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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 6/'/7)5/0‘3

MEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
695 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Office of Counsel October 21, 2005

Ms. Sherilyn Burnett Young
Rath, Young and Pignatelli
P.O. Box 1500

Concord, NH 03302

Re: Freedom of Information Act Requests Dated October 12, 2005
Dear Ms. Young:
[ am writing regarding your Freedom of Information Act requests referenced above. Itis

the policy of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to release the maximum amount of
information under FOIA. Enclosed you will find a document responsive to your request.

Sincarel},r,

E.Eé Cw vardi

Almeida
Assistant District Counsel



Acentech Incorporated Telephaone: 61 7-499-8000
33 Moulton Street Facsimile: 617-400-8074
Cambridge, MA 02138 E-mail: postbox@acentech.com

Aceniech

March 13, 2005

Michael Hicks, Esq.

Department of the Army

New England District Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742

Re:  Review of Valley Motorsports Project Noise Studies
Tamworth, New Hampshire
Acentech Project Number 606237

Dear Mr. Hicls:

As you requested, I have reviewed the noise studies for the above-referenced project. These
included reports by Tech Environmental, Inc. (TE), dated June 14, 2004 (entitled Sound
Study for the Valley Motorsports Park Project Tamworth, New Hampshire), and by Harris
Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. (HMMH), dated August 13, 2004 (entitled Noise Effects from
Proposed CMI Racetrack in Tamworth, New Hampshire), as well as letters dated April 7,
2004 and July 15, 2004 from HMMH to Rath, Young and Pignatelli, P.A. I also requested,
received, and reviewed background data supporting the TE and HMMH studies from TE and
HMMH representatives. [ toured the project site on February 18, 2005 under the guidance
of Craig Lizotte from ESS Group, Inc. and Jim Hoenscheid from Club Motorsports. After
the site tour, Erik Kalapinski from TE took us on a tour of the community closest to the
project site.

The TE report was supported by the project developer (Club Motorsports) and the HMMH
report was supported by a group representing the community (FOCUS Tamworth).
Although the credentials of the experts involved in each of these studies make them fully
capable of providing credible opinions in this case, their conclusions about the potential
impact of the project on the community are diametrically opposed. The main reasons for
this difference in opinion are that each used different modeling programs to predict the noise
levels with the project and each used different criteria to judge the acceptability of the noise
in the community. Each of these aspects of these studies is evaluated below.

Before discussing these points, it is important that the facility be appropriately characterized.
There seems to be disagreement between the developer and the community about whether or
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not the proposed facility should be classified as a racetrack. The attached letter (dated
March 7, 2005 from Frank Delgiudice to me) from the Army Corps of Engineers indicates
that this facility should be characterized as a racetrack for this evaluation.

['understand that your primary interest is that I comment on the developer’s repart, and that
is the focus of the following discussion.

Modeling

The TE report used the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model
(TNM) to predict the noise levels that would be generated by the proposed facility.
Independent of the TNM modeling results, the attached email from Mark Ferroni' of the
FHWA and memo from Steve Ronning of the FHWA are testaments to TNM not being
appropriate or adequate for modeling racetrack noise, Since the model that was used as a
basis for TE’s analysis was not appropriate for this project, it is unnecessary to further
discuss issues with the TE modeling effort.

Criteria Used in TE Report

The TE report used FHWA and New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT)
noise criteria, as well as early U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines to
assess the potential noise impact of the facility on the Tamworth community. NHDOT
regulations are the required State interpretations of the FHWA regulations, so the NHDOT
and FHWA policies are each in the same category. The email referenced above from Mark
Ferroni of the FHWA states that the FHWA criteria “are not intended for use in the analysis
of racetrack noise.” Therefore, FHWA criteria are not appropriate to use for this analysis.
Since the NHDOT criteria are directly linked to the FHWA criteria, the NHDOT criteria are
also not appropriate to use for this analysis.

The EPA guidelines used in the TE report are more than 30 years old and are the product of
the federal Office of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) division of the EPA. This
office was funded from 1972 to 1982 and has not been funded since 1982. The guidelines
written in the 1974 EPA document referenced in the TE report were based on potentials for
hearing loss and activity interference, were based on studies of densely populated areas, and
were not intended to be used as regulatory standards or criteria. Although the ONAC had
intended to expand their work to include less populated areas and to establish regulatory
standards and criteria, their funding was cut off before that occurred. Since the ONAC has
been left unsupported since 1982, the responsibility for dealing with community noise issues
has been shifted from the EPA to individual states and local municipalities,

It is important to note that the EPA guidelines use 24-hour averaged values in their criteria.
These averaged values do not consider the potential annoyance caused by the variation in

' Current Noise Team Leader at the FHWA. The reference to Bob in this email refers to Bob Armstrong, the
former Moise Team Leader at the FHWA,







