NEW JERSEY NOISE CONTROL COUNCIL MEETING
JUNE 9, 2009
MINUTES (JUNE 15, 2009 DRAFT)

NCC Attendees: J. Lepis (Chairman), J. Kapferer (Vice Chairma) Triggs (DEP),
R. Hauser (m - DOL), A. Schmidt (m), J. Feder,Piicherello (m— DCA), N. Dotti
(m), M. Klewin (m), S. Szulecki, E. Zwerling (Rutgers

Demo Assistance: William Finan

Pre M eeting Discussion on Noise M eters

While waiting for members to arrive, not part of f@rmmeeting, there was an interesting
discussion of inexpensive available noise meters. A $¥i8rroffered by Xtech is
advertised has having Level 2 capability. However, tienee questions as to whether the
meter truly met Level 2 measurement requirements. Tsuesssurfaced: 1) the
certification and tracability to known standards fotene of this type; 2) deviation of

from the specs at frequency extremes common for inekgemeters. (1) is key; without
this, the inexpensive meters cannot be treated a Reilt is unlikely that the $150 Xtech
meter meets level 2 standards. Level 2 meters distriltyt&dic Zwerling for the noise
criteria demo cost in the vicinity of $1000.

Administrative

The meeting was held at the Operator Training Centsause of the planned demo of C
weighted threshold standards. The draft minutes to thelMi#, 2009 meeting were
reviewed and adopted.

Emergency Generatorsfor Céelular Towers

Verizon had cancelled their proposed attendance at teengeVerizon had stated that
they could the 65 decibel requirement with smaller genesaboit preferred to use a
noisier 60KW version. A company named Kohler offere¢hsound protection
enclosures, the most protective of which would quiegtreerator to 55 decibels at 23
feet.[Do | have thisright?] That might be insufficient to protect residents in asgdy
populated area, or protect top floor residents from gemraran the roofs of buildings.
Some members offered the view that there might derbenclosures than those offered
by Kohler, and that Verizon had not yet demonstratedsh& in meeting the 65 decibel
requirement. Offering Verizon relief from this requirerhevould set bad precedent.

C Weighted Threshold Standards for Amplified Music Withinldngs

As a highlight of the meeting, Chairman Lepis and Ene#ding had prepared a
demonstration of music and background noise levels sdhbaroup could evaluate
possible thresholds for amplified music in buildings. Beeaamsne music has a heavy bass
component, it was speculated that a C weighted scale beghbre effective in setting
and enforcing standards. (Data distributed subsequent toetdtng by Norm Dotti calll



this into question.) A disco type public address systemsetsp by Mr. Finan in the next
room, with music representative of what might be heara disco. Sound meters were
calibrated and distributed to each member of the NCE fiist step was to measure the
background noise levels, which typically measured about 3Bedec A weighted and 60
decibels - C weighted. Low frequency heating/ventilasigstem noise appeared to be the
primary background source. The author (Feder) was surpriskd high C level room
background measurement result, since the room seemedkigiqtiet when no one was
talking or moving around. Mr. Finan then turned on theodimasic at various levels and
allowed NCC members to record the C weighted measuragewmuits at slow meter
response setting. The test music had a periodic pronouassdthump.” A key result
was that at 6 decibels and even at 3 decibels above backiyithe “thump” was quite
pronounced and disturbing. It was unclear that anyoneigritup regarded even the 3
decibel threshold limit as providing adequate protectioms€osus was that a 3 decibel
threshold was what should be chosen for proposed regul8titnssequent to the meeting
Norm Dotti distributed data that he had collected orLarson Davis sound level meter,
showing both the C weighted and A weighted measurememssathie time frame of the
exercise. It was surprising that there was not a deaisiference when comparing C
weighted and A weighted sound levels against background is tdrbeing able to
determine when the music was playing.

From the standpoint of demonstrating to the group thetedfevarious thresholds, the
experiment was a great success. However, there wassi®e of the relative
ineffectiveness of the measurement technique in delyigshscriminating an objectionable
situation (music playing) from one that was not. Véwly, the short duration “thump”
gets averaged over the quiet periods so that the averagg &nlittle different than the
background. Possibly some method of measuring the recpeaktsound levels might
provide yield more effective discrimination.

M odel Noise Ordinance

The last portion of the meeting was devoted to revitthedraft Model Ordinance
starting with Section VII on “Restricted Uses and wtigs” and focusing on comments
by Mr. Zwerling, who was attend a subsequent meeting.nyntioe topics discussed were
terminology for muffer and sound abatement devices anepéras to accommodate
sound notifications for the Americans with Disabiktgt (ADA).

NEXT MEETING

Mr. Triggs indicated the necessity of completing Model @adce before breaking for the
summer. It was decided that the NCC would to try to ho@tteer meeting in June if
possible. Email discussion subsequent to the meetingtieaspéed to settle on a date
around June 23, but this has not been finalized. Meetittiggeveuspended for July and
August. The next formally scheduled meeting is on Septe&)i09.

Respectfully submitted:

Jerome Feder



