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In The UniTed STaTes we have some governmenTal cusToms which are
quiTe differenT from mosTVBriTish and European prachce. 0ne.of
These is ThaT conTrol of occupaTional safeTy and heaITh condiTions
has been TrediTionally a funcTion of The individual STaTes since iT
is noT one of The funchons specifically assigned To The Federal

.GovernmenT. We have, consequenle, had no uniform regulaTions for
The conTrol of occupaTional noise exposures. Twelve of ourfiny-
Two STaTe.jurlsdicTions had some sorT of law or regulaTion on The
subjecT by I968 buT There was no uniformiTy among Them eiTher as To
permissible levels or as To enforcemenT pracTices.

The Federal GovernmenT does have someresponsibiIlTles for employee
safeTy Through The Walsh-Healey Public ConTracTs AcT which sTaTes
abouT conTracTs for supplies sold To The governmenT, "no parT of
such conTracT will be performed nor will any of The maTerials
supplies, arTicles, or equipmenT To be manufacTured or furnished,
under said cpnTracT be manufacTured or fabricaTed in any planTs,
facTories, buildings, or surroundings or under working condiTions ,
which are unsaniTary or hazardous or dangerous To The healTh and
safeTy of employees engaged in The performance of said conTracT."
These words are made an expliciT parT of each conTracT for
supplies. The DeparTmenT feels ThaT These words mean exachy whaT
They say. ThaT The conTracTor has an obligaTion To provide an
environmenT which does noT presenT unusual hazards To The safeTy or
healTh of his employees; The corollary belief ThaT The DeparTmenT
has an obligaTion To consider all of The hazards of The occupaTional
environmenT is reflecTed boTh in The ‘Ereen Book" of The |940's
which conTained guidelines for The firsT seieTy inspecTors under The
AcT and in The more formal regulaTions which appeared In The.Federal
RegIsTer on December of l960. You wlli see ThaT our reguIaTlons are
noT The ordinary sorT of labor law of equal applicaTion To all:
workmen buT an expression of a conTracfual obligation. Because The
governmenT is a large scale consumer,'They do apply To abouT
,28 million of our approximaTely 4| mllllon non-agriculTural and
non-governmenTal work force.

our regulaTlon of l960 said, in full, "noise shall be reasonably
reduced or ellmlnaTed as a means of prevenTing faTigue or accldenTsP
in our amendmenT we wanTed To make a sTaTemenT ThaT would be '
subsTanTially more precise and, hopefully; more effecTive. We felT
ThaT we needed a definife Threshold llmiT designed To prevenT
hearing loss. For ease of adminisTraTion we preferred ThaT The
llmiT should be expressed as a single number and ThaT iT should
be easily and quickly measurable wiTh simple, porTable equipmenT.
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There has been liTTle doubT for many years, and aT leasT since The

l954 publicaTion of The reporT of The ZZA—X—Z CanmiTTee of The Then

American STandards AssociaTion, new American NaTional STandards
insTiTuTe TheT habiTual exposure To excessive noise produces loss
of hearing. The GommiTTee did noT choose To esTablIsh a sTandard

for occupaTional noise exposure, largely because lT could noT

decide whaT amounT of hearing loss should be classified as
significanT or disabling. Since l954 The medical profession,
Through iTs professional organizaTions. has defined disabling

hearing loss as a loss/which makes iT difficuiT To undersTand
speech in senTence form-and, furTher, as sTerTing aT-a loss in
excess of I5 dB average (ASA' l95l Scale) in The ocTaves cenTe'red

on 500, ‘IOOO, and 2000 Hz (cycles per second.)

On The basis of Those definiTions and of considerable deTa on

hearing losses which has accumulaTed since l953, The lnTersocieTy

CommiTTee on Guidelines for Noise Exposure and ConTrol developed

some criTeria wiThouT seTTlng 3 Threshold value. These criTerie

vii ll soon be updaTed buT aT This momenT They sTaTe, in perT, "The
upper curve in Figure I lndicaTes TheT of IOO persons exposed To
35 dBA...... This is an increase of Three persons per IOO
popula‘flon for The noise exposed group, or Three percenTage poinTs.

Because of The wide soaTTer of The daTe, so small a difference

beTween groups cannoT be aT-fribuTed To differences in noise
exposure wiTh muchcerTainTy...

 

Probably The mosT significanT Thing abouT This sTaTemenT is ThaT
The inTersocieTy CormliTTee had seTTled on a single number - The
A-weighTed sound level To represenT The hazard of a noise. H is
really noT Too surprising TheT lT should be an index To The hazard
since The A ueighTing was designed To be The Inverse of The loudness
levels aT 40 sones. TheT is, H represenTs The level of sensory

response To The energy in The sound which apparenle has a direcT
releTionship To The anounT of damage which The energy can produce.
The decision of The conmiTTee was based mainly on Two sTudies, one

in England by Robinson of The NaTionaI Physical LaboraTory and one
in The U.S. by Baughn. Robinson, in parTicular, presenTed sTrong
evidence for. The A scale concepT.

We accepTed This evidence and adopTed The A scale noise level as
The basis for hazard evaluaTion and Took anoTher look aT The dam
on The percenT of The populaTion impaired by long exposures To
noise. iT appeared To us To indiceTe ThaT uiTh Thery or ThirTy-
five years exposure The number showing impaired hearing would be
six To eighT percenT aT 55 dBA and i’ii’Teen To sevenTeen percenT
aT 90 dBA. . . '

We TelT confidenT enough of our inTerpreTaTion ThaT we published
The 35 dBA as a proposed Threshold limiT wiTh someoThar provisions
and held a public hearing. Fol lowing The hearing,-The DeparTmenT
evenTual ly seTTled on a level of 90 dBA as The llmiTTor-eighT
hours per day habiTual exposure and a permissible increase cl” 5 dB
in lnTensiTy for each halving of exposure Time up To a maximum of
HS dell. We are aware of The evidence TheT There should be some
allowance for inTermiTTency and some allowance is bui lT inTo The
5 dB allowance since The equal energy rule would allowonly 3 dB
for halving of The exposure Time. This is also The rule boTh as  
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To peak exposures and as To al iowances for less Than full Time

exposure which was adopTed aT abouT The same Time by The American
Conference of Governmen'i'al indusTriai HygienisTs. The Two actions
were no‘i’ inTerdependenT buT They also were noT To‘i'ai ly unrelated.

We also included requiremenTs ThaT impulse Type sounds should noT

exceed [40 dB peak sound pressure and ThaT when engineering and

adminisTraTive measures are nch sufficienT To bring The noise

levels wi‘ihin The prescribed limiTs, hearing conservation programs

are mandaTory. Our primary concern is The conservaTion of hearing

buT we feel very sTrongly ThaT iT musT be done, in general, by

noise abaTernenT raTher Than by personal pro‘i‘ecl’ion.

if is sTill Too early To have any solid sTaTisTical evidence as To

whaT is heing accomplished by This regulation. We do have some

qualiTaTive impressions. We know ThaT There has been a noTable

increase in The denand'for The services of boTh audiologisTs and

of acousTical engineers over The pasT several monThs. There has

also been a noTable increase in The number of manufacTurers of

equipmenT who call us abouT reducTion of noise in Their equipmen‘h

_._We have had a very_ few companies which have included noise

specifications in Their new equipmenT orders for years -- since

-_i'9'56u in DuPonT orders. Now we have many who are beginning To

include; such specificaTions. i do noT a:me miracles buT i do

Th‘ink ThaT we III H see a raTher prompT decrease in The producTion

of noise induced deafness and a gradual decrease in indusTrial

. noise.

 


