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FOREWWORD

Noi se is an important environnental consideration for highway planners

and desi gners.

It can annoy and cause psychol ogi cal or physiol ogi ca

harm dependi ng on frequency characteristics and | oudness. The U S
Departnment of Transportation and State transportation agencies are
charged with the responsibility of optimzing conpatibility of highway



operations with environnental concerns. H ghway noi se probl ens have
been addressed by numerous investigations, including evaluations of
the follow ng:

(1) Noi se sources and hi ghway noi se reference nean eni ssion
| evel s.
(2) Noise inmpacts at receptor |ocations.
(3) Effects of site geonetry, neteorology, ground surface
conditions, and barriers on noi se propagati on.
(4) Aternative nethods of mitigating noise inpacts.

The use of noise barriers along roadways is one of the principal neans
of mtigating vehicle noise. In an effort to maximze barrier perfor-
mance and minimze costs, the Federal H ghway Administration al ong
with 17 sponsoring State transportation agencies initiated the
Nat i onal Pool ed- Fund Study (NPFS), "Evaluation of Performance of

Experimental H ghway Noi se Barriers." The rnulti-year study was
conducted by the Research and Special Prograns Adm nistration, John A
Vol pe National Transportation Systens Center. It was initially

directed at the evaluation of parallel barriers under controlled
traffic conditions at a test site |ocated at Dulles International

A rport near Washington, DC. The main results of this study have been
reported in FHWA-RD-90-105, Parallel Barrier Effectiveness, Dulles

Noi se Barrier Project. The study was then expanded to exam ne the
effectiveness of a parallel barrier |located along Interstate 495 in
Mont gonery County, Maryland. The main results of this study have been
reported in FHWA-RD-92-068, Parallel Barrier Effectiveness Under Free-
Fl owing Traffic Conditions.

This report summarizes the findings of the NPFS, in addition to
presenting additional anal yses of previously collected data. It will
be of interest to engineers and other individuals involved in the
mtigation of highway noi se.

Al data pertaining to the experinmental conditions and neasurenents
perfornmed during the course of the NPFS have been archived at the
John A Vol pe National Transportation Systens Center in Canbridge, MNA

Charles J. Nemmers

Director, Ofice of Engineering and
H ghway Qperations Research and
Devel oprent
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