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Noise--or unwanted sound--has, of course, long been 

recognized as a negative environmental factor. Only fairly 

recently, however, has it received much scientific study and 

political attention. In the Report of the Environmental 

Pollution Panel, President's Science Advisory Committee of 

1965, noise was recognized as an "environmental pollutant that 

affects people psychologically and perhaps physiologically" 

but whose "clinical significance is unknown." The Panel merely 

recommended that local sound-insulation codes be adopted for 

apartment buildings.
2 

However, the negative physiological, 

psychological, and social effects of occupational and environ-

mental noise--such as hearing damage, sleep disturbance, con-

tribution to anxiety and to stress-related diseases, communi-

cation distruption, and the like--came to be increasingly doc-

umented, and during the late 1960s several federal agencies 

mounted an effort to increase the country's involvement in 

noise control. In 1972, 'Congress passed H. R. 11021, The Noise 
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Control Act, which directed the Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) to set national noise-source standards, especially for 

motor vehicles and construction equipment, and otherwise to 

promote "an environment for all Americans, free from noise that 

jeopardizes their health or welfare, " by coordinating federal 

programs, by giving state and local technical assistance, and 

by other means. In the period between 197 3 and 1976, state 

and local noise-control programs--including the State of Cal-

ifornia's Office of Noise Control--increased from 288 to 665. 

In the meantime, the U. S. Department of Labor's Occupational 

Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) has become increasingly 

involved in setting and enforcing occupational noise standards. 
3 

Per�eption of Noi s e  

Althoueh there lS now a considerable literature on the 

health and safety aspects of noise, on its general environmental 

impacts, on legal implications, and on technical aspects of 

. . . 4 . 
sound measurement, acoustlcal deslgn, and the llke, v�ry llttle 

of this literature has been generated by, or is familiar to, 

geographers, and even less has dealt with the specifically geo

graphical approach of environmental perception.
5 

Yet, a major 

part of noise's impact falls into the "nuisance" category--that 

is, annoyance rather than immediate and obvious health or 

safety effects. 

Some 4 9  percent of Americans in 197 4 considered their 

neighborhoods too noisy, and Americans queried in the same 

survey ranked noise first of all undesirable conditions listed.
6 



The question of what sounds under what conditions constitute 

nuisances is a subjective matter, but some measure of noise 

perception is essential for the establishment of community 

standards and regulations to control this form of pollution. 
,, 
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It is with these considerations in mind that the present effort 

is made to present the results of two recent studies of noise 

perception in Davis, California. 

Davi s, Cali fo rni a 

Davis, California, is located some 14 miles southwest 

of Sacramento. It is noted as being a pioneering city in the 

development of bicycle pathways, energy-conservation building 

requirements, solar energy use in homes, and population growth 

control. In 19�5 Davis had a population (including the Uni-

versity of California, Davis, dormitories, outside of the city 

limits) of approximately 38, 800. Apart from a university-

student population of over 17, 000, the socioeconomic make-up 

of the city is relatively homogeneous, with few poverty-level 

or lower-class residents and few wealthy or upper-class cit-

izens. Average educational levels are high, and much of the 

work force , (about 10, 5 00 in 1975) is employed in academic 

and nonacademic capacities at the University. Other citizens 

are proprietors and employees of small commercial retail, ser-

vice, and construction enterprises or are public employees and 

professional and business people who commute to Sacramento and 

elsewhere. Too, there are municipal and public school employ-

ees; employees of a utility company, a food-processing plant, 



4 

and a small metal-products factory; personnel of an insurance 

company and a small hospital; children; and retirees. 

Unquestionably, the University is the dominant i�flu-

ence in the community, and the principle sociological dichotomy 

is between the "permanent, " middle-class residents of the city, 

who live primarily in family organizations, and the individually 

temporary but collectively permanent student population, whose 

average age is about 20 years and who are largely unmarried but 

normally share living quarters with one or more students. For 

convenience, these two populations will be referred to as 

"family" and "student", respectively. Off-campus students 

(numbering about 1 1, 000) live largely in apartment houses, 

with a minority in rented duplexes and single-family houses, 

whereas the bulk of families live in single-family houses. 

T h e  Noi se-Percepti on Survey Que sti onnai r e s  

Under state law, each California city, including Davis, 

is required to develop a Noise Element f or its General Plan.
7 

In December, 1974, the Davis City Council appointed a 9-member 

Ad Hoc Noise Element Study Comrr,ittee, including both professionals 

in the noise field and lay persons, and inclu ding professors, 

d d . . b 8 stu ents, an nonunlverslty mem ers. 

9 
Two surveys were conducted. The first was to measure 

perceptions -of the nature, bothersomeness, and locations of 

annoying noise. The second was to determine attitudes regarding 

appropriate noise-control levels and means. 

A different random sample was taken for each survey by 
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choosing for sampling every 4 1st and 49th address, respectively, 

from the customer list of Pacific Cas and Electric Company, the 

local utility (thus, dormitories--outside of city limits--were 

excluded). Households containing both male and female adults 

were asked to have a male respon d if the street number was 

odd, and a female if it was even. Residence patterns of the 

two principal populations allowed a reasonably good division 

of the data into family versus student responses. For the 

first survey, returned questionnaires were sorted as to dwell-

ing type to differentiate responses of these two populations. 

This was not done with the second survey since only overall 

popular opinion with respect to proposed regulations was being 

measured. 

The Noise-Problem Survey 

A two-page questionnaire was mailed to 334 residential 

addresses in May, 1975. Eighty-five (25.5 percent) at least 

. 11 1 d 
. . 

d 
10 

partla y comp ete questlonnalres were returne . The ques-

tionnaire's purposes were to find out: 1) what noises Davis-

ites consider problem noises, and which of these they consider 

the most bothersome; 2) when and how often these noises are 

annoying; 3) in what ways ·the most annoying noises bother 

people; and 4) the geographic distributions of worst-noise 

problems in Davis. 

Instead of relying on respondents' spontaneous suggest-

lons of bothersome noises, a list of likely noise sources was 

provided (in no particular order), so that no important source 
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would be overlooked by respondents. Respondents were also 

invited to add "other noises." A list of potential effects 

of noises was supplied, and comments were also solicited. 

Respondents, though anonymous, were asked to name the street 

intersection nearest their dwelling to permit geographical 

analysis. 

Because of differing residential densities as well as 

to differentiate the two major populations in Davis, analysis 

of the questionnaires was divided into "apartments and du

plexes'' and "single-family houses"; data received from 10 

duplexes were lumped with those of apartments because duplexes 

are two-unit apartments and because duplex responses appeared 

to be statistically similar to those of apartment dwellers. 

Each respondent was asked to identify the externally 

generated noise sources which were "most bothersome, " 

"second-most bothersome, " and "third-most bothersome, " at 

his or her residence. To weight noises statistically, a 

"most bothersome" noise was valued as 3, a "second-most 

bothersome" noise at 2, and a "third-most bothersome" noise 

as l. 11 Each of the 18 noise sources in the questionnaire's 

list was considered to be a currently bothersome source by at 

least three respondents in each of the two residence categories. 

Most, but not all, of the sources listed were also chosen by 

one or more respondent as among the three noises most bother-

some at his or her residence. These are discussed below, ln 

order of importance. Data are fully summarised in Tables l 
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and 2. 

Automotive Noises. Automotive noises--motorcycles, 

cars, trucks, and busses--comprised by far the most frequently 

mentioned gross category of bothersome noises, accounting for 

39 percent (with the weighting) of single-family-house res

idents' three most bothersome noise sources, and 35 percent of 

apartment dwellers'. Motorcycles showed up distinctly not 

only as the most annoying automotive noise source, but also as 

the overall most bothersome noise source, among both single

family-house residents (24 percent) and apartment-dwellers 

(18 percent). Automobiles took second place among all sources 

for apartment residents (14 percent), and third among single-

family-house inhabitants (11 percent). Trucks were in 13th 

and lOth place, respectively, in single-family-house and 

apartment neighborhoods. Busses, though not on the question-

aire list, were mentioned by a few respondents. 

Motorcycle noise appeared to cause particular problems 

in three separate areas. One was where "dirt-biking" was 

popular adjacent to the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks; a 

second was in a neighborhood near the cannery, where motor

cycle-owning house-renting students and cannery workers are 

probably concentrated; and a third was in an area heavily pop

ulated by University faculty and other professional people 

(studies show a positive correlation between noise-conscious

ness and educational level
12

) .  

Car-noise annoyance is rather evenly spread throughout 
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town, indicating that street rather than highway car noise is 

more significant (two freeways and a county road pass through 

Davis). Somewhat higher-than-average annoyance appears among 

residents of the northern and western core area, where traffic 

is heavy. Several respondents mentioned "hot-rodding" as a 

particular problem. Because of traffic restrictions, truck 

noise is primarily a phenomenon associated with the three major 

thoroughfares. Truck traffic--much of which goes to and from 

the cannery--is especially heavy during the late summer-early 

fall harvest season. Since this survey was taken in May, 

response to truck-noise annoyance was probably not as great 

as would have been the case at harvest time. 

Automotive noise tends to occur every day. Its largest 

single negative effect is sleep interference, although it also 

bothers people in a wide range of other ways, such as causing 

tenseness and interferring with study, etc. Overall, problems 

are more a daytime phenomenon in single-family-house neighbor

hoods and more an evening one in apartment areas, but substan

tial annoyance occurs in daytime, evening, and nighttime. 

Pets. Pets, apparently mainly barking dogs, but to so.me 

extent cats, are Davis' number-two noise problem in single

family-house neighborhoods (19 percent of the three most annoy

ing noises), and number-three in apartment areas (12 percent). 

Annoyance is very frequent, almost daily, among respondents, 

although not as f requent as with automotive noise. Annoyance 

levels are highest at night, and sleep interference is the 
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greatest single problem caused, but significant annoyance is 

recorded at all times of day, and the w hole range of annoyance 

effects, particularly tenseness, are given significant mention. 

Pet-noise problems are fairly evenly distributed over 

the city, although one or two areas seemed to experience higher 

levels of annoyance, for reasons that are unclear. 

Amplified Sound. After automotive noises and pets, the 

various forms of amplified sound--"radios, TV's, hi-fi's live 

bands, and parties" (exclusive of "live human voices")--are 

the most frequently mentioned bothersome noise sources among 

respondents, even though they occur only occasionally. This 

gross category ranks third among single-family-house residents 

(8 percent of the three most annoying kinds of noises), and 

second among apartment dwellers (16 percent). Among the former, 

such sound of outdoor origin ranks fifth in the list, whereas 

such sound of indoor origin ranks tenth. For apartment-dweller 

respondents, indoor amplified sound is more important (third 

place), whereas, outdoor amplified sound ranks lower (seventh). 

The importance of indoor sound in apartment complexes reflects 

multi-unit living, high-volume sound, and poor sound insulation 

between units. In the student Housing Viewpoint survey, many 

apartment-dwellers mentioned this kind of noisiness as a problem.
13 

Frequency of amplified music, etc., is less than that 

of the noises discussed above. Such sounds are annoying par-

ticularly during the evening and at night, and cause nearly the 

whole range of annoyance effects, particularly sleep and study 
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interference and tenseness. Outdoor music significantly dis-

courages yard use and interferes with conversation in single

family-house neighborhoods. The data do not show any clear 

geographic concentration of ourdoor amplified-sound problems. 

This may reflect wide distribution of loud private parties as 

well as the fact that amplified music from campus, apartment

house, and fraternity-sorority outdoor social events can 

trctnsmit sound a mile and a quarter or more. 

Live Human Voices. Vocal noise, though not very annoy-

ing to homeowners (thirteenth in rank), was quite important 

(fifth place, ll percent) to apartment inhabitants. The reason 

for this, and the effects, are similar to those relating to 

indoor radios, hi-fi's, etc. 

Railroad. A major junction on the Southern Pacific's 

main east-west line exists in downtown Davis. The railroad 

ranks fifth (8 percent) among the noises listed as among the 

three most annoying to apartment dwellers; sleep-interference 

is the primary negative result, and most of the other negative 

effects are also felt by some for whom railroad nolse lS a 

fairly frequent annoyance. Nighttime switching, as well as 

through trains, create annoyance. 

The problem areas are localized according to the loca

tion of the railroad tracks and the density of nearby popula

tion; relatively distant areas record little or no railroad-

noise annoyance. Very clearly, the main complaint area is 

that occupied by apartment houses along the two streets adja-
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cent to the north-south tracks. 

Because of the fixed locality of the railroad and its 

\' 

well recognized noise-causing qualities, it is probable that 

most people sensitive to this form of noise try to avoid 

neighborhoods near the tracks, thus partially accounting for 

the fact that train-noise annoyance, though important, is not 

listed more frequently than it is. 

Aircraft. Although aircraft nolse ranked only twelfth 

of those sources listed by apartment residents as among the 

three most annoying, it was number four (8 percent) in single-

family-house areas, and such listings were virtually absent 

in the northeastern part of the city. Annoyance generally 

increased westward to a peak at the westernmost neighborhood, 

and occurred a few times per week. It is therefore certain 

that the University airport located near the above-mentioned 

neighborhood lS the principal source of aircraft noise pol-

lution in Davis, although crop-dusters were also mentioned. 

The City has also received complaints about low-flying military, 

police, and flying-club helicopters. Principal effects of 

aircraft noise are awakening from sleep, and conversation and 

study interference. 

Power Tools. Power lawnmowers, chain saws, edger&, 

and the like were house-dwellers' sixth-most annoying noise 

category, and apartment denizens' tenth. The effects on people 

more or less run the gamut, but early-morning awakening and 

interference with study seem to be the main ones. 
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Air Conditioners. These stationary machines, often 

placed in narrow side yards or beside apartment buildings, 

caused bothersome noise number seven for homeowners, and 

number eight for apartment people. They are, of course, seasonal 

in operation, but their noise is frequent at those times of 

year. Negative effects on sleep and other activities some-

times occur, especially if the machines are poorly maintained. 

Sound from well-maintained air-conditioners is continuous and 

broadband, and far less annoying than the rattles and pulsing 

hums of poorly mounted or maintained units. 

Trash and Garbage Collection. City trash and garbage 

collection, including steet-tree and utility-company trimmings 

collections, were eighth and ninth, respectively, for apartment 

and single-family-house dwellers. Early morning awakening a 

few times a week or month is the main complaint. It has also 

been noted that trash collection sets dogs to barking. 

Minibikes, Go-Carts, and Model Planes. These recrea-

tional machines were eleventh for householders and twelfth for 

apartment respondents among the three most annoying sounds, 

although some respondents probably classed minibikes with 

motorcycles. People 

and in several ways. 

annoyed were bothered a few times a week, 

This is essentially a daytime proble� 
where it exists at all (around parks , playgrounds, parking\/ 

lots, and the like). 

Sporting Events. Because of their relative infrequency 

and limited locations, sporting-event noise ranked only eleventh 



13 

and fourteenth for house and apartment occupants, respectively. 

The significant sources of-noise seem to be the University 

football field--especially the announcing during games--and, 

less importantly, the High School football field. The actual 

amplified words of the University football announcer can some

times be heard inside closed houses over two-thirds of a mile 

from the field. 

Commercial Noise. Commercial noise, such as deliver-

ies, are fourteenth and fifteenth in rank for householders and 

apartment people. The main problem appears to be early-morn-

ing deliveries awakening residents; effects are no doubt lo

calized. 

Other Noise Sources. Swimming-pool splashing, filter 

pumps, etc., annoy some apartment dwellers, and probably a 

few homeowners. Factory and construction noises seem not 

presently to cause serious annoyance, although early-morning 

starts on the latter may occasionally awaken people. The City 

has received complaints regarding pneumatic drills. Volun-

teered annoying sounds included car horns, tire-squealing, 

sirens, (which have increased since this survey), a city water 

pump, typewriters, farm machinery, pounding by a child, and 

crows. 

The Noi se- Cont rol A tti tude Survey 

Having gathered data concerning those noise sources 

which were most bothersome to the public, the Committee en

deavored, by a second questionnaire, to ascertain people's 
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thoughts on appropriate legal controls of the most important 

noise sources. Since regulation of automotive noise is pre-

empted by state and federal standards, our relevant questions 

involved only attitudes toward enforcement and sound-barrier 

construction. However, to obtain an information base for a 

proposed municipal noise ordinance, questions on possible 

regulation were asked with respect to pet noise, amplified 

sound, power tools, and trash and garbage collection. A sample 

of 250 addresses was selected and surveyed in January, 1976; 

stamped return envelopes were included, and 150 (62.5 percent) 

at least partially completed questionnaires were returned, 

plus 10 (2.5 percent) returned as undeliverable. The 22 

questions were not arranged in any special order; their anal-

ysis below follows the order of importance of the noise sources 

d . d b h 1" . . 14 
as etermlne y t e ear ler questlonnalre. 

Automotives Noises. Nearly 82 percent of those res-

ponding felt that the police should be instructed to place a 

higher priority on enforcement of state and federal laws 

related to the loudness of motorcy�les and other vehicles. 

Many respondents underlined " motorcycles" in the question. 

On the issue of allocating funds to erect barriers 

again�t vehicular noise in impacted areas, 54.5 percent 

replied negGtively while 45.5 percent were in favor. 

Pets. When presented with various duration options, 

more than 15 percent of the respondents to questions on pet 

noise felt that dog barking should not be allowed at all, 
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and an additional 38.3 percent felt that 5 minutes should be 

the maximum legal limit. A fifteen-minute maximum was chosen 

by another 33.6 percent; thus, 87 percent favored a limit of 

15 minutes or less ("one hour" accounted for 8.2 percent, 

"more than one hour" for 4.8 percent) . Almost 75 percent felt 

that if an owner cannot or will not prevent his dog from 

barking longer than the time limits they favored, the animal 

should b� removed and delivered to the animal shelter. This 
\) 

is particularly striking in a relatively animal-loving com-

munity. 

Amplified Sound. Outdoor amplified-music parties and 

concerts sponsored by apartment complexes, fraternities, and 

the like have generated considerable public complaint in Davis. 

Though these events have a good deal of student support, many 

residents of single-family neighborhoods have expressed their 

belief that the sound-level, duration, time of night, and 

frequency of such occurrences are excessive. Since this 

particular issue, unlike other noise issues, has received so 

much public attention, questionnaire responses should be 

viewed with this in mind. 

Over 83 percent of those responding felt that ampli-

fied music at public dances and concerts should not be allowed 

to exceed levels that may cause permanent hearing damage. An 

overwhelming 96.6 percent agreed that amplified sound must 

never exceed levels detrimental to the health of those not 

attending the performance. 
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In response to the question "How often should people's 

amplified sound be allowed to disturb others?, " 3 6.5 percent 

of those responding (8. 7 percent did not respond) answered 

"never". An additional 19 percent wished to allow such dis

turbances only on a limited number of holidays. With another 

10 .2 percent favoring a frequency of no more than once a month, 

a total of nearly 66 percent felt that such amplified sound 

should be permitted once a month or less. Fewer than 14 per

cent of total respondents felt that such disturbance should 

be permitted daily, with an additional 20 .4 percent expressing 

approval for restriction to Fridays and Saturdays only. 

Those individuals favoring allowing at least some 

occasions upon which disturbance of people in their homes would 

occur were asked to choose at what point the disturbers should 

be required to desist. Of those answering, the largest number, 

over 3 5  percent, believed the disturbance should cease upon 

receipt of the first complaint. Another 22. 7 percent thought 

that several complaints should first be received. Thus, 58 

percent believed citizen complaint should terminate disturbance 

even on special days on which amplified music is allowed. 

For virtually all of the remaining 42 percent, such events 

should be allowed to continue, even if disturbing, no later 

than 8 :0 0 P. M. (3 .1 percent), 10 :0 0 P. M. (15. 6 percent), 

12:00 A. M. ( 17 . 2 percent), or 1:0 0 A.M. (5. 5 percent). 

The idea of a limited number of more permissive " noise 

days" to which large outdoor events featuring amplified music 
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would be confined originated in a series of meetings of irate 

citizens, apartment-house and fraternity representatives, the 

PoliceDepartment, and the District Attorney's Office, and vol

untary guidelines were applied in 1973 to one part of town. 

Knowledge of this probably conditioned questionnaire responses. 

Those respondents favoring designation of such "public-party 

days" could indicate the maximum duration which those events' 

disturbingly loud music should be allowed to last. Nearly 23 

percent said 5 minutes; other choices were: half an hour (15. 9 

percent), 1 hour (14.1 percent), 2 hours (11.5 percent), 3 

hours (16.8 percent), four hours (11. 5 percent), and five 

hours (4 . 4 percent). There was clearly some ambiguity in the 

question, with some respondents interpreting it to mean allowed 

time to comply with an order to desist, others viewing it as 

meaning maximum duration assuming that complaints would not 

be cause to terminate parties or concerts. One may hypothe-

size that the bimodality of the responses reflect a division 

of opinion between the city's two principal populations. 

Power Tools. When asked whether there should be 

restrictions on the loudness of power tools even if that meant 

certain types would be prohibited, 4 3.5 percent said yes, 56.5 

percent said no. Power-tool noise in residential areas should 

be prohibited before 9:00 A,M. according to 43.6 percent of 

the sample, before 8:00 A.M. according to an additional 29. 5 

percent, before 7 :00 according to another 16.1 percent, before 

6:00 for 4 percent more. Some 6.7 percent felt there should 
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be no temporal restrictions. 

Trash and Garbage Collection. Over 7 1  percent of 

respondents did not care to restrict sound-levels of trash 

compressors, tree-trimmings shredders, etc., if this would 

require use of less efficient equipment. However, most felt 

such machinery should not be used near residences before: 

9: 00 A.M. (14.9 percent), 8: 00 A.M. (an additional 21.6 per

cent), 7:00A.M. (an additional 13.1 percent), or 6:00 A.M. 

(another 14.7 percent). Thus, although 11.5 percent favored 

no time restrictions; nearly 7 0  percent preferred that trash 

collection occur only after 7 : 00 in the morning. 

Di scussi on and Conclusi ons 

Since Davis is usually thought of as an at least mod

erately permissive, "do-your-own-thing" town, the rather 

stringent restrictions on noise favored by residents is perhaps 

somewhat surprising. For example, three-quarters of the res

idents as reflected in the sample favored sending dogs that 

barked for more than 10 or 15 minutes to the pound, two-thirds 

believed that disturbingly loud musical events should not oc

cur more than once a month, and 58 percent felt that even on 

these occasions, one or several citizen complaints should 

result in abatement. Perhaps the explanation lies in the 

facts underlined in the first survey, that noise is signifi-

cantly bothersome to large numbers of people. For motor-

cycles, pet barking, amplified music, and cars seem to be 

serious sources of annoyance, with other sounds contributing 
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to the problem ln lesser degree. Furthermore, Davisites are 

unusually well educated and environmentally and politically 

aware and many engage in activities requiring mental concen-

tration. Davis' high level of concern about noise is also 

consistent with the Bureau of the Census' 1974 survey, ln 

which noise was the most frequently indicated undesirable 

condition, and with L. R .  Jacoby's 1969 findings for Detroit, 

where respondents expressed a higher level of concern about 

noise pollution than about air or water pollution . Too, in 

Sacramento, in 1974, "Pollution, such as too much noise, 

litter, smog, and water pollution," was viewed by residents 

as the most serious problem (of a list of 29) in their lives.
15 

Results of the few noise-attitude surveys from other 

American cities are . not fully comparable, due to differences 

in sampling, questions, noise categories, and analysis. Never-

theless, it is of some interest to compare the results of 

Davis' first survey with similar surveys from other locales 

(I know of no survey similar to Davis' second) . In 1966, 259 

households in Los Angeles, Boston and New York were surveyed. 

It was found that traffic was the most universally bothersome 

general noise source, closely followed by "children and neigh

bors"; planes, animals, industry, and trains, were lesser 

sourC'es. Since large, diverse urban areas are involved here, 

and the survey was a decade earlier than Davis' , it is not 

surprising that the results--to the extent they can be compared--

are somewhat different. A 1976 survey of urban and rural 



20 

Washington state revealed the following order of annoyance: 

traffic, aircraft, radio/television, industry, don't know/ 

other, and office.
16 

More similar to Davis' perceptions were those of 

residents of Tulare County, California (principal city: 

Stockton), in 1973 reported the following order: motorcycles, 

other vehicular traffic, barking dogs, trains, miscellaneous, 

0 hb 0 d 1 d 0 0 1 7  nelg ors, ln ustry, p anes, a n  practlclng bands. Notable 

is the lack of "amplified sound" and the presence of "industry" 

in these lists. The former is no doubt partly subsumed under 

"neighbors"; in Davis, its particular importance presumably 

reflects the sizable student population. The lack of heavy 

industry accounts for little concern about industrial noise. 

There are several approaches to control of environ-

mental noise in a com�unity. The EPA has established noise-

emission standards for various categories of motor vehicles 

and machines. The State of California has also established 

stricter motor-vehicle sound-level maxima. Enforcement of 

these would go far towards alleviating traffic-noise problems, 

but practical considerations inhibit this; a particularly 

common problem is illegal modification of mufflers by motor-

cycle owners. The State and City have adopted sound-insulation 

standards for various types of buildings, including multiple-

unit dwellings, as specified in the 1973 Uniform Building 

Code.
18 

This law--if enforred--should significantly improve 

the noise situation in new apartment buildings. As for Davis, 
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�e City Council adopted a Noise Element in 1976, which included 

in its action programs: incorporation of noise assessments 

in environmental-impact reports and in planning, zoning, and 

design decisions; enforcement of state and federal building

code and vehicle-emissions standards; establishment of priori-

ties for sound-barrier erection; pass�ge of a comprehensive 

municipal noise ordinance; and specifying of "a certain num

ber of quiet and noise days. "19 It is too early to assess the 

degree to which these action programs of the General Plan will 

mitigate noise problems, but a few steps have been taken. 

Among these are the joint acquisition with the County of a 

few sound-measurement devices, and the requesting or requiring 

that developers erect noise barriers along highways. At this 

writing, the City Council is considering three possible noise 

ordinances for adoption: the League of California Cities 

Model Noise Ordinance, the �tate Office of Noise Control Model 

Noise Ordinance, and an amplified and modified version of the 

latter drafted by Davis' noise-study committee to meet the 

special character and needs of the city, as determined by our 

surveys. As always, the ultimate success of any such ordinance 

will depend more on its enforcement by the City and on the 

understanding and good will of the public than upon the 

specific provisions of the law. 
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Table 1. 
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Table 2. 
RESULTS OF CITY OF DAVIS NOISE SURVEY, 1975: APARTMENT & DUPLEX RESIDENTS 

(Sample size = 40) 
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NOTES 

1
A preliminary version of this paper was present ed as: St ephen 

C. Jett, "Noise-Pol lut i on Percept i on in a Cali fornia University Town . "  

Abstract in : Yearbook, Associ ati on of Pacific Coast Geographers, Vol . 40 

(1978), 161. 

2
Envi r onmental Poll ut ion Panel, Presi d ent ' s  S cience Advisory 

Committ ee. Restori ng the Quali ty of Our Envi ronment. Washingt on : The 

White House, 1 9 65 ,  9, 2 3 ,  95 . 

3
u . s.  Environ mental Pr ot ect i on Agency . Toward a National 

Strategy for Noi se Control. Washingt on :  Environ mental Prot ect ion Agency , 

1977,  viii,  1. 

4
Recent general studies include Donald Athrop , Noi se Polluti on, 

Lexington, Mass. : Lexingt on Books, 197 3; Karl D .  Kryt er . The Effe6ts of 

Noi se on Man, New York : Academi c Press, 1970; Clifford R. Bragd en , Noi se 

Polluti on: The Unqui et Cri si s, Phi ladelphia: Univer i sty of Pennsy lvani a  

Press, 1972; David M .  Lipscomb, Noi se: The Unwanted Sounds, Chicag o :  

Nel son-Hall Company, 197 4; Lucy Kavaler, Noi se: The New Menac e, New Yoi·k: 

The John Day Company , 197 5; Malcolm J. Crocker,  A .  J. Pri ce,  and F .  M. 
Kessl er, Noi se and Noi se Control, Cleveland: C RC Pr ess, 197 5 .  The EPA and 

other agenci es have pub li sh ed many t echnical and other r eports; for exampl e, 

Informati on on Levels of Noi se Requi si te to Protec t Public Health and 

Welfare Wi th an Adequate Margi n of Safety .  Washingt on :  U . S .  Envi r on

mental Pr ot ect i on Agency, 1 974; The Fairmont Press, Atlanta, has publi shed 

several books on industrial and other n oi se control; see, t oo:  Melville 

C .  Branch, Samuel Gilman , and Charles Weber, "Monit oring Community Noise , "  

Journal of the American Insti tute of Planners, Vol. 40 (19 74 ) ,  2 66-73; 

Urban Syst ems Resear ch and Engineering , The Audible Landsc ape: A Manual 

for Highway Noi se and Land Use, Washingt on : U.S. Department of Transpor

tat i on, 1974; M. Rettinger, Ac oustic Desi gn and Noise Control, Third Editi on , 

2 YoJs. New York : Chemi cal Publishing C o . , 1977 . On l egal matt ers,  see 
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Sher ie-Ann Abbasi, Current Legal Literab,u'e on Three Aspects of Ecology : 

Air, Noise, and Water Pollution, 1969-1974, Counci l of Pl anning Librarians 

Exchange Bibl iography, 740.  On ci tizen acti on, see The odore Berland, The 

Fight for Quiet, Englewood C liffs: Prentice-Hall, 1970. 

5
studies by ge ographers include : Kenneth All an Bauman. "Urban 

Noise as a Factor i n  Pl ann ing . "  M . A. thesis, The Universi ty of Alberta, 

Edmonton, 1971; N. Helburn and Tim Tschinkel ,  " Toward a Geogr aphy of Noi se ," 

and William Sterl ing Kerr, " Noi se Pollution Re search Potenti al in  Ge ography." 

International Geography 1972 La Geographie Internationale, l, 639-41 and 

645-47, respectively ; Louis R. Jacoby, Perc eption of Air, Noise and Water 

Pollution in Detroit, Mi chigan Geographi cal Publicati on, 7 ( 1972); Herbert 

G. Karie l ,  " Per cep tion of Noi se in Campground s," In : AAG Program Abstracts, 

Salt Lake City , Edi ted by A. David Hil l  and The odore C. Meyers, Washington: 

Associati on of Amer ican Ge ograp hers, 197 7 ,  80; Bartol ome Bar cel o  y Pons.  

"Apr oximacion a un a Ge ografi a del Ruido," Estudios Geographicos, 36 (1975), 

l-29. Al though not a geogr apher, Gordon M. Stevenson, Jr . has wr itten 

"Noise and the Urban Environment," for T homas R. Detwyle r and Melvin G. 

Mar cus, eds. , Urbanization and Environment: The Phy sical Geography of the 

City, Belmon t: Duxbury Press, 1972, 195-228. 

6
Environmental Protecti on Agency, op. cit. , p. 6. ci ting the 

Bureau of the Census'  1 9 74 Annual Housing Survey . 

7
Thi s law, p assed in 1 971, i s  n ow Secti on 6 5 302g, California 

Government Code. Division 28 of the California Health and Safety Code 

establi shed the Office of Noi se Control, State Dep artmen t of Heal th, 

wh ich aided in the colle cting of techni cal dat a for D av i s' Noi se Element. 

8
city Council Re soluti on 1586 . Individu�l s serving on the 

committee during some or all of i ts l i fe included Charles W .  Be ad le ,  Ph . D. ; 

Edward Bloomberg, Ph. D. ; Marlene Bl oomberg ; Kenneth W. Col l ier ; Stephen 

Henry ; Step hen C. Jett, Ph. D .  ( Vi ce Chairman ) ; Kei th Kr amer ; Lynn Marchand ; 

DouEall MacC li se ;  Russ Suey ; and Pau l  T al off, M . A. (Chairman). Among 
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tho se consulted on , but not respon s ible for ,  the format of the survey 

were Pro � .  Robert Sommer ( Psychology ) and Prof. John Moore ( Mathemat i c s ) .  

9
Ad Hoc Noi s e  Element Study Corunittee . Repo�t of the Ci ty of 

Da vi s A d  Ho c Noise Element Study Committee. Davi s :  Planning Divi sion , 

Department of Community Development , 1976 , 124-4 3 .  Although tabulat ion 

and analy s i s  o f  the first que st ionnaire were accomplish e d  by the present 

author , tabulat i on o f  the sec ond quest ionnaire was done by Planning Divi

s i on employee Helen Dinsdale , and prel iminary analys i s  was undertaken by 

Edward Bloomberg . Errors of calculat ion in the ori ginal have been 

corrected. I wi sh to t hank Dennis J. Dingemans for editorial sugge st ions 

respecting this art i c le . 

10
This relati vely l ow return was primarily due t o  the City ' s 

failure to enclose return envelopes with the questi onnaires . Other prob

able reasons include : 1 )  some people ' s  feeling no no i s e  was suffi c i ently 

bothersome to mot ivate return of the que stionnaire ( only one re spondent 

indicated t hat no no i s e s  bothered him ) ; 2 )  procrastinat ion ; 3 )  que st ionn

aire leng th;  4 ) vacant addre sses ; 5) some people ' s  lack o f  willingnes s  to 

c ooperate t<ith " o ffi c i aldom" . 

1 1
Thus , i f  12 respondents chose noise A as "mo st bothersome " ,  

7 as " s econd-most bothersome , "  and !, as " third-most bothersome " , the 

wei Ghted total would be 12 x 3 + 7 x 2 + 4 x 1 = 5 4 . The sum o f  the 

totals for each of the sourc e s  provided a grand total whi ch , divided into 

the individual source totals y i elded a perc entage score for each sourc e. 



2 7  

Thi s weight ing i s  somewhat arbitrary , and the reader should be aware o f  

the impos sibility o f  pre c i s ely quanti fying subj e c t ive reac t ions , such as 

those to no i se .  

12u . s .  Department o f  Hous i ng and Urban Development , Noise in 

Urban and Suburban A reas: Results of Field Studi es . Washington : U . S .  

Government Print i ng Offi c e , 1967 , p .  7 .  

13Fair Housing Committee . Housing Vi ewpoint. Davi s : Assoc iated 

student s ,  Univers ity of Cal i forn i a ,  Davis . Publi shed periodically . 

14Although t abulat ion and analy s i s  of the first que st i onnaire 

was accompli shed by the present author , t abulat i on o f  the s econd question

naire was done by Planning Divi sion employee Helen D i n s dale , and prelim

inary analy s i s  was undertaken by Edwin Bloombe r g .  Errors in c alculat i on 

in the original have been corrected . 

1 5Environmental Prot ection Agency , op. cit . , 6 ;  Jac oby , op. cit. , 

17 0 ,  17 3 ;  John Chung Hwang and Kenneth William Hirs c h .  Community Probl ems 

in the Lives of Sacramento A rea A dults. Proj ect Report l ,  Department o f  

Communicat ion Studi e s , C�l i forn i a  Stat e University , Sacrament o , ( 197 5 ) , 

8-1 0 .  I t  i s  p o s s ible that Davi s '  survey sample had proportionately fewer 

student than family responses due to : l )  the high proport i on of loud

mus ic-induc ed hearing impailment among people 12 to 25 years of age ; 

2 )  student s '  lower propens ity to return que stionnair e s  due to othe r demands 

on their t ime and t o  lack o f  a long-term stake i n  the community . 
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Studi es. Washington : Government Printing Office , 1967 ; "What ' s  most 
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Noise Element : An Element of the Tulare Co unty General Pla n. 
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