 including noise! 9 and the effect can also be produced in response to
the artificial infusion of norepinephrine from outside the organism.1 6,23 Increased platelet
adhesiveness makes sense as part of the general “fight or flight’’ preparation of the body
because it would produce more rapid clotting of blood in the event of a wound. However,
this increased platelet adhesiveness has clear potential for negative side effects due to an
increased tendency for the formation of thrombi* at places of minor damage in arteries in
the heart and elsewhere.20,21 There is strong evidence that such thrombi contribute to the
buildup of atherosclerotic “plaques’’ which gradually narrow arteries and chronically reduce
the oxygen supply of vital tissues.35,51 The same thrombi may also contribute on an acute
basis to the completion of the pathological sequence by forming the final occlusion of an
already-narrowed artery leading to tissue death. Exogenously infused norepinephrine has
been observed to produce necrosis (death) of cardiac muscle, and this necrosis can be greatly
reduced by the simultaneous administration of various inhibitors of platelet adhesiveness.22,23
The likelihood that this mechanism plays a significant role in real cardiac pathology in the
population is increased by three additional observations:

° Heart attack patients in general, and some subcategories of patients in particular,
appear to be composed of individuals who secrete abnormally large amounts of
catecholamine hormones.24

®  Patients with ischemic heart disease appear to have generally higher coagulant
activity in platelet-rich fractions of their plasma than normal controls.34

® Some epidemiological studies suggest a role for some kinds of emotional/occupa-
tional stress in heart disease.31—33

The other major route of damage shown in Figure 2-4, that through increased blood
pressure must be regarded with considerable caution. As can be seen from Table 2-14 the
evidence is, for the most part, quite equivocal. Some epidemiological observations seem to
be suggestive, but all available studies leave a great deal to be desired. At this time, there
can be no firm basis for ruling this category of effect either in or out.

In summary, one might say that although a great deal more scientific work will be
needed before it can be said that workplace noise definitely contributes to cardiovascular
disease, a relationship between the two is entirely plausible.

*Thrombi are small aggregates of platelets and other blood components involved in
clotting.

240

Google



Immunological Effects

Related to the action of noise as a stressor, various effects on the immune system are
to be expected and have been observed. Various stressors>8 including intense noised? induce
a biphasic secretion of corticosteroids known to depress some kinds of immunological acti-
vity. Jensen and Rasmussen60 monitored peripheral white blood cell levels in mice in
response to 3-hour exposures to 123 dB of an 800 Hz tone. During the noise there was
a pronounced drop in white blood cell count, followed by an equally pronounced rise for
several hours immediately following exposure. In a companion paper6l Jensen and Rasmussen
innoculated mice with vesicular stomatitis virus immediately before or immediately after the
exposure. As one might expect from the white blood cell response it was found that the
mice innoculated before exposure were appreciably more sensitive, and mice innoculated
after were less sensitive to infection than control mice.

The significance of potential shifts in immunological capabilities is large, as the immune
system is of course our major bulwark against all manner of infectious diseases that exact a
large toll of sickness and restricted activity every year. Available information is far from
adequate to assess the likely magnitude of any noise-induced immunological effects, but
data of Cohen to be published shortly are said to suggest that absenteeism from many dis-
parate causes is increased in noise-exposed workers. If true, this could be of substantial
economic and human importance.

Fetal Abnormalities

Finally under the category of possible biological effects, we feel compelled to mention
a recent, surprisingly strong set of experiments reported by Geber.52 The standard cautions
with respect to all data of this type are in order — it is impossible to predict the likelihood
and the degree that results of teratogenicity experiments in rodents will be manifested in
humans, and it must be emphasized that the exposure conditions in these experiments were
radically different than workplace noise.* The fact that a continually changing noise exposure,
kept up day and night, is likely to be appreciably more stressful than most exposures which

*Quoting from the Geber paper, “A wide variety of electric horns, gongs, and alarm
bells was mounted throughout the interior of the stress chamber along with six 10-inch
speakers to send the outputs of an Fico Model 377 audio generator and “white noise” from
a Grason-Stadler noise generator into the stress chamber. The characteristics of the noise
stress were such that the measured decibel range of the noisc spectrum within the stress
chamber was 74-94 dB and the frequency range was from 20 to 25.000 cycles/sec. All units
of the noise-generating apparatus were connected to individual cycling timers sct to deliver
effective daily noise stimulation of the pregnant animals equal to 10 percent (6 min.) of each
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might be expected in industry cannot be ignored. Nevertheless, the absolute levels of noise
used were not excessive, and the results in terms of inhibition, partial, or complete absence
of calcification of fetal bones are unequivocal (Table 2-15).

Table 2-15*

Effects of noise stress on ossification of bones in fetal rats

Number of fetal rats with various degrees of skeletal ossification

De f fetal
oisr?fgc(;ti:na Control Noise Total

Younger pregnant
females:
Complete absence 0 52 52
Partial absence 2 60 62
General inhibition 2 60 62
Normal 749 310 1,059
Total 753 482 1,235
Older pregnant
females:
Complete absence 2 37 39
Partial absence 4 67 71
General inhibition 0 98 98
Normal 331 68 399
Total 331 270 607

*Adapted from Geber, W. F. (56)

hour of the day with relative quiet, i.e., ambient noise, existing throughout the remaining

90 percent (54 min.) of each hour. Schedules of sequencing of the noises were randomly
controlled by variation in cycling times of the various timers. Thus, the degree of acclimation
to each noise pattern was presumed to be minimal since it was continually changing in
reference to all others.

The noise stress was continued throughout each day of the entire pregnancy or until
sotae ather day was attainad, ie., 16-22 days.”
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While it cannot be concluded from these experiments that maternal exposures to
industrial noise are definitely dangerous to the fetus, the findings certainly cast some doubt
on their safety. The question of possible teratogenic effects from exposures to noxious
agents of all kinds in the workplace environment has unfortunately received almost no
scientific study to this date. The most serious investigations we know of are the recent
findings in nurses exposed to anaesthetic gases. With women rapidly acquiring more equal
access to employment in heavy industrial jobs, it is imperative that consideration of all
workplace standards should include the realization that women in the early stages of
pregnancy* will be exposed along with males. Even a small increased risk of birth defects
must, of course, be counted as a substantial adverse impact on society.

Workplace Effects

Perceived Annoyance

There has been a great deal of research into the “loudness,” “perceived noisiness’” and
‘“annoyance” qualities of different types of noise. An excellent recent review of the subject
is contained in a recent paper by Miller.63 A weakness of most of the data for purposes of
the current regulatory activity is that, for the most part, measurements seem to have been
made in either a laboratory or a community-noise setting. We have not located work on the
direct measurement of parameters related to annoyance in an industrial context. Psycho-
logical characteristics of individuals, and general attitudes of workers toward their employer
and their work will undoubtedly have a bearing on the magnitude of the annoyance felt in
response to the noise on a particular job. However, it seems reasonable to expect on the
basis of existing research that at least five physical parameters of noise will have approxi-
mately the following relative influence of noise on perceived annoyance:

The five physical factors mentioned by Kryter operate approximately as
follows: (1) Intensity and frequency content — noisiness increases with sound
level approximately as does loudness, that is a 10-dB increase in the level of
moderately intense sounds results in a doubling of judged noisiness. Sounds
with energy concentrations between 2000 Hz and 8000 Hz are judged to be
more noisy than sounds of equal sound pressure level outside this range. This
effect can be equivalent to a 10-20 dB increase in level or a factor of 2-4 in
judged noisiness. (2) A concentration of energy or spectrum complexity — this
may have an effect which increases the noisiness by 2-3 times or the equivalent

*Nearly all fetal anomalies are produced by events in the first three months after
conception.
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of 10-15 dB over that noisiness that would be otherwise predicted. (3) Duration -
the noisiness of a sound increases with its duration. The relation is logarithmic,
and over a range from a few seconds to a few minutes, an increase in duration by
a factor of ten results in a change that is roughly equal to a 10-dB increase in
level, in other words, an increase in noisiness by a factor of two. Detailed study
indicates that the growth of noisiness with duration is more rapid in the range of
14 sec and less rapid beyond 15 sec than predicted by a single logarithmic rela-
tion. (4) Duration of the period of rising sound pressure level — sounds that are
increasing in level are judged to be of greater noisiness than those decreasing in
level. A sound that takes 10 sec to reach a maximum level may be judged more
noisy than one of equal energy that reaches its maximum level in 3 sec. This dif-
ference can be the equivalent of about 3 dB or a factor of 1.2 in noisiness.

(5) Sudden increases in level — in contrast, impulsive sounds that reach a high
peak very abruptly, i.e., in a fraction of a second, may be judged to be very noisy.
While this effect depends on the magnitude of the impulse, it can be very large.
People judge impulsive sounds to be very noisy even when these sounds are
familiar and expected.63

Of these five parameters, only the first, intensity, is affected in a reasonably predictable way
by the proposed industrial noise regulations. Later we will use the fact that perceived noisi-
ness increases by approximately a factor of 2 for each 10 dB increase in level in rough calcu-
lations of the approximate value of annoyance reductions produced by the proposed standu:

Effects on Work Performance

The area of work performance is perhaps the most difficult to assess in a satisfactory
way for purposes of social decision-making. At least with the other effects of noise one can
be reasonably confident that, to the extent they occur, the direction of change will be for
the worse for the human organism. EPA’s criteria document’1 succinctly summarizes a
daunting volume of available experimental work as follows:

Viewed as a whole, the literature on noise and performance shows that some-
times noise interferes with performance, sometimes it improves it, and usually
it causes no significant changes. A number of general conclusions, however,
have emerged:

1. Steady noises without special meaning do not seem to interfere with
human performance unless the noise level exceeds about 90 dBA and
not consistently even then.64
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2. Intermittent and impulsive noises are more disruptive than steady-state
noises.65 Even when the sound levels of irregular bursts are below 90
dBA they may sometimes interfere with performance of a task.66

3. High-frequency components of noise (above about 2000 Hz) usually
produce more interference with performance than low-frequency com-
ponents of noise.

4. Noise usually does not influence the overall rate of work, but high
levels of noise may increase the variability of the work rate. There may
be “noise pauses’ or gaps in response,67 sometimes followed by compen-
sating increases in work rate.

5. Noise is more likely to reduce the accuracy of work than to reduce the
total quantity of work.67,68

6. Complex or demanding tasks are more likely to be adversely influenced
by noise than simple tasks.69

Our own brief review of the literature has uncovered little relevant to these proceedings
that would either add or subtract materially from the EPA conclusions, with the possible
exception of a recent study by Hartley.70 Hartley’s study is interesting in that he measured
performance on a serial reaction test* in noise and in quiet** with and without ear defenders.***
The results, in terms of average ‘“‘gaps’ and “‘errors’ are reproduced below:

*The test is performed with a subject seated before a display consisting of 5 neon
light sources arranged in a pentagon, one of which is always illuminated. Arranged on a
horizontal response board are § brass disks corresponding to the light sources. The (subject)
is required to tape the disk appropriate to the lamp illuminated. The light promptly extin-
quishes and another is lit. The (subject) works as quickly and accurately as possible, scoring
as many corrects and as few errors as possible. The third score consists of pauses or gaps of
1-1/2 sec between tapping one disk and tapping the next. The (subjects) were 16 housewives
and professional men, ranging 18-45 years of age.

**Broad-band noise having equal energy per octave was used throughout. In the N
conditions it was presented at 95 dB, and in the Q conditions, at 70 dB, measured on the C
scale.

***The ear protection was provided by Amplivox Sonogard ear defenders, specified as
providing a substantially linear attenuation with frequency over the audible range (20 dB at
200 Hz, 30 dB at 500 Hz, 38 dB at 1 and 2 kHz, and 45 dB at 4 kHz, measured at one-fifth
octave bands and the American Standard Method for the Measurement of the Real Ear
Attenuation of Ear Protection at Threshold, ASAZ-24.22-1957).
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Mean Gaps in Each 10-Min. Block Under Each Condition

Condition Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Total
Q 2.57 5.13 6.69 7.31 21.70
Q+ED 4.07 6.57 8.25 7.50 26.39
N 5.06 11.12 10.44 8.94 35.56
N+ ED 3.57 6.50 9.81 9.88 29.76

Note. Abbreviations: Q = quiet, N = noise, and ED = ear defenders.

Mean Errors in Each 10-Min. Block Under Each Condition

Condition Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Total
Q 2.10 4.67 6.11 5.72 18.60
Q+ED 3.30 5.22 8.80 6.25 23.57
N 2.87 6.10 8.10 5.19 22.26
N+ED 345 9.90 9.73 7.97 31.05

Note. Abbreviations: Q =quiet, N = noise, and ED = ear defenders.

By the “gaps” measure of performance (number of pauses of 1-1/2 seconds) the ear defenders
appear to be somewhat helpful in noise, but fall far short of producing performance com-
parable to that produced by the quiet condition. Ear defenders used in the quiet seem to
increase gaps on their own, to some degree. By the errors measure of performance, neither
noise nor ear defenders individually produced large enough effects to be statistically signifi-
cant, but it would appear that, when combined, they produced a rather substantial increase

in average errors.* These suggested effects invite considerable further study, but for purposes
of the current rule making they tend to give added support to the preference of OSHA,
NIOSH, and EPA for engineering solutions to noise, rather than personal ear protection. The
widely-observed resistance of workers to the discomfort and annoyance of at least some ear
protectors increases the probability that their imposition may sometimes have negative effects
on the quality, if not the quantity, of industrially-produced goods.

No quantitative guess is in order on the magnitude of these effects, partly because of the
lack of fundamental baseline data. (Few companies, for example, publish yearly figures on
the average number and type of defects in their products.) It is not impossible, however, that
over a number of years economic performance losses of the same order of magnitude as engi-
neering control costs could be presented by engineering compliance with noise regulations.

*It should be noted that the author of this paper himself inexplicably but studiously
avoids drawing this latter conclusion.
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Effects on absenteeism, accident and injury rates

Effects of workplace noise on absenteeism, accident, and injury rates have long been
postulated as likely end results of other properties of noise (both biological and psycho-
social) which are easier to measure directly. It is not at all unreasonable to suppose that an
increased tendency toward absenteeism might result both from workers’ psychological aver-
sion to returning each day to an unpleasant environment, and from any general lowering of
immunological resistance to infection. Moreover, the frequency and severity of industrial
injuries could easily tend to be higher in noisy environments both as a result of possible
masking of warning signals and because of an increase in momentary gaps or errors in
performance.

Plausible as these effects are, they have to date posed truly formidable problems for
epidemiological demonstration. The basic reason why the epidemiology is so difficult is thu
it is hard to imagine a situation where one might find reasonably comparable worker populu
tions in reasonably comparable jobs exposed to reasonably comparable accident and health
hazards, at substantially different, well characterizable noise exposure levels, all with either
excellent records of accidents, illnesses, and absenteeism or the capability of producing such
records over an extended period of time while keeping all the other conditions constant.
This epidemiological problem is considerably more challenging than most other epidemio-
logical problems because of the intimate association between noise exposure and other
characteristics of the population and the jobs (such as, socioeconomic status, exposure to
safety hazards of particular types from specific types of machinery, etc.) which would tend
to confuse the results unless the experiment were very carefully controlled. One must admir.
the professional fortitude of anyone undertaking such a study.

This being the case, it is remarkable that even one serious attempt at an epidemiological
investigation meeting the criteria outlined above has been performed. Such a study, the
second part of the Raytheon study performed in cooperation with NIOSH, compared acci-
dent, illness and absentee rates for different worker groups in a large manufacturing plant
before and after the institution of a hearing conservation program. The study is still in the
process of final publication and is unfortunately unavailable for full review here. However,
the conclusions of the authors are reported to be that they did observe quote suggestively
higher incidences of absenteeism, illnesses, and accidents when the workers had greater effec-
tive exposures to noise.
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BENEFITS AND COSTS OF A MORE PROTECTIVE STANDARD

An attempt will be made to construct an elementary balance sheet indicating the
important benefits as well as costs of effective 85 dBA and 90 dBA regulations for different
sectors of our society. In all cases, these impacts will be based on a comparison with a
theoretical baseline case of noise exposures unchanged from present levels. Two time periods
will be examined; the first from effective compliance to 10 years after effective compliance,
and the second from effective compliance to 40 years after effective compliance.

Hearing Conservation

Tables 2-10 and 2-11 quantified the numbers of excess* people in two hearing level
ranges given different noise standards and different assumptions about job mobility in the
population at the two different time periods after effective compliance. To determine the
hearing conservation benefits of each regulation, subtracting the number of people in each
hearing level range under the regulation from the corresponding number of people who
would experience impaired hearing in the same range under the baseline case. The results
of this procedure at the time points of 10 and 40 years after compliance are shown in
Table 2-16, with the best estimates corresponding to the some job mobility case (where a
worker is assumed to hold three jobs in his lifetime, one of which may be noisy and two of
which are at 80 dBA), and the extreme values of the ranges corresponding to the highest and
iowest values of the three job mobility cases.**

At this stage, two points from the computation of these results should be reiterated:

®  Only people in the workforce and between the ages of 20 and 64 are included in
these data. In particular, some number of additional people experiencing poorer
hearing than they otherwise would after the age of 65 can be expected to exist.

®  The people placed in the over 50 dB hearing level range by the influence of noise
for the most part would have had hearing in the 25-50 dB category in the absence
of noise — their hearing has gone to a severely impaired state from an already

*In “excess” of those who would have been at the stated hearing levels in the absence
of noise exposure (i.e., due to presbycusis, etc.).

**From data presented by Dr. Ward in his testimony, it is our general impression that
the “‘some’” job mobility case is, if anything, a conservative estimate of the actual job
mobility likely in noisy jobs in the industrial population.

248

Google



Table 2-16

Reductions* in the Numbers of People with Different Degrees of
Hearing Impairment after Compliance with
Different Noise Regulations

(Thousands of people)
At 10 years after compliance At 40 years after compliance
Hearing level Range of estimates Range of estimates
range Best** over spectrum of Best over spectrum of
estimate no-infinite job estimate no-infinite job
mobility assumptions mobility assumptions
90 dBA regulation:
Hearing level
range: ***
25-50dB 448 (191 - 2,344) 1,025 (427 -9,814)
Over 50 dB 81 (40- 81) 208 (118 - 980)
85 dBA regulation:
25-50dB 767 (412 -3,159) 1,760 (791 -11,039)
Over 50 dB 114 (51- 114) 286 (150- 1,117)
Added benefit of
85 dBA, over
90 dBA:
25-50dB 319 (221 - 81%5) 735 (364 - 1,225)
Over 50 dB 33 ( 0-  33)*%x*x 78 (32- 137)

*All numbers represent reductions in numbers of hearing impaired people from the
baseline case of-no change in worker noise exposures.

**Calculated under ‘‘some” job mobility assumption (3 jobs per worker).
***Average at 0.5, 1, 2 kHz, Re: ISO.

*xx*0” value at bottom of this range is, in part, an artifact of the calculation procedure.
Some.small finite value is to be expected, even in the job mobility case which gives the “0”
estimate. -
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slightly to moderately impaired state.* Numbers shown in the 25-50 dB category
reflect the net effects of entrance from the group that would otherwise be under
25 dB and the exit of individuals from the 25-50 dB group to the group over

50 dB.

Table 2-16 has given the number of people affected at two points in time. To under-
stand the total impact of the regulations through the intervening years, one should ideally

1) divide time into individual small units (years, or months),
2) multiply the number of people affected times the individual small durations, and

3) add the results together to find the number of person-years of impairment pre-
vented by each regulation over specified periods in the future.

As an approximation to this ideal procedure, it has simply been assumed that the numbers
of people affected between 0-10 years and 1040 years after compliance follows straight lines
between the 0, 10 and 40 year points under each of the different job mobility cases. Using
this latter procedure, for example, the benefit of each regulation over the first 10 years was
taken as simply five times the benefit which was indicated to occur in the tenth year.**
Table 2-17 shows the final results — total millions of person-years at each hearing level saved
by each regulation during the first 10 and 40 years after compliance. These millions of
person-years of impairment cannot be adequately translated into economic costs, but they
may be compared to the economic costs in arriving at the final noise regulation. They will
be entered, together with the other costs and benefits, on the final balance sheet. Tables
2-16 and 2-17 are condensed in summary Table 2-18.

Workers’ Compensation Costs Saved

It has long been recognized that occupational disease is under-reported in both employers’
injury and disease logs and in workers’ compensation claims. A recent NIOSH-sponsored
study at the University of Washington indicates that occupational disease is under-reported in
employers’ logs by a factor of 50 and in workers’ compensation by a factor of 33.72

*A discussion of the significance to the affected individuals of the various hearing levels
was presented in section 2.

**In other words, the average yearly benefit over the first 10 years was simply taken as
half of the benefit for the tenth year.
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Person-years of hearing impairment prevented by

Table 2-17

different noise regulations during
different periods after compliance

Millions of person-years**

During first 10 years

after compliance

During first 40 years

after compliance

Hearing level
range Range of estimates Range of estimates
over spectrum of over spectrum of
estimate no-infinite job estimate no-infinite job
mobility mobility
90 dBA regulation:
Hearing level
range:*
25-50 dB 2.2 (1.0 -12 ) 11 4.5 -120 )
Over 50 dB 041 (.20- 41) 2.3 14 - 14 )
85 dBA regulation:
25-50 dB 3.8 2.1 -16 ) 19 (7.7 -130 )
Over 50 dB .57 (.26- .57) 3.2 (1.7 - 16 )
Added benefit of
85 dBA,
over 90 dBA:
25-50 dB 1.6 (1.1 - 4.1) 8.4 (3.3 - 10)
Over 50 dB 17 o - a7 .84 (.37- 2.1

*Average at 0.5, 1, 2 kHz Re: ISO.

**Numbers may not always add because of rounding.

Traditionally, the number and size of annual worker’s compensation claims have been
small as compared to other types of disability payments. However, with an increased aware-
ness on the part of employees to health hazards on the job, the number of compensated
hearing loss cases is on the increase. The data in at least one state, California, indicates a
five-fold increase in the number of hearing loss cases in the 14-year period, 1955-1968

(Table 2-19).
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Table 2-18

Summary of best estimates of added benefits of
85 dBA over 90 d BA regulation

Hearing level

after compliance

10 Years

40 Years
after compliance

Thousands of people
with reduced hearing
impairment:

25-50 dB
Over 50 dB

Millions of person-years
of impairment prevented:

25-50dB
Over 50 dB

319
33

1.6
A7

735
78

8.4
84

Table 2-19
Number of hearing loss cases, fiscal years 1955 to 1968

Fiscal year ended T Northern Southern
June 30 otal area area
1955 86 39 47
1956 100 35 65
1957 93 41 52
1958 144 52 92
1959 186 58 128
1960 143 48 95
1961 148 46 102
1962 332 66 266
1963 373 72 301
1964 289 81 208
1965 296 94 202
1966 300 91 209
1967 369 104 265
1968 421 159 262

Compiled by the Division of Labor Statistics and Research,
Department of Industrial Relations, State of California, March 1969.
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Because of the trend toward a greater number of compensation claims and because of
the need for cost calculations which includes the potential loss to the society through the
worker’s compensation system, we have based our estimates on previously described hearing
loss which assumes a total capture (i.e., a total claiming) of this economic factor. This is
based on no change in present compensation schedules, a fact which may offset to some
degree the inevitable fact that not all workers who will be handicapped for compensation
purposes will receive payment.

It has already been mentioned that the workers’ compensation claims are a one-time
cost, even if in reality the claims may be spaced over a variety of different times. For the
purpose of our calculations we have decided to examine the potential benefits (compensation
costs saved) both 10 and 40 years hence.

The magnitude of this potential benefit is to be found in Table 2-20 under the conditions
of compliance with 90 dBA and 85 dBA. Four conclusions are worth noting:

® the assumption of job mobility greatly increases the estimate of benefit to be
derived,

®  about a third of the benefit is captured in the first 10 years,

®  both those suffering moderate harm and severe harm are benefitted significantly,
and

®  a change in compliance from 90 dBA to 85 dBA brings considerable marginal
returns — approximately twice the benefit in cases of less severe hearing loss.

Social Costs of Absenteeism and Other Effects

Given the discussions on the state of knowledge of performance, absenteeism, general
illness, and industrial injury effects of noise, it must be appreciated that any assessment of
the social costs of these effects must be highly speculative. Nonetheless, the effects are all
generally plausible, and the expected value of their impact on society, though highly uncer-
tain, is clearly not zero. The average employed worker loses about 5 to 6 days per year from
all illnesses and injuries.73 Due to the limitations of sample size and other sources of varia-
bility in epidemiological techniques, it is difficult to imagine that the current NIOSH study
could reveal statistically significant noise-related increases in absenteeism if the effects on
total absenteeism attributable to noise were less than about 2 to 3 days per worker — that is,
about 50 percent over the normal ““background”level. Considering this, and considering the
likelihood of performance and industrial injury effects, it is not unreasonable to suppose that
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Table 2-20

Potential workers’ compensation payments for hearing loss in both ears
($ millions, not discounted)

40 years after compliance

90 dBA 85 dBA _
1 job 3 jobs 1 job 3 jobs
per per per per
worker worker worker worker
Workers handicapped 15% at 35 dB* $ 705 $1,691 $1,305 $2,904
Workers handicapped 52% at 60 dB* $ 675 $1,190 $ 858 $1,636
Total payments $1,380 $2,881 $2,163 $4,540
10 years after compliance
90 dBA 85 dBA
1 job 3 jobs 1 job 3 jobs
per per per per
worker worker worker worker
Workers handicapped 15% at 35 dB $ 315 $ 739 $ 680 $1,266
Workers handicapped 52% at 60 dB $ 229 $ 463 $ 292 $ 652
Total payments $ 544 $1,202 $ 972 $1,918

*“Handicap” for compensation calculations is 1-1/2 percent for each dB loss between
average hearing levels of 26 dB and 92 dB. Based on 10 State average maximum payment of
$11,000, 15 percent handicap equals $1,650/worker and 52 percent handicap equals $5,720/

worker.
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the approximate order of magnitude of the total economic harm caused by all of these effects
may be the equivalent of about one day of work less per worker per year for all those esti-
mated by BBN to be exposed to more than 85 dBA.

The Frye report (1 965)74 -estimated that reducing absenteeism by 1 day per year over
the total workforce of 80 million would add about $10 billion to the gross national product,
or about $125 per worker/day. Today because of inflation and the real growth in our GNP
the number would be about twice as high, or $250 per worker-day. If the guess outlined in
the previous paragraph of 1 day’s effective absenteeism per year per worker exposed over
85 dBA is accepted, then the approximate total benefit to workers in industries examined by
BBN from this source potentially realizable from noise control amounts to $250 x 8 million =
$2 billion. Over 10 and 40-year periods after compliance, the potential benefit would, of
course be correspondingly multiplied.

It must be reemphasized, of course, that like compliance cost estimates, these estimates
are unfortunately only best guesses, though reasonable ones. Reasonable people should
agree that such potential benefits should be considered in an even handed appraisal of proposed
social policy.

Annoyance as a Social Cost

That noise is, to some degree, a net overall annoyance to industrial workers must be
considered reasonably beyond dispute. By and large, it must be supposed that workers
exposed to industrial noise in the range under discussion consider it, on balance, unpleasant
or annoying. This depression of their quality of life is clearly a social cost. To the degree
that workplace noise regulations may reduce this social cost, the reductions should enter into
an assessment of the overall costs and benefits of these social policies. Offered in this section
are some quantifications, albeit highly uncertain and tentative quantifications, of the approxi-
mate magnitude of these effects in relation to the estimated economic costs of compliance.

Before entering these computations, however, it should clarify some points about the
operation of market forces with respect to annoyance costs.

® In contrast with some of the long-range auditory and health effects of noise,
annoyance effects are relatively easy for individuals to judge and integrate into
decisions about whether or not to accept a particular job. It therefore may be
contended by some that, in general, in a free market, the worker’s wage will
include some additional monetary inducement to take a noisy job, over a quiet
one. However, it should be noted that this kind of mechanism, to the extdnt it
operates effectively in practice, merely causes a partial redistribution of the
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social cost of noise annoyance from workers to their employers (the employers,
of course, have to pay the premium that the workers get). There is no net decline
in the total annoyance cost born by the society as a whole by this mechanism.

® A market factor which would tend to reduce overall annoyance costs is worker
self-selection for noise annoyance resistance in noisy jobs. It can be expected that
those workers who are more annoyed than average would tend to end up in
quieter jobs and those workers who are less annoyed than average would tend to
end up in noisier jobs, other things being equal. Therefore in considering the value
to be assigned to workplace noise annoyance, we must, to the extent possible,
attempt to reflect the values of the individuals actually in those jobs, rather than
the average values of the general population.

The discussion of past research on perceived annoyance revealed one reasonably solid
relationship that can contribute to the calculations; for each 10 dBA increase in intensity of
a particular noise, the perceived noisiness approximately doubles. In addition to this relation-
ship, the only additional inputs needed are the distribution of noise exposures and the actual
average annoyance value of some standard noise exposure over some unit of time. The
exposure distributions were discussed in some detail in the hearing impairment section,
leaving the annoyance value of a standard noise exposure the only remaining unquantified
parameter. For this, one is forced to speculate, but believe that it is possible to specify a
reasonable range of values, using dollars as a yardstick, which probably contains the true
average value.

Selected as the standard exposure is an average 90 dBA continuous noise for an 8-hour
day. How much per hour do we believe an average worker in such a job might be willing to
sacrifice to do the same work in quiet (say, S0 dBA) conditions? It is suggested that at an
absolute minimum, this difference should be considered to be worth 10 cents an hour. For
purposes of calculation, this is taken as a lower bound. As an upper bound, it is suggested
that it is probably unlikely that the average worker would spend more than about 50 cents
an hour, simply on an annoyance basis* to accomplish the reduction from 90 to 50 dBA.
(The reader may, of course, choose others for calculation purposes, if he or she disagrees with
these values.) Now if one can accept the 10-50 cents/hour range as the approximate value of
an average daily 90 dBA exposure, the values of average exposures at other levels can be
estimated by doubling or halving these values for each 10 dBA departure from 90 dBA, using
the formula

Value at X dBA = (value at 90 dBA) 2 (X -90)/10

*Excluding any health or hearing impairment considerations.
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The following table summarizes the results of these calculations:

Table 2-21
Exposure level Range of annoyance values
dollars/hour
80 0.05-0.25
85 0.07-0.35
90 0.10-0.50
95 0.14-0.71
100 0.20-1.00
105 0.28 - 1.41
110 0.40 - 2.00
115 0.57-2.83

From these and other intermediate values, combined with the exposure distributions given in
the hearing impairment section, Table 2-22 shows the computation of the range of total
annoyance costs per year — at present, and after compliance with 85 dBA or 90 dBA standards.

The values for total annoyance costs under each standard are then subtracted from the
annoyance costs that would be incurred if exposures continued as they are at present. The
range of annoyance costs saved per year, and over the next 10 and 40 years are given in Table
2-23. It should be noted that for this table, presented are undiscounted benefits. However
when summed up in the final balance sheets, the figures will reflect these benefits discounted
at a rate of 7 percent per year. (The discussion of what discount rates to apply in social policy
making is beyond the scope of this presentation. In brief, it is believed that the proper discount
rate should be the long term expectation of the difference between risk-free interest rates and
inflation rates, and that this is probably in the neighborhood of 7 percent.)

Innovation and Regulation
An important economic effect of regulation, especially a regulation so broad as that
concerning workplace noise, is the impact on technological innovation. This is a particularly

significant issue in the current controversy since it is unclear exactly how industry will respond,
technologically, to either an 85 or 90 dBA standard.
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Table 2-22
Computation of annual annoyance costs under different regulations

Present exposures

Annoyance cost

Exposure Thousands Billions Low value High value
level of of hours $ billions/year $ billions/year
workers per year* ! y y
82 5,858 11.72 0.67 33
87 4,769 9.54 77 39
92 1,878 3.16 43 2.2
97 939 1.88 .30 1.5
102 469 .94 22 1.1
107 235 47 15 8
112 117 .23 11 .5
117 117 .23 .15 .8
Total 14,382 28.76 2.81 14.0
After compliance
with 90 dBA standard:
82 11.72 .67 33
87 9.54 7 39
90 7.51 .75 3.8
Total 28.76 2.19 11.0
After compliance
with 85 dBA standard:

82 11.72 .67 33
85 17.05 1.21 6.1
Total 28.76 1.88 94

*Assuming 2,000 hours per worker-year

In order to understand the effects of the standard on innovation, one must separate the
noise control industry from other sectors. With full enforcement of either an 85 or 90 dBA
standard, the demand for noise control technology will exceed current sales of this industry,
as BBN has reported. BBN goes on to say, however, that this demand will stimulate increased
investment and new technological developments which may well be able to satisfy these new
re L i otk Thepeults of eriter research on innovation strongly support BBN's assertion.
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Table 2-23

Net savings of annoyance costs under
90 dBA and 85 dBA regulations

' Billions of dollars
Standard Savings over Savings over
andarcs ;aAnnVinual first 10 years first 40 years
es after compliance after compliance

90 dBA standard 0.61 -3.1 3.1-31 25-123

85 dBA standard 93-46 9.3-46 37-185
Benefits of 85 dBA

over 90 dBA 31-1.6 3.1-16 13- 63

*Unadjusted for any social discount rate.

From this work one knows that market factors, such as increased demand, appear to be the
primary influence on innovation. Approximately 10 relatively recent studies have shown this
to be true, as reported in work published by other MIT personnel from the Center for Policy
Alternatives.”> The new demand created by a strict noise standard would, consequently,
seem to be a powerful stimulus to innovation in noise control technology.

With respect to the effect of regulation on industry in general, there has been a great
deal of comment asserting that the increased costs imposed by regulation will hamper innova-
tion. Most of this comment is opinion or theory and runs contrary to the only empirical work
on the subject, a study recently completed at the Center for Policy Alternatives. What has
been found is that, in contrast to this conventional wisdom, environmental and safety regula-
tions are a positive stimulus to commercial innovations in a significant number of cases.

The results are based on a study of 164 successful, unsuccessful, and on-going projects
in firms in five foreign countries and five industries, where data were gathered through inter-
views with project managers.”6 The environmental and safety regulations in evidence were
more often associated with successful than unsuccessful projects by a factor of three, with a
10 percent chance that this distinction was random. Even more significant was the fact that
projects were conducted differently because of regulation ten times more often in the case of
successful projects than was true for unsuccessful projects. These observations were highly
statistically significant, with the chance of random occurrence only 2 percent, and uniform
across countries.
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The firms and industries interviewed were not concerned with making or selling
pollution control equipment or services. They tended to be large and older, indicating that
particularly in mature highly concentrated industries regulation exerts a salutary influence
on the process of innovation. Apparently, regulation stimulates product and process change
in the firm to meet new conditions and thus provides opportunities for innovation which
otherwise might not have occurred.

It is recognized that this study has limitations both in the scope and in the number of
its observations. Nevertheless, it is felt that its findings are highly relevant to a consideration
of the benefits arising from environmental and safety regulation and they suggest that the
effect of workplace noise regulation on innovation may well be positive both within and with-
out the noise control industry.

Quantification of Net Costs

Attempts have been made to quantify some important benefits. Presented in Tables
2-24 and 2-25 are partial balance sheets for compliance with a 90 dBA standard and 85 dBA
standard, respectively. Assuming some job mobility (3 jobs per worker), a capture of all
compensible hearing loss under present criteria, a 1 day per year per-worker reduction in
absenteeism as a proxy for all losses of worker effectiveness to his employer and a conserva-
tive value of annoyance to the worker exposed to 90 dBA of 10 cents per hour. Also included
for comparison with monetarily quantifiables is the reduction in hearing impairment expressed
in both numbers of workers and person-years of impairment. Listed but unable to quantify,
are the possible effects on coronary heart disease.

Different assumptions will yield different numbers, but perhaps these preliminary
balance sheets provide a good starting point for serious discussion.

The accounting suggested indicates that compliance with a 90 dBA standard is likely to
yield a net benefit to society even after 10 years. Compliance with 85 dBA appears to be
achievable at a net cost after 10 years, but at a figure very much smaller than the compliance
cost estimates. Ultimately, compliance with the 85 dBA standard is a net benefit to society.
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Table 2-24

Net costs with 90 dBA standard
(assuming 3 jobs per worker)

(3 billion)
Items After lp years After 49 years
compliance compliance
Accruing primarily to firms:
Compliance costs (BBN) 13.5 13.5
Maximum workers’ compensation
costs saved (present value)* (1.2)** (2.9)
Absenteeism reduced ($2 billion
per year, present value)* (14.0) (26.7)
Subtotal (1.7) (16.1)
Accruing primarily to workers:

Annoyance (lowest estimate)* 4.3) (8.1)
Total monetarily quantifiables (6.0) (24.2)
Accruing to workers:

Reduction in number impaired

(thousands)

25-50 dB range 448 1,025

Over 50 dB 81 208
Reduction in person-years of

impairment (millions)

25-50 dB range 2.2 11

Over 50 dB 04 2.3
Reduction in cardiovascular disease

*7 percent discount rate.
**Numbers in parentheses are benefits, i.e., negative costs.
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Table 2-25

Net costs with 85 dBA standard
(assuming 3 jobs per worker)

(3 billion)
It After 10 years After 40 years
ems . .
compliance compliance
Accruing primarily to firms:
Compliance costs (BBN) 31.6 31.6
Maximum workers’ compensation
costs saved (present value)* (1.9)** 4.5)
Absenteeism reduced ($2 billion
per year, present value)* (14.0) (26.7)
Subtotal 15.7 0.4
Accruing primarily to workers:

Annoyance (lowest estimate)* (6.5) 124
Total monetarily quantifiables 9.2 (12.8)
Accruing to workers:

Reduction in number impaired

(thousands)

25-50 dB range 767 1,760

Over 50 dB 114 286
Reduction in person-years of

impairment (millions)

25-50 dB range 3.8 19

Over 50 dB 0.5 3.2
Reduction in cardiovascular disease

*7 percent discount rate.
**Numbers in parentheses are benefits, i.e., negative costs.
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Section 3

EQUITY

In judging the social equity of the possible alternative OSHA noise regulations, it is
important to quantify not only the magnitude of the costs and benefits but the distribution
of the costs and benefits among different groups within our society. If one alternative tends
to distribute relatively more benefits to the already well-to-do at the cost of the disadvantaged,
the social drawbacks of the alternative may well be considered to weigh against it in deter-
mining social policy. Figure 3-1 indicates the group of people who tend to have hearing
handicaps in the United States. These data are from the 1962 survey by the Public Health
Service. One can see from the figures that there is a strong correlation between the level
of educational attainment and the probability of hearing handicap, and that the smaller
the amount of schooling, the more likely a hearing handicap becomes. Noise is by no
means the only factor likely to be contributing to this manifestation of social inequality —
various infectious diseases and general lack of proper medical care and living conditions
undoubtedly play a major role — however, it is clear that noise-induced hearing loss tends
to fall most heavily on those in our society with very few other resources to lose.

The fact that a certain segment of society may bear a disproportionate portion of the
costs of workplace noise raises some fundamental issues about the value, we as a society,
place upon the quality of these people’s work environment. Congress has recognized this
problem and has spoken unequivocally concerning it through the OSHAct. Its clear import
is that as a nation we are committed to a continual upgrading of the quality of working
life and that this improvement justifies considerable increased costs. When these costs — or
the resulting benefits — are uncertain, the legislative mandate necessitates a resolution of
doubts in favor of this aimed-for improvement.
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Section 4
REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES

The requirement that an agency consider regulatory alternatives in detail is securely
established in law. This requirement arises first from the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) which mandates [Section 102(c) (iii)] a “detailed statement of alternatives
to the proposed action.” Second, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines
for environmental impact statements elaborate upon this point, stressing that ‘“‘the analysis
should be sufficiently detailed to reveal the agency’s comparative evaluation of environ-
mental benefits, costs and risks of the proposed action and each reasonable alternative.” ]
And lastly, OSHA’s own regulations2 reiterate the NEPA requirements and refer to the
CEQ guidelines.

OSHA has compiled with the formal legal requirements of the impact statement
procedure in its publications to date. The adequacy of this compliance is potentially a
subject for the courts to review under the precepts established by recent cases.3 The
comments which follow do not intend to assess the legal sufficiency of OSHA’s position but
rather attempt to synthesize various points of view on alternative regulatory possibilities
and to suggest additional items for agency consideration.

INDUSTRY SPECIFIC STANDARDS

Perhaps the most-discussed regulatory alternative has been industry-specific noise
standards. There has been a consistent difference of opinion between OSHA and EPA,
and in consequence come controversy, concerning the desirability and/or legal propriety
of this option. As things now stand, EPA has given a cautious general endorsement to
this approach,4 but OSHA rejects it because of “the delay involved in developing and
enforcing such standards.”> '

At the root of the controversy is the fact that different industry groups exhibit wide
variations in their general levels of noise exposure, a situation which naturally leads to
corresponding differences in the cost of complying with whatever noise standard is
promulgated. Moreover, the technological parameters of noise control vary significantly
from industry to industry. These differences have been documented by both NIOSH and
by Bolt, Beranek and Newman.6,7
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Accordingly, it is quite possible that industry-specific standards would be founfi,
after having been given full consideration, to be more protective of workers than an equally
costly uniform standard. This point has been made before in testimony at this hearing
by George Eads, Council on Wage and Price Stability and will not be dwelt upon. One
would reiterate the question, however, whether this alternative has been given the full
consideration which it merits.

The primary objection to varying noise standards according to industry groups seems
to be the administrative difficulties associated with this course of action. However, it is
worth pointing out that there is considerable precedent for this approach, both from OSHA
itself and from EPA. OSHA has, for instance, created a unique category of Occupational
Safety and Health Standards for special industries. The areas singled out include Paper
Pulp, Textiles, Bakeries, Laundries, and Pesticides.8 Moreover, one could assert that most
safety (as opposed to health) standards are industry-specific; and these are, of course, being
promulgated and enforced successfully by OSHA. EPA also has promulgated many industry-
specific standards, notably in the water pollution area; and the viability of this regime has
already been commented upon in the hearings by EPA.

Leaving aside the matter of ease of administration, it can be urged that industry-specific
standards best further the purposes of the OSHAct. It is important to keep in mind that
under the Act, OSHA'’s responsibility is to promulgate a standard, adequate to ensure that
no employee suffers material impairment of health or capacity. Therefore, it seems clear
that the stricter the standard, the closer to this goal. On the other hand, it is apparent that
the goals of the OSHAct are tempered somewhat by considerations of feasibility. That
feasibility contains an economic component seems clear from both the legislative history
of the Act? and subsequent caselaw construing this seccion. 10 ¢is precisely the questions
of economic feasibility that argues most strongly for industry-by-industry standards. For
instance, since the costs of compliance (i.e., the feasibility) vary so widely among industrial
sectors, it is entirely likely that for an identical price, one industry could achieve an 80
dBA standard while another could only reach 90 dBA. Given that considerations of
feasibility are equivalent in these two situations, it seems entirely appropriate to enact
the differing noise standards which reflect this fact.

In any event, whatever the desirability of industry-specific standards, it seems legally
incumbent upon OSHA to consider them more fully than it has to date. This requirement
springs from the Industrial Union Department case, which was a contest of the asbestos
health standards promulgated by OSHA. One of the points in issue concerned the effective
date of the regulation—which was to be uniform for all industries. Thus, in a situation
very analogous to that currently designated in the noise context, OSHA promulgated a
5-fiber standard for all industries which would be reduced to 2-fibers for all industries
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after 4 years. Evidence was introduced showing that many industries could have compiled
well within the allowable 4 years. NIOSH had, on the basis of this evidence, recommended
varying standards depending on industry compliance capability. Nevertheless, OSHA
promulgated a uniform standard, largely for reasons of practical administration.

The D.C. Circuit Court, while upholding the general standards, remanded for clarifica-
tion or reconsideration, the part making the standard uniform. In so doing, it made several
very important points concerning industry-specific standards. First, the court chided
OSHA for not seeking more information showing inter- and intra-industry differences.
Second, it maintained that industry-specific standards “would not appear to create opportu-
nities for employers in one industry to challenge their standards on the grounds that
standards for another industry were less demanding” (except if the industries were directly
competing).* Lastly, the court refused to accept OSHA’s cryptic reference to reasons of
practical administration as justification for uniformity. Its specific statement on the subject
is as follows:

“It is possible that the Secretary failed to pursue this point because

he interpreted the statute to require a single uniform standard for
reasons of practical administration. If so, we disagree. The statutory
scheme is generally calculated to give the Secretary broad responsibility
for determining when standards are required and what those standards
should be. If the Secretary determines that meaningful distinctions
between the compliance capabilities of various industries can be defined,
he is authorized to structure the standards accordingly.”

When one returns to the noise standard-setting context after considering the above
authority, several things seem clear. First of all, it is apparent that the discussion to date
concerning industry-specific standards has been deficient in its depth and seriousness.
OSHA'’s examination of this alternative has been rather cursory and its reasons for
rejection conclusory. A fuller consideration of this option is clearly required by existing
legal authority: NEPA and its implementing regulations, which unambiguously outline
the alternatives section of an impact statement; and the Industrial Union case, which held
that industry-specificity in health standards must be explored before a uniform standard
can be set.

*Although the court did not address the problem of equal protection for employees,
there would not seem to be any legal difficulty as long as there was a reasonable basis for
differing industry standards.
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Second, on the basis of the OSHAct itself, past agency actions under it, and the relevant
caselaw, it appears that OSHA has perfect legal competence to promulgate regulations in the
industry-specific form. The Industrial Union case made it clear that inequity in treatment
of different industries is not a legal impediment; and administrative difficulty is similarly not
a persuasive legal argument without some data to support this assertion. Moreover, the
existence of a group of industry-specific standards currently in force attests to both the
legality and practicality of this option.

Lastly, it should be pointed out that the initial standard need not be thoroughly
industry-specific. 85 dBA or 80 dBA could still be a generally applicable standard unless
otherwise stated. OSHA could then, at its leisure, promulgate lower (or perhaps higher if
appropriate) standards for groups of industries exhibiting similar characteristics, with the
ultimate goal of refining these initial categorizations. Such a “phasing-in” of industry-
specificity would go a long way toward easing the perceived administrative burden.

COMPLIANCE SCENARIOS

Somewhat analogous to the industry-specific standards problem is that relating to the
proper compliance scenario. The BBN study postulated two different compliance schedules,
3 years and S years. Its projections of the costs of these two scenarios come closer to
meeting NEPA’s requirements concerning the weighing of regulatory alternatives than do
any of the discussions concerning other options. OSHA, however, has proposed to make
the 90 dBA standard effective immediately, since it represents no change from the level
which has been required for the last 4 years.

Assuming the desirability of a 90 dBA limit, this position seems perfectly proper.
Although there are clearly many firms currently in noncompliance with this standard, it
scems unwise to grant them a blanket exemption for another few years when the OSHAcct
alrcady provides a number of mechanisms (e.g., variances, abatement agreements) to lengthen
the compliance period in appropriate individual cases. When one considers 85 dBA as an
option, however, the agency’s analysis seems somewhat deficient. It should be emphasized
that OSHA has chosen to at least consider the 85 dBA alternative, yet in that context it has
not discussed varying compliance scenarios. (Its only mention of time is to allege that a
3-year compliance period is beyond the capability of the acoustical products industry.)

This omission seems at odds with the holding in the Industrial Union case which remanded
the asbestos standard for reconsideration on the question of different compliance schedules
for diffcrent industries. A noise standard which similarly neglects to make this kind of
analysis in the face of data which indicate so clearly wide industry differences in the costs of
compliance might well face a similar remand.
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It should also be pointed out that varying compliance scenarios can give an entirely
new complexion to the substance of the standard. For instance, assuming for purposes of
argument that 85 dBA were in fact infeasible (i.e., crippling to industry) if required within
1 year, the same level might well be eminently feasible (i.e., the costs could comfortably be
absorbed) within 3, 5 or 7 years. BBN has made exactly this assertion with respect to the
ability of the acoustic products industry to absorb the demand created by an 85 dBA
standard.

As a last point, it should be noted that varying compliance scenarios can be employed
in combination with industry-specific standards to achieve a more optimal balance between
the regulatory demands of worker protection and feasibility — technological, economic
and administrative.

NEW PLANT STANDARDS

The possibility of a different standard for newly designed or constructed workplaces
from that for existing workplaces was first explored by NIOSH in its noise criteria docu-
ment. There NIOSH recommended an 85 dBA level for all newly designed installations 6
months after the effective date of the standard, even though it had endorsed 90 dBA as the
general standard. EPA now endorses the NIOSH proposal and OSHA rejects it on the
rationale that it would prove too cumbersome for purposes of inspection and enforcement.

It is worthwhile noting that the OSHA statement of this alternative considers it only
for those newly designed occupational environments for which control is currently techno-
logically feasible. In view of OSHA’s earlier assertion on its preliminary draft EIS that
the technology to fulfill this alternative was not available, a few remarks are in order on
this point.

First of all, BBN has asserted that with existing technology, the sound levels of 92
percent of all jobs could be reduced to 85 dBA. Even if this were not true, one could expect
the new technologies to develop quickly in response to the new demand, as has been shown
in the various studies of innovation referred to earlier.

In any case, it is now clear, legally, that a lack of technology is not a sufficient reason
to reject a regulatory alternative. On the contrary, an agency may specify a standard which
necessitates an upgrading of technologies in order for it to be met. This was a holding of
the recent case which upheld the OSHA vinyl chloride standard 102, The court specifically
addressed this point, as follows:

“In the area of safety, we wish to emphasize, the Secretary is not restricted by
the status quo. He may raise standards which require improvements in existing
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technologies or which require the development of new technology, and he is
not limited to issuing standards based solely on devices already fully
developed.”

This point has already actually been established in other cases,! 1 but it was brought
home forcefully here in the OSHA health standard context.

Whether or not new technology is actually needed to implement an 85 dBA standard
for newly designed workplaces, it is clear that it is considerably less costly to install
whatever controls are needed before industrial plants are fully constructed than after.
Recognition of this fact, and the fact that it outweighs any associated administrative
difficulties, has been made by various other nations’ strict standards for new plants and
equipment (notably Australia and Finland).

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS AND PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT

Personal protective equipment and administrative controls both play a part in the
workplace noise standard even though OSHA criticizes them and prefers controls developed
at the source of the noise.

Protectors are to beemployed in the following circumstances:

1. When employees receive a daily noise dose of more than 0.5 (i.e., > 85 dBA) if their audio-
grams shcw any significant threshold shift (i.e., > 10 dB at 2000, 3000, 4000 Hz).

2. When noise exposure is in excess of the limits allowed, in the following three cases:
a) during the implementation of controls,
b) when controls are feasible only to a limited extent, and

¢) when controls are shown to be infeasible.

It is apparent that OSHA in its proposed standard desires to limit the use of personal
protective equipment as a primary method of compliance. However, upon analysis of the
proposed provisions, actual practice which may result may not be consistent with OSHA’s
aforementioned criticisms of this alternative. Since equipment may be used when controls
are infeasible or only feasible to a limited extent, their allowance in this manner opens up a
potentially significant loophole in the standard. Although the use of these terms imparts
an inherent flexibility to the provisions concerning hearing protectors, confusion as to
their meaning and avoidance of the standard are other other likely results. The decision
as to whether protectors are acceptable will, under the OSHA proposal, be made, initially
by firms. on an ad hoc, case-by-case basis according to questions of feasibility. Since the

4-6

Google



question of feasibility has, more than other, prompted controversy with reference to

the general standard, it is doubtful whether its use in this subsidiary context is at all wise.
It should also be noted that no forum for resolving the feasibility of controls problem

is provided, and this omission will undoubtedly augment the confusion.

Another apparent contradiction in the hearing protector provisions arises from the
fact that 10 dB individual change in hearing level at 2, 3 and 4 kHz is defined as a significant
threshold shift, requiring protective equipment. While this is a laudably protective position,
it does not seem to comport with the 25 dB at .5,1+2 kHz fence which has been proposed by
OSHA in the general standard context to define material impairment, as mentioned earlier.

In sum, although there is no cause to quarrel with OSHA'’s general position on personal
protective equipment, it seems that the specifics of the standard require clearer definition.
First, a forum and guidelines for resolving questions of feasibility should be provided,* and
second, the. apparent conflict between two varying definitions of significant threshold shift
should be reconciled.

The question of administrative controls has been discussed earlier in this presentation.
It is worth emphasizing again, however, that since they may in fact lead to a greater, not
smaller, total impairment, their inclusion in the standard needs re-examination.

VARIANCES AND ABATEMENT AGREEMENTS

Strictly speaking, variances and abatement agreements have little to do with OSHA’s
standard-setting function, the former being an individual exemption to an already promul-
gated standard, and the latter, an attempt to compel, albeit amicably, compliance with an
infringed standard. Nevertheless, they are relevant to setting a workplace noise standard
because they pertain to enforcement of such a standard; moreover, they are relevant to this
hearing in particular because both EPA and OSHA have commented previously upon their

usefulness. ! 2

The essence of EPA’s position has been that OSHA should adopt a strict (i.e., 85 dBA)
noise level and use variances and abatement agreements as tools to mitigate any potentially
harsh effects in individual cases. OSHA in response has recognized that these exceptions

*A possible solution would be to allow protective equipment as a long-term solution
rather than engineering controls only after the controls have been deemed infeasible by
OSHA in a variance proceeding, perhaps with provision for periodic review to reassess the
feasibility in light of new technology.
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should conceivably eventually swallow up a general rule and therefore has stressed its initial
obligation to promulgate a feasible standard.

In a sense, both positions are correct. While it is true that OSHA standards should be
realistic, it is also clear that the OSHAct provides various means to work around standards
that may be overly strict for certain individuals. Variances are one such method, particularly
suitable when technological difficulties hinder compliance (it should be emphasized that
they are not allowable as a means of softening economic hardship). Abatement agreements
are a currently evolving technique which have great potential use as a flexible enforcement
tool. These after-the-fact regulatory methods should be kept in mind before the promulga-
tion of any standard since they may in large part determine the actual form the standard
takes in its application.

CONCLUSIONS

Several different regulatory alternatives have been discussed herein. This group
comprises an impressive array of regulatory options open to OSHA by which it can vary
primarily the form, but in consequence, the substance as well, of its eventual workplace
noise standard. Several basic questions have been raised in this discussion concerning
OSHA'’s consideration to date of these alternatives.

First, one must ask whether each alternative has been given the kind of full consideration
it deserves—indeed the kind the law requires. The answer in some of the cases must be
negative, since much of the discussion in OSHA’s EIS has been short and conclusory, not
the detailed analysis required under NEPA. Moreover, some—notably the industry-by-
industry standards option—have not measured up to the courts’ requirements that a
promulgated standard be supported by a full and complete record. Consequently, it seems
plausible that as things now stand the proposed OSHA standard and its supporting EIS
could well be overturned in a judicial contest for not fulfilling these procedural requirements.

Second, one must ask whether OSHA'’s reasons for rejecting these alternatives were
correct, either as a legal or as a policy matter. The answer to this question again necessitates
a considerably fuller record.

Lastly, one must ask what the existence of these regulatory alternatives as to form
(and the multitude of combinations which are possible) say about the substance of the
workplace noise standard. Initially, one is impressed with the extraordinary flexibility given
to OSHA by the OSHACct itself and the gloss the agency and the courts have put upon it.
Not only is OSHA’s power legislative in nature, allowing it legally to promulgate a variety
of types of standards, but also the enforcement procedures given to the agency endow it
with a leeway exceptional among regulatory patterns. This fact attests to OSHA’s ability
to mitigate inequities or harsh effects present in whatever standard it might promulgate
and to organize a viable and innovative regulatory regime. This leeway, in turn, seems to
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argue very strongly for a strict protective standard to fulfill the basic mandate of the OSHAct,
tempered by agency action to forestall cases of hardship—whether these cases be entire
industries, groups of firms, or individual corporations.

It seems appropriate, therefore, for OSHA to reconsider the regulatory options at its
disposal. This may be a necessary legal duty in any case, but it is particularly desirable now
when the entire standard is being re-examined. It should be remembered that a standard
promulgated in an agreeable form may be entirely acceptable to all parties even though its
substance might have been unpalatable in another. Accordingly, an innovative approach to
regulatory form may act as a reconciling force in the present controversy.

It is hoped that this report has been helpful in clarifying the technical, economic and
philosophical issues in the current controversy over workplace noise standards. It is
believed that the evidence warrants a serious re-examination of currently proposed
regulations.
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