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- 232

orts of Desires o Complain and Actual Complaints about the

neral complaint potential: Respondents who did not believe
were necessary aand were anmoyed by the booms also had a
gher general complaint potential. About 767 of those wno
ble to the bocms had no desire to complain about a general
ot mpared to 69% who felt local booms were not necessary, and
65% who zlso were annoyed by the booms. Identical patterns of general
0 complain were rcported by all distance groups. Thus,
fourth of those who were favorable to the sonic bocms had
some general complaint potential compared £o about one-third of those
who were hostile to the booms. Complaint activities related to sonic
booms must be compared to these general complaint patterns. Table 144
presents these general complaint responses,

O M My o
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- 234 -

Summary scale of individual complaint potential om scnic booms:

t of feelings zbout necesgity of booms: This section will examine
the respondent®s own desires to coumplain independent of any organized
encouragement. Individual desires to ccomplain zbout the booms were
directly related to the belief that booms were not necessary and that
they annoyed the resident. About 21% of all who felt the booms were

not necessary aiso felt like complaining about them on the first inter-
view, compared to cnly 4% who £felt the booms were necessary. By the end
of the study, 30% with hostile feelings felt like complaining compared
to only 47 of those with favorgble feelings.

Effec

& armoyance and feelings zbout lack of necessity of local
About 28% with the combination of most hostile feelings fel:r

mplaining about the booms during the first interview. By the

i interview, the number of most hostile residents desiring to com~
ain increased to 417, In comparison, the residents most friendly to
e booms reported that only 27 wanted to complain on the first inter~
view and only 1% on the third interview -~ a spread of 407 between the
two extreme groups,

[aie AR A st A2

It is iInteresting o note tha: if residents were not annoyed but
local booms were not necessary, their desire to complain was much
than the comparable ann oyed group, ©On the third interview, only

£ the not annoyed who felt local booms were not necessary also

ed to complain compared to 41% for the aunoyed who were hostile to
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Distance groups: ALL of the distance groups reported the same pat-
tern of responses. The most hostile close residents reported a litcle
more desire to complain, with 437 of them having a complaint potential
on the third interview, compared to 40% for the middle distance group
and 30% for the most distant group. Table 145 presents these findings.
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As expected,; the extent of

Actual complaint 1 oS

sctual complaining to the FAA sbout the booms was directly related to
Lhe combination of hostile sttitudes toward the booms. While almost 8%

£ those who felt the booms were unnecessary said they contacted the FAA,
oniy 1% with the cpposite favorable view complained about the booms. The
number complaining increased to 187 if those who were annoyed by the
booms also felt them umnecessary. The opposite, most favorable group,
reported that less than 1% actually complained.

pread of

A comparison of Tables 148 and 146 indicates that about four persoms
felt like complaining asbout the booms for every ome who actually followed:
through and complained. Surprisingly, this ratio of potential to actual
complaint was about the ssme for both persons who believed local booms
were necessary or not necessary.
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2 As Table 149 shows, all attitude
essimistic about being able to do something

011y 15% of the favorable attitude group and 137 of the
even a good chance to reduce the booms, Per-

futility explains the similarity in ratios
complaint activities.

Felief in chan

groups were almost
about the booms.

hostile group felt there was
haps this pervasive sense of
between potential and actual
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7. Long Range Acdeptability of Booms

Relation to feelings of necessity of booms: Expectations of
long range acceptability of somic booms were directly related to favor-
zble attitudes toward the bocm. Persons who felt the booms were neces-
sary reported on the first interview that 97% felt they could live with
eight booms per day. By the third interview, these same persons said
that only 93% could accept the boecms. In contrast, only 87% of those
who felt the booms were not necessary said they could accept the booms
indefinitely on the first interview and only 64% felt they could accept
them on the third interview.

- Relation to feelings of annoyance: It is interesting to note that
83% of amnoyed persons on the third interview who felt booms necessary
said they could accept the booms. This was only 14% less than the com-
parable persons who were not aunoyed by the booms., In contrast, only
53% of annoyed persons on the third interview who felt lecal booms were
not necessary said they could live with the booms. In comparison, 97%
of those not annoyed who felt the booms necessary said they could accept
the booms -~ a spread of 44% in expected acceptance of booms.

Distance groups: Very small differences were reported by different
distance groups in their expected acceptance of indefinite booms. Only
the most distant hostile residents reported somewhat greater acceptance
than comparable close and middle distance residents.
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Expectations sbout acéepting nieht booms: Residents felt less
optimistic about accepting night booms. Those who were favorable toward
booms more often felt they could live with several night booms. About
80% of them said they could accept night bocms compared to only 57% of
those who felt local booms were not necessary. Those who were also an-
noyed by daytime booms indicated that only 49% of them or less thanm half,
felt they could tolerate night booms. In contrast, the most favorable
group said that 83% could accept the night booms, a spread of 34% in
self-appraised acceptance of night booms.
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8. Personal Characteristics of Respondents

Persons hostile to booms were more often older women, with less
education and lower income, living in one or two-person families without

any children. They were equally sensitive to noise as persons with favor-
able attitudes toward booms.

Femily composition: Persons who did not believe in the necessity

of local booms, whether or not annoyed by themsmore often lived with

" other adults only in one or two-person families. As Table 152 shows,

51% of those hostile to.loczl booms lived with adults only compared to-
36% ofithose who believed booms necessary. Likewise, 45% of those hostile
to booms lived in ome or two-person families compared to 29% of those with
favorable attitudes. The pattern in each distance group was the same,
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Age: Persons hostile to the booms were more often older residents,
While 507 of those who felt local booms were necessary were under 40.
years old, only 347 of those with hostile views were as young. Likewise,
while 23% of those with favorable attitudes were 55 years old or more,
39% of those hostile to the booms were as old. ' '
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Sex: Those unfriendly to the booms were more often women. While
74% of those who did not believe booms necessary were women, only 66%
of those who believed booms were necessary were women., The same pat-

tern was present in all distance groups.
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Education: Residents hostile to the booms more often had only
elementary education. About 25% of those who did not believe local
booms were necessary had only an elementary school education, compared
to 15% for those favorable to local booms. - Likewise, while only 28%
of the hostile group had some college, 33% of the favorable attitude
group had some college education.
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REPORTED OVERALL RATING OF SATISFACT
BY COMPLATNERS AND NON

ing Complainers Non-Complainers®
Number of Respondents 113 2739
Excellent 50.49 45.6%
Good 35.4 37.7
Fair 9.7 1401
Poor b b 2.4
Don't know .1 .2

% Includes all residents including these who do not believe in
complaint,

Complainers did dislike more things sbout their
When asked how meny thing
many things' com ared to only 4%

'”\‘ 'w

J
senkte thece zanswe

REPORTE

U
%’
1
o]
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o
s

ISLIKES WiTH LIVING CONDITIONS
(ON-COMPLAINERS

Number of Dislikes Ccmplainers Nen~Complainers
Numbex of respondents 113 ' 273
Many ot 20.4% 3.5
Few 71.6 77.1
Hardly anything 8.0 17.4
Don't know - 2.0




Kinds of dislikes: When asked to mention the kinds of things dis-
liked, almost healf of the complainers (48.4%) menticned booms compared
to only 137 of the non-~complainers. In other regpects, both groups
were not too different in their dislikes, as cap be ceen in Table 161,

VOLUNTARY REPORTS OF DISLIKEZ ABOUY

3}
BY COMPLATNERS AND NON~-COV

L 1"»71 NG CONDITIONS
PLATNERS

-

Non-Comnlainers

Number of respondents?® 64 2064
Sonic booms 4 12.8%
Socially unpleasant 18.8 11.9
Roads inadequate 5.6 17.2
Traffic danger 12.3 1z2.1
Othexr noises 10.9 5.2
Other dangerocus conditions 10.9 6.1
Zoning problems 10.9 2.7
Physical aspects 10.9 13.1
Poor appearance 10.9 6.5
Sewerage inadequate 7.8 4.0
% 7

Question asked only o
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37%
16%
complainers were
36% of the non-c¢¢
sents these answers.

red to

e
ol

ike, except that ZJ@
lainers refused to select any dislike. Table 162 pre-




[

4]

w
]

A3
REPORTE]

BY COMPLAINE

h

]

01
\“COXPLAENERS

A

ma CLtv Arxea

February-July 1964

Maior Dislikes Complainers Non~Complainers
Number of respondents 113 2739

Sonic booms 37.2% 8.5%

Traffic danger 9.7 11,4

Transportation; voads poor 6.2 8.2

Social aspects 6.2 5.8

Other noise 2.7 3.1

Zoning problems 2.7 1.3

Dogs annoy 2.7 2.4

Cther dangers 1.8 3.0

Community facilities

inadequate 1.8 7.6
Area congested .9 1.4
axes too high .9 1.1

Econeomic problems .9 1.8

Unsightly neighborhood .9 .8

Miscellaneous - 2.2

Nothing disliked 23.0 35.7 -

Don't know 1.5 2.7

Overall nolse rating: Complainers were a litile more sensitive to

noise than non-complainers. About 27% of the complainers rated their
areag zs noisy compared to only 18% of the non-complainers. While egual
numbers reported he earing the same kinds of noise in their areas, com-
plainers were more 'often anmmoyed by them, ’



REPORTED OVERALL NO

18
BY COMPLAINERS AND NON-C

E REACTIONS
COMPLAINERS

Complainexrs Non-Complainers
Nuntber of respondents iis 2739
A. Cverell Noise Ratin

Very noisy 3.5% 3.9%

Fairly noisy - 23.9 13.9

Fairly quiet 0.7 55.0

Very quiet 30.1 26.5

Don‘t know 1.8 .7

B. Kinds of Noise Heard

Cars or tyucks 72.5 72.8

Neighbors or children 38,1 39.1

Senic booms 166,06 98.5

Ordinary planes 72.5 69.2

€. Noise Annovance

Cars and truck 30.1 23.4

Neighbors ox chlldren 10.6 10.8

Sonic booms 80,5 46,2

Oxdinary planes 21.2 11.8

3. Reports of Interference by Scnic Booms
Complainers were much more sensitive to sonic booms, From

three to four times as many complainers reported interference by somnic
booms than non-complainers. About half the complainers reported &4-5
types of interference by booms compared to only 12-16% of the non~

complainers,

Likewise, only about 207 of the compla

iners reported

only one or no types of interference compared to 60% of the non-com-

plainers,
fairly stable for both groups.

Over the six-month test pericd, reporis of 1nter£erence were



REPORTED SUMMARY SC%LE CF INTERFERENCE BY cGNIC BOOMS
BY COMPLAINERS AND NON-COMPLAINER

Cklahoma Citv Ares

February-July 19064

Complaine

Ia}
s

Neon-Complainers

Number of 2/3- 4/20- &/15- 2/3~ &4f20- 6/15-

Interferences 4/19  6/14  7/25 4/19  &/i4  7/25

Number of regpondents 113 1i3 108 2727 2727 2573
L - 5 49.6% 49.58% 49.1% 11.5% 12.1% 16.5%
2 -3 27 .4 33.6 27.8 28.8 25.1 20.5
0 -1 23.0 15.8 21.3 59.7 62.8 62.0

%4, Reports of Amnovance by Somic BZooms

w
123

rs were more than 3-4 times as a

of the complainers were more than a lig-
iy Gnd 85% on the third interview, com-
the first period and 447 on the

o

<
}—J

D OO D
m LI

'3

(D

m

7
rst int
pared to 29/ cf the non-compl
third pericd.

RLPORT&D MORE THAN A LITTLE ANNOVANCE WITH SONIC B
BY COMPLAINERS AND NON-COMPLAINERS

[}

0Ms

Ckleahoma Citv Area

February-July 1954

Complainers Non~Complainers

Reported 2/3= 4720~ 5/1i5= 2/3- 4/20~ 6/15=
Annovances. 4/19 6/14 7/25 4/19 6/14 7/25

Number of respondents 113 13 108 2713 2727 2573

6% 85.2% 28.7% 36.2% 44.0%

More than a 1little 2
7.4 14.8 71.3 63.8 56.0

7
Little or none 2
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5. Reports of Demage By Sonic Bocms

tween complaining and reg orts of
, where 867 of the complainers
pared to only 32% of tha non-
omplainers. Moreover, about one-third of the complaipers said they had
been damaged in each of the three pericds compared to only 5% of the non-
complainers. Further underscoring the more frbqnent damage claimed by
complainers, 327% of them said they were damaged twice by the booms com-
pared to oaly 9% of the non-complainers

The very close correlation be
lleged damage can be seen in Table 166
aid they bad sustained some damage com

“w oM

Table 1656

v : REPORTED DAMAGE BY SONIC BOOMS
- BY COMPLAINERS AND NON-COMPLAINERS

Oklshoma City Ares

-y

February~July 1964

Number of Damage Reports Complainers Non~Complainers
Number of respondents 113 2739
Three 34.5% L. 8%
Two 31.8 8.8
One 18,4 18.7
Some 85.7% 32.3%
None 14.3 67.7

-
b}

&, Reports of Desires to Complain and Actusl Complaints About Sonic

Booms

About half of all actual complaine felt like complaining in
each period, compared to only about 10% of all respondents., When those
who did not believe in complaining (8i4) were deducted from the non~-com-
plainers, the percentage who desived to complain was increased only 2-3%.
Thus, only about 15% of the nom-complainers at the end of the study even
felt like complaining.

rs
1%

Of those who actually complained at some time during the study, the
ratio of actual complaints to felt like complaining dropped from 81 dur-
ing the first period to .64 in the third pericd.

The bulk of the actual complainers (61%) only complained emce; only
137 complained on all three periods and 26% on two of the three periods.
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Table 1567

REPORTS OF DESIRES TO COMPLAIN
AND ACTUAL COMPLAINTS ABOUT SONIC BOOMS
BY COMPLAINERS AND NON-COMPLAINERS

Cklahoma City Areg

February-July 1964

Complainers Non=Complainers
Number of Respondents . 113 2739
A. Time Periods Felt like Did Ratio Felt like Did
Period 2/3-4/19
Yes 72.6% 58.4% .81 8.1% e 7
No 27 .4 41.6 -- 91.9 100.C°
Period 4/20-6/14
Yes ) 71.7 52.2 .73 1.3 -
No 28.3 47.8 - 88.7 100.0
Period 6/15~7/25
Yes 57.6 43,5 .04 11.9 -
" No ' 32.4 56.5 e 38,1 100.0
B. Number of
Actuval Complaints Complainers
Three 13.3%
Two 25.7
One _ 61.0

Feelings of futility in complaining: As aglready seen in other sec-
tions of this report, there were widespread feelings of futility in com-
plaining. Surprisingly, complainers were slightly more pessimistic than
non-complainers. None of the complainers felt there was a "'very good"
chance to reduce the booms, and only 6% felt there was even 2 ''good”
chance. In comparison, 13% of the non-complainers felt there was a ''good”

“or "very good" chance to reduce the booms.

s st
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Table 168

REPORTED BELIEF IN CHANCES FOR DOING SOMETHING TO REDUCE BOOMS
BY COMPLATNERS AND NON-COMPLAINERS

Oklahoma Citv Area

February-July 1964

Chances for

Doing Something Complainers Non-Complainers

Number of respondents 113 2713
Very good - % 3.9%
Good 6.2 9.1
Fair 15.0 16.8
Hardly any 60.2 53.3
Don't know 18.6 16.9

Know where to complain: Only 70% of the complainers gaid they knew
where to complain on the first interview, but only 61% actually knew
where to go. In contrast, 347 of the non-complainers claimed knowledge
of where to complain and 277 actually knew the correct place. Apparently
40% of the complainers when motivated £o do so during the six month test
discovered the correct place to complain.

Should others complain if veds Almost 947 of the complainers
felt other people should compl f ammoyed, compared to 67% of the non-
complainers. When asked why people should complain, almost half of the
complainers saild it was their right to complain or to provide a public
reaction to the booms. The others felt they should complain if bothered
encugh or if they had damage. This also suggests why they actually com-
plained themselves, even though they were pessimistic of success. When
the actual complainers were asked why they didn't feel others should com-

3

plain, almost all said "It won't do any good" or "People shouldn't gripe.!
. Y 8 P

P 1 &

7. Long Range Acceptebility of Booms

Daytime booms: Even if people complained about booms, some of
them felt they could eventually get accustomed to them over time. About
70% of the complainers felt they could learn to live with eight daytime
booms on the first interview, and almost 40% still felt this way on the
third interview, In comparison, 93% of the non-complainers on the first
interview and 80% on the third interview felt they could live with the
booms.




Nighttime booms: Nighttime booms were considered more difficult to
live with by both complainers and non-complainers. Only 29% of the com~
plainers felt they could accept several booms per night, compared to 71%
of the non-complainers., Table 169 presents these long-range acceptability
trends.

Table 169

REPORTED ABILITY TO ACCEPT REIGHT BOOMS PER DAY AND SEVERAL BY NIGHT
BY COMPLAINERS AND NON~COMPLAINERS

Oklghoma City Area

February-July 1964

Complainexs Non-Complainers

2/3~ &/20- 6/15- 2/3- 4/20- 6/15-
4/19  6/14  7/25 4/19  6/14  7/25
Number of regpondents 113 113 108 <2713 - 2727 2573
A, Eicht per day
) Could not accept = 23.9% 48.7% 56.6% 4.5% 11.8% 16.9%
Don't koow 7.1 2.6 4.5 2.1 2.1 3.2
Could accept 69.0  48.7 38.9 93.4 86.1 79.9
Very likely 39.8 28.3 15.0 80.1 568.6 62,4
Might 2.2 20,4  23.9 13.3 17.5 17.5
- B. Several by night N
Could not accept 63.7%2 - - 21.3% - -
Don't know 7.1 7.3
Could accept 29.2 71.4
Very likely 13.3 48.1
Might 15.9 23.3

8. Some of the Factors That Might Influence Annoyance

a. Xnowledge about the survey: Both complainers and non-com-
plainers almost equally heard about the boom test. About 96% of the
complainers and 927 of the non-complainers said they knew about the test.
Most of those who were informed asbout the test said they read about it
in the papers or saw a program on TV.

U ———
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b. Know physical causes of sonic booms: Complainers were only
a little better informed than non-complainers about the physical causes
of bocms. About 73% of the complainers gave completely correct explana-
tions and 6% gave partially correct statements. Thus, almost 80% of
the complainers knew what caused g sonic boom. In comparison, 67% of
the non-complainers gave fully correct reasons, and 6% gave partial
reasons, for a total of 73% knowledgeable responses.

c. Recognition of bocms: Both groups equally said they always
recognize a boom when they hear it. About 81% of the complainers com-
pared to 83% of the non-complainers gave this answer.

d. Avareness of boom schedule: Both complainers and non-com-
plainers were about equally aware of the regular boom schedule. About
81% of both groups said the booms occurred at the same time each day.

e. Awareness of purpose of booms: Slightly more complainers
said they knew the reason why the booms were occurring locally, but
gbout the same nuwber actually knew the reasons. About 85% of the com-
plainers and 77% of the non-complainers said they knew the reasons, but
only 62% of the complainers and 60% of the non-complainers knew the
real reasons. An additional 20% of the complainers and 17% of the non=-
complainers gave the false reasons that local booms would help local
aviation or get an SST terminal for Oklahoma City.

Nad
L

£. Belief in the necessity of local booms: Very few complainers

" £elt local booms were absolutely necessary. Only 19% felt they were neces-

sary on the first interview, 10% on the second, and 12% on the third inter-
view. In contrast, 58% of the non-complainers felt local booms were neces-
sary on the first interview, 53% on the second and 47% on the last inter-
view.. As has been shown, this factor is also closely related to annoyance
and long-range tolerance of booms.

g. Concern of aviation officials: Only a minority of the com-
plainers felt that local officials were concerned about their welfare.
Cnly 14% of the complainers felt the officials were very much concerned,
another 167 felt they were moderately concerned and 17% only a little con-
cerned. More than half said they were not concerned or didn'‘t know whether
they cared. Im contrast, 40% of the non-complainers said the officials
were very concerned, 267% moderately concerned, 117% a little concerned and
only 227 not concerned or uncertain of their views.

h. Importance of commercial aviation: Complainers less often
felt commercial aviation was very impor&ank, that it was extremely impor-
tant to Oklahoma City or that the SST was necessary. Only 66% of the
complainers compared to 80% of the non-complainers felt aviation was very
important. Likewise, only 54% of the complainers compared to 76% .of the
non-complainers felt aviation was extremely important to Oklahoma City.
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When asked about the SST itself, a minority of the complainers felt
it was necessary., Only 207 felt the SST was absolutely necessary and
another 20% felt it was probably necessary. In comparison, 387 of the
non-complainers felt the SST was absolutely mecessary and 32% felt it was
probably necessary -- an overall difference of 307 between the two groups.

9. Personal Charzcteristics

Complainers were more often middle~aged females, with older
children and smaller families. They had more education, a little higher
incomes, and were about egually sensitive to noise. More often, the com-
plainers also had flown in airplanes and had family connections with the
aviation industry. Table 170 summarizes these characteristics.

Table 170

’ SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF COMPLAINERS AND NON-COMPLAINERS

Qklahoma City Area

February-July 1964

Complainers - . Non-Complainers

Number of respondents 113 2739
Familv Composition
Adults only o o ¢ o o o o o 50% 48%
Children over 6 « « « . - . 35 26
Children under 6. o« « o o » 15 26
Size of Family .
One personN. « o « o s o o o 3% 10%
Two-thrTee + &+ « o o o o o 62 &9
Four OF MOTE. « & o o o o 35 41
Lge
—te
Under 40, & ¢ ¢ o o o o o & 28% 38%
5O = 64 v v v e u e e e e 53 . 40
65 OF MOTEe o o o o o o + o 16 21
Age not givén e e e e e 3 1
Sex
Male' L] [ » ® - * ® - * - * 2670 3170

Female. - o . " . » » L ® - 74 l . 69
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Non~

éducation fompigivers Gowplainors
Elementary school . . . . . 16% X}
High school . . « ¢ &« + + & 56 | 53
College o o o o o o o o o 28 a 26
Income
Under $8000 . . . . . . . . 65% 73%
$8000 -~ 14,999, . . ¢ ¢ . . 19 17
$15,000 or more . o . o o . &
Income not given. « +» o « o 12 6
Cumulative Numbé% Noises Eother '
None . & 4 o o o o o o « . 9.4% 7.5%
ONE & v o o o o o o = o« o 15.7 13.5
THO & v o o 4 o e s e 28.2 ' 25.7
Three . v v ¢ ¢ o« o « o & 45.4 43,7
FOUT © v v v v & 4 o o & & 64,2 63.8
Five o v v v 6 o o ¢ o « = 76.7 80.9
SIX 4 s i b e e e e e e e 93.9 91.3
Seven . . . ¢ . v o4 . . o §7.0 97.5
Eight o v o v 0 o 0 o o 100.0 100.0
Flving Experience
Never flown . . . . . . & 40.6% 51.7%
Flown once-twice . « + « . 21.9 20.4
Flown three-fdur times . . S.4 7.7
Flown five or more timeé . 25.0 19.3
Don't KNow « + v v o « o . 3.1 .9
Aviation Connections
INome, . u e e e .. 61.07% 68.1%;
[Some . v e e ... 39.0_ 31.9
Peréonai": e e e e e e 13.3 14.3

| Family ... ... 25.7 .6
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E. Actual Calls Received by the FAA

1. Types of Calls Received

The FAA had a message center centralize all complaints received
during the six-month test. As Table 171 indicates, 12,389 calls and let-
ters were received during the test from February-July, of which 86.7%
were from close residents, 12.7% from middle distance residents and ..6%
from distant residents.

About 75% of all residents lived in the close areas; 20% in the mid-
dle distance and 5% in the distant areas. The greater concentration of
calls in the close areas may be partly due to the fact that the phoning
from middle and far-distant areas involved toll calls in most cases.

Damage reports: About 69% of all calls involved damage reports, 28%
annoyance and about 3% simple inquiries, The same pattern was maintained
in all distance groups, but the distant residents more often called only
when they had damage reports. About 85% of all damage reports came from
close residents, 14% from middle distance and 1% from distant residents.

Annovance calls: Over 90% of all annoyance calls were concentrated
in close areas, with the rest coming from middle-distance areas.

Table 171

TYPES COF CALLS RECEIVED EY THE FAA
Oklahoma City Area
February-July 1964

Miles from Ground Track

Types Total -0 -8 8 ~ 12 12 - 16 ié Or more

Number of
reports 12,389 10,740 . 1,574 - 60 15

A, By distance

Damage 69.0% 67.5% 78.0% 83.3% 93.3%
Annoyance  28.4 29.9 18.7 13.3 -
Other 2.6 2.6 3.3 3.4 6.7
B. By type

Total 100.0% 86.7% 12.7 .5 .
Damage 100.0% 84.9% 14.4 .6 .
Annovance 100.0% 91.4% 8.4 w2 -
Other 100.0% 83.0% 16.1 .6 .3
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2. Types of Damage Reports

Over three-quarters of all damage reports involved alleged
plaster or paint cracks. Glass breakage accounted for an additional 11%
of the calls and foundation damage about 13%. All distance groups re-
ported the same pattern of damage.

Table 172

TYPES OF DAMAGE REPORTED TO FAA
BY DISTANCE FROM GROUND TRACK

Oklahoma City Area

February-July 1964

Distance from Ground Track

Type of Damage . Total 0~ 8 8 ~ 12 12 - 16

Number of calls 8531 7254 1227 50

Plaster, paint cracks 76.1%
Glass - regular
Glass - plate
Automobile glass
Green house glass
Appliances

Mirrors cracked
Fixed objects
Moveable objects
Foundations, walls
Roof

Chimney

Other structural
Animal injury
Human injury

ALl other damage

~J
N oo

P

72.4% 54.0%
7.
2.
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voe e e
.
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* Less than 0.1 per cenﬁ.

3. Relation of Calls. to Overpressure Level

The median overpressure level for each day's booms was cal-
culated for the close and middie-distance areas. The number and type
of calls were then cumulated for each median overpressure level. As
Table 173 indicates, all types of calls fall imto a random pattern with
the peak toward the middle of the range. This clearly indicates that
calls were not the spontaneous result of a single stimulus but rather
the result of cumulative exposures and other persomnal variables.
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Table 173

Daily Median

TYPES OF REPCRTS TO FAA

BY MEDIAN OVERPRESSURE ON DAY OF REPORT

Cverpressure (psf) Total

fﬁﬁmber of calls

.30
.40
.50
.60
.70
.80
.90
1.00
1,10
1.20
1.30
1.40
1.50
1.60
1.70
1.80
1.90
2.00
2.10

- .39
- 49
- .59
- .59
- .79
- .39
- .99
-1.09

-1.19 .

-1.29
~1.39
~1.49
~-1.59
-1.69
-1.79
~-1.89
~-1.99
-2.09
-2.19

11,823

2%

-
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N
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Oklahoma Citv Area

February-July 1965

Damage
8,048

.27

.
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Annovance

3,474
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* Less than 0.1 pef cent..
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F. Conclusions

The greatest acceptability of sonic booms was reported by persomns
with the most favorable attitudes toward the SST and the FAA sonic boom
test. Those who believed that the develogment of the SST was absolutely
necessary and that local booms were also necessary reported the greatest
acceptance of sonic booms. In contrast, the least acceptability of
sonic booms was reported by persons with the opposite hostile views to-
ward the SST and the necessity of local booms. In the major conclusions
which follow, the average population reactions will be presented as well

‘as the range in reactions reported by those with the most favorable and

most hostile sonic boom views.

1. Almost zll residents (94%) reported that sonic booms caused house
rattles and vibrations, Other scnic boom interferences with living
activities were: being startled (38%); interruptions of sleep (18%), rest
(17%), conversation (14%), and radio and TV (9%). Over half (54%) of all
persons reported only house rattles or no interferences at all. Persons

- with the most favorable views reported only 367% had rattles or no inter-

ferences, compared with 73% of those with the most hostile views -- a
range of 37%. '

2. More than a little annoyance with sonic boom interference increas-

~ed from 37% of all people during the first interview to 56% on the third

interview. Most of the increase was due to more intense sonic bocm ex-
posure during the last six weegks of the study. On the third interview,
25% with the most favorable views reported more than a little annoyance
with booms compared to 767 for the most hostile group -~ a range in reac-
tions of 51%.

3. About one-fifth of all residents felt they had sustained damages
by the booms during the first and second interview periods. On the third
interview, almost one-fourth reported such alleged damage. During the
six-month test, 38% overall felt they had been damaged by the booms, with
plaster cracks most frequently reported. Only 7% reported damages three
times, 11% twice, and 20% only once. Only 25% of persons with the most
favorable views reported damages, compared to 567 for the most hostile
group -- a spread of 31% in alleged damage reports. Persons who felt
that local booms were not necessary and were also annoyed by the booms
reported that 60% had received damages. Persons who actually complained
to the FAA about the booms reported that 867 had sustained damages.

4. Oklahoma City residents gemerally have a low general complaint
potential. Only 24% cven felt like writing or calling an official about
a serious local problem, and less than half {(10%) actually followed
through and actually did call. Those v the most favorable views on
the sonic booms reported that 25% feit e calling on a general problem
compared to 347 of the residents with the most hostile views on the booms.
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5. Only 227 of all residents felt like complaining about the sonic
bocms at the end of the study, and only 5% actually did. Those with the
most favorable attitudes toward booms reported that only 3% ever felt
like complaining about the booms and only 2% actually did. In contrast,
37% of the most hostile group felt like complaining and 127 actually did.
Thus, there was a 347% range in desires to complain and a 10% range in
actual complaints.

6. Widespread feelings of futility in complaining probably contribut-

ed to the low levels of complaint. Only 4% felt that complaining had a

"wery good" chance of reducing the bocms, and another 10% felt that com=
plaining had even a "good" chance of accomplishing something,

7. The vast majority of residents felt they could learn to live
with sonic booms. Over 907 felt they could accept eight booms per day
indefinitely on the first interview, and 737% felt this way at the end of
the six month period. About 92% of persons with the most favorable views
said they could accept the booms at the end of the study compared to 57%
of the most hostile group -- a range in acceptance of 35%. Even 407 of
the persons who actually complained to the FAA said they could probably
learn to live with the booms.

8. The FAA public information program was very successful in reach-

‘ing residents. About 75% knew the physical causes of sonic booms, 83%

believed they could always recognize the boom, 82% were aware of the
regular schedule, two-thirds knew the purpcses of the boom test, and
half knew the six-month duration of the test.

9. Most residents were favorably disposed toward the sonic boom test.
Over half (52%) felt the local booms were absolutely necessary on the
first interview, and 38% felt this way on the last interview. Almost
three-fourths of all residents felt that aviation was extremely important
to local welfare and two-thirds of all persons felt the development of
the SST was necessary. About one-third of all residents had personal or
family commections with the aviation industry.

10. Respondents who had personal or family connections with the avia-
tion industry reported the same sonic boom reactions as persons with no
aviation counnections.

11. Respondents who did not believe others should report their com~
plaints about the booms even if znnoyed by them, generally reported 10-
207 less hostile reactions toward the booms. The exclusion of these
potentially biased respondents from the computations of total area re-
sponses increased hostile sonic boom reactions by 2-5%.

12. Reactions of urban and rural residents to sonic booms were es-
sentially the same.
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13. The actual sonic boom overpressures experienced by Oklahoma
City residents during the six month test were generally less than the
programmed levels. During the last six weeks of the test, however,
over 60% of the booms equaled or exceeded 1.5 psf in the closest areas.,

14, Answers to speculative types of questions suggest that fewer
residents think they can accept night booms. More direct research on
this problem is needed before firm findings can be made.

15. Persons who actually complained to the FAA were the most in-
tensely annoyed and most hostile toward the SST. They were not chronic
gripers and liked their areas as well as non-complainers. They were
equally sensitive to noise in general, but reported 3-4 times more
sonic boom interference, four times more annoyance, 6+9 times more
desire to complain and 3 times more damage by booms. They less often
believed in the importance of aviation in general, the necessity of
the SST, or the necessity of local booms. About 40% of the complainers,
however, felt they could learn to live with eight sonic booms per day.
Complainers were more often middle aged females, with older children,
and smaller families. They generally had more education and income,
and more often had ties with the aviation industry.
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CONFIDENTIAL
Survey 470
Form 1
3-1-64
NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago
Assgignment No.: - - Time Interview Began:
Telephone No.: Time Interview Ended:
Date: 9~
Name on
Telephone List:
Description
Respondent (Q. 22):
. Address:
Hello. (Is this the home of at ?) TI'm from the opinion research center

at the University of Chicago. We are doing a study of how people feel about living
in different places and L'd like to get some of your views.

1. The first question is: In general, how do you like living in your area?
Do you rate it as an excellent, good, fair, or poor place to live?

Excellent . . + « « « + o« 10-1

Good., . . . « 4 . 4 e o 2

Fair, . . « « « « « & & 3

POOY, & « v+ o ¢ « « o 4

Don't know. . . . . . . 5

NORC use., . . . « « & Y
2. MNow, very few places are entirely perfect. So I'd like you to tell me if
‘ there are many things, a few things or hardly anything you dislike about

living around here?

Many things . . . . . . . 11-1

Few things. . . . . . . . 2

Hardly anything . . . . . 3

Don't know. . 4

NORC use., . . . . . . . Y



e
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D. And what did you think the chances were to do something about that
situation ~~ very good, good, fair or poor?

Very good . . . . + +« « . 19~1
Good., . . + . . 2
Fair. . . . . 3
Poor. . . . . . . 4
Don't know. . . . . 5
NORC use. . . . . . Y

IF SOMETHING DISLIKED IN Q. 3, ASKE - G

E. Have you yourself ever felt like doing something about this?
For example, have you ever felt like:

Yes No NORC Yes No NORC

1) Writing or telephoning an official?. . 20-1 2 3 4 5 Y
2) Visiting an official?. . . . . . . . . 21-1 2 3 4 5 Y
3) Signing a petition?. . . . . . . . . . 22-1 2 3 4 5 Y

4) or helping to set up a citizens'
committee to do somethinmg? . . . . . . 23-1 2 3 4 5 Y

ASK F AFTER FINISHING PART F, AND CIRCLE YES OR NO CODES ABOVE FOR EACH OF THE
THE FOUR ITEMS

F. Did you or anyone in your family ever actually do any of these things?
(Which?)

G. And what do you think the chances are to do something about this -- very
good, good, fair or poor?

Very good . . . . . . . . 24-
Good. . . . . . . . .

Fair. e e .

Poor. . . . .« . .+ < . .

Don't know. . . . . . .

NORC use. . . + « « « o

W=

4, On the whole would you rate this area as very noisy, fairly noisy, fairly
quiet, or very quiet?

Very noisy. . . . . L. 25~

Fairly noisy. . . .
Fairly quiet.

Very quiet. . . . . + .
Don't know. . . . . . . .
NORC use. . . . « « « o« &

Ko
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9. A, Do you yourself feel it is absolutely necessary for the jets to make
these booms around here or not?
B. From what you've heard or read, do you think most other people around
here feel it is absolutely necessary or not?
A B
Self Others
Necessary . . . » » . . 33-1 34-1
Not necessary . . . . . 2 2
Don't know. . . . . . . 3 3
NORC use. Y Y
10. Do you usually hear the booms about the same time each day, or do they
happen at different times each day?
Same time . 35-1
Different times 2
Don't know. e e 3
NORC use., . . . . . . . . Y
11. Do you happen to know how long these booms are supposed to continue
altogether? How long?
Don't know. . 36-0
One month or less , . . . 1
2 months, . . . . . . . . 2
3months, . . . . . . . 3
4 months., . . . . . . . . 4
Smonths. . . . . . . . . 5
6 months., . . . . . . . . 6
7 months. ., . . . . 7
Indefinitely. . . . 8
NORC use. . . . b4



14. Have you yourself ever felt like doing something about the booms? For example
| have you ever felt like writing or telephoning an official? (Ask each item in
' A before asking B, etec.)

1TEMS
A, (Ever felt like -- Helping to
Writing or Visiting Signing set up a
telephoning an a citizens'

an official? official? petition? committee?

Yes. . . . . 0 o e e o . 46-1 47-1 48-1 49-1
No . . . . .. .. ... 2 2 2 2
NORC use . . . . . . . . 3 3 3 3
B. Have you or anyone in your family
actually done any of these things?
(Which?)
Yes. . . . . . . .. ... * 4% 4% 4%
No . . . . . . . .. 5 5 5 5
NORC use . . . . . . . . . 6 6 6 6
*C, IF YES TO ANY ITEM IN "B", ASK: Did it do any good?
Yes . . . . . . 50-1
No. . . . 2
Don't know. . 3
g NORC use. Y
§ D. If a local organization asked you,
é do you think you would very likely
(insert item), that you might but Write or Visit Sign Help set
you're not sure, or that you telephone an a up a
probably wouldn't? an official official petition committee
Very likely. . . . . . . . 51-1 52-1 53-1 S54-1
Might. . . . . . . 2 2 2 2
Wouldn't . . . . . 3 3 3 3
Don't know . 4 4 4 4
NORC use . Y Y Y h4

15. On the whole, what do you think the chances are for doing anything about
the booms? Would you say there was a very good chance, a good chance, only
a fair chance, or hardly any chance at all to improve the situation?

Very good chance. . . . . 55-1
Good chance . . . 2
Fair chance . . . . . . . 3
Hardly any chance . . . . 4
Don't know. . . . . . . 5
NORC use. . . « « « « Y

16. Do you think people around here should YeS . v v e e e e e e e 56~-1
complain about these booms if they find NOvw v v v v o v e v v v . 2
them annoying? Don't know. . . . . . . . 3

NORC use. . . « « « + « = Y



1- 2= S dem 5= 6~ 7= 8= CONFIDENTIAL

Survey 470
Form 10
7/1/64
NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago
Assignment No, - - Time for Callback
First
Telephone No, ~ Interviewer
Date of
Name of Respondent lst Interview
Address
[« 1
Re~interview assigned to: Time Began
Time Ended
Hello. This is from the opinion research center. About weeks ago we

talked to (you, your wife, your husband) on a survey we are doing here. (Is (he, she)

home now?) Well we’re finishing up our survey here this week and I thought I’d just
check a few things before we leave.

1. First, have you been at home most of the last month or so, or have you been away?

At home o« « o ¢ » » 10=1
AWAY o o o 5 s s s 2%
NORC use- [ ] . L ] L L] y

*1IF AWAY, ASK Q. 6 ON PAGE 4
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A. Were the booms you heard recently louder than usual, akout the same, or

loud as usual?

B, Would you say these recent booms are much more annoying, a little
annoying, or not as annoying as the other ones?

Louder s & »
Same L
Not as loud ,
Don’t know .,
NORC use . .

Much more annoying
A little more o « &
SaIne . L] [ ] L] - » 2
Not as annoying . .»
Don’t know + & « »
NORC use 4 o » s &«

more

not as

“ M ow o

12-1

< oo w oo

Did any of the

recent booms ==
(ask each item

below)

Yes

1) Interfere with
your radio or TV? 13-1%

2) Startle or frighten
anyone in your
family? 14=1%

3) Disturb your
family’s sleep? 15-1%

4) Make your house
rattle or shake? 16-1%

5) Interfere with
your family’s rest
or relaxation? 17-1%

6) Interfere with
your conversation? 18.1%

No

*IF YES TO Q.3, ASK “A” BEFORE GOING ON TO

NEXT ITEM

A, And how annoyed did this make you feel --

Only Or not

Very Moderately a little at all DX

NORC Annoved Annoyed Annoved Annoyed NORC
3 4 5 6 vy
3 4 5 6 y
3 4 S 6 y
3 4 5 6 y
3 4 5 6 y
3 4 5 6 v



4.

Since I talked to you last time, did any of the recent booms hurt or
any new damage to anything in your house?

*IF YES, ASK A

A. Just what did they do?

{Probe for

Yes....---

NO L] ] L) " [ ] ]

NORC ¢« o « o « &

specific damage)

Cracked walls or plaster .
Cracked, broke windows , .

Cracked, damaged structures.
Broke tiles or fixed objects
Brcke, knocked down moveable

Objects * » & » 0 ¥ 0 &
Person injured 4 + v « & »
Person fell ~ not injured
Person dropped something ,
Other types of damage . «
Don’t knOW. " & ¢ % 3 ¥ »
NORCuse..-.-.---

L] - L] - -

do

o« s 19-1%

20-1

L] L] - L ]
a8 e 8

> W N

L ] [ ] - L ] - L] -
@0~ W:

- - - L L ] - 2

9.

A,

B.

And did you feel like doing something about stopping or reducing
booms? For example, did you feel like writing or telephoning an

(Ask each item in A before asking B, etc.)

Felt like ~-

Yes---------.---

NOII.I‘I'I..II!

NORCU.SG---..---.-

the recent

Have you or anyone in your family
here actually done any of these
things about stopping or reducing

the recent booms?

YesSu o o o & “ .
NOo o s o ¢« s o &
NORC use o+ o » »

(Which? )

official?
ITEMS

: Helping
Writing or Visiting Signing to set up
telephoning an a a citizens
an officigl? official? petition? committee?

21=1 22~-1 23-1 24-1

2 2 2 2

3 3 3 3

4 4 4 4

5 5 5 5

6 6 6 6



6. Do you happen to know why the jets making booms have

been flying

around here?

Yes (ASK A.)- % % 8 3 5 & &8 ¥ s 25—1*
NO « a «a s & s 2 s s ¢ s ¢ s ¢ a & 2
NORC US€ 4« s s s s 5 8 » s 2 3 s » y
*IF YES, ASK A:
A, Why is that? Sonic boom test » 8 8 8 &« 8 3 & @ 26-1
FAA-SST test " ¥ 5 3 8 & s g 3 8 & 2
Bir Force Practice v s o« » o » v = 3
For SST Air Terminal « v « o o » 4
Other (Seecif!) t t ] » t ] 2 E ] L ] -« ] 5
NORC use e 8 3 ® 4 & ® ® 5 &€ 8 & @ ¥y
7. Do you yourself feel it is absolutely necessary for the jets to make these
booms around here or not?
Yesn e 8 8 ® ¥ A W 8 # @& & 5 & » > 27"1
No - 1 ] 1 ] . » » a . - a . - - L ] [ ] . 2
Don”’t know ® & % W ® 3 8 & ®» B e @ X
NORC USE 4 2 o s & o = 5 & a » & 3 y
8. Do you have any idea how much longer these booms are supposed to continue
around here?
Yes (ASK A—)l . [ ] [ L] . L] L] - [ - 28"1*
NO . » L . - l - - t l L] - 2 - - L ] L] 2
*IF YES, ASK A:
A. How much longer? Less than 1 week « « s o o o« o » » 280
One Week s 8 ® 5 & ® s @ & & ® & = 1
Two weekSs o o s o s ¢ » ¢ s s s 2
Three Weeksn e % ¢ s 3 ¢ 8 @& s u & 3
Four Weeks s = 2 8 = s 8 & 85 & s & 4
Five or more weeks o« v« o« o s » » » 5
Don’t know s = 8 5 ® & 8 8 & 83 B B X
NORC use ] a " & 3 «a » 8 9 " . [ I ) Y
9, Do you feel the booms should be stopped right away or do you feel they should
be continued until they have served their purpose?
Stopped . 30-1

Don’t know

Continued, ,
NORC use ,

2
X
y



10, A, Do you think people around here should complain about
find them annoying?

YeS.-.--
NO-----
Don’t know .
NORC use . .

B. Why do you say that?

the

booms

if they

31-1

LS ]

32~

11, A, If your area received booms from a civilian jet as often and as loud as the
recent ones for an indefinite period of time, do you think most people around
here would very likely learn to live with it, that they might, or that they

probably wouldn’t learn to live with it?

B. And how about yourself -- would you very likely learn to live with it, you
might, or you probably wouldn’t be able to live with it?

Very likely
Might s & o
Would not ,
Don’t know
NORC use .

A

Most 5eople

331

Al I /O )

o (oo

34-1

< v

Well I guess that’s it, Thanks again for all your help.

Interviewer’s Signature

Date






