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National State Auditors Association 
2018 Excellence in Accountability Awards

ENTRY FORM

Name of project: Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to Construction Projects, Report 2016-N-3

State submitting entry: New York

Office: New York State Comptroller’s Division of State Government Accountability

State contact person: Tina Kim

Phone number: 518-473-3596

Email address: tkim@osc.state.ny.us

Please indicate the award type you are submitting for:

Performance Audit X Number audit hours 2,000

Forensic Report

Special Project

Each entry must be submitted in unprotected PDF format only to Sherri Rowland at 
srowland@nasact.org, and should include the following:

• Completed entry form.
• A write-up (maximum of 2 pages) identifying the report/project performed and the result.
• A copy of the formal report or project. (This requirement may be waived at the Committee’s 

discretion for a Special Project, depending on the nature of the project. See award guidelines 
for more information.)

• Additional information such as copies of newspaper articles, legislation or policy changes 
that resulted from the report or project. Additional materials too large to email (e.g., video of a 
news item) should be submitted on a CD/DVD/thumb drive. Six (6) copies of the CD/DVD/thumb 
drive must be received by Sherri Rowland at NSAA prior to the submission deadline.
CDs/DVDs/thumb drives should be mailed to Sherri at 449 Lewis Hargett Circle, Suite, 290, 
Lexington, KY 40503.

Please note: 
• It is solely the submitter’s responsibility to ensure that all materials are received by Sherri Rowland 

prior to the submission deadline. 
• To be considered for an award, all documents must be submitted electronically in PDF format.

Links to documents on a website will not be accepted. (See exception above for materials too large to 
email, and certain Special Projects subject to committee approval.)

• PDF documents must not be protected in any manner that would prevent printing or require a 
password to access the documents. Protected documents will be disqualified.

The entry must be e-mailed to Sherri Rowland at srowland@nasact.org and received no later than 5:00 
p.m. EST on Friday, February 23, 2018. Submissions received after the deadline will not be accepted. 
You will receive a confirmation e-mail confirming your entry was received. If you have not received 
confirmation within two business days, please contact Sherri directly at (859) 276-1147.

<
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PERFORMANCE AUDIT SUMMARY

THE PROBLEM: Managing Noise in a Metropolis of 8 Million is No Easy Task
Every day, millions of New York City (City) residents are bombarded with noise – air and street traffic, nightlife, 
construction, and more. Despite its prevalence, the adverse effects of noise, which include cardiovascular 
disease and reduced productivity at work and at school, may not be understood or managed appropriately.1  In 
New York City, the combination of population growth and a strong economy has compounded the problem.

City mayors have advocated real estate development, with plans to increase affordable housing and to rezone 
for higher density. In October 2017, the New York Building Congress proclaimed New York City to be in its 
“second and most robust building boom of the 21st century – with no end currently in sight.” 2 

In 2007, the City updated its Noise Code to add standards for permissible sounds and to prohibit certain noise, 
and to allow construction activity around the clock in limited circumstances, including for emergency work, 
public safety, and for work with minimal noise impact. Construction activity before 7 am and after 6 pm was 
allowed, as long as temporary, 14-day special permits known as after-hours variances were obtained.

The drilling, jack-hammering, pile driving, and traffic congestion hit certain Manhattan neighborhoods hard 
at all hours, leading many residents to question whether the City was actually enforcing the Noise Code and 
appropriately issuing after-hours variances. Balancing quality of life and economic development priorities is 
difficult. That’s why State Government Accountability (SGA) took on this challenge: to help people be heard and 
to help the City respond more effectively. 

THE FIX: Workable Solutions for Better Government
In August 2017, SGA released an audit (Section D) examining the two City agencies charged with addressing 
construction noise: the Department of Buildings (DOB) and the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). 
From 2010 through 2015, residents made more than 140,000 construction noise complaints to New York City’s 
311 Customer Service Center, mostly about after-hours work. The complaint data are publicly available online.3 

SGA found that DEP inspectors concluded “no excessive noise” for 84 percent of complaints in its audit sample 
because they took five days, on average, to investigate a complaint. Violations were issued for only 1.2 percent 
of complaints. DEP also did not have a formal process for analyzing 311 data to identify problematic construction 
sites for consideration by DOB in approving or denying after-hours variance requests. SGA also found that DEP 
inspection reports did not include noise level measurements; and if taken, the measurements were not reported 
to 311 by DEP. Although an investigation of noise complaints could require that noise levels be measured, SGA 
observed that DEP did not have noise meters for each field inspector, even though the Noise Code had been in 
effect since 2007.

At DOB, SGA found the agency did not consider 311 noise complaints when reviewing after-hours variance 
requests, and did not work with DEP to identify excessively noisy sites. In examining a sample of permits, SGA 
found that DOB not only continually renewed the variances, it also appeared to be approving variances out of 
compliance with the Noise Code. For example, DOB approved an after-hours variance purportedly for minimal 
noise impact. Yet, the permit listed demolition, chopping, and drilling as work to be performed (Section E-a). 
DEP officials told SGA that they had repeatedly questioned DOB’s practices, but received no response. 

The New York Post in September 2017 praised the audit for pointing to “a breakdown in city government” and 
for identifying: a large number of after-hours variances issued; insufficient sound level meters for inspectors to 
measure noise; and a lack of communication and data sharing between agencies responsible for enforcing the 
Noise Code. The New York Post wrote: “This audit got two agencies to do their jobs better”4  (Section L-a).

 1 Bronzaft and Van Ryzin. “Neighborhood Noise and Its Consequences: Special Report #14.” Council on the Environment of New York City, April 2007; Bronzaft. 
“Impact of Noise on Health: The Divide between Policy and Science.” Open Journal of Social Sciences, 2017, 5, 108-120; World Health Organization et al. “Burden 
of Disease from Environmental Noise,” 2011; Berglund, Lindvall, Schwela, et al “Guidelines for Community Noise.” World Health Organization, 1999.
 2 New York Building Congress. “2017-2019 New York City Construction Outlook: The Five-Borough Agenda.” October 2017. Page 1.
 3 311 complaint data is available through NYC Open Data: https://opendata.cityofnewyork.us 
 4 Post Editorial Board. “That ‘Construction Noise’ Audit Exposed More Dysfunction Than You Think.” New York Post. September 1, 2017.
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Critical among the audit’s recommendations was for both agencies to establish formal modes of communication 
and to share data and information about after-hours variances and 311 noise complaints, which the agencies 
agreed to do. SGA’s audit also prompted immediate changes in DOB’s practices, including a sudden and steep 
decrease in after-hours variances issued, as reported in the New York Post editorial. Most significant, DEP also 
noted that it was drafting Noise Code amendments to improve its enforcement (Section E-b).

The audit examined two large municipal agencies, an effort that included an analysis of thousands of records 
of data; construction site visits; and agency official interviews, among other tasks. Despite the detailed 
and complex nature of the work, SGA completed its audit in less than 2,000 audit hours, thanks to the 
comprehensive planning process that preceded audit engagement.

OUR METHOD: Innovate with Participatory Audit 
Participatory audit engages the public in the oversight functions of government to promote accountability 
and transparency. SGA’s goal in examining the City’s responsiveness to noise complaints was to learn about 
the experiences of City residents when they complained about construction noise via the City’s 311 customer 
service center. Only the public had this information, which was why SGA chose to involve the public during the 
planning and risk assessment phases of the audit.

After an analysis of noise complaint data, a literature review, and consultations with noise experts and City 
agency officials, SGA developed a survey, which was distributed with the help of the City’s 59 Community 
Boards, which are neighborhood advisory councils; posted to online media; and noted on public access 
television news (Section L-d). SGA also attended weeknight Community Board meetings to promote the survey. 

Among the more than 4,000 survey responses received, construction noise was the second most common 
noise disturbance, cited by 57 percent of survey takers. Respondents criticized DOB for handing out variances 
without adequate review. Eighty-six percent were dissatisfied with the City’s response because of no response 
or follow-up; delayed inspections; or inspections that were conducted when there was no noise.5  

SGA’s use of data visualization clarified the patterns and extent of the problem by neighborhood. For example, 
a detailed analysis mapped complaints and after-hours variances by address in Hudson Yards in Manhattan, 
which crystalized the connection between the permitting process and the incidence of construction noise 
complaints. 

Overall, SGA’s approach sharpened the audit objective and established a root cause focused on the 
performance of agency management, showing City residents that government was responsive to their 
concerns. Our risk assessment, Noise in New York City Neighborhoods (Section H),6  and a companion audit, 
Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to New York City Nightlife Establishments (Section K), which 
spurred the creation of a new City nightlife oversight office (Section L-e), are included. Section C illustrates the 
impact and innovation of SGA’s work.

DRIVING POLICY: Catalyze Reforms that Improve People’s Quality of Life
Real change came for the City’s 8 million residents. On January 17, 2018, the City enacted new legislation to 
control after-hours construction noise, Int. No. 1653-B (Section I-a). This reform directly addressed many of the 
problems raised during SGA’s audit, such as the question of whether DEP was measuring construction noise levels 
during noise complaint inspections. In the audit, DEP had stated that the Noise Code required that measurements 
be taken inside a complainant’s premises, implying that obtaining such access was difficult. Changes to the Noise 
Code now allow DEP to measure noise levels outside, instead of inside the complainant’s residence. 

Addressing timeliness of investigations as raised by auditors, DEP must also set timeframes to ensure that 
inspections occur when noise is happening or is likely to be repeated. DEP also no longer has to depend on DOB 
to enforce the Noise Code, as the changes authorize DEP to stop work at construction sites not in compliance 
with the Noise Code. Other changes will also improve New Yorkers’ quality of life, such as new annual reporting 
on DEP’s handling of noise complaints, including whether DEP met its established inspections timeframes.

 5 See selected OSC Noise Survey Responses, in Section E-c.
 6 Lisa Colangelo. “311 noise complaints on the rise in Washington Heights, Inwood.” January 3, 2018; IIA Knowledge Brief (Section J-a). 
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SGA drives better governance
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Executive Summary
Purpose
To determine whether the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the 
New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) have effectively enforced the New York City Noise 
Code (Noise Code) and adequately addressed noise complaints related to construction in New 
York City.  Our audit period was January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016. 

Background
For the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016, a total of 90,861 construction noise 
complaints were called in to New York City’s 311 system. According to the World Health 
Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise, the general population is increasingly exposed to 
community noise, creating the potential for a significant public health concern. The Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention has also outlined the adverse health effects from noise, including: 
hearing loss; increased stress, anxiety, and fatigue; elevated blood pressure; cardiovascular 
disease; loss of sleep; increased heart rate; and increased sensitivity to sound. 

For purposes of this audit, which pertains to construction noise in New York City, DEP and DOB are 
the agencies primarily responsible for handling such complaints. The Noise Code states that DEP 
is responsible for abating a sound source which causes or may cause, by itself or in combination 
with any other sound source or sources, an unreasonable or prohibited noise. DEP also regulates 
air quality, hazardous waste, and critical quality of life issues. DOB is responsible for: reviewing 
and approving building plans; issuing building permits (including those for after-hours work); and 
conducting building inspections.    

Key Findings
• The number of construction noise complaints called in to New York City’s 311 system has risen 

significantly in recent years, from 14,259 in 2010 to 37,806 in 2015. This increase in construction 
noise complaints was mostly due to the number of after-hours construction variances issued 
by DOB.  

• Between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016, 2,044 of the 2,683 construction noise complaints 
for our sampled locations were for construction before or after hours. During this same time 
frame, DOB issued 2,632 After Hours Variances (AHVs) for these locations.

• Improvements in communication and coordination between DEP and DOB, as well as an 
overhaul of the process used by DOB for issuing and renewing AHVs, are necessary to more 
effectively address persistent noise problems.

• Neither DEP nor DOB accesses New York City’s 311 system as a resource to identify locations 
with multiple construction noise complaints or to identify and analyze the major sources of 
noise complaints.

• DEP inspection reports indicated that inspectors generally find there is no excessive noise at 
the location and rarely issue violations for noise.  Inspection reports do not include noise meter 
readings, and at the time of the audit, inspectors were not equipped with noise meters. 

• DOB is allowing contractors to obtain extensions of existing AHVs or multiple AHVs for the same 
construction sites without critical review, which is a significant factor in the rise of construction 
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noise complaints.  Additionally, we found planned construction work that was inconsistent with 
the reason for the AHV approval.   

Key Recommendations
To DEP:
• Improve communication and coordination with DOB, such that pertinent AHV and permit data 

is made readily available to DEP inspectors.
• Shorten response times to visit construction sites for which noise complaints were received to 

improve inspectors’ ability to witness and assess conditions closer to the time a complaint is 
made.

• Establish DEP-specific procedures for conducting inspections. 
• Include noise meter readings in inspection reports to provide an objective assessment of noise 

levels, where applicable.

To DOB:
• Formally assess and update processes for issuing and renewing AHVs, taking into account all 

pertinent information, including the number and nature of noise complaints and their impact 
on the community. 

• Increase the level of review of AHV renewal requests to ensure they are appropriately vetted 
prior to approval. 

• Improve communication, including streamlined sharing of information, with DEP regarding 
locations with an excessive number of noise complaints.

Other Related Audit/Report of Interest
New York City Police Department/New York State Liquor Authority: Responsiveness to Noise 
Complaints Related to New York City Nightlife Establishments (2016-S-37)
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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of State Government Accountability

August 31, 2017

Mr. Vincent Sapienza
Acting Commissioner
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
59-17 Junction Boulevard
Flushing, NY 11373

Mr. Rick D. Chandler, P.E.
Commissioner
New York City Department of Buildings
280 Broadway
New York, NY 10007

Dear Commissioner Sapienza and Commissioner Chandler:

The Office of the State Comptroller is committed to providing accountability for tax dollars spent to 
support government-funded services and operations.  The Comptroller oversees the fiscal affairs 
of State agencies, public authorities, and local government agencies, as well as their compliance 
with relevant statutes and their observance of good business practices.  This fiscal oversight is 
accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities for improving operations.  
Audits can also identify strategies for reducing costs and strengthening controls that are intended 
to safeguard assets.

Following is a report of our audit entitled Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to 
Construction Projects.  The audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as 
set forth in Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and Article III of the General Municipal 
Law. 

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for you to use in effectively managing 
your operations and in meeting the expectations of taxpayers.  If you have any questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability
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State Government Accountability Contact Information:
Audit Director:  Kenrick Sifontes
Phone: (212) 417-5200 
Email: StateGovernmentAccountability@osc.state.ny.us
Address:

Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236

This report is also available on our website at: www.osc.state.ny.us 
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Background 
In 2003, New York City (NYC) launched a 311 telephone service with the mission of providing 
the public with quick, easy access to all NYC government services and information.  According to 
NYC’s 311 public database, for the period January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015, 141,125 
complaints pertained to construction noise, most of which were for after-hours construction 
noise. According to the New York City Noise Code (Noise Code), allowable construction hours are 
weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Construction activities during hours beyond this are 
in violation of the Noise Code, unless the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) issues 
an After Hours Variance (AHV). As shown in Chart 1, the annual number of construction noise 
complaints submitted to 311 has risen significantly in recent years, from 14,259 in 2010 to 37,806 
(or about 165 percent) in 2015.  

According to the World Health Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise, exposure to 
excessive levels of community noise can have adverse health effects for residents. The general 
population is increasingly exposed to community noise, creating the potential for a significant 
public health problem. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has also outlined the 
adverse health effects from noise.  In addition to hearing loss, noise can lead to: increased stress, 
anxiety, and fatigue; elevated blood pressure; cardiovascular disease; loss of sleep; an increased 
heart rate; and an increased sensitivity to sound.  Further, excessive noise during pregnancy may 
damage a newborn’s hearing and lead to other harmful effects.  Untreated, hearing loss can 
lead to social isolation, depression, dementia, falls, inability to work or travel, and lower physical 
activity.

For purposes of this audit, which pertains to construction noise in NYC, the New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and DOB are the agencies primarily responsible 

Chart 1 – Construction Noise Complaints 2010-2015 
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for handling such complaints.  The Noise Code states that DEP is responsible for abating a sound 
source which causes or may cause, by itself or in combination with any other sound source or 
sources, an unreasonable or prohibited noise.  DEP also regulates air quality, hazardous waste, 
and critical quality of life issues, and is the agency responsible for responding to 311 construction 
noise complaints in NYC. DOB is responsible for reviewing and approving building plans; conducting 
building inspections; and issuing permits, including those for after-hours work. Construction 
activities before 7:00 a.m. and after 6:00 p.m. and any time on weekends require AHVs.
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Audit Findings and Recommendations
The number of complaints about construction noise in NYC has increased greatly in recent 
years. Nonetheless, DEP and DOB, the agencies primarily responsible for addressing such 
noise complaints, collectively had limited impact in mitigating protracted noise problems. 
Communication and coordination between DEP and DOB were extremely limited, and neither 
agency adequately leveraged pertinent noise complaint data from NYC’s 311 system. DEP 
investigations rarely resulted in violations for unreasonable noise, and DOB issued a considerable 
number of AHVs for construction work, including sites for which multiple noise complaints had 
been submitted. As a result, certain locations, which have had numerous noise complaints lodged 
against them, continued to operate without having to address those issues.  There is a material risk 
that persistent noise problems negatively affected the quality of life for residents in communities 
in the vicinity of certain construction projects.   

We conclude that improvements in communication and coordination between DEP and DOB, as 
well as an overhaul of the process used by DOB for issuing and renewing AHVs, are necessary to 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of efforts to address persistent noise problems. 

DEP Enforcement Activities 

DEP is responsible for regulating air quality, hazardous waste, and critical quality of life issues, 
including noise in NYC. As part of DEP’s function to protect the public health and the environment 
by, among other things, reducing noise, inspectors investigate construction noise complaints 
made to 311 to assess whether that work is appropriately permitted, a noise mitigation plan is in 
place, and the Noise Code is being complied with. Between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016, 
there were 90,861 construction-related noise complaints filed with the 311 system; 67,282, or 74 
percent, of the complaints were for construction noise before or after permitted hours. 

Construction noise complaints to 311 are routed to DEP’s Info Public Sector (IPS) system. These 
complaints are then assigned to one of DEP’s eight Senior Inspectors based on the borough in 
which the construction site is located. After an initial assessment, each complaint is assigned to 
a field inspector.  DEP also has an after-hours unit dedicated to investigating complaints received 
on the weekend and outside normal construction hours (6:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.). After investigating 
each noise complaint, the inspectors close out the complaints in IPS with one of several resolution 
codes used by DEP for the 311 system. Consistent with our sample, our analysis of DEP’s inspection 
resolutions indicated that since 2010, the most common resolutions are that DEP did not observe 
a violation or could not contact the complainant.  For the time period we reviewed, DEP set a 
target of ten days to investigate a construction noise complaint.  

We selected a judgmental sample of noise complaints lodged between January 1, 2014 and June 
30, 2016 for 50 incident addresses. The 50 addresses included the 30 locations with the highest 
number of construction noise complaints in NYC (29 of these locations were in Manhattan) and 
an additional 5 locations with the most complaints each from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and 
Staten Island.
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As noted in Exhibit A, 2,683 construction noise complaints were made regarding these 50 locations 
during our audit period (January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016), and 2,044 (76  percent) of these 
complaints were for construction before or after hours. During the same period, DOB issued 2,632 
AHVs for these same 50 locations. From our review of the five most recent noise complaints for 
each of these 50 locations (total of 250 complaints), we found that for 84.4 percent (211) of the 
complaints, inspectors determined that there was “no excessive noise,” and only three complaints 
(1.2 percent) resulted in violations being issued by DEP.  Chart 2 summarizes the results of DEP’s 
investigations of the 250 instances. 

DEP investigations that concluded there was “no excessive noise” did not indicate whether 
construction was active at the time of the inspection or the level of noise that was present, if any. 
Although 197 of the 250 (79 percent) sampled complaints pertained to after-hours construction, 
there was no indication in the 311 database whether the locations had AHVs and the construction 
noise in question was therefore allowable. Also, there were no indications of the results (if any) of 
meter readings performed at the sites to determine if noise levels were excessive. 

DEP, as the lead agency responsible for enforcing the Noise Code, should have a formal process 
to periodically analyze the 311 noise complaints to identify patterns and issues, and to share 
the results of their analysis with the responsible NYC agency and discuss possible solutions to 
address the cause of the noise.  However, we found that DEP did not have a formal process to 

Chart 2 – Investigation Outcome Totals 
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regularly analyze 311 data to identify locations for which multiple complaints are received, or  
a formal process to provide information regarding problematic locations to DOB as a resource 
for restricting AHVs.  Had DEP officials formally analyzed the 311 noise data, they likely would 
have observed the overall growth trend in construction noise and, more specifically, the dramatic 
increase in after-hours construction noise complaints in recent years.
 
DEP officials provided us with a copy of a memo they sent to DOB in March 2016 regarding 
DOB’s issuance of AHVs. The memo followed up on a DEP/DOB meeting related to after-hours 
construction noise complaints and the issuance of AHVs. The memo contains an analysis 
performed by DEP of the AHVs issued by DOB for ten locations of concern that DEP identified due 
to repeated complaints about after-hours construction noise. DEP questioned DOB’s issuance 
of AHVs for these locations. The memo also indicated that DEP looked forward to discussing the 
results of DOB’s review of the information provided. However, according to DEP officials, they did 
not receive a response from DOB. (This matter is discussed in further detail subsequently in this 
report.) 

According to the 2016 Mayor’s Management Report (MMR), DEP had a limit of ten days to 
close out construction noise complaints. For fiscal year 2017, the limit was shortened to nine 
days.  From January 1, 2010 through July 6, 2016, the average time for responding to weekday 
complaints received was about five days, and just over seven days for weekend complaints. 
Thus, both averages were well within the targets established by the MMR. However, we believe 
a response time of that many days directly influences the results of the inspection. For instance, 
as seen in Chart 2, inspectors observed no excessive noise for 84.4 percent of the complaints; 
this is the likely result of an inspector getting to the location an average of five days after the 
noise was reported. Furthermore, in these cases, the inspection reports did not contain noise 
meter readings. Consequently, there was insufficient assurance that noise levels were adequately 
assessed for tolerance and reasonableness.  

At the time of our audit fieldwork, DEP did not have noise meters for each of their field inspectors. 
In response to our preliminary report, DEP officials informed us that they were in the process of 
purchasing additional meters. They also later informed us that a “mobile device initiative” (hand-
held) was being implemented to allow inspectors to receive complaints in the field and enter 
inspection results in real time.  

DOB Enforcement Activities  

DOB promotes the safety of people who build, work, and live in NYC by regulating the lawful use 
of over 1 million buildings and construction sites across the five boroughs. DOB is responsible for 
enforcing NYC’s construction codes, zoning resolutions, and the New York State Multiple Dwelling 
Law. DOB enforces compliance with these regulations and promotes worker and public safety 
by: reviewing and approving building plans; performing inspections; issuing building permits and 
AHVs; and performing various licensing functions. As shown in Chart 3, in recent years, the number 
of noise complaints has increased as the number of AHVs granted by DOB has also increased. 
Specifically, AHVs increased by 89 percent from 2012 through 2015, and noise complaints (mostly 
related to after-hours construction) went up by 112 percent during the same period. Further, 
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there was a fairly consistent correlation between the annual number of AHVs and complaints.  
From 2012 through 2015, the annual percentages of complaints to AHVs ranged from 56 to 67 
percent.

General information on a property in NYC, including recorded complaints and violations, actions, 
applications, and inspections, is contained in DOB’s Buildings Information System. The public can 
access this information through DOB’s online query system. AHV applications can be submitted 
via hard copy or electronically, and can be reviewed by DOB administrative staff.  DOB’s computer 
reporting system, B-Smart, performs an initial scan of electronic applications for key words and 
checks for stop work orders, open DOB complaints, and DOB notices of violation relating to 
the job sites. If an application does not meet the standards set forth in the Noise Code, the 
application should be referred to a Borough Administrator for appropriate follow-up.  Renewals 
of AHVs are submitted electronically by the contractors on DOB’s website, and are not subject to 
critical review. The AHVs are granted for up to 14 days at a time, at a cost of $500, plus $80 for 
each day of work.  

According to the Noise Code, construction hours are weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
Construction activities outside these hours violate the Noise Code, unless DOB issues an AHV for 
such work. According to Section 24-223 (e) of the Noise Code, an AHV can allow construction to 
occur during specified hours after 6:00 p.m., before 7:00 a.m., and/or on weekends. However, 
the Noise Code allows DOB to issue variances only under limited circumstances, including for 
emergency work, public safety, NYC construction projects, construction activities with minimal 
noise impact, and undue hardship.  (See Exhibit B for definitions of the allowable AHV categories.)
 
There were 138,302 AHVs issued between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016.  Chart 4 summarizes 
the numbers of AHVs by borough and the corresponding numbers of before- or after-hours noise 
complaints for the same period.

Chart 3 – Noise Complaints and AHVs  2012-2015 
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Despite the number of complaints (2,044) received by DEP for the addresses listed in Exhibit A, 
there were only 27 violations issued by DEP, with only 2 due to unreasonable noise. Although 
this could suggest that the after-hours construction was approved or the related noise was not 
excessive, drawing such a conclusion is tenuous.  The time lags in DEP inspections and the lack of 
sufficient detail in 311 data limited auditors’ (as well as DEP/DOB officials’) ability to confirm the 
reasons why violations were not cited.  Further, at the time of our fieldwork, DOB officials did not 
consider construction noise complaints made to 311, nor did they consider construction noise 
citations issued by DEP, when making AHV decisions.  As such, we concluded that DOB should 
subject AHV requests and renewals for construction activities related to material numbers of 
noise complaints to more in-depth reviews prior to granting them. 

Also, it appeared that many AHVs were not issued as intended by the Noise Code.  For several 
projects (addresses) in which DOB approved AHVs and renewals, we questioned whether the 
work description was consistent with the prescribed Noise Code rationales for AHVs.  As a result, 
there is significant risk that residents were subjected to excessive amounts of after-hours noise, 
beyond what the variances were intended to cover. 

For example, an AHV was issued for 100 East End Avenue in August 2015, and DOB subsequently 
approved 24 consecutive electronic renewals that lasted through July 2016, even though the 
work site was within 200 feet of a residence and had 112 noise complaints regarding after-hours 
construction.  The initial AHV application and all renewals stated the justification was public 
safety. However, the description of work included “select interior demo, drywall installation, door 
installation, general clean up, and housekeeping.” (See Exhibit C for initial application.) There was 
no indication that DOB staff assessed the continuing need, particularly for public safety concerns, 
for the AHV renewals. 

Chart 4 
AHVs and Complaints by Borough January 1, 2014 - June 30, 2016 

 

Manhattan Brooklyn Queens The Bronx Staten
Island

After-Hour Variances 84,803 29,005 13,466 8,959 2,069
After-Hour Complaints 39,321 16,814 7,832 2,133 1,182

 -

 10,000

 20,000

 30,000

 40,000

 50,000

 60,000

 70,000

 80,000

 90,000



page 23

2016-N-3

Division of State Government Accountability 12

Similarly, DOB granted a project at 225 Liberty Street ten consecutive AHVs from August 2014 
through December 2014 for the demolition, general construction, and interior renovation of a 
commercial space.  There was a total of 490 AHVs granted for this address during our audit period, 
and there were 49 complaints regarding noise from after-hours construction.  Nevertheless, it 
was unclear that the AHVs were granted for any of the aforementioned acceptable reasons, as 
prescribed by the Noise Code. 

As previously noted, there was minimal communication between DEP and DOB regarding 
noise complaints, and there was no formal process for sharing information about problematic 
construction sites, particularly those for which there was a high number of complaints.  Also, as 
previously noted, DEP officials provided us documentation showing that they met with DOB officials 
in October 2015 to discuss the relationship between after-hours construction noise complaints 
and the issuance of AHVs.  Based on an analysis of 311 noise complaint data, DEP recommended 
an increased level of scrutiny and accountability for AHV applications. This included: disclosing 
work within 50 feet of residences; enhanced scrutiny of work descriptions that use public safety 
or minimal noise as justification; and further analyses of complaint frequency, AHV classifications, 
and year-to-year changes in relationships between complaints and AHVs. We concluded that DEP 
officials had certain concerns about the approvals of AHVs and their renewals that were similar 
to ours. 

For example, for 225 Liberty Street (an address included in Exhibit A), DEP officials stated: 

“Reason for approval- public safety. A variance was given for dry wall and other 
exterior work, but from 12AM until 11:59PM, why is that public safety, when the 
same work is transpiring during the day time hours. Well over a dozen complaints.”  

Also, for 45 East 60th Street, DEP officials noted that the variance was for 24 hours of construction 
daily, due to public safety concerns.   However, it was unclear why round-the-clock construction 
was required to address public safety matters.  Often, intervals of a certain number of hours 
are carved out of the day to address such matters.  Moreover, DEP officials told us that DOB did 
not respond to their memo, and DOB officials did not respond to our related inquiry as well, 
other than to state that there is no centralized process at DOB to collect and act on information 
provided by DEP. 

Based on our testing, including work performed by DEP, we concluded that the continual 
extensions of existing AHVs (or approval of multiple AHVs for the same construction sites) without 
critical review is a significant factor in the rise of construction noise complaints.  Additionally, we 
identified inconsistencies between construction work actually performed and related AHVs. For 
example, an AHV was issued and subsequently renewed for “construction activities with minimal 
noise impact” at 103 8th Avenue, despite documentation referencing “noisy work,” including 
demolition, welding, chopping, and drilling (see Exhibit D).  As such, we conclude that DOB should 
enhance its scrutiny of AHV applications and renewals so that ample consideration is given to the 
number of construction noise complaints related to the projects in question.

In response to our preliminary findings, DOB officials indicated that they were in the process 
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of making changes to the AHV program.  Specifically, they plan to: perform enhanced scrutiny 
of the work descriptions used for AHV justification; require applicants to attest the work is in 
conformance with the code and cannot be done during regular working hours; and audit a 
percentage of AHVs issued to ensure the work conforms to the application. 

Recommendations 

To DEP:

1. Improve communication and coordination with DOB, such that pertinent AHV and permit 
data is made readily available to DEP inspectors.

2. Formally analyze 311 system data to identify locations where multiple construction noise 
complaints are received.  Periodically share analyses, as well as recommendations, with DOB 
officials so they can use this information when deciding whether to grant AHV renewals. 
Establish a formal streamlined process to share information.

3. Shorten response times to visit construction sites for which noise complaints were received 
to improve inspectors’ ability to witness and assess conditions closer to the time a complaint 
is made. 

4. Establish DEP-specific procedures for conducting inspections. 

5. Include noise meter readings in inspection reports to provide an objective assessment of 
noise levels, where applicable.

6. Revise existing complaint disposition codes to indicate that a location has an AHV, which is the 
basis for not issuing a violation. 

To DOB:

7. Formally assess and update processes for issuing and renewing AHVs, taking into account all 
pertinent information, including the number and nature of noise complaints and their impact 
on the community. 

8. Increase the level of review of AHV renewals to ensure they are appropriately vetted prior to 
approval.  

9. Improve communication, including streamlined sharing of information, with DEP regarding 
locations with an excessive number of noise complaints.
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Audit Scope, Objective, and Methodology
The objective of this audit was to determine whether DEP and DOB adequately addressed noise 
complaints related to construction in NYC.  Our audit period was January 1, 2014 through June 
30, 2016.

To accomplish our objective and assess related internal controls over noise data collection and 
mitigation procedures, we interviewed DEP and DOB officials and staff and reviewed the Noise 
Code, DEP procedures, and DOB procedures.  In addition, we reviewed and analyzed NYC Open 
Data construction noise complaints, DEP inspection reports, and DOB construction application 
forms. We also accompanied DEP field inspectors during their investigation of complaints. 

NYC Open Data contained 141,125 construction noise complaints for the calendar years 2010-
2015, and 90,861 during our audit scope period from January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016; 
67,282 were complaints for before- or after-hours construction work.  During this same scope 
period, DOB issued a total of 138,302 AHVs for construction work.  

We selected a judgmental sample of noise complaints for 50 incident addresses between January 
1, 2014 and June 30, 2016. The 50 addresses included: the 30 locations with the highest number of 
construction noise complaints in NYC (29 of these locations were in Manhattan) and 20 locations 
across the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island (the 20 locations comprised the top 5 
complained-about locations from each of these four boroughs). A total of 2,683 construction 
noise complaints were received regarding these 50 locations during our audit scope period, 2,044 
of which were for before- or after-hours construction work.

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 
our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. 

As is our practice, we notified DEP and DOB officials at the outset of the audit that we would be 
requesting a representation letter in which agency management provides assurances, to the best 
of their knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy, and competence of the evidence provided 
to the auditors during the course of the audit.  The representation letter is intended to confirm oral 
representations made to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood of misunderstandings.  Agency 
officials normally use the representation letter to assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records and related data have been provided to the auditors.  
They affirm either that the agency has complied with all laws, rules, and regulations applicable 
to its operations that would have a significant effect on the operating practices being audited, or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors.  However, officials at DEP and DOB have 
informed us that, as a matter of policy, mayoral agency officials do not provide representation 
letters in connection with our audits.  As a result, we lack assurance from DEP and DOB officials 
that all relevant information was provided to us during the audit. 
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In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs certain other constitutionally and 
statutorily mandated duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York State.  These include operating 
the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s financial statements; and approving State 
contracts, refunds, and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints members to 
certain boards, commissions, and public authorities, some of whom have minority voting rights.  
These duties may be considered management functions for purposes of evaluating organizational 
independence under generally accepted government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct independent audits of program 
performance.

Authority 
The audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article V, 
Section 1 of the State Constitution and Article III of the General Municipal Law. 

Reporting Requirements
We provided draft copies of this report to DEP and DOB officials for their review and formal 
comment. We considered officials’ comments in preparing this final report and have attached 
them in their entirety to it. In their response, DOB officials agreed with the three recommendations 
addressed to DOB, including one to improve communication and coordination with DEP. 

In their response, DEP officials agreed with three of the report’s six recommendations made to 
that agency. In particular, officials noted that actions had been taken to address construction 
noise complaints, including the hiring of additional inspectors and the purchase of additional 
noise meters.  Officials also stated that improved communication and coordination with DOB is a 
priority, and they are looking for ways to improve enforcement. 

However, DEP disagreed with three recommendations, including one to revise existing complaint 
disposition codes in the 311 system.  As noted in our report, the resolution of more than 80 
percent of construction noise complaints was that no noise code violation occurred, because no 
excessive noise was found.  For a significant number of these complaints, there was no violation 
because an AHV was in place; however, such AHV data is not integrated within the 311 system.  
We maintain that making this information available to the public would be valuable, especially 
for citizens who had filed noise complaints. This information could also enhance operational 
efficiencies and the effectiveness of pertinent DEP and DOB oversight and monitoring functions. 

In addition, our rejoinders to certain DEP comments are included in the report’s State Comptroller’s 
comments. 

Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request that the Commissioner of the New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection and the Commissioner of the New York City 
Department of Buildings report to the State Comptroller, advising what steps were taken to 
implement the recommendations contained herein, and where the recommendations were not 
implemented, the reasons why.
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Exhibit A

Total Before/After Hours
1 100 East End Avenue 122 112 100 Manhattan
2 261 West 25th Street 116 100 57 Manhattan
3 20 East End Avenue 101 86 44 Manhattan
4 11 Madison Avenue 99 91 218 4 Manhattan
5 45 East 60th Street 98 79 118 Manhattan
6 324 Grand Street 96 28 17 4 Manhattan
7 220 Central Park South 77 58 118 Manhattan
8 23 Gramercy Park South 75 20 138 Manhattan
9 205 East 92nd Street 72 61 Manhattan

10 175 West 95th Street 70 3 Manhattan
11 360 East 89th Street 69 49 85 1 Manhattan
12 153 Remsen Street 68 63 29 4 Brooklyn
13 15 Renwick Street 65 64 56 Manhattan
14 327 East 64th Street 64 52 129 1 Manhattan
15 60 East 86th Street 64 44 81 Manhattan
16 30 East 64th Street 63 53 Manhattan
17 328 East 59th Street 63 63 Manhattan
18 301 West 46th Street 57 50 41 Manhattan
19 38 West 33rd Street 57 52 2 Manhattan
20 106 West 58th Street 56 50 Manhattan
21 215 Sullivan Street 56 50 Manhattan
22 45 East 22nd Street 56 46 58 Manhattan
23 2 Gold Street 55 45 15 Manhattan
24 225 Liberty Street 54 49 490 1 Manhattan
25 135 Eldridge Street 53 5 9 1 Manhattan
26 356 East 89th Street 53 37 Manhattan
27 50 West 30th Street 53 50 Manhattan
28 111 8th Avenue* 52 50 134 Manhattan
29 20 East 92nd Street 52 36 72 Manhattan
30 328 Grand Street 50 25 10 Manhattan

* 103 8th Avenue and 111 8th Avenue are the same property.

Borough

Complaints, AHVs, and Violations

Sample of 50 Locations With Complaints Lodged 
Between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016

Sample # Address
Complaints

AHV Violations
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Total Before/After Hours
BoroughSample # Address

Complaints
AHV Violations

31 333 Schermerhorn Street 50 46 175 1 Brooklyn
32 505 St. Marks Avenue 50 44 53 Brooklyn
33 626 Flatbush Avenue 50 46 56 1 Brooklyn
34 47-53 39th Street 41 41 1 Queens
35 64-35 102nd Street 38 37 72 Queens
36 2149 East 27th Street 37 37 Brooklyn
37 365 Bond Street 37 14 87 1 Brooklyn
38 5 Milbank Road 35 34 Staten Island
39 55-27 Myrtle Avenue 30 28 5 1 Queens
40 3975 Sedgwick Avenue 29 3 1 Bronx
41 524 East 236nd Street 28 5 2 Bronx
42 19 Milbank Road 28 24 2 Staten Island
43 42000 Union Street 25 23 Queens
44 44-27 Purves Street 25 18 Queens
45 3333 Henry Hudson Parkway 24 22 11 1 Bronx
46 105 Hamilton Avenue 19 19 103 Staten Island
47 2600 Netherland Avenue 16 2 10 1 Bronx
48 413 East 154th Street 13 9 Bronx
49 120 Stuyvesant Place 12 11 28 Staten Island
50 58 Lawrence Avenue 10 10 10 Staten Island

Totals 50 2683 2044 2632 27
Note: There may be additional complaints, AHVs, violations, and permits for associated addresses 
due to similar building identification numbers.
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Exhibit B
Descriptions of After-Hours Construction Variance Categories 

Section 24-223(e) of the Administrative Code of the City of New York

Authorization for after-hours construction work may only be issued in the following circumstances: 

1. Emergency work.  Agencies  shall  authorize  such  after-hours   construction  work  for  
emergency  conditions,  inside  or  outside the  property line, involving a threat to public safety 
or causing or  likely to  cause the imminent interruption of service required by law, contract  or  
franchise.  An  emergency  authorization  issued  pursuant  to  this  paragraph shall expire as 
determined by the agency but no later than the ninetieth  day  after  its issuance and shall be 
renewable in accordance with agency procedures while the emergency continues. 

2. Public safety. Agencies  may  authorize  such  after-hours  work, inside or outside of the 
property line, where the agency determines that the  work  cannot  reasonably or practicably  
be performed on weekdays between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. because  of  traffic 
congestion and/or  concern for worker and/or public safety. An authorization issued pursuant 
to this paragraph shall expire as determined by the agency, but no later than the ninetieth day 
after its issuance and shall be renewable in accordance with agency procedures.

3. City construction projects. Agencies  may  authorize  after  hours work  by  or on behalf of 
city agencies for projects that are judicially mandated or the subject of consent orders  and/
or  where  a  project  is necessary   in   the  public  interest  including  but  not  limited  to 
facilities,  equipment,  and  infrastructure for the provision of water, sewerage, sanitation, 
transportation and other  services  necessary  for the  health or safety of the public. An 
authorization issued pursuant to this paragraph for a city construction project shall remain in 
effect for the duration of the project.

4. Construction   activities   with   minimal   noise impact.  The commissioner shall promulgate 
rules setting forth a list of construction activities with minimal noise impact and  specific  noise  
mitigation measures  applicable to such activities.  Agencies may authorize the performance 
of such construction activities afterhours in accordance with such rules.

5. Undue hardship.  Agencies may authorize after-hours work if the commissioner certifies 
that the permit holder has substantiated a claim of undue hardship resulting from unique 
site characteristics, unforeseen conditions, scheduling  commitments  and/or  financial  
considerations outside the control of the permit holder and  that  the  applicant  has received 
approval from the department of an alternative noise mitigation plan  pursuant  to  section  
24-221 of this subchapter, specifying the activities  and  devices  that  will  be  used  for  
such  after-hours construction and setting forth the additional mitigation measures, above 
and  beyond  those  measures  otherwise  required  for  such devices and activities pursuant 
to the department’s rules, that the  applicant  will use  to  significantly limit noise emissions 
from the site of such after-hours work. Applications for such certification shall be submitted 
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to the department in a form and manner to be set forth in the rules of the department. The 
applicant for an after-hours authorization under this paragraph shall submit such certification 
to the issuing agency.
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Exhibit C
100 East End Avenue - Initial AHV Request 
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Exhibit D
111 Eighth Avenue - Initial and Renewal AHV Requests* 

 

 
*103 8th Avenue and 111 8th Avenue are the same property. 
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Agency Comments - New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection
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* See State Comptroller’s Comments, Page 32.
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Agency Comments - New York City Department of Buildings
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State Comptroller’s Comments
1. As detailed on pages 8 and 9 of the report, DEP did not have a formal process to regularly 

analyze 311 data to identify locations for which multiple complaints were received, or a 
formal process to provide information regarding problematic locations to DOB.  As such, 
we maintain that DEP should improve efforts to leverage 311 system data.  We also note 
that DEP officials agreed with Recommendation 2, which addresses the formal analysis of 
311 data and the sharing of such analysis with DOB.  

2. We acknowledge that provisions exist for Noise Mitigation Plans (NMPs) and revisions to 
NMPs, when warranted. Nonetheless, as acknowledged by DEP, most construction noise 
complaints pertain to work done after hours by contractors that have AHVs, as granted 
by DOB. Further, as detailed in our report, the numbers of noise complaints have grown 
dramatically in recent years, along with the increased number of AHVs.  Thus, we maintain 
that DEP should improve efforts to analyze data and provide information to DOB officials, 
so that DOB can provide the appropriate level of scrutiny to requests for AHVs and their 
extensions/renewals. 

 
3. We acknowledge the distinction between response times and close-out times. Further, 

we acknowledge that a complaint could be made when the noise is not occurring.  
Nevertheless, with average response times of nearly five days for weekday noise complaints 
and seven days for weekend complaints, there was material risk that inspectors did not 
observe the conditions that prompted noise complaints in the first instance. When noise-
related conditions are not observed, DEP has limited ability to address the corresponding 
complaints.  

Also, we deleted the reference to the MMR from Recommendation 3, and laud DEP’s efforts 
to pursue strategies, including the use of handheld devices, to improve the timeliness and 
effectiveness of its inspections.

4. Based on DEP’s response, we made a minor modification (adding “where applicable”) to 
the end of the recommendation.

5. DEP officials overlook the intent and merit of the recommendation. If a complaint 
resolution indicated that a location had an AHV and was therefore authorized for after-
hours construction, such data should be noted in 311 rather than a resolution that simply 
states: “The Department of Environmental Protection did not observe a violation of the 
New York City Air/Noise Code at the time of inspection.”  This resolution was cited for 
more than 80 percent of construction noise complaints, mostly because AHVs were in 
place.  As such, we maintain that an AHV indicator could help DEP improve the efficiency 
of inspections by providing data that could: enhance staff resource allocations and the 
timeliness of investigations; and better inform DOB about requests to extend AHVs. Also, 
providing the reason for not citing a violation could be valuable to the public, particularly 
citizens who filed 311 noise complaints.  



E. Exhibits
a. AFTER-HOURS VARIANCE APPROVED WITH INADEQUATE REVIEW
b. DEP AUDIT RESPONSE ON PLANS TO AMEND THE NOISE CODE
c. SELECTED RESPONSES FROM OSC NOISE SURVEY TAKERS
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AFTER-HOURS VARIANCE APPROVED WITH INADEQUATE REVIEW

2016-N-3

Division of State Government Accountability 23

 

DOB approved an after-hours variance renewal for 
minimal noise impact (see permit Status, Filing Type, 
and Apply Reason). Yet, the permit lists noisy work, 
demolition, chopping, and drilling as work to be 
performed (see Description of Work).  
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DEP AUDIT RESPONSE ON PLANS TO AMEND THE NOISE CODE

2016-N-3

Division of State Government Accountability 28

In response to the audit, DEP indicates that it will draft amendments 
to the Noise Code. See page 28 of the audit report.

Is text going here?
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WHAT SHOULD BE DONE ABOUT THE NOISE:

“TAKE [COMPLAINTS] SERIOUSLY. Noise makes it impossible for people to function. If we can't sleep, we 
can't do our jobs. Stop favoring the wrongdoer over the victim.”

“Investigate the noise when the complaint is made! If I’m having a problem at 9 pm on a Monday, it’s not 
very helpful to have an investigator go to the site a week or two later at an entirely different time.”

ABOUT CONSTRUCTION NOISE:

“Overnight and weekend construction noise in our neighborhood is horrible. I don't understand how they 
obtain permits to do the work.”

“The construction in this area at night after 8pm is rampant. I have heard jack hammers at 1am in the 
morning, and I live on the 31st floor.”

“Heavy machines, dump trucks run for hours. These receive bins/debris that is carted out in trolleys (often 
metal objects) across sidewalks, and is then dumped and crushed into dumptrucks.”

“Demolition and metal destruction in the middle of the morning/night (3-5am) is very unpleasant!”

“They don't really investigate your complaint, and when you do get a final response it’s a joke, eg: they send 
someone out to investigate after-hours construction noises in the middle of the day!”

“DOB ignored request to revoke AHV permits. Carting contractor said "quiet construction" yet it was grinding 
metal, etc. in a compactor in the middle of the night.”

“First, it takes weeks for anyone to even investigate, and then when you call back for an update, the answer 
is always the same: "No noise was witnessed." Which is clearly a lie, or perhaps just dumb luck that the 
investigator always happens to stop by during crew breaks, or something.”

“It wasn't handled at all. They didn't show up to check it until many hours later so they didn't hear it.”

“It was IGNORED.”

“Nothing happened: city obviously does not care.”

“Nothing was done - they granted another building permit to the same operator.”

“The DOB and the DEP do nothing. Every noise complaint is brushed aside.”

WHAT HAPPENED WHEN THEY COMPLAINED:

SELECTED RESPONSES FROM 
OSC NOISE SURVEY TAKERS



F. Taxpayer Guide To Audit

Intro to taxpayer 
guide...
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New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
New York City Department of Buildings 

Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to Construction Projects

Issued: August 31, 2017 
Link to full audit report 2016-N-3 

Purpose 
To determine whether the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and the New York City Department of
Buildings (DOB) have effectively enforced the New York City Noise Code (Noise Code) and adequately addressed noise complaints
related to construction in New York City. Our audit period was January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016.

Background 
For the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2016, a total of 90,861 construction noise complaints were called in to New York
City’s 311 system. According to the World Health Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise, the general population is
increasingly exposed to community noise, creating the potential for a significant public health concern. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention has also outlined the adverse health effects from noise, including: hearing loss; increased stress, anxiety, and
fatigue; elevated blood pressure; cardiovascular disease; loss of sleep; increased heart rate; and increased sensitivity to sound.

For purposes of this audit, which pertains to construction noise in New York City, DEP and DOB are the agencies primarily
responsible for handling such complaints. The Noise Code states that DEP is responsible to abate a sound source which causes or
may cause, by itself or in combination with any other sound source or sources, an unreasonable or prohibited noise. DEP also
regulates air quality, hazardous waste, and critical quality of life issues. DOB is responsible for: reviewing and approving building
plans; issuing building permits (including those for after-hours work); and conducting building inspections.

Key Findings

The number of construction noise complaints called into New York City’s 311 system has risen significantly in recent years,
from 14,259 in 2010 to 37,806 in 2015. This increase in construction noise complaints was mostly due to the number of after-
hours construction variances issued by DOB.
Between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016, 2,044 of the 2,683 construction noise complaints for our sampled locations were
for construction before or after hours. During this same time frame, DOB issued 2,632 After Hours Variances (AHVs) for
these locations.
Improvements in communication and coordination between DEP and DOB, as well as an overhaul of the process used by
DOB for issuing and renewing AHVs, are necessary to more effectively address persistent noise problems.
Neither DEP nor DOB accesses New York City’s 311 system as a resource to identify locations with multiple construction
noise complaints or to identify and analyze the major sources of noise complaints.
DEP inspection reports indicated that inspectors generally find there is no excessive noise at the location and rarely issue
violations for noise. Inspection reports do not include noise meter readings, and at the time of the audit, inspectors were not
equipped with noise meters.
DOB is allowing contractors to obtain continuing extensions of existing AHVs or multiple AHVs for the same construction
sites without critical review, which is a significant factor in the rise of construction noise complaints. Additionally, we found
planned construction work that was inconsistent with the reason for the AHV approval.

Key Recommendations

To DEP:

Improve communication and coordination with DOB, such that pertinent AHV and permit data is made readily available to
DEP inspectors.
Shorten response times to visit construction sites for which noise complaints were received, to improve inspectors’ ability to
witness and assess conditions closer to the time a complaint is made.
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Establish DEP-specific procedures for conducting inspections.
Include noise meter readings in inspection reports to provide an objective assessment of noise levels, where applicable.

To DOB:

Formally assess and update processes for issuing and renewing AHVs, taking into account all pertinent information, including
the number and nature of noise complaints and their impact on the community.
Increase the level of review of AHV renewal requests to ensure they are appropriately vetted prior to approval.
Improve communication, including streamlined sharing of information, with DEP regarding locations with an excessive
number of noise complaints. 

Other Related Audit/Report of Interest 
New York City Police Department/New York State Liquor Authority: Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to New York
City Nightlife Establishments (2016-S-37)

State Government Accountability Contact Information: 
Audit Director: Kenrick Sifontes 
Phone: (212) 417-5200; Email: StateGovernmentAccountability@osc.state.ny.us 
Address: Office of the State Comptroller; Division of State Government Accountability; 110 State Street, 11th Floor; Albany, NY
12236



G. New York State Comptroller 
Press Release
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NYC Construction Noise Complaints Soar

From the Office of the New York State Comptroller

Thomas P. DiNapoli

Construction noise complaints called into New York City’s 311 system have more than doubled in recent years, rising from 14,259 in
 2010 to 37,806 in 2015. At the same time, the number of after-hours work permits issued by the city’s Department of Buildings (DOB)
 increased, according to an audit released today by State Comptroller Thomas P. DiNapoli.

"Construction is reshaping the city's skyline but the accompanying noise of construction activities is not always welcome by New
 Yorkers," DiNapoli said. "The city Department of Buildings has allowed noisy work to take place on thousands of projects well before
 and after normal construction hours. Communication between the city’s Building Department and Department of Environmental
 Protection must improve and the after-hours permitting process needs to be revised to muffle persistent noise problems across the five
 boroughs."

According to data in from the city’s 311 system, created to provide the public with access to city government services and information,
 from Jan. 1, 2010 through Dec. 31, 2015, there were 141,125 complaints made about construction noise, the majority of which were
 about after-hours activity. According to the city’s noise code, allowable construction hours are weekdays between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.
 Construction activities outside those hours are in violation of the code, unless DOB issues a permit to allow such construction. These
 permits are referred to as after-hours variances (AHVs).

The city’s Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and DOB are the agencies primarily responsible for handling construction
 noise complaints. DEP is responsible for responding to 311 construction noise complaints. DOB reviews and approves building plans;
 conducts building inspections; and issues permits, including those for after-hours work. Auditors found there was minimal
 communication between DEP and DOB regarding noise complaints, and there was no formal process for sharing information about
 problematic construction sites, particularly those with a high number of noise complaints.

During the audit period of Jan. 1, 2014 and June 30, 2016, there were 90,861 construction-related noise complaints filed with the 311
 system; 67,282, or 74 percent, of the complaints were for construction noise before or after permitted hours. Such complaints are
 assigned to one of DEP’s eight senior inspectors to investigate.

Auditors selected a sample of noise complaints for 50 incident addresses (see Exhibit A in the audit for addresses), including the 30
 locations with the highest number of construction noise complaints in the city (29 of these locations were in Manhattan) and an
 additional five locations with the most complaints in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and Staten Island.

DiNapoli’s auditors found that 2,044 of the 2,683 construction noise complaints for the sampled locations were for construction before- or
 after-hours. During this same time frame, DOB issued 2,632 AHVs for these locations.

After a review of recent noise complaints for each of the 50 locations, auditors found that inspectors determined that there was “no
 excessive noise,” for 211 of the 250 complaints and only three complaints resulted in violations being issued by DEP. However,
 inspectors did not visit the locations until an average of five days after the noise was reported. There were also no reports of meter
 readings performed at the sites to determine if noise levels were excessive.

When making decisions to grant after hours work variances, DOB officials did not consider construction noise complaints made to 311,
 nor did they consider construction noise citations issued by DEP. As such, DOB is allowing contractors to obtain continuing extensions
 of existing AHVs or multiple AHVs for the same construction sites without critical review, which is a significant factor in the rise of
 complaints.

For example, an AHV was issued for 100 East End Avenue in August 2015, and DOB subsequently approved 24 consecutive electronic
 renewals that lasted through July 2016, even though the work site was within 200 feet of a residence and there were 112 noise
 complaints about this project due to after-hours construction.

DiNapoli recommended DEP:

Improve communication and coordination with DOB so pertinent AHV and permit data is readily available to DEP inspectors;

Formally analyze 311 system data to identify locations where multiple construction noise complaints are received. Share
 analyses and recommendations with DOB so it can use this information when deciding whether to grant AHV renewals;

Establish a formal process to share information with DOB;

Home > Newsroom
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Shorten response times for visiting construction sites with noise complaints;

Include noise meter readings in inspection reports to provide an objective assessment of noise levels; and

Revise existing complaint disposition codes to indicate that a location has an AHV, when that is the basis for not issuing a
 violation.

DiNapoli recommended DOB:

Formally assess and update processes for issuing and renewing AHVs, taking into account all pertinent information, including
 the number and nature of noise complaints and their impact on the community;

Increase the level of review of AHV renewals to ensure they are appropriately vetted prior to approval; and

Improve communication with DEP regarding locations with an excessive number of noise complaints.

DOB officials agreed with the three recommendations addressed to them. In their response, DEP officials agreed with three of the six
 recommendations made to them and indicated that improved coordination with DOB was a priority. Both agencies’ full responses are
 included in the complete audit.

Read the report, or go to: http://www.osc.state.ny.us/audits/allaudits/093017/16n3.pdf

In June, DiNapoli’s office released an audit that looked at noise complaints related to New York City nightlife establishments.

For access to state and local government spending, public authority financial data and information on 130,000 state contracts, visit Open
 Book New York. The easy-to-use website was created by DiNapoli to promote transparency in government and provide taxpayers with
 better access to financial data.

 Albany Phone: (518) 474-4015 Fax: (518) 473-8940
 NYC Phone: (212) 383-1388 Fax: (212) 681-7677 

 Internet: www.osc.state.ny.us
 E-Mail: press@osc.state.ny.us
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Every day, New York City’s eight million residents face a mix of urban noise — street traffic, 
construction, emergency vehicles, buses, subways and air traffic are just a few examples — which, at 
best, poses an annoyance and, at worst, impacts quality of life. Leading authorities such as the World 
Health Organization and the Environmental Protection Agency have documented the harmful effects of 
noise exposure on health and well-being. 

Despite an overhaul of New York City’s Noise Code — which took effect in 2007, and established more 
stringent regulations for construction sites, nightclubs, and other sources of noise disturbances — noise 
complaints made to the City’s 311 Customer Service Center (311) are on the rise. In 2010, New Yorkers 
made 200,018 complaints about noise. In 2015, that number had risen to 384,118. In total, during those 
six years, New York City residents made 1.6 million noise complaints via 311, in expectation that their 
government would help address a problem that significantly impacts their quality of life.

In February 2016, the Office of the New York State Comptroller (OSC) launched a public opinion 
survey to solicit information on noise in New York City neighborhoods to gain insight on the issue at 
the grassroots level and to serve as a risk assessment tool to inform our audit process. To disseminate 
the survey to New York City residents, OSC conducted outreach to New York City’s 59 Community 
Districts — through emails, letters, phone calls, and presentations at public meetings — and to 
community media. The online Noise Survey, available in English as well as Spanish, Chinese, and 
Russian, drew responses from more than 4,000 people. The survey results in this report are a simple 
summary of the raw data and are not generalizable as presented here, but they do reflect the depth of 
concern and the range of issues associated with urban noise in New York City. 

To develop the survey questionnaire, we analyzed trends in six years of 311 noise complaint data, 
and interviewed New York City agency officials regarding noise management. We also reviewed 
available New York City agency data, regulations and statutes on noise management. We looked at 
other questionnaires and results of noise surveys conducted by other entities, and reviewed studies 
conducted by academic and policy researchers seeking to identify the effects of noise as well as 
potential mitigating solutions. See Appendix A for a discussion of the methods used in this report.

Introduction
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New York City’s Noise Code (New York City Administrative Code §24-201 to §24-270) is considered 
a model local noise ordinance. While noise is an ever-present aspect of City life, the ordinance 
establishes certain requirements and restrictions for noise mitigation (e.g., maximum decibel levels 
and hours when certain noise-generating activity, such as construction and commercial music, is 
permissible). However, the Code has proven difficult to enforce and does not cover all sources of 
disruptive noise. The ordinance covers noise from construction projects, animals, HVAC (heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning systems), refuse collection, and motor vehicles and motorcycles; 
music from food vending vehicles (e.g., ice cream trucks); music from bars and restaurants; and 
neighbor noise (e.g., power tools, lawn maintenance equipment). Other significant offending sources 
of noise — such as freight trains, subway trains entering and leaving stations, commuter trains and 
subways running on elevated tracks, buses, airplanes, and helicopters — are outside the City’s control.

Enforcement
The New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is the lead agency responsible for 
enforcing the City’s Noise Code. The DEP sets applicable rules and regulations, such as specifications 
for the operation, installation, or manufacture of sound mitigation equipment or devices, and establishes 
procedures to measure sound levels. The DEP commissioner may conduct investigations or studies 
and hold hearings to enhance Noise Code enforcement and abate noise. Under the Noise Code, the 
New York City Police Department (NYPD) also has enforcement authority, and the Noise Code requires 
the DEP and the NYPD to periodically study and recommend alternative equipment for enforcement of 
the Noise Code to the Mayor. The Code also authorizes the DEP and the NYPD to issue summonses 
and violations. The New York City Environmental Control Board (ECB) is also empowered to hold 
hearings and to issue subpoenas, orders to stop certain activity or work, and violations, and to assess 
penalties to enforce compliance with the Noise Code. 

The DEP shares responsibility with the NYPD to resolve noise complaints, based on the type of 
complaint. Together, the DEP and the NYPD handle 99 percent of noise complaints made to City 
government. Of the 1.6 million noise complaints that New Yorkers made via 311 between 2010 and 
2015, the NYPD had handled approximately 1.3 million (81 percent) and the DEP had handled 
approximately 230,000.1 According to 311 data, the NYPD typically handles complaints about banging 
or pounding disturbances, horn honking, vehicle idling, music or party noise, and people noise. The 
DEP handles complaints about alarms (generally on buildings or other fixed structures), animals, 
construction, HVAC, ice cream trucks, party boats, private carters, and other noise, as well as requests 
for “No Horn Honking” signs. The New York City Department of Sanitation handles complaints 
pertaining to its operations, such as noisy trucks, and the New York City Economic Development 
Corporation (NYCEDC) responds to complaints about helicopter noise.

1 Unless specifically noted, this report uses only those complaint records from an August 19, 2016 download from NYC Open Data in which 
a Community District was identified in that download or through a match of complaint records in a download completed on February 8, 
2016. There were 17,600 records that had no geographic identifier or were identified as other than a Community District (such as a park or 
museum), which were excluded from the analysis.

Noise Code
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New York City’s 311 system is the primary means for New Yorkers to make a noise complaint. The 311 
system is basically a referral service; its agents are trained to identify customer needs and then route 
inquiries to the appropriate agency, as needed. 

Reporting complaints using 311 often does not bring relief from noise, according to the public record 
of noise complaints on the NYC Open Data website. Our review of responses to 1.6 million noise 
complaints found that agencies could not confirm that noise was occurring in most instances. In this 
report, when we indicate that an agency responding to a noise complaint confirmed that noise was 
occurring, this means the agency reported to 311 that it took some action toward mitigating the noise, 
such as issuing a summons or a violation or working with the noisemakers to stop the noise. In the 
311 data on NYC Open Data, a reported action taken by an agency in response to a noise complaint 
is referred to as a “Resolution Description.” Appendix C lists resolution descriptions of confirmed noise 
complaints by the NYPD and the DEP for 2010 through 2015.

Of the 230,000 complaints made from 2010 through 2015 that DEP investigated, noise was confirmed 
in 3 percent of the cases.2 In most of those cases of confirmed noise, the DEP reported to 311 that it 
had issued 5,769 notices of violation; resolved 1,018 complaints by speaking with the complainant; 
received communication from a dog owner regarding a letter or inspection in 770 complaints; and 
determined that “No Horn Honking” or “No Idling” signs were warranted in response to 421 complaints. 

The NYPD confirmed that noise was occurring in 29 percent of the 1.3 million complaints it investigated. 
For most of those complaints (379,948) in which noise was confirmed, the NYPD reported to 311 that it 
had taken some unspecified action to fix the condition. The NYPD also reported that it had issued 5,482 
summonses and made 791 arrests in response to noise complaints during those six years. 

During the six-year period, people often made multiple complaints about the same addresses. For 
example, out of the 1.4 million complaint records with reported addresses, 895,598 complaints 
concerned addresses associated with 10 or more complaints each. During the six-year period, the 
citywide average number of complaints per reported address was five; the maximum was 1,867 calls 
about one address, a residence. Additionally, a City consultant conducting a 311 customer satisfaction 
study reported that during a six-month period in 2015, 34 percent of callers made one complaint, 
23 percent called twice, 25 percent called three to five times, and 17 percent called six or more times.3,4

2  The 230,000 complaints include 44,950 that the DEP deemed to be duplicates of other complaints. The 311 data does not provide any 
detail on how these 44,950 complaints might have been resolved, and so we did not include them in calculating the percentage of confirmed 
noise cases. It is possible that some of these have been resolved, and if so, our estimate of complaints in which noise was confirmed by DEP 
is understated — by as much as 20 percentage points if all 44,950 complaints were resolved. 
3  NYC 311 and CFI Group. NYC 311 Customer Contact Center Customer Satisfaction Survey. September 2015.
4 The 311 noise complaint data available through NYC Open Data tracks records of complaints. Address information is provided, which could 
be the location of the noise source, but the individual making a complaint is not identified. It is not possible to determine from this data how 
many times a single individual might have made a noise complaint via 311.

Responding To 311 Noise Complaints
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All of the City’s 59 Community Districts are represented in the calls  
made to 311 for noise complaints from 2010 through 2015, though 
certain districts have a higher frequency of calls. Table 1 shows the 
10 Community Districts with the highest rates of complaints to 311 
during the six-year period, estimated as the average annual rate of 
complaints per 1,000 adults. During the six-year period, residents of 
Manhattan Community Districts 12 (MN12) and 10 (MN10) 
complained to 311 more frequently than residents of other 
Community Districts, at 82 calls per 1,000 adults per year. The 
citywide median was 38 complaints per 1,000 adults, and Queens 
Community District 11 (QN11) had the lowest rate of all Community 
Districts, at 10 complaints per 1,000 adults.

Map 1 shows the annual rate of noise complaints citywide by 
Community District and PUMA for 2010 and 2015. The frequency 
of complaints increased significantly over the six-year period, 
especially in districts that already made high numbers of complaints. 
PUMAs, or Public Use Microdata Areas, are geographies that are 
used by the Census Bureau in its American Community Survey. 
In New York City, PUMA boundaries are generally contiguous with 
New York City’s Community Districts (see Appendix B for a map). 

TABLE 1  
Most Frequent Complaints by 
Community District, 2010 – 2015

District PUMA Rate
MN12 3801 82

MN10 3803 82

MN4/5 3807 79

BK1 4001 77

MN1/2 3810 75

BX7 3706 75

MN3 3809 68

BX4 3708 65

Note: Rate is the average of the annual 
rate of complaints per 1,000 adults for 2010 
through 2015. The annual rate of complaints 
is the annual number of complaints divided 
by the annual adult population.

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census 
Bureau’s ACS 1-Year Estimates for 2010, 
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015; OSC analysis

Geography of 311 Noise Complaints



page 62

7

MAP 1   
Total Noise Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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In the 311 noise complaint data for calendar years 2010 through 2015, the four most frequent noise 
complaints were: disruptive music or parties (56 percent); disturbances from banging or pounding (15 
percent); noise made by people, such as loud talking or loud television (11 percent); and construction 
projects (8 percent). The 311 data categorizes noise complaints by type of noise (which is referred to 
as “descriptor”) and source location (e.g., commercial or religious establishment, residence, street).5 
For example, music or party and people noise can come from a commercial establishment, a park or a 
playground, a street or a sidewalk, or a residence or other location, such as a religious establishment. 

As shown in Table 2, noise categories are grouped by general  
location type or source of noise disturbance when this detail was 
provided in the 311 data; the totals shown are the number of 
complaints over the six-year period. Specifically, nightlife noise is 
music, party, or people noise coming from a commercial 
establishment.6 Outside noise is music, party, or people noise 
coming from a park, playground, street, or sidewalk. Residential 
noise includes banging or pounding or music, party, or people noise 
coming from a home.7 

Construction activity is another major source of noise disturbances, 
and various types of noise are included in “Other,” as shown in 
Table 2. “Other” included 167,235 complaints of various noise 
disturbances in the 311 data: traffic noise (e.g., horn honking, idling) 
(40,158); animals (40,898); HVAC (23,372); banging or pounding 
coming from commercial establishments (11,971); alarms (11,890); 
ice cream trucks (8,740); helicopters (6,011); private waste carters 
(5,565); religious establishments (6,342); noise not specified by 
311 (4,826); banging or pounding, music or party, or people noise 
complaints with no location type specified by 311 (4,714); requests 
for “No Horn Honking” signs (1,416); New York City Department of 
Sanitation complaints (958); and party boats (374).

5  Unless specifically noted, our analysis includes records of 311 complaints in NYC Open Data with a Community District identified, 
which accounted for 99 percent of all 311 noise complaints published in NYC Open Data in August 2016. We excluded 17,600 records with 
alternative geographic identifiers (such as codes indicating a landmark or other public good) or for which no Community District was indicated. 
6  Our audit 2016-S-37, Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to New York City Nightlife Establishments, defined nightlife noise 
complaints more broadly, by including 166,753 complaints in which noise was indicated as coming from the street or sidewalk in front of an 
State Liquor Authority-licensed establishment, and by including 6,949 complaints with no community district or location type specified. Audit 
report 2016-S-37 examined 328,289 nightlife noise complaints from 2010 through 2015. By contrast, this report excludes street or sidewalk 
noise complaints and excluded complaints with no community district and no location type specified. 
7  Appendix H presents selected categories of annual noise complaints through June 30, 2017.

TABLE 2  
Noise Disturbances  
Tracked by 311, 2010 – 2015

Noise Complaints Six-Year Total
Residential 

Music or party 601,093

Banging or pounding 231,462

People 78,772

Subtotal 911,327
Outside 

Music or party 157,428

People 79,525

Subtotal 236,953
Nightlife 

Music or party 136,930

People 17,657

Subtotal 154,587
Construction 132,717
Other 167,235

Total 1,602,819

Sources: NYC Open Data; OSC analysis

Note: Complaints shown above are totals for 
the six-year period.

Categories of Noise in the 311 Data
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Excessive, unreasonable or prohibited noises are “a menace to public health, comfort, convenience, 
safety, welfare and prosperity” according to a guide to the City’s Noise Code published by the DEP. Yet 
not all noise sources that disturb City residents are within the City’s direct control to mitigate. Some of 
the most frequent complaints concern noise emanating from locations that can be difficult to control or 
regulate, such as music or noisy parties in apartments, houses, or yards. 

In OSC’s Noise Survey, just 7 percent of respondents stated that they generally felt positive about 
the sounds of their neighborhoods; 59 percent considered their neighborhoods to be very noisy; and 
61 percent felt that noise had increased since living at their current address. Survey respondents 
identified the following sources of noise as major causes of disturbance: sirens and alarms 
(59 percent), construction (57 percent), motor vehicles (49 percent), music or party (48 percent), 
garbage or recycling trucks (45 percent), air traffic (32 percent), and HVAC (21 percent). Our analysis 
of the 311 complaint calls in tandem with the OSC Noise Survey results identified the following major 
sources of noise disturbance: sirens and alarms, residential noise, outside noise, nightlife noise, 
construction, mass transit, air traffic, and motor vehicle traffic. 

Noise from air traffic and mass transit are outside the City’s direct control.8 However, noise from 
alarms, vehicular traffic, and sirens are regulated by the City, which has the discretion to conduct 
studies and establish policies and procedures to help mitigate these kinds of noises.9 On the other 
hand, responsibility for managing residential and outside noise is more diffuse, is not so easy to 
mitigate immediately, and can involve not only police, fire, and social services, but also coordination 
and cooperation with communities over time. Nightlife noise and construction noise have clear criteria 
to guide government oversight,10 yet we noted that calling 311 did not resolve the majority of these 
complaints. Therefore, we focused our analysis and audit planning on these two categories of noise. 
Other types of noise disturbances are profiled in Appendix E.

8 New York City Department of Environmental Protection. Transit Operations Strategies New York City Noise Code Local Law 113 of 2005. 
March 2010, p. 2. Accessed at http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/pdf/noise/transit-noise-study.pdf on April 6, 2017.
9 See New York City’s Noise Code: Title 24, Chapter 2, Subchapter 6 of the New York City Administrative Code concerning horns, sirens 
and motor vehicles. There are also New York City laws (Section 24-163) and New York State regulations against idling (Title 6, Chapter III, 
Subchapter A, Part 217). Title 24, Chapter 2, Subchapter 1 affirmatively states that it is “the public policy of the city to reduce the ambient 
sound level in the city, so as to preserve, protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare” and to “set the unreasonable and 
prohibited noise standards and decibel levels.”
10 See Section 24-231 of the City’s Noise Code regarding permissible sound levels for music originating from a commercial establishment; 
Section 24-218 may also apply to noise made by the patrons or employees of a nightlife establishment. See Subchapters 4 and 5 of the City’s 
Noise Code for construction noise management mandates and permissible sound levels.

Managing Noise  
in New York City Neighborhoods
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Nightlife Noise 
We define nightlife noise as a disturbance caused by music, parties, or people on the premises of a 
commercial establishment, such as a bar, club, lounge, restaurant, or store. As shown in Table 2, in 
our analysis of the 311 data, from 2010 through 2015, there was a total of 154,587 such complaints. 
Residents in 10 Community Districts accounted for 49 percent of these complaints (Table 3). 

Map 2 shows concentrations of nightlife complaints in the Lower East Side and Chinatown (MN3/PUMA 
3809), the district with the greatest number of nightlife noise complaints for the year 2015.

MAP 2   
Nightlife Noise Complaints in Chinatown & the Lower East Side, 2015

TABLE 3  
Nightlife Noise Complaints,  
2010 – 2015

District Six-Year Total
MN3 13,681

BK1 11,604

MN1/2 11,536

MN4/5 11,154

MN12 10,589

QN1 8,089

BK3 5,078

BK6 4,239

Sources: NYC Open Data;  
OSC analysis

This data represents 2015 
311 Service Requests 
downloaded from NYC 
Open Data. Please note that 
90% of the locations with 
nightlife noise complaints 
for this district contain 
sufficient location data to be 
represented in this map. Of 
this 90%, only those locations 
with more than three noise 
complaints are marked.

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp., NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI 
Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand), MapmyIndia, © OpenStreetMap contributors, the GIS 
User Community, 311 data and OSC analysis
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Those 75,979 nightlife noise complaints by residents of the 10 
districts concerned nearly 8,700 addresses. About half of those 
addresses were each the subject of more than one complaint.  
Of these, 1,173 addresses were each associated with more than 
10 complaints.

The NYPD confirmed noise in 32 percent of the nightlife noise 
complaints. According to the public 311 data, most of these 
complaints were resolved by taking some unspecified action to 
“fix the condition.”

By definition, most addresses associated with nightlife noise 
complaints provide space for entities that are licensed by the 
State to sell alcohol, generally to be consumed on the premises. 
These licenses are valid generally for one to three years, 
depending on the type, and must be renewed. Table 4 shows the 
total number of new and most current renewal licenses issued 
by the New York State Liquor Authority (SLA) over the six-year 
period for Community Districts with the highest number of nightlife 
noise complaints.11

Between 2010 and 2015, the SLA issued 36,581 new and renewal licenses to entities in New York City 
Community Districts, including 15,227 on-premise licenses. An on-premises license is the standard  
bar license, which permits the on-premises consumption of beer, liquor, and wine and the sale of beer 
for off-premises consumption. On-premises licenses are valid for a two-year period, and must be 
renewed every two years. See Appendix F for the on-premise licenses active as of June 1, 2016, by 
Community District.

In 2013, the SLA was directed to reduce a backlog in applications for new and renewal licenses. As a 
result of this effort, the SLA reported that application processing time decreased from six months to two 
to three months. In its efforts to reduce the backlog, SLA did not proactively access the 311 system, 
where the majority of noise-related complaints are lodged. 

Between 2010 and 2012, approvals for SLA licenses in New York City declined by 34 percent, to 3,220. 
After that, the number of licenses issued increased, reaching 5,464 in 2013. In 2015, the SLA issued 
12,346 new and renewal licenses, more than double the licenses issued in 2013. Appendix G presents 
the growth in number of licenses issued from 2010 through 2015, by Community District. 

11  Data presented in Table 4 and discussed in the text show unique counts of new and most current renewal licenses issued by the SLA 
during the six-year period. The data are not the total number of licenses in effect during the six-year period.

TABLE 4  
State Liquor Authority-Issued  
New or Renewal Licenses 

District 2010 2015
SIX-YEAR TOTAL  

2010 - 2015
MN3 217 643 1,703
BK1 177 476 1,342

MN1/2 221 922 2,246

MN4/5 277 1,432 3,313

MN12 117 187 712
QN1 88 349 944
BK3 177 476 1,342

BK6 87 349 886

Sources: SLA; OSC analysis

Note: This table shows unique counts of new 
and most current renewal licenses issued by the 
SLA during the six-year period. The table does 
not show the total number of licenses in effect 
during the six-year period.
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OSC Noise Survey respondents offered roughly 300 suggestions and comments for the SLA on 
mitigating nightlife noise. Approximately 20 percent concerned reducing the licensing and limiting 
the hours of operations of bars, clubs, lounges and restaurants, especially of rooftop and outdoor 
venues and in areas where there is already a high concentration of licensed establishments. In the 
remaining 80 percent of the SLA comments, survey respondents wanted the SLA to place more 
emphasis on the impact of SLA-licensed establishments on neighborhood quality of life. For example, 
survey respondents expressed the view that the presence of too many SLA-licensed establishments 
in a neighborhood adversely impacted public behavior, public space, private life, and access to retail 
establishments and services.

Survey respondents made approximately 140 suggestions for the NYPD, primarily calling for SLA-
licensed establishments to be fined and ticketed, better management of people socializing in front of 
SLA-licensed establishments, enforcement of conditions of operations (such as opening and closing 
times and volume levels for music), and more officers patrolling on foot to improve public behavior.

Construction 
In the OSC Noise Survey, 57 percent of respondents reported being disturbed by construction activity. 
Survey respondents from Manhattan (63 percent) and Brooklyn (54 percent) were more likely to report 
this noise disturbance than those living in the Bronx (37 percent) and Queens (36 percent).

According to the 311 data, from 2010 through 2015, New York City residents made 132,717 complaints 
about construction noise, which accounted for 8 percent of all noise complaints. Community Districts 
which had high percentages of Noise Survey respondents disturbed by construction noise (MN1/2, 
MN3, MN4/5, MN6, and MN8) were also home to the most frequent 311 callers.

Construction noise complaints are generally handled by the DEP. Of 132,717 construction noise 
complaints made from 2010 to 2015, the DEP confirmed 2,767 complaints, issuing a notice of violation 
in 2,641 cases and resolving the complaint in 126 cases by speaking to the complainant. More than 
1,000 addresses had 10 or more complaints each.

The burden of demonstrating compliance with the Noise Code is placed on developers. The Noise 
Code requires builders to develop, implement, and post a noise mitigation plan before construction 
begins. Generally, neither the DEP nor the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB), which 
oversees the Building and Construction Codes, are required by the Noise Code to review and approve 
noise mitigation plans prior to the start of construction. The DEP does review and approve alternative 
noise mitigation plans which developers are required to submit when they are unable to comply with 
the Noise Code. However, the DEP is not required at any point to inspect the site to see whether a 
noise mitigation plan is in effect and is adequate. Instead, the DEP’s enforcement of the Noise Code is 
complaint-driven. 
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Construction Complaints and Construction Activity

Generally, an increase in construction activity, as measured in work permits, correlates to an increase 
in 311 construction noise complaints. Figure 1 presents an analysis of construction noise complaints 
which uses data downloaded from NYC Open Data on November 8, 2016, and which does not 
exclude complaint records where a Community District was not specified by 311. Thus, the discussion 
associated with Figures 1, 2, and 3 represents a different analysis than that presented elsewhere in  
this report.

As shown in Figure 1, the DOB approved 137,211 permits for construction work in 2010. In the same 
year, 14,260 construction noise complaints were made to 311. In 2015, the number of work permits had 
increased to 171,226, while 37,806 construction noise complaints were submitted to 311.12 

FIGURE 1  
311 Noise Construction Complaints v. Construction Activity, 2010 – 2015 

Sources: NYC Open Data; DOB; OSC analysis

12  Figures 1, 2, and 3 and related discussion are a different analysis of construction noise complaints. This analysis used data downloaded 
on November 8, 2016, and did not exclude records where a Community District was unspecified by 311.
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After-Hours Construction Noise Complaints

Most construction noise complaints (72 percent) were filed with 311 after-hours, meaning after 6 PM 
and before 7 AM on weekdays or at any time on Saturday or Sunday. In total, there were 96,213 such 
complaints, including 62,646 made on weekdays and 33,567 made on Saturday and Sunday (“after-
hours” construction noise complaints). Most construction activity in these time frames typically requires 
additional approval from the DOB, as detailed below. 

New York City sets aside specific days and times when construction activity cannot occur without prior 
approval, even if a construction site has a valid work permit. Construction activity is generally prohibited 
before 7 AM and after 6 PM during a weekday and at any time on Saturday or Sunday.13 However, 
construction work is allowed during those hours and days if an After-Hours Variance (AHV) is approved 
by the DOB for that site. AHVs are permits to perform construction during times normally prohibited. 
AHVs are short-term and only allow activity for a period of 1 to 14 days, and can be renewed online. In 
April 2016, the media reported that the DOB had launched an evaluation of approvals for AHVs.

Construction noise complaints called into 311 after-hours increased from 9,364 in 2010 to 27,188 in 
2015. Map 3 shows that the rate of complaints about after-hours construction noise also increased. 
Approvals of AHVs by the DOB also increased during the six-year period. Available data show that 
31,569 AHVs were approved in 2012. During 2015, 58,895 AHVs were approved. 

Even though the majority of construction noise complaints were filed after-hours, some of this activity 
may have been authorized by the DOB with approved AHVs. We matched after-hours construction 
noise complaints made in 2015 with identifiable addresses in the Hudson Yards neighborhood of 
Manhattan14 with data from the DOB on construction permits and from the ECB on violations issued.15 
Of the 1,096 after-hours construction noise complaints that we matched from 2015, only 14 percent 
concerned locations where after-hours construction was, in fact, approved by the DOB with an AHV. 
Furthermore, just eight ECB violations were issued within 30 days of any of the complaints from the 
Hudson Yards neighborhood.

13  Section 24-222 of the City’s Noise Code allows alteration or repair work on existing one- or two-family owner-occupied dwellings or in a 
convent or rectory to be performed on Saturdays and Sundays between the hours of 10 AM and 4 PM, as long the dwelling is more than 300 
feet from a house of worship.
14  The Hudson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square Neighborhood Tabulation Area (NTA) is roughly an L-shaped area that hugs the 
Hudson River to the West and whose border spans parts of 14th Street, Park Avenue, 28th Street, 26th Street, 8th Avenue, and 42nd Street. 
(NTAs are New York City-created geographic areas consisting of Census tracts that, when combined, represent City neighborhoods.)
15  See Note on Method in Appendix A for a discussion of the methodology used to match 311 complaints to permit and violations data.
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MAP 3  
After-Hours Construction Noise Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Timing of Inspections 

OSC Noise Survey respondents expressed the view that the timing of noise complaint inspections was 
not consistent or productive, and were generally critical of inspections being performed at times when 
any reported noise was not occurring. To examine this issue, we compared hours that construction 
noise complaints were created in 311 during the six-year period to the time that the complaints 
were reported closed in 311, which we used as a measure of when noise was occurring and when 
inspections were performed. Our analysis found that construction complaints occur in a cyclical pattern 
throughout the day, generally rising and falling at certain hours each day. As shown in Figure 2,  
inspections peak during hours of the day when complaints are at low points. For example, at 9 AM 
during the six-year period, there were 10,591 complaints of construction noise and 4,904 inspections. 
By 3 PM, there were 3,702 complaints of construction noise and 10,653 inspections performed. 
Complaints peaked at 11 PM, at 11,408, but the peak in inspections occurred two hours later at 1 AM, 
at 14,583. Figure 2 also shows that there are more inspections occurring than complaints being made 
during normal business hours. 

FIGURE 2  
Construction Noise Complaints and Inspections, January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015

Note: We used the complaint creation time and the complaint closed time as a measure of when noise was occurring and when an inspection 
was performed. 

Sources: NYC Open Data; OSC analysis
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FIGURE 3  
Construction Noise Complaints and Inspections on Weekdays and Weekends,  
January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015

Sources: NYC Open Data; OSC analysis

Another perspective on the timeliness of inspections is to consider the scheduling or availability of  
staff to perform inspections. Figure 3 shows the six-year period of 311 complaint data collapsed  
into 24 hours, with weekdays separated from weekends to show the difference in trends in complaints 
and inspections. Figure 3 shows that fewer inspections are performed on weekends and between  
2 AM and 7 AM on any day. The number of weekday complaints peak at 11 PM, while on weekends, 
complaints surge at 9 AM. In addition, the DEP’s effort at addressing complaints was strongest at 1 AM 
on weekdays and at 3 PM on weekends.
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As a result of our research on and risk assessment of urban noise management, OSC engaged 
two audits of nightlife and construction noise management by New York City and New York State 
governmental entities.16 Nightlife and construction are among the more common noise complaints 
reported to 311 and by OSC Noise Survey respondents. If not mitigated, repeated exposure to 
noise — whether it be loud music or jackhammers — can have long-term consequences for public 
health. It is within City and State agencies’ control to both investigate and prevent harmful noise from 
nightlife and construction. However, according to OSC Noise Survey respondents, complaints made 
through 311 have been ineffective in addressing these specific problems, even in situations where 
hundreds of complaints have been made concerning the same location. We hope these audits will 
provide decision-makers with critical information on the root causes of these problems as well as 
recommendations for both City and State agencies that will enable them to more effectively deal with 
what is a significant issue for many New York City residents. 

16  The audits (Reports 2016-S-37 and 2016-N-3), which were released in the summer of 2017, examined the handling of nightlife noise 
complaints by the New York City Police Department and the New York State Liquor Authority, and of construction noise complaints by the New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection and New York City Department of Buildings.

Conclusion



page 74

19

311 Data Analysis
The 311 data are summaries of complaints made during calendar years 2010 through 2015 
downloaded from the NYC Open Data website. Records that reported a geographic identifier other than 
a Community District or that did not identify a Community District were excluded; these totaled 17,600.

The 311 complaint records were grouped based on where the noise was occurring and what type of 
noise was reported, as shown in Table 2. To determine the number of complaints per 1,000 adults, we 
first obtained the adult population for each PUMA from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community 
Survey Public Use Microdata Sample 1-year data for 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015. In 
the maps and tables in this report, we refer to that data as the “U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 1-Year 
Estimates” for the years cited.

The 1-Year ACS data uses Public Use Microdata Areas, or PUMAs, which are geographic areas 
of approximately 65,000 people or more, and which are generally contiguous with New York City 
Community Districts. Some Community Districts are combined into single PUMAs. In this report, we 
refer to the PUMAs as Community Districts, which are more recognizable. Combined Community 
Districts are MN1/2 (PUMA 3810), MN4/5 (PUMA 3807), BX1/2 (PUMA 3710), and BX3/6 (PUMA 
3705). Appendix B contains an index and a map of New York City’s Community Districts and PUMAs.

We then aggregated the number of complaints by PUMA, year, and date created as identified in the 
311 data. The total population age 18 and over from the ACS 1-Year Estimates for each year was then 
divided by 1,000, resulting in the number of 1,000s of adults. The aggregated complaints were then 
divided by the number of 1,000s of adults in the respective year. The final result was rounded to the 
nearest whole number. 

To match 311 construction noise complaint data to DOB AHV data and to ECB violations data, we 
obtained AHVs from DOB, tax lot data from Department of City Planning, and violations from ECB. 
We limited our analysis to the Hudson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square NTA and only mapped 
complaint data located at identifiable addresses. The 311 data provides two types of locational 
information: specific addresses or intersections. Intersections could not be connected to the permit and 
violations data because they do not have a tax lot associated with them and were thus excluded from 
our analysis. These complaints were called in for the year 2015. We then matched the permitting and 
violations data to those complaints by correlating the Hudson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square 
NTA with the Hudson Yards tax lots in our mapping software. Tax lots may contain multiple buildings 
and use a range of addresses. While AHVs contain both building identification numbers and tax lots, 
the methodology used relied on tax lot only. This approach may result in some instances where the 
actual source of the complaint is not the specific building matched to an AHV.

Appendix A: Note on Method
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Noise complaints to 311 available on the NYC Open Data website are updated retroactively. We 
downloaded data for the 2010 through 2015 six-year period on three separate dates (February 8, 2016, 
August 19, 2016, and November 8, 2016). In our comparison of these downloads, we noted differences 
in the numbers of records, fields and cell values. This report, except in Figures 1, 2 and 3, relies on 
the August 19, 2016 download and includes only those records for which a Community District was 
specified or could be identified through a data match with the February 8, 2016 download, which had 
more Community Districts identified. Figures 2, 3 and 4 refer only to construction noise complaints, and 
use all construction noise complaint records from the November 8, 2016 download whether or not a 
Community District was identified.

To assign Community Districts to the records of establishments licensed by the SLA, we mapped 
location information reported by the SLA for each establishment to the Community District. 

Summary of OSC Noise Survey Data
Our goals in conducting the survey were to hear from New York City residents about their experience of 
noise and of making noise complaints. In particular, we wanted to learn about where and when noises 
were occurring in City neighborhoods and what happened when City residents tried to address the 
problem by making a noise complaint. This information could be used to identify risks to effective urban 
noise management. The survey was designed in Survey Monkey. A brief summary of the survey results 
can be found in Appendix D, with other survey results in Appendix E. 

We received 4,334 responses to our noise survey. Of these, 197 were too incomplete to be useful, and 
21 were from respondents reporting addresses outside of New York City. Those 218 responses were 
eliminated from our survey summary, giving a total of 4,116 responses considered in this report. Most 
responses came from Manhattan residents; we made no adjustment to reflect borough or Community 
District population differences.

We considered this to be a public opinion survey. We expected that the majority of survey respondents 
would be those New Yorkers who were disturbed by noise: 56 percent of respondents indicated 
that they felt generally negative about the sounds they heard in their neighborhoods, and another 
35 percent indicated that they felt sometimes positive and sometimes negative. Our intention was 
to use the information received from survey respondents to inform our audit planning and audit 
implementation.

The survey results presented in this report are simple counts of the survey responses, sorted by 
Community District. The results as presented here are not statistically generalizable, but do provide a 
clear picture of how noise adversely impacts City residents and how difficult it can be for City residents 
to successfully mitigate noise.

We used snowball sampling, which is nonprobability sampling. With this approach, we relied on others 
to disseminate the survey to their networks and to encourage members in their networks to take the 
survey. This increases the risk of selection bias and reduces the likelihood that our survey respondents 
are representative of New York City’s population. For our purposes, however, constructing a random 
sample was not necessary.
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To distribute the survey to the public, we sought the valuable assistance of New York City’s 59 
Community Boards, which regularly communicate with people in their jurisdictions. We conducted 
outreach by emailing and calling Community Board leaders about the survey to ask for their support 
and participation in distributing the survey. We also attended meetings to present to some but not all 
Community Board members and the Community District residents, as invited by Community Boards. 
We received more responses from Community District residents in Manhattan generally and from 
those whose Boards had invited us to present at their meetings. As a result, residents of certain 
neighborhoods and boroughs were underrepresented in the survey responses. In our summary of the 
data, we made no weighting adjustment to correct for this.

We also engaged OSC’s Division of Communications to promote the survey in online media. Several 
entities did publish short stories about the survey and included links to the survey.

It is possible, given the distribution of survey responses by Community District and borough, that we 
received more responses from residents with higher incomes and fewer response from residents with 
lower incomes. The survey was designed in Survey Monkey and had to be completed by respondents 
online, which prior research has found raises the problem of selection bias and can skew survey data. 
For example, Americans with disabilities or lower incomes have also been found to be less likely to 
have broadband, desktop computers, smartphones, or tablets.17

To develop the survey questionnaire, we analyzed trends in six years of 311 noise complaint data, 
and interviewed New York City agency officials regarding noise management. We also reviewed 
available New York City agency data, regulations and statutes on noise management. We looked at 
other questionnaires and results of noise surveys conducted by other entities, and reviewed studies 
conducted by academic and policy researchers seeking to identify the effects of noise and potential 
mitigating solutions. 

17  Sources: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/04/07/disabled-americans-are-less-likely-to-use-technology/; and http://www.
pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/03/22/digital-divide-persists-even-as-lower-income-americans-make-gains-in-tech-adoption/. Accessed April 
10, 2017.
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Index of Community Districts and PUMAs, by Neighborhood

BOROUGH COMMUNITY 
DISTRICT PUMA NEIGHBORHOODS

BRONX BX1/2 3710 Hunts Point, Longwood, Melrose
BRONX BX3/6 3705 Belmont, Crotona Park East, East Tremont
BRONX BX4 3708 Concourse, Highbridge, Mount Eden
BRONX BX5 3707 Morris Heights, Fordham South, Mount Hope
BRONX BX7 3706 Bedford Park, Fordham North, Norwood
BRONX BX8 3701 Riverdale, Fieldston, Kingsbridge
BRONX BX9 3709 Castle Hill, Clason Point, Parkchester
BRONX BX10 3703 Co-op City, Pelham Bay, Schuylerville
BRONX BX11 3704 Pelham Parkway, Morris Park, Laconia
BRONX BX12 3702 Wakefield, Williamsbridge, Woodlawn 
BROOKLYN BK1 4001 Greenpoint, Williamsburg
BROOKLYN BK2 4004 Brooklyn Heights, Fort Greene
BROOKLYN BK3 4003 Bedford-Stuyvesant
BROOKLYN BK4 4002 Bushwick
BROOKLYN BK5 4008 East New York, Starrett City
BROOKLYN BK6 4005 Park Slope, Carroll Gardens, Red Hook
BROOKLYN BK7 4012 Sunset Park, Windsor Terrace
BROOKLYN BK8 4006 Crown Heights North, Prospect Heights
BROOKLYN BK9 4011 Crown Heights South, Prospect Lefferts, Wingate
BROOKLYN BK10 4013 Bay Ridge, Dyker Heights
BROOKLYN BK11 4017 Bensonhurst, Bath Beach 
BROOKLYN BK12 4014 Borough Park, Kensington, Ocean Parkway
BROOKLYN BK13 4018 Brighton Beach, Coney Island 
BROOKLYN BK14 4015 Flatbush, Midwood
BROOKLYN BK15 4016 Sheepshead Bay, Gerritsen Beach, Homecrest
BROOKLYN BK16 4007 Brownsville, Ocean Hill
BROOKLYN BK17 4010 East Flatbush, Farragut, Rugby
BROOKLYN BK18 4009 Canarsie, Flatlands
MANHATTAN MN1/2 3810 Battery Park City, Greenwich Village, Soho
MANHATTAN MN3 3809 Chinatown, Lower East Side
MANHATTAN MN4/5 3807 Chelsea, Clinton, Midtown Business District
MANHATTAN MN6 3808 Murray Hill, Gramercy, Stuyvesant Town
MANHATTAN MN7 3806 Upper West Side, West Side
MANHATTAN MN8 3805 Upper East Side
MANHATTAN MN9 3802 Hamilton Heights, Manhattanville, West Harlem
MANHATTAN MN10 3803 Central Harlem
MANHATTAN MN11 3804 East Harlem
MANHATTAN MN12 3801 Washington Heights, Inwood, Marble Hill 
QUEENS QN1 4101 Astoria, Long Island City
QUEENS QN2 4109 Sunnyside, Woodside
QUEENS QN3 4102 Jackson Heights, North Corona
QUEENS QN4 4107 Elmhurst, South Corona
QUEENS QN5 4110 Ridgewood, Glendale, Middle Village
QUEENS QN6 4108 Forest Hills, Rego Park
QUEENS QN7 4103 Flushing, Murray Hill, Whitestone
QUEENS QN8 4106 Briarwood, Fresh Meadows, Hillcrest
QUEENS QN9 4111 Richmond Hill, Woodhaven
QUEENS QN10 4113 Howard Beach, Ozone Park
QUEENS QN11 4104 Bayside, Douglaston, Little Neck
QUEENS QN12 4112 Jamaica, Hollis, St. Albans
QUEENS QN13 4105 Queens Village, Cambria Heights, Rosedale
QUEENS QN14 4114 Far Rockaway, Breezy Point, Broad Channel
STATEN ISLAND SI1 3903 Port Richmond, Stapleton, Mariner’s Harbor
STATEN ISLAND SI2 3902 New Springville, South Beach
STATEN ISLAND SI3 3901 Tottenville, Great Kills, Annadale

Source: NYC Department of City Planning

Appendix B: Community Districts and PUMAs 
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MAP 3a  
New York City PUMAs and Community Districts

Bronx

Brooklyn

Manhattan

Queens

Staten Is land

1 & 2 3710 Hunts Point, Longwood & Melrose
3 & 6 3705 Belmont, Crotona Park East & East Tremont

4 3708 Concourse, Highbridge & Mount Eden
5 3707 Morris Heights, Fordham South & Mount Hope
7 3706 Bedford Park, Fordham North & Norwood

8 3701 Riverdale, Fieldston & Kingsbridge
9 3709 Castle Hill, Clason Point & Parkchester
10 3703 Co-op City, Pelham Bay & Schuylerville
11 3704 Pelham Parkway, Morris Park & Laconia
12 3702 Wakefield, Williamsbridge & Woodlawn

1 & 2 3810 Battery Park City, Greenwich Village & Soho
3 3809 Chinatown & Lower East Side

4 & 5 3807 Chelsea, Clinton & Midtown Business District
6 3808 Murray Hill, Gramercy & Stuyvesant Town
7 3806 Upper West Side & West Side

8 3805 Upper East Side
9 3802 Hamilton Hts, Manhattanville & West Harlem
10 3803 Central Harlem
11 3804 East Harlem
12 3801 Washington Heights, Inwood & Marble Hill

1 3903 Port Richmond, Stapleton & Mariner's Harbor
2 3902 New Springville & South Beach

3 3901 Tottenville, Great Kills & Annadale

1 4001 Greenpoint & Williamsburg
2 4004 Brooklyn Heights & Fort Greene
3 4003 Bedford-Stuyvesant
4 4002 Bushwick
5 4008 East New York & Starrett City
6 4005 Park Slope, Carroll Gardens & Red Hook
7 4012 Sunset Park & Windsor Terrace
8 4006 Crown Heights North & Prospect Heights
9 4011 Crown Heights So., Prospect Lefferts & Wingate

10 4013 Bay Ridge & Dyker Heights
11 4017 Bensonhurst & Bath Beach
12 4014 Borough Park, Kensington & Ocean Parkway
13 4018 Brighton Beach & Coney Island
14 4015 Flatbush & Midwood
15 4016 Sheepshead Bay, Gerritsen Beach & Homecrest
16 4007 Brownsville & Ocean Hill
17 4010 East Flatbush, Farragut & Rugby
18 4009 Canarsie & Flatlands

1 4101 Astoria & Long Island City
2 4109 Sunnyside & Woodside
3 4102 Jackson Heights & North Corona
4 4107 Elmhurst & South Corona
5 4110 Ridgewood, Glendale & Middle Village
6 4108 Forest Hills & Rego Park
7 4103 Flushing, Murray Hill & Whitestone

8 4106 Briarwood, Fresh Meadows & Hillcrest
9 4111 Richmond Hill & Woodhaven
10 4113 Howard Beach & Ozone Park
11 4104 Bayside, Douglaston & Little Neck
12 4112 Jamaica, Hollis & St. Albans
13 4105 Queens Village, Cambria Heights & Rosedale
14 4114 Far Rockaway, Breezy Point & Broad Channel
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TABLE C1  
DEP Confirmed Noise Complaints, 2010 – 2015

Resolution Description Number of Complaints

The Department of Environmental Protection conducted an inspection and 
determined that “No Horn Honking” or “No Idling” signs are warranted. A request 
will be sent to the Department of Transportation to have the sign(s) installed.

421

The Department of Environmental Protection investigated this complaint and 
opened fire hydrants to flush water mains in the area. 1

The Department of Environmental Protection investigated this complaint and shut 
the running hydrant. 1

The Department of Environmental Protection observed a violation of the New York 
City Air/Noise Code at the time of inspection and issued a notice of violation. 5,769

The Department of Environmental Protection received a letter or phone call from 
the alleged dog owner in response to a letter or inspection. 770

The Department of Environmental Protection resolved this complaint by speaking 
to the complainant on the phone. 1,018

The Department of Environmental Protection spoke to the complainant via 
telephone and was able to resolve the complaint without inspection. 3

Subtotal Confirmed 7,983

Total Complaints 230,068

Note: Data only includes records with Community Districts identified, and not all noise complaints handled by the DEP.

TABLE C2  
NYPD Confirmed Complaints, 2010 – 2015
Resolution Description Number of Complaints

The Police Department issued a summons in response to the complaint. 5,482

The Police Department made an arrest in response to the complaint. 791

The Police Department responded to the complaint and a report was prepared. 8,456

The Police Department responded to the complaint and took action to fix the condition. 379,948

“Your complaint has been received by the Police Department and it has been determined 
that a long-term investigation may be necessary. Additional information will be available at 
the conclusion of the investigation.”

3

Subtotal Confirmed 394,680

Total Complaints 1,349,513

Note: Data only includes records with Community Districts identified, and not all noise complaints handled by the NYPD.

Appendix C: Noise Complaints
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Noise Survey Results in Brief
 l We received 4,116 useful survey responses. We eliminated 197 incomplete responses and  
21 responses from people who reported addresses outside of New York City.

 l 37 percent of Noise Survey respondents said their usual response to noise disturbances was to 
make a complaint.

 l 52 percent of respondents reported making at least one noise complaint since 2010.

 l 92 percent of those who reported making a noise complaint also reported that the noise was 
recurring.

 l Just 75 people out of the more than 2,000 who made a complaint reported getting noise levels 
measured inside their homes.

 l 83 percent of those who made a noise complaint were dissatisfied with how their complaint 
was handled, mostly because they felt that the government’s response was inadequate for the 
following reasons:

 ¡ More than 1,100 people said there was no follow-up on their complaint.

 ¡ Almost 500 people felt that their complaint was not taken seriously.

 ¡ More than 300 people concluded that government’s response to their complaint was 
ineffective. For example, 23 people reported complaining about HVAC noise and had noise 
levels measured inside their homes. HVAC noise complaints are generally handled by the 
DEP. Reasons why the DEP’s responses were considered unhelpful included: no effect on 
noisemakers, who continued to make noise; ambient noise impeded DEP efforts to measure 
noise levels; or the noise levels were found to be within limits allowed under the City’s Noise 
Code.

Appendix D: Noise Survey
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Residential Noise 
 l NYPD handled nearly all complaints about noise occurring in residences during the six years 
reviewed.

 l The 311 Agency’s Night Noise Survey, which was discontinued in 2012, took information about 
residential noise in 8,885 cases. These cases were not investigated.

 l 311 complaints for residential noise in 2010–2015: 911,327 

 ¡ Accounted for 57 percent of all noise complaints.

 ¡ Music or party: 66 percent; banging or pounding: 25 percent; people: 9 percent.

 ¡ NYPD confirmed noise was occurring in 30 percent of these complaints, including issuing 
3,024 summonses and making 451 arrests. 

 ¡ Highest average annual rates of residential noise complaints: BX7 (PUMA 3706), with a rate  
of 56 calls per 1,000 adults; MN10 (PUMA 3803), with a rate of 49 calls per 1,000 adults;  
BX4 (PUMA 3708), with a rate of 47 calls per 1,000 adults; and BX5 (PUMA 3707), with a rate 
of 45 calls per 1,000 adults (see Map 4). 

 ¡ The average annual rate of complaints for Community Districts ranged from a high of 56 
per 1,000 to a low of 4 per 1,000. More than half of districts had an average annual rate of 
complaints of 4 per 1,000 adults or lower.

 l Map 4 shows the annual rate of residential noise complaints per 1,000 adults by PUMA.

 l OSC Noise Survey respondents made 300 comments about noisy neighbors. 

Notable: New York City’s Building Code contains standards for sound transmission which generally 
apply to buildings constructed after 1968, or in some cases to buildings constructed prior to 1968 that 
are renovated. Most of New York City’s housing was constructed prior to 1968. As a result, current 
noise control standards in the Building Code do not uniformly benefit and protect all City residents.  
For example, according to some sound engineers, New York City’s older housing stock does not protect 
apartment dwellers from today’s common household noise, such as that of a home theater system.

Appendix E: Other Noise – Facts and Figures



page 82

27

MAP 4  
Residential Noise Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Outside Noise 
 l The NYPD generally handles outside noise complaints.

 l 311 complaints for outside noise in 2010–2015: 236,953

 ¡ Accounted for 15 percent of all noise complaints.

 ¡ 157,428 music or party.

 ¡ 79,525 people noise in a park, playground, street, or sidewalk.

 ¡ NYPD confirmed noise was occurring in 26 percent of the complaints.

 l Community District complaints: 

 ¡ Most frequent callers were: MN12 (PUMA 3801), with an average annual rate of 23 calls per 
1,000 adults; MN10 (PUMA 3803), with an average annual rate of 20 calls per 1,000 adults; 
MN9 (PUMA 3802), with an average annual rate of 15 calls per 1,000 adults.

 ¡ The average annual rates for outside noise complaints ranged from 1 per 1,000 to 23 per 
1,000, with 32 districts at an average annual rate of 4 per 1,000 or lower.

 ¡ Map 5 shows the annual rate of complaints of outside noise by PUMA for 2010 and 2015.

Notable: During the six years reviewed, the NYPD handled 232,500 outside noise complaints and 
confirmed that noise was occurring in 60,912 instances, including making 237 arrests and issuing  
1,384 summonses. The other 4,453 outside noise complaints were received by the 311 Agency through 
its online Night Noise Survey, which was discontinued in 2012. For most of these complaints, the 311 
Agency provided the following reply: “Thank you for your report. The City will use the information you 
provided for tracking and reporting purposes. 311 will not have any further status information.”
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MAP 5  
Outside Noise Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Air Traffic
Airplanes

 ¡ The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) handles air traffic noise complaints. 
In 2015, the PANYNJ received 32,238 complaints about John F. Kennedy International Airport 
from 1,107 households; 18,694 complaints about LaGuardia Airport from 1,442 households; 
1,019 complaints about Newark Liberty International from 110 households; and 26 complaints 
about Stewart International Airport from nine households.

 l OSC Noise Survey:

 ¡ 32 percent were bothered by air traffic noise.

 ¡ Respondents from Queens were twice as likely to report being disturbed by air traffic. 

 ¡ Survey respondents felt that their complaints had no impact.

Notable: Complaints about aircraft can be made via the PANYNJ website. 311 does not take these 
noise complaints and provides callers with phone numbers to the airports. The PANYNJ responds to 
complaints about aircraft noise but cannot take unilateral actions to reduce noise, such as altering flight 
paths. The Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) is responsible for setting aviation policy including enforcing 
standards for aircraft noise, but refers most complaints about aircraft noise to airport sponsors or owners, 
such as the PANYNJ. The FAA has no federal mandate to oversee airports’ handling of noise complaints.

The PANYNJ is currently conducting noise and land use studies at John F. Kennedy International 
Airport, LaGuardia Airport, Newark Airport, and Teterboro Airport. The goal is to develop and implement 
a plan to abate aircraft noise in eligible homes and buildings deemed affected by aircraft noise. The 
FAA is responsible for reviewing and approving such plans, and funds abatement. Neither the State nor 
the City contribute funds to this effort.

Helicopters
 l NYCEDC handles complaints about helicopter noise. 

 l In February 2016, the NYCEDC and the Helicopter Tourism and Jobs Council announced an 
agreement to significantly reduce the impact of tourism helicopters on New York City residents 
while preserving jobs. As a result, tour operators would: prohibit flight operations from the 
Downtown Manhattan Heliport (DMH). This would achieve a 50 percent reduction in tourist 
helicopter flights to and from DMH as of January 2017, among other changes.

 l OSC Noise Survey: 

 ¡ More than 200 negative comments were received about the noise from hovering, low-flying 
helicopters.

 ¡ Respondents stated their 311 complaints were ignored and felt that neither NYCEDC nor the 
FAA were doing anything to address helicopter noise.

 ¡ Respondents were skeptical about a March 2016 announcement from the NYCEDC that tour 
helicopter flights would be reduced.
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 l Number of 311 calls for helicopter noise in 2010-2015: 6,011 

 ¡ 12 Community Districts account for 75 percent of the calls: MN7, BK6, BK2, MN1/2, MN12, 
MN4/5, MN8, MN6, MN3, and MN9.

 ¡ In 24 complaints, the NYCEDC found that tour helicopter operators were not complying with 
NYCEDC’s New York City Helicopter Sightseeing Plan that prescribes tour routes and altitudes 
for tourism helicopter operators.

 ¡ Most calls handled by the NYCEDC involved incidents that were not in its jurisdiction, and 
concerned police, media, or private charter helicopters.

Notable: NYCEDC contracts with operators of charter and commuter flights from the Downtown 
Manhattan Heliport (Pier 6 on East River). The number, hours, and paths of tour flights coordinated by 
these contractors can be influenced by the NYCEDC through its contracts. 

Mass Transit
 l The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) handles complaints about the operations of its 
subsidiaries providing bus, commuter rail, and subway service. The New York City Department of 
Consumer Affairs handles complaints about sightseeing buses. The New York City Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and/or the NYPD handle complaints about illegally stopped buses. The  
U.S. Department of Transportation handles other bus complaints.

 l OSC Noise Survey: 150 comments 

 ¡ Complaints included freight trains, interstate tour buses, and MTA operations. 

 ¡ All but one freight train complaint came from one district QN5. 

 ¡ Interstate and tour bus complaints primarily involved engine noise, idling, and parking on 
narrow or primarily residential streets or in front of residences.

 l MTA operations 

 ¡ Respondents’ criticisms of buses, subways and trains included excessively loud horns and 
announcements, idling, screeching breaks, and vibrations as well as the designation of bus 
routes on narrow residential streets.

 ¡ Respondents were aggravated by the extended duration of Second Avenue subway 
construction and the associated noise (e.g., clanging of loose metal plates, jackhammering, 
drilling, pounding).

 ¡ Noise in the mass transit system can also be associated with safety and maintenance issues. 
For example, regularly checking to see whether rail lubricators are actually filled with lubricant 
and train wheels are trued not only reduces noise, but also can reduce maintenance costs and 
enhance safety, such as by reducing the risk of derailments.18 

18  Bronzaft, A. Abating New York City Transit Noise: A Matter Of Will, Not Way. Noise Health. 2010; 12:1-6; Rail Noise: The Relationship to 
Subway Maintenance and Operation. Urban Resources. Vol. 4, No. 1, 1986.
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Notable: A 1982 State law required the MTA subsidiary New York City Transit (NYCT) to evaluate noise 
abatement strategies for the subway system and report results to the Legislature. After 1995, the MTA 
stopped reporting publicly on its efforts to abate noise for many years. 

During the 2013-14 session, the Legislature introduced a bill that would require the MTA to report 
annually on its plans and progress at abating subway noise. The MTA agreed to voluntarily submit 
annual reports on noise abatement in the subway system. After that, the proposed legislation was 
subsequently vetoed. However, the MTA’s 2015 noise abatement report lacks sufficient information to 
clearly assess the Authority’s progress in reducing noise emanating from the subway. 

 l For example, the MTA reported installing more than 50,000 noise-reducing rail fasteners, but 
provided no information on how many miles of track were enhanced or whether or when the MTA 
intends to complete a system-wide installation and at what cost. 

 l The report contains no goals, timelines, noise measurements, budgets, or actual expenditures  
to-date regarding noise abatement work.

During the 2015-16 session, the bill was reintroduced (A6989), but did not gain traction.

Complaints can be submitted on the MTA website using the “Contact Us” tab; there is no dropdown 
menu selection specifically for noise complaints. The New York State 511 transit and traffic line  
allows customers to call in their “comments and concerns,” but there is no specific extension selection 
for noise. 

The MTA does not publish the number of noise complaints it receives. In response to a noise complaint, 
the NYCT might test noise or vibration levels. In 2015, nine tests measured noise in the transit system 
and in residential and commercial properties. Also, 34 tests measured vibration levels in the subway 
system and in residential or commercial properties. 

Animal Noise 
 l The DEP handles animal noise complaints.

 l OSC Survey: 14 percent of survey respondents reported being disturbed by noise from animals, 
primarily barking dogs. 

 l Map 6 shows the annual rate of animal noise complaints per 1,000 adults by PUMA.

 l 311 complaints for animal noise in 2010 – 2015: 40,898 

 ¡ 39,854 involved barking dogs.

 ¡ Staten Islanders complained most frequently (see Map 6).

 ¡ DEP confirmed noise in 838 complaints over the six-year period. In most cases (769), the DEP 
reported that it had received a response from the alleged dog owner in response to a letter or 
inspection. The DEP also issued 51 notices of violation. 
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MAP 6  
Animal Noise Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year estimates; OSC analysis
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Traffic Noise
 l The DEP, the DOT, and the NYPD handle traffic noise complaints.

 l OSC Noise Survey: 

 ¡ 49 percent bothered by motor vehicle noise.

 ¡ 59 percent bothered by sirens or alarms.

 ¡ General perception of survey respondents: inadequate traffic enforcement and management 
have led to congestion and excessive use of alarms, horns, and sirens.

 ¡ Other complaints: backup beeps, engine noise, gear grinding, loading and unloading, loose 
metal plates and manhole covers, slamming, screeching, speeding, traffic congestion, 
vibrations.

 l Number of 311 calls involving traffic noise: 40,158

 ¡ 15,959 complaints for horn honking: The most frequent complaints came from Community 
Districts MN1/2 (PUMA 3810), BK15 (PUMA 4016), MN4/5 (PUMA 3807), MN8 (PUMA 3805), 
and BK1 (PUMA 4001) (see Map 7). 

 ¡ The NYPD handles these calls; noise was confirmed in 17 percent of horn honking complaints 
and 113 summonses were issued.

 ¡ 24,199 for trucks and buses idling: The NYPD handles these calls; noise was confirmed noise 
in 3,947 complaints and 142 summonses were issued.

 ¡ Map 7 shows the annual rate of horn honking complaints per 1,000 adults by PUMA.

 l The DOT handles complaints about loose metal plates for construction in the street.

 l The DEP handles complaints about loose manhole covers.

Notable: Between 2010 and 2015, New York City residents requested 1,416 “No Horn Honking” or 
“No Idling” signs from DEP. The DEP determined that signs were warranted in 485 instances and not 
warranted in 420 instances. In another unspecified noise complaint, the DEP determined that another 
sign was warranted. Most of the remaining requests were closed after an inspection observed no 
evidence of a violation.
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MAP 7   
Horn Honking Complaints – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Sirens and Alarms
 l The DEP handles complaints about alarms coming from stationary structures, such as buildings. 
The NYPD handles other alarm complaints, such as car alarms, which are not discretely reported 
in the 311 Noise Complaint data on NYC Open Data. New York City’s Administrative Code §10-137 
prohibits the sale or installation of motor vehicle alarms that do not automatically terminate within 
three minutes.

 l 311 complaints 2010–2015: 11,890

 l Community Districts QN8 (PUMA 4106), BK6 (PUMA 4005), and BK1 (PUMA 4001) had the 
highest average annual rates of alarm noise complaints per 1,000 adults. High rates of complaints 
could indicate that individuals are making repeat calls to 311 or that the noise continues unabated. 
Map 8 shows the annual rate of complaints by PUMA for 2010 and 2015.

 l The DEP confirmed 23 complaints about alarms, including issuing 14 notices of Noise Code 
violation.

 l The DEP closed or canceled 1,380 complaints about alarms, and considered another 1,480 
complaints to be duplicates not requiring additional response.

 l Few Community Districts complain about alarms (see Map 8). QN8 had the most complaints with 
a rate of 9 complaints per 1,000 adults in 2015. Most other districts that did complain in 2015 had 
rates between 0 and 1 per 1,000.

 l New York City’s Noise Code required the DEP and the NYPD to study and report on strategies to 
reduce noise from car alarms.

 l In the OSC Noise Survey, complaints about noise from sirens and alarms represented the largest 
single category of complaints. 

 ¡ 311 does not specifically report on sirens, but OSC Noise Survey respondents had many 
complaints about the sirens of first responders.

 ¡ According to the New York City Fire Department (FDNY), New York City sets policies and 
procedures regarding the sirens of municipal first responders but not for privately owned 
ambulance companies. As a result, New York City has some discretion in purchasing types 
of sirens and in controlling use of sirens, factors which can affect noise levels associated with 
sirens. There are voluntary standards for emergency vehicle sirens, from entities such as SAE 
International (initially established as the Society of Automotive Engineers) and guidance from 
federal and state governmental entities. The FDNY complies with siren standards set by the 
National Fire Protection Association, which draws on standards set by SAE International.
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MAP 8   
Complaints about Alarms – Rate of Complaints per 1,000 Adults by PUMA

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Private Carter Noise
 l The DEP handles complaints about noise from private carters.

 l 311 complaints involving private carters in 2010-2015: 5,565

 ¡ DEP confirmed noise in 110 complaints, including issuing four notices of Noise Code violation. 

 ¡ The highest average annual rates of carter noise complaints per 1,000 adults occurred in  
the following Community Districts: MN4/5 (PUMA 3807), MN1/2 (PUMA 3810), and MN6 
(PUMA 3808).

 ¡ Majority of complaints came from Manhattan residents, particularly in Battery Park City, 
Chelsea, East Midtown, Flat Iron, Hudson Yards, Lower Manhattan, Midtown, Midtown South, 
Turtle Bay, and Union Square (see Map 9). 

 ¡ New York City is considering whether to implement commercial waste collection zones, which 
could reduce the noise associated with the operations of private trash carters.

 ¡ Map 9 shows the annual rate of complaints about noise from private carters per 1,000 adults.
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MAP 9  
Annual Number of Complaints about Noise from Private Carters 

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) Noise
 l DEP handles HVAC noise complaints.

 l OSC survey: 849 (20 percent) of respondents specifically indicated that noise from HVAC or air 
circulation devices disturbed them. 

 ¡ Most (70 percent) lived in MN1 through MN8. 

 ¡ The types of air circulation devices that disturbed these survey respondents included air 
conditioners in residences and businesses, and compressors. They also complained about 
outdoor power generators.

 l 311 complaints involving HVAC noise in 2010–2015: 23,372 (1 percent of all complaints during the 
six years)

 ¡ Half of the calls (11,660) came from Community Districts MN1 through MN8.

 ¡ Most affected neighborhoods: Chelsea, Civic Center, Flat Iron, Hudson Yards, Little Italy, Soho, 
Tribeca, Union Square, the Upper West Side, and the West Village (see Map 10).

 ¡ DEP confirmed noise in 12 percent of complaints, and issued 2,845 notices of violation of the 
Noise Code.

 ¡ Map 10 shows the annual rate of complaints about HVAC per 1,000 adults by PUMA.
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MAP 10   
Annual Number of Complaints about HVAC Noise 

Sources: NYC Open Data; U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 2010 and 2015 1-Year Estimates; OSC analysis
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Appendix F: On-Premise Licenses

COMMUNITY 
DISTRICT

 ON-PREMISES 
LICENSES

MN5 1,168

MN2 820

MN3 767

MN4 619

BK1 517

MN8 498

MN6 488

BK6 368

QN7 349

MN1 343

QN1 323

MN7 317

BK2 271

QN2 203

QN3 164

BK7 146

MN12 138

BK10 132

BK15 132

QN11 130

QN4 126

QN5 125

SI1 122

BK4 117

SI3 114

SI2 109

BK8 107

BX10 101

QN6 99

BK3 86

COMMUNITY 
DISTRICT

 ON-PREMISES 
LICENSES

BK11 81

QN9 81

MN10 78

QN12 74

QN10 73

MN11 72

MN9 71

BX6 61

BX8 58

BK14 57

BK18 56

BK17 54

QN8 50

BX10 49

BX4 48

BX11 48

BK13 48

BX9 47

QN13 47

BK12 44

BX12 43

QN14 43

BX7 42

BK5 41

BX5 34

BK9 26

BX2 19

BX3 9

BK16 5

TOTAL 10,458

On-Premise Licenses by Community District  
in Effect as of June 1, 2016*

Sources:  SLA; OSC analysis. 

*Total number of on-premises licenses in effect was 10,979. Community Districts were not identified for 521 licenses.
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BRONX 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL

BX1 62 53 33 71 63 103 385

BX2 25 33 26 37 53 71 245

BX3 40 24 37 44 41 58 244

BX4 96 62 51 89 124 127 549

BX5 88 47 31 60 82 124 432

BX6 53 35 41 66 91 98 384

BX7 47 41 40 61 87 94 370

BX8 18 26 19 38 52 87 240

BX9 71 46 46 77 92 107 439

BX10 42 29 24 29 83 120 327

BX11 58 35 29 53 61 83 319

BX12 70 35 36 60 54 101 356

BROOKLYN 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL

BK1 177 96 129 187 277 476 1,342

BK2 112 57 49 86 123 251 678

BK3 91 71 74 120 125 160 641

BK4 87 63 54 129 121 174 628

BK5 82 87 66 99 132 159 625

BK6 87 74 78 131 167 349 886

BK7 91 86 62 105 139 225 708

BK8 75 32 27 58 89 133 414

BK9 29 15 16 47 41 68 216

BK10 65 56 33 90 106 175 525

BK11 78 65 60 76 103 189 571

BK12 43 33 28 54 75 112 345

BK13 68 37 20 39 60 69 293

BK14 52 39 24 54 80 98 337

BK15 72 46 47 60 105 181 531

BK16 31 42 32 50 43 59 257

BK17 68 39 37 64 73 122 403

BK18 40 28 30 47 73 121 339

MANHATTAN 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL

MN1 69 54 64 99 134 268 688

MN2 152 138 128 204 282 654 1,558

MN3 217 149 152 250 292 643 1,703

MN4 98 136 83 145 217 520 1,199

MN5 179 178 159 320 366 912 2,114

MN6 129 105 84 156 191 404 1,069

MN7 94 63 56 122 138 303 776

MN8 115 101 85 164 198 443 1,106

MN9 44 46 31 61 58 86 326

MN10 38 43 26 49 57 109 322

MN11 56 64 50 60 86 103 419

MN12 117 81 75 98 154 187 712

QUEENS 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL

QN1 88 72 83 149 203 349 944

QN2 49 63 52 93 137 226 620

QN3 50 62 57 99 106 203 577

QN4 64 50 55 99 111 188 567

QN5 71 67 61 106 144 228 677

QN6 21 31 26 50 70 114 312

QN7 129 84 91 171 150 361 986

QN8 24 21 15 28 51 69 208

QN9 32 56 45 46 117 130 426

QN10 46 28 23 43 74 116 330

QN11 26 39 28 41 51 132 317

QN12 91 62 56 103 126 168 606

QN13 43 25 29 57 57 86 297

QN14 28 20 17 28 39 55 187

STATEN 
ISLAND 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL

SI1 100 56 55 99 109 185 604

SI2 60 33 31 57 72 105 358

SI3 31 35 32 37 67 129 331

Appendix G:  
State Liquor Authority-Issued Licenses
Annual New and Most Current Renewal SLA Licenses Issued,  
by Community District

Sources: SLA; OSC analysis
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Appendix H: Annual Noise Complaints

Selected Annual Noise Complaints Reported in NYC Open Data
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Through 6/30/2017

Alarms 1,152 1,154 1,194 1,676 3,043 3,671 3,732 2,640

Animals 6,163 5,843 6,730 6,728 7,709 7,725 6,917 3,612

Construction 13,183 15,501 16,022 18,453 32,269 37,289 38,657 19,673

After-Hours* 9,364 11,357 11,476 13,362 23,466 27,188 23,806 12,187

Helicopters 493 1,278 691 769 1,286 1,494 1,006 424

Horn Honking 1,884 1,987 1,894 2,291 3,453 4,450 5,268 3,628

HVAC* 4,084 3,763 3,736 3,479 4,140 4,170 4,322 2,610

Idling 3,800 3,858 3,619 3,552 4,065 5,305 5,993 3,816

Nightlife 19,906 18,712 20,576 24,367 33,295 37,731 47,699 23,119

Outside 28,184 28,514 32,264 34,575 47,581 65,835 88,197 46,464

Private Carters 658 747 1,048 969 965 1,178 1,398 692

Residential 115,611 115,544 129,611 151,422 192,464 206,675 221,211 112,467

Source: NYC Open Data 311 Noise Complaints; OSC analysis.

*After Hours is a subset of Construction noise complaints and represents complaints made to 311 after 6 PM and before 7 AM on weekdays, 
and at any hour on Saturday or Sunday. HVAC is an acronym for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning. The table shown above presents 
tallies of selected complaints included in data downloaded from NYC Open Data on August 19, 2016 and July 11, 2017. For example, the 
tallies shown above exclude complaints to 311 about party boats, ice cream trucks, requests for horn honking signs, and other complaints.
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Int. No. 1653-B

By Council Members Kallos, Constantinides, Dromm, Mendez and Menchaca

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to responses to noise
complaints

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:

Section 1. Section 24-207 of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended by adding new

subdivisions (e) and (f) to read as follows:

Council Home Legislation Calendar City Council Committees

Details Reports

History (15) Text

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B
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(e) The commissioner shall adopt rules prescribing specific time frames for inspections in response to

after hours noise complaints received by the department in order to ensure that such inspections are most likely

to occur at (i) a time that the alleged noise is continued from the time of the complaint or (ii) at a time when the

alleged noise is likely to be repeated.

 (f) The commissioner shall publish on the city’s website the manner by which noise levels shall be

measured during inspections conducted pursuant to this section and in accordance with section 24-217.1 which

shall be available online

(f) By no later than January 31 of each year, the department shall submit to the mayor and the council,

and publicly post on its website, a report, containing, at a minimum, for the previous calendar year:

(i) the number of inspectors employed by the department;

(ii) the number of complaints regarding noise received by the department, disaggregated by the type of

noise;

(iii)  the number of after hours noise complaints responded to within the amount of time prescribed by

rule as well as the number of duplicative after hours noise complaints;

 (iv) the number of non-violation resolutions to complaints;

(v) the number of noise related violations issued;

 (vi) the number of such violations which were dismissed;

 (vii) the amount of civil penalties which were paid pursuant to such violations;

(viii) the number of alternative noise mitigation plans approved pursuant to section 24-221 of this code;

and

(ix) the number of written stop work orders issued pursuant to section 24-223.1 of this code.

§ 2. Subdivision (a) of section 24-219 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended

by local law number 113 for the year 2005, is amended to read as follows:

(a) The commissioner shall adopt rules prescribing noise mitigation strategies, methods, procedures and

technology that shall be used [at] where construction [sites] is occurring at any location (sites) whenever any

one or more of the construction devices or activities listed below are employed or performed:

(1) air compressors.

(2) pile drivers.

(3) sledgehammers.

(4) bulldozers.

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B
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(5) pneumatic hammers.

(6) [steam shovels] interior renovation as defined in such rules.

(7) derricks.

(8) cranes.

(9) [steam or] electric powered hoists.

(10) off-road construction vehicles other than trucks.

(11) pumps.

(12) pneumatic tools.

(13) blasting.

(14) power tools.

(15) tunneling machines.

(16) construction devices with internal combustion engines.

(17) construction devices that emit impulsive sound.

(18) construction devices that create vibration.

(19) metal plates used in street construction to temporarily cover excavations.

(20) any other construction devices or activities specified in such rules.

§ 3. Subdivision (e) of section 24-220 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended

by a local law amending the administrative code of the city of New York relating to public access to noise

mitigation plans, as proposed in introduction number 1300-A for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:

(e) The plan shall be filed electronically with the department no later than  30 days after the

commencement of construction if it conforms in all respects to the rules of the department with respect to

construction devices and activities employed or performed at the construction site. A plan that deviates in any

respect from such rules or an alternative noise mitigation plan required to be certified in conjunction with an

undue hardship application pursuant to paragraph (5) of subdivision (e) of section 24-223 shall be subject to the

prior approval of the commissioner in accordance with section 24-221 of this code.

§ 4. Section 24-221 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number

113 for the year 2005, is amended to read as follows:

§ 24-221. Alternative noise mitigation plan. (a) Upon application, the commissioner may approve an

alternative noise mitigation plan for a particular construction site that deviates from strict compliance with the

noise mitigation rules. Application for approval of such plan shall be electronically submitted to the department

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B
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at least ten business days prior to the commencement of construction or as soon as practicable but no later than

24 hours prior to the commencement of construction in a form and manner and accompanied by such

information and documentation as shall be set forth in the rules of the department. An application for approval

may be submitted after the commencement of construction if an application includes a showing that all

reasonable available mitigation measures have been implemented since the commencement of construction but

aggregate sound levels from the site exceed or are reasonably anticipated to exceed one or more of the

applicable limits in this chapter.

The commissioner may approve such alternative noise mitigation plan if he or she finds that:

(1) strict compliance with the noise mitigation rules would not be possible or would create an undue

hardship because of the location or unique characteristics of the site or of the construction devices or activities

to be employed or performed at the site; and

(2) the alternative noise mitigation strategies, methods, procedures or equipment proposed are consistent

with the purposes and policies of this code.

(b) [Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, with respect to construction sites where construction is

performed pursuant to a permit issued prior to the effective date of this section or in the case of construction by

or on behalf of a city agency where construction is performed under a contract bid out prior to the effective date

of this section, application for approval of an alternative noise mitigation plan may be submitted within 60 days

after the effective date of this section. The commissioner may approve such plan if he or she finds that:

(1) strict compliance with the noise mitigation rules would not be possible or would create an undue

hardship because of the location or unique characteristics of the site or of the construction devices or activities

employed or performed at the site, or

(2) strict compliance with such rules would be unreasonable or unduly burdensome with respect to

construction work that is imminent or ongoing on the effective date of this section, or

(3) with respect to city construction projects, the implementation of contract modifications to achieve

strict compliance with such rules would result in unreasonable delay and/or increased expenditure for a

necessary public improvement, and

(4) the alternative noise mitigation strategies, methods, procedures or equipment proposed are consistent

with the purposes and policies of this code.

(c)] Where the commissioner rejects an alternative noise mitigation plan, an applicant may appeal such

rejection in accordance with the rules of the department. An alternative plan shall not be in effect unless and

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B
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until it has been approved by the commissioner except that where a timely alternative plan has been filed with

the commissioner for approval, a construction site in compliance with such alternative plan shall be deemed to

be in compliance with this section unless and until such plan is rejected by the commissioner and for a

reasonable time thereafter as determined by the commissioner.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, construction work performed in accordance

with an approved alternative noise mitigation plan containing decibel level limits and requirements prescribed

for specific sources or devices that is in full compliance with this section and the rules promulgated by the

department thereunder shall be deemed to be in full compliance with all decibel level limits set forth in any

other section of this chapter. § 5. Subdivision  (d) of section 24-223 of the administrative code of the city of

New York, as added by local law number 113 for the year 2005, is amended to read as follows:

 (d)  [Where there is] During the time that an after hours authorization is in effect, notwithstanding full

compliance with the noise mitigation plan [yet nevertheless] the department shall issue an advisory or a

violation where aggregate sound levels from the site [where an after hours authorization is in effect] exceed the

following limits:

(1) 8dB(A), and  on or after January 1, 2020, 7 dB(A) above the ambient sound level as measured in any

residential receiving property dwelling unit [(]with windows and doors that may affect the measurement

closed[), the commissioner may request the person performing the work to confer with representatives of the

department regarding additional noise mitigation measures that may be employed at the site to reduce aggregate

sound levels. After such conference the commissioner may direct amendment of the noise mitigation plan for

the site. Failure to respond to a request for a conference or to amend the noise mitigation plan within the time

prescribed in a notice issued by the department shall be a violation of this code.], or

(2) the noise levels specified in section 24-228 (a) of this code on a construction site that is not within

200 feet of a residential receptor, or

(3) except as provided in paragraph (4) of this subdivision, 80dB(A), and on or after January 1, 2020, 75

dB(A) as measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources at a point outside the property line where the

source or sources are located or as measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources on a public right-of-

way when that source is within 200 feet of a residential receptor, or

(4)  85dB(A) as measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources at a point outside the property line

where the source or sources are located, or as measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources on a public-

right-of-way when the source is street construction.

NEW NOISE LEGISLATION INT. NO. 1653-B
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§ 6. Subchapter 4 of chapter 2 of title 24 of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended

by adding a new section 24-223.1 to read as follows:

§ 24-223.1 Stop work order.

(a) Whenever the department finds that any work is being performed in violation of section 24-222 or

section 24-228 or any rules promulgated thereunder, and such work poses a threat to human health and safety,

the department may issue a stop work order with respect to such work or solely with respect to the equipment

used for work being performed in violation of section 24-222 or 24-228.

(b) Such order may be given (i) verbally or (ii) posted at the site and served personally on or mailed to

the owner, lessee or occupant of the site, or to the person executing the work at the site, or to the agent of any of

them and shall include the reason for the issuance of the stop work order. A verbal stop work order shall be

followed promptly by a written order in accordance with this subdivision.

(c) Upon issuance of a stop work order, work specified in the order shall immediately cease, except

work authorized or required by the commissioner or the head of any other agency  to ensure public safety or to

stabilize the site.

(d) No person shall with knowledge or notice of a stop work order allow, authorize, promote, continue

or cause to be continued such work that is the subject of the stop work order.

(e) A stop work order issued pursuant to subdivision a of this section may be appealed in accordance

with the rules of the department, and the commissioner shall provide notice and an opportunity to be heard

within 14 days of the filing of such appeal. A stop work order shall be lifted if, upon appeal, the commissioner

determines that the issuance of such order was not proper, or upon the submission of proof satisfactory to the

commissioner that the requirements of such order have been satisfied. In the case of a verbal order, if the

commissioner determines that the condition that gave rise to the order has been immediately corrected,

including but not limited to which devices or activities may not be used or performed at the same time and

which activities may be prohibited, such order shall be lifted at once and shall not be followed by a written

order.

§ 7. Section 24-224 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number

113 for the year 2005, is amended to read as follows:

§ 24-224. Construction work without noise mitigation plan unlawful.  It shall be unlawful to perform

work at any construction site in the city that is not in compliance with a noise mitigation plan where such plan

is required pursuant to this subchapter and with the noise mitigation rules adopted pursuant to this subchapter.
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[Notwithstanding any other provision of this code, construction work performed in accordance with a noise

mitigation plan that is in full compliance with this subchapter and such rules shall be deemed to be in

compliance with all decibel level limits set forth in other subchapters of this code. The provisions of this

subchapter shall supercede all other provisions of this code relating to construction activities or devices that are

inconsistent with or in conflict therewith.]

§ 8. Section 24-228 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number

113 for the year 2005, is  amended to read as follows:

§ 24-228. Construction[, exhausts and other] devices. (a) No person shall operate or use or cause to be

operated or used a construction device or combination of devices in such a way as to create an unreasonable

noise. For the purposes of this section unreasonable noise shall include but shall not be limited to sound that

exceeds the following prohibited noise levels:

(1) Sound, other than impulsive sound, attributable to the source or sources, that exceeds 85 dB(A) as

measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources at a point outside the property line where the source or

sources are located or as measured 50 or more feet from the source or sources on a public right-of-way.

(2) Impulsive sound, attributable to the source, that is 15 dB(A) or more above the ambient sound level

as measured at any point within a receiving property or as measured at a distance of 15 feet or more from the

source on a public right-of-way. Impulsive sound levels shall be measured in the A-weighting network with the

sound level meter set to fast response. The ambient sound level shall be taken in the A-weighting network with

the sound level meter set to slow response.

(3) Sound  that exceeds the decibel levels set forth in subdivision (d) of section 24-223 during the time

that an after hours authorization is required to be in effect.

(b) Where a particular sound source or device is subject to decibel level limits and requirements

specifically prescribed for such source or device elsewhere in this code, such specific decibel limits shall apply

to such device or source. However, if aggregate sound levels from a construction site exceed the limits set forth

in this section, compliance with such specific decibel limits shall not be a defense in any proceeding relating to

a violation of this section.

§ 9. This local law takes effect 180 days after it becomes law, provided that section three takes effect on the

same date that a local law for the year 2017 amending the administrative code of the city of New York relating

to public access to noise mitigation plans, as proposed in introduction number 1300-A, takes effect and except

that the department of environmental protection may take such measures as are necessary for the
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implementation of this local law, including the promulgation of rules, prior to such date and further provided

that the amendments to section 24-221, 24-223 and 24-228 of title 24 of the administrative code of the city of

New York made by sections four, five and eight of this local law that increase or impose new decibel level

limits and the amendments to section 24-224 of such code made by section seven of this local law shall not

apply to construction sites where construction work is performed pursuant to a permit issued prior to the

effective date of sections four, five, seven and eight of this local law or in case of construction by or on behalf

of a city agency where construction work is performed under a contract bid out prior to the effective date of

sections four, five, seven and eight of this local law.

[SS] LS #7788

12/8/17 - 2:30p
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MayorFirst LadyNewsOfficials

Mayor Signs Legislation to Help Limit
Construction Noise
January 17, 2018

NEW YORK—Mayor Bill de Blasio today signed legislation into law, authored by Council Member Ben
Kallos in collaboration with DEP, aimed at reducing overnight and weekend construction noise and
making New York City more livable. Intro. 1653-B allows inspectors to take noise readings from the
roadway or sidewalk, rather than requiring that the reading be taken from inside of a complainant’s
apartment, empowers inspectors to shut down equipment that is too loud, and calls for new rules for
responding when the noise is most likely to happen again.  In addition, construction companies will be
required to electronically file noise mitigation plans, which will make it easier for inspectors and the
public to review online.

“Noise pollution has gotten out of control when your alarm clock has been replaced by a jackhammer.
But the incessant din of construction doesn’t have to be the reality of living in a big city. We can do
something about it,” said Mayor de Blasio. “This legislation is giving city inspectors the tools they need
to damp down the racket, protecting New Yorkers’ health and offering some peace and quiet in the city
that never sleeps.”

“Working with the City Council, this legislation will empower our noise inspectors with new tools to more
effectively enforce the City’s Noise Code,” said DEP Commissioner Vincent Sapienza.  “By lowering
the allowable after hours noise limit in residential areas, allowing inspectors to take noise readings from
the street, rather than from inside an apartment, and empowering inspectors with the ability to issue a
stop work order for noisy equipment, this legislation should help bring some much needed relief to New
Yorkers.”

“New York City may be the city that never sleeps but that shouldn’t be because of after hours
construction noise waking you up. Our new law will turn down the volume on after hours construction
noise in residential neighborhoods,” said Council Member Ben Kallos. “Thank you to Mayor Bill de
Blasio for signing this bill into law and to Department of Environmental Protection Commissioner Vincent
Sapienza for his agencies expertise and collaboration on this legislation, as well as to the countless
residents who have complained regularly about after-hours noise, which led to this legislation to keep
our city a little bit quieter.”
pressoffice@cityhall.nyc.gov  

(212) 788-2958
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AN INNOVATIVE USE OF DATA ANALYTICS FOR 
PUBLIC SECTOR AUDITING
INVESTIGATING NOISE COMPLAINTS IN NEW YORK CITY

By H. Tina Kim, CIA, CGAP, CRMA, CPA, CFE, CISA, CFF, CGMA, 
Deputy Comptroller for State Government Accountability  

Cheryl Pahaham, Ph.D., Director of Planning and Product 
Development  

New York City is well known for its noise. In fact, the No. 1 
quality of life complaint reported to the city’s 311 complaint 
system is noise. To address this issue, the New York Office of 
the State Comptroller (OSC) made innovative use of a survey 
and public data to find out whether complaints were being effectively processed. Their path of discovery shows how 
innovation and creativity — combined with technology — are indispensable tools for risk assessment. 

The New York City noise project was used as a pilot program for exploring how creative use of data analytics could drive risk 
assessment efficiency and effectiveness. The OSC used a combination of NYC Open Data, public opinion surveys, and in-depth 
data analysis to discover more about how noise complaints were processed. Preliminary results from the pilot program show 
that this approach improved the efficiency of how OSC conceives and plans audits and assisted in gathering information and 
insight more quickly. Going beyond audit planning, this approach has also helped OSC uncover previously unknown patterns 
and relationships related to noise issues, which has led to better resource allocations and decisions.   

The City That Never Sleeps  
Every day New York City’s 8 million residents face a constant barrage of urban noise — street traffic, construction, emergency 
vehicles, the subway, and air traffic are just a few of the offenders. At the very least, urban noise reduces quality of life, but at 
worst, urban noise can jeopardize public health and safety. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the World Health 
Organization (WHO) have documented the harmful effects of chronic exposure to noise on health and well-being. Repeated 
noise exposure has been linked to hearing loss, cardiovascular disease, hypertension, premature mortality, and reduced 
learning and productivity, among other problems.   

Listening to the Public 
Between 2010 and 2015, New Yorkers made more than 1.6 million complaints about noise via the 311 complaint hotline. 
Nightlife and construction noise are among the most common noise complaints. However, despite having what is considered 
to be a model noise code, noise complaints continue to rise unabated year after year throughout the city (Exhibit 1). In 
response to this information, OSC launched an electronic public opinion survey on noise in New York City neighborhoods 
(OSC Noise Survey) in March 2016 to gain better insight at the grassroots level. 

To elicit public participation, OSC conducted outreach to New York City’s Community Boards — the local representation for 
each of the city’s 59 districts — through emails, letters, phone calls, and presentations at public meetings and to community 
media. The online survey, which was available in Chinese, English, Russian, and Spanish, drew responses from more than 
4,000 people.  

SUMMARY 
Find out how an audit function efficiently 
defined a public problem and conducted an 
effective audit by using surveys and publicly 
available information. This case study shows 
how the New York Office of the State 
Comptroller addressed a pervasive issue in 
New York City: unresolved noise complaints. 
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OSC chose to conduct a survey as a part of its risk assessment for many reasons. First, risk assessment surveys are a tried-
and-true approach for risk identification when trying to reach a large audience dispersed over multiple locations. When done 
through an electronic survey tool, they allow the rapid gathering of information that can be easily downloaded, collated, and 
analyzed using data analytic software. In addition, risk assessment surveys are a valuable approach for the prioritization of 
risks previously identified through other risk identification activities. However, when used as a public engagement tool, 
surveys can also provide clues to help uncover previously unknown information, patterns, and relationships. Moreover, such 
surveys have the added benefit of increasing public engagement in a public sector organization’s audit work. 

OSC Noise Survey results were used not only to prioritize audit work but also to identify government and private industry 
data that might contain additional information valuable to the analysis. For example, based on 311 data, more than half of 
the approximately 132,000 construction noise complaints filed between 2010 and 2015 were made after 6 p.m. and before 7 
a.m., including approximately 18,000 made on weekends (Friday evening 
through Sunday night). Many OSC Noise Survey respondents pointed out 
that any construction activity during these time frames on weekdays and 
at any time on weekends requires an after-hours noise variance from the 
New York City Department of Buildings. (The public can find out which 
locations have obtained after-hours noise variances at http://a810-
bisweb.nyc.gov/bisweb/bispi00.jsp.) 

Survey respondents also provided valuable insight on potential 
weaknesses in internal controls over the complaint process. For instance, 
construction noise complaints are generally handled by the New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). Based on 311 data, of the 
approximately 132,000 construction noise complaints filed between 2010 
and 2015, the DEP found violations in just over 2,600 cases and resolved 
the complaint in only 126 cases. In other words, the DEP confirmed or 
resolved a noise violation in less than 3 percent of noise complaints over 
the five years reviewed.  

  

Exhibit 1: Increase in Rate of Noise Complaints from 2010 to 2015 
 

Note: This map uses PUMAs (Public Use Microdata Areas), as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. 

132,000 

2,600 126 

Construction
noise

complaints

Complaints for
which DEP*

found a
violation

Complaints
resolved by

DEP*

Exhibit 2: Construction Noise 
Complaints, and Response 

(2010 to 2015)

Note: DEP stands for New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection. 
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Investigating the Responses to Public Complaints  
OSC dug deeper into the data to find out more about DEP’s complaint investigations. An important issue raised by survey 
respondents, particularly for those who were told by the DEP that their construction complaint was unfounded, was when 
inspection of their complaints was occurring. In New York City, as noted, construction is not allowed after 6 p.m. and before 7 
a.m. or on weekends (Friday evening through Sunday night) without a variance. Survey respondents pointed out that if an 
inspection of an after-hours construction noise complaint is made during work hours, it is unlikely to determine that such 
noise is occurring. The OSC analyzed data about DEP response to complaints and confirmed that investigations of after-hours 
construction noise complaints did not consistently correspond to the time of the alleged violations (Exhibit 3).  

Exhibit 3: Construction Noise Complaints and Inspections 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Note: This is a summary of 311 call information from Jan. 1, 2010, through Dec. 31, 2015. As a proxy for complaint and inspection times, OSC 
used the time of day for the 311 complaint calls and the time of day that inspectors noted for completion of an inspection. Sources: NYC 
Open Data downloaded November 8, 2016; OSC analysis. 

Confirming Validity of Survey Response 
After the discrepancy between complaint and investigation times was noted, the OSC drew on additional data resources to 
confirm that survey responses accurately represented the location and type of noise complaints. First, the OSC combined 
results of the survey with an analysis of publicly available data from state, city, and federal sources, including 311 complaint 
data obtained from NYC Open Data for 2010 through 2015. Data was categorized by type and location (e.g., address). For 
each area of concern identified in the survey, additional data was automatically extracted using data scraping to increase 
efficiency.   

The next step was to use geographic information systems software and other visualization tools to create an image that 
combined construction permit data with construction complaint data. In addition, construction permit data and complaint 
data were both analyzed over time to identify trend. This analysis established that survey respondents had correctly 
identified construction noise hot-spot areas that had a significant number of noise complaints as well as the correlation 
between permits and noise (Appendix A). Moreover, by mapping this data by tax lot, OSC could quickly access additional data 
regarding buildings and properties, such as property ownership and the zoning. As shown in Exhibit 4, OSC imbedded detailed 
information within the map file to add insight about the locations where a high number of complaints occurred.  

Summary of Findings and Follow Up 
The OSC Noise Survey and subsequent research indicated that complaints made through 311 appear to have been ineffective 
in addressing noise violations, even in situations where hundreds of complaints had been made concerning the same 
location. OSC Noise Survey respondents observed that investigations were often not conducted at the same times of day that 
the complaints were made. OSC used 311 call data to compare complaint times with investigation times over a five-year 
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period and confirmed a mismatch between complaint times and investigation times (Exhibit 2). In addition, OSC confirmed 
that problem locations identified in the survey were similar to problem locations identified through 311 call data. Finally, OSC 
discovered that specific types of noise were often correlated with other activity such as construction noise and construction 
permits (Appendix A). Because city and state agencies have a mandate and authority to investigate and prevent harmful noise 
due to nightlife and construction, the poor response to noise complaints required further investigation. Therefore, OSC 
engaged two audits of the nightlife and construction noise management being carried out by New York City and New York 
State governmental entities.  

Conclusion  
Over the past year, OSC has invested both human capital and technology 
resources in improving its risk assessment process. By repurposing the risk 
identification survey — a tool traditionally used to gather internal 
information — to a public engagement tool, OSC has been able to quickly 
gain significant insight into an issue that has bedeviled New York City for 
decades.   

With the advent of electronic survey tools, information and insight can be 
quickly and efficiently obtained and seamlessly integrated into the data 
analytic work. This has allowed OSC to better understand some of the 
significant issues facing government, enabling OSC to better focus audit 
efforts on issues that are important to the public.  

Moreover, by making all of the data and analysis from the risk assessment 
publicly accessible, OSC has also improved transparency and accountability 
— a critical consideration in the public sector. The maps and summary data 
have been directly shared with public stakeholders, such as New York City 
Community Boards. In doing so, OSC has carried out part of its core mission 
to provide valuable information for key decision-makers as well as provided 
insightful, proactive, and future-focused services — one of the core 
principles of internal auditing.   

  

Exhibit 4: Building and Property 
Information Embedded within Tax Map 
File  
 

Source: NY City Digital Tax Map User Guide 
downloaded from 
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/finance/download
s/pdf/dtm_nycitymap_user_guide.pdf 
 

ABOUT THE EXPERTS 
This article was prepared by H. Tina Kim and Cheryl Pahaham of the New York Office of the State 
Comptroller. Kim is deputy comptroller, state government accountability, and Pahaham is director of 
planning and product development. Data mapping was performed by Hilary Papineau and Rachel Hurd. 
Data analytics was performed by Daniel Zimmerman, David P. Schaeffer, and Xiouhu Nian. 
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ABOUT THE ACGA 
Established in 2014, the American Center for Government Auditing (ACGA) is a specialty offering of The IIA for 
government auditors in the United States. The ACGA was established to provide public sector auditors with low-cost, 
high-quality professional development; networking opportunities for knowledge sharing among public sector 
stakeholders; and ongoing, timely, and relevant reporting on trends, benchmarking, and thought leadership in the audit 
profession. 

ABOUT THE IIA 
Established in 1941, The IIA is an international professional association with global headquarters in Altamonte Springs, 
Fla., USA. The IIA is the internal audit profession’s international standard-setter, sole provider of globally accepted 
certifications, and principal researcher and educator. 

DISCLAIMER 
The ACGA and The IIA publish this document for informational and educational purposes. This material is not intended 
to provide definitive answers to specific individual circumstances and as such is only intended to be used as a guide. The 
ACGA and The IIA recommend that you always seek independent expert advice relating directly to any specific situation. 
The ACGA and The IIA accept no responsibility for anyone placing sole reliance on this material. 
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Copyright © 2017 The Institute of Internal Auditors. For permission to reproduce, please contact The IIA at 
ACGA@theiia.org. 

 

Global Headquarters 
The Institute of Internal Auditors 
1035 Greenwood Blvd., Suite 401 
Lake Mary, FL 32746, USA 
Phone:      +1-407-937-1111 
Fax:           +1-407-937-1101 
acga.theiia.org 

 ACGA KNOWLEDGE BRIEF: An Innovative Use of Data Analytics for Public Sector Auditing



K. COMPANION AUDIT: Responsiveness to 
Noise Complaints Related to New York 
City Nightlife Establishments (2016-S-37)



page 119

New York State Office of the State Comptroller
Thomas P. DiNapoli

Division of State Government Accountability

Report 2016-S-37 June 2017

Responsiveness to Noise 
Complaints Related to New York 

City Nightlife Establishments

New York City Police Department 
New York State Liquor Authority



page 120

2016-S-37

Division of State Government Accountability 1

Executive Summary
Purpose
To determine whether the New York City Police Department (NYPD) and the New York State Liquor 
Authority (SLA) have effectively addressed noise complaints related to nightlife establishments in 
New York City (NYC).  Our audit period was January 1, 2010 through March 31, 2016, with a focus 
on calendar years 2014 and 2015.  

Background
For the period January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015, a total of 713,264 noise complaints 
were called in to NYC’s 311 system. According to the World Health Organization’s Guidelines for 
Community Noise, the general population is increasingly exposed to community noise, creating the 
potential for a significant public health concern. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
has also outlined adverse health effects from noise, including: hearing loss; increased stress, 
anxiety, and fatigue; elevated blood pressure; cardiovascular disease; loss of sleep; increased 
heart rate; and increased sensitivity to sound. 

Various State and City agencies are responsible for handling noise complaints.  For purposes of 
this audit, which focuses on noise complaints pertaining to NYC-based nightlife establishments, 
the NYPD and the SLA are the agencies primarily responsible. Of the aforementioned 713,264 
complaints registered through the 311 system, 328,289 pertained to addresses that had nightlife 
establishments, and these complaints were forwarded to the NYPD. 

Key Findings
The number of noise complaints called in to NYC’s 311 system has risen significantly in recent 
years, from 86,365 in 2010 to 179,394 in 2015. Over the same period, the annual number of noise 
complaints involving nightlife establishments also increased significantly, from 38,401 to 93,412.  
Thus, the number of noise complaints in NYC more than doubled between 2010 and 2015.  As a 
result of our audit, we found:

• The NYPD’s and the SLA’s efforts to communicate and coordinate noise mitigation strategies and 
tactics with each other were limited. Also, the SLA did not access and analyze pertinent data from 
NYC’s 311 system.  As a result, certain establishments with numerous noise complaints lodged 
against them continued to operate with little or no notice from public oversight authorities to 
address such complaints.

• When the SLA took action against establishments with high levels of complaints, they were 
primarily due to violations other than those related to noise. In addition, actions were rarely 
taken (if ever) against certain establishments with comparatively high levels of noise complaints. 
The NYPD used its resources to respond to the same locations hundreds of times a year, often 
with little or no apparent effect on the numbers of complaints.

• The accuracy of records maintained by these agencies needs improvement. For example, 
according to 311 system data, NYPD officers issued a total of 14 summonses to several of the 
nightlife establishments we sampled. However, NYPD officials were able to provide supporting 
documentation for only 11 of the 14 reported summonses.
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Key Recommendations
To NYPD:
• Enhance precinct record keeping of noise complaints to track the exact times of officer follow-

up to improve management analysis of response times and the effectiveness of the actions 
taken.

• Develop formal system-wide procedures to follow up on establishments with high volumes of 
complaints, including periodic communications with the SLA. Formally assess the effectiveness 
of actions taken to mitigate persistent noise problems.

To SLA:
• Develop a formal process to access and analyze 311 noise complaint data to enhance the 

efficiency and effectiveness of efforts to address potential noise violations and associated 
licensing concerns.

• Develop and implement a formal communication protocol with the NYPD and any other public 
oversight authority responsible for addressing noise matters, as they pertain to SLA-licensed 
establishments.
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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of State Government Accountability

June 9, 2017

Mr. James P. O’Neill     Mr. Vincent G. Bradley
Commissioner      Chairman
New York City Police Department   New York State Liquor Authority
1 Police Plaza      80 S. Swan Street, 9th Floor
New York, NY 10038     Albany, NY 12210

Dear Commissioner O’Neill and Chairman Bradley:

The Office of the State Comptroller is committed to providing accountability for tax dollars spent to 
support government-funded services and operations.  The Comptroller oversees the fiscal affairs 
of State agencies, public authorities, and local government agencies, as well as their compliance 
with relevant statutes and their observance of good business practices.  This fiscal oversight is 
accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities for improving operations.  
Audits can also identify strategies for reducing costs and strengthening controls that are intended 
to safeguard assets.

Following is a report of our audit entitled Responsiveness to Noise Complaints Related to New 
York City Nightlife Establishments.  The audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s 
authority as set forth in Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution; Article II, Section 8 of the 
State Finance Law; and Article III of the General Municipal Law. 

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for you to use in effectively managing 
your operations and in meeting the expectations of taxpayers.  If you have any questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability



page 123

2016-S-37

Division of State Government Accountability 4

State Government Accountability Contact Information:
Audit Director:  Kenrick Sifontes
Phone: (212) 417-5200
Email: StateGovernmentAccountability@osc.state.ny.us
Address:

Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236

This report is also available on our website at: www.osc.state.ny.us 
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Background
In 2003, New York City (NYC) launched a 311 telephone service with the mission of providing the 
public with quick, easy access to all NYC government services and information.  According to the 
311 public database, for the period January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015, 713,264 calls 
were for noise-related complaints, of which 328,289 pertained to addresses that had nightlife 
establishments. As demonstrated in Chart 1, the annual number of noise complaints has risen 
significantly in recent years, from 86,365 in 2010 to 179,394 (about a 108 percent increase) in 
2015.  During the same period, the annual number of such complaints pertaining to addresses 
that had nightlife establishments rose by 55,011 complaints (from 38,401 to 93,412), or by 143 
percent.

According to the World Health Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise, exposure to 
excessive levels of community noise can have adverse health effects for residents. The general 
population is increasingly exposed to community noise, creating the potential for a significant 
public health problem. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has also outlined the 
adverse health effects from noise.  In addition to hearing loss, noise can lead to: increased stress, 
anxiety, and fatigue; elevated blood pressure; cardiovascular disease; loss of sleep; an increased 
heart rate; and an increased sensitivity to sound.  Further, excessive noise during pregnancy may 
damage a newborn’s hearing and lead to other harmful effects.  Untreated, hearing loss can 
lead to social isolation, depression, dementia, falls, inability to work or travel, and lower physical 
activity.

New York Codes, Rules and Regulations Title 9, Section 53.1(q), states that any license issued 
pursuant to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Law (ABC Law) may be revoked, canceled, or suspended 
when any noise disturbance, misconduct, disorder, act, or activity occurs in the licensed premises, 

Chart 1 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Complaints Forwarded to NYPD 38,401 35,274 39,519 50,446 71,237 93,412
Total Complaints 86,365 92,633 101,425 107,977 145,470 179,394
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in the area in front of or adjacent to the licensed premises, or in any parking lot provided by the 
licensee for use by the licensee’s patrons, which, in the judgment of the authority, adversely 
affects or tends to affect the protection, health, welfare, safety, or repose of the inhabitants of 
the area in which the licensed premises are located, results in the licensed premises becoming a 
focal point for police attention, or is offensive to public decency.

Various State and City agencies are responsible for handling noise complaints.  For purposes of 
this audit, which focuses on noise complaints related to NYC-based nightlife establishments, the 
New York City Police Department (NYPD) and the New York State Liquor Authority (SLA) are the 
responsible agencies.
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Audit Findings and Recommendations
As noted previously, the number of noise complaints involving NYC nightlife establishments 
increased greatly in recent years.  Nonetheless, the NYPD and the SLA, the agencies primarily 
responsible for addressing such noise complaints, collectively had limited impact in mitigating 
protracted noise problems. Communication and coordination between the NYPD and the SLA 
were limited, and the SLA did not leverage pertinent noise complaint data from the 311 system. 
When the SLA took actions against establishments, they were mainly due to violations other 
than those related to noise.  As a result, certain establishments, which have had numerous noise 
complaints lodged against them, continued to operate without having to address those issues.  
There is material risk that persistent noise problems negatively affected the quality of life for 
residents of communities in the vicinity of certain nightlife establishments.   

We conclude that improvements in inter-agency communications and coordination, as well as 
improvements in record keeping, are necessary to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
efforts to address persistent noise problems.

NYPD Enforcement Activities

The NYPD’s mission is to enhance the quality of life in NYC by working in partnership with the 
community to enforce the law, preserve peace, reduce fear, and maintain order.  The NYPD 
receives noise complaints either from the 311 system or directly from the public.  According 
to NYPD officials, patrol officers are dispatched from local police precincts to respond to those 
complaints when they are not handling emergencies or more serious situations.

According to Patrol Guide procedure 214-35, the assigned officer should respond to a noise 
complaint as expeditiously as possible and notify the desk officer of the disposition of the 
complaint after his/her investigation is completed.  If the complaint is not investigated by the end 
of the assigned officer’s tour, the desk officer refers the complaint to the next shift as a priority 
assignment.  Additionally, Patrol Guide procedure 214-34 states that if an action, such as the 
issuance of a summons, is taken at an establishment that serves alcohol, the assigned officer is 
to fill out a “Police Action: Licensed/Unlicensed Premises Form,” which is forwarded to the SLA to 
inform the agency of the conditions found.

According to the 311 database for the period January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2015, there 
were 328,289 noise complaints routed to the NYPD, of which 291,073 were reported as resolved 
in some manner.  Chart 2 summarizes the annual number of noise complaints the NYPD classified 
as resolved from 2010 through 2015.
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As indicated in Chart 2, the number of noise complaints resolved each year has risen dramatically, 
from 33,482 in 2011 to 90,954 in 2015. (Note: In 2010, there was a significant number of complaints 
purportedly closed out by the NYPD; however, there were no resolution codes in the 311 system 
for these complaints.)  Thus, in 2015, the NYPD reported the resolution of almost three times the 
number of complaints than in 2011.

Our analysis and mapping of the on-premises licensed establishments with the most complaints 
found that these locations were generally clustered within particular police precincts, such as 
the 34th in Manhattan and the 114th in Queens. (See Exhibit A for the 100 locations with the 
most complaints.) Further, a map illustrating the distribution of all licensed establishments within 
NYC is shown in Exhibit B.  We selected the 30 locations with on-premises liquor licenses that 
generated the most noise complaints between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2015 (see 
Exhibit C) to examine what actions the NYPD took to address those complaints.  The total number 
of noise-related complaints from these 30 locations during this period was 13,432.  Of these, 
7,853 (58.5 percent) were made in 2014 and 2015 alone.

Regarding the 30 sampled establishments, we requested documentation of the actions taken 
by the NYPD to address the noise complaints. According to NYPD officials, patrol officers took 
various actions at 22 of the 30 locations, including meeting with the establishments’ owners as 
well as coordinating activities with other agencies, such as the SLA, that have a role in addressing 
noise. However, NYPD officials could only document actions related to 8 of the 22 establishments. 
For example, the NYPD reported that officers met on several occasions with the owners of the 
establishment at 2117 3rd Avenue (the recipient of over 1,350 complaints during the review 
period), but did not provide supporting documentation of such meetings.

We also visited the two precincts (the 34th and the 114th) with the highest concentration of high-
complaint establishments in our sample to determine how precinct staff tracked the complaints 
and documented the assigned officers’ actions. We learned that once officers responded to a 

Chart 2 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Noise Complaints 8,680 33,482 38,629 49,284 70,044 90,954

 -
 10,000
 20,000
 30,000
 40,000
 50,000
 60,000
 70,000
 80,000
 90,000

 100,000

N
um

be
r o

f C
om

pl
ai

nt
s

Noise Complaints Resolved by NYPD  2010-2015



page 128

2016-S-37

Division of State Government Accountability 9

complaint, they called the precinct with the disposition of the complaint or informed the desk 
officer when they returned to the precinct. The desk officer at the precinct then entered the 
disposition into the 311 system to close out the complaint. The time entered for case resolution 
was the time the desk officer was informed of such resolution, not necessarily the time the officer 
actually responded to and/or resolved the complaint. Thus, we were unable to determine how 
quickly officers actually responded to their assigned noise complaints.

Based on the times between NYPD receipt of complaints and the corresponding resolution 
times reported in the 311 system, it took an average of 2 hours 52 minutes to close a complaint.  
However, some complaints took significantly longer, and neither 311 nor the NYPD tracked the 
time it took for an officer to respond to the complaint. Rather, the only times tracked are the time 
the call came into 311, and the time a resolution to the complaint was posted.  For example, for a 
complaint made on November 21, 2015, 9 hours 39 minutes had elapsed between the time it was 
received and the time it was noted as resolved in 311.  However, during this period, the noise in 
question could have stopped or significantly diminished some time before patrol officers arrived 
on scene. Of note, the Mayor’s Management Report for 2016 established a limit of 0.3 days (or 
7.2 hours) for officers to respond to a noise complaint.  Considering the time allowed to respond 
to these complaints, there is considerable risk that the noise in question stopped or diminished 
prior to the arrival of the officers.  Further, we note that 1,661 of the 291,073 complaints reported 
as resolved – less than 1 percent – resulted in the issuance of a summons by the NYPD.

From our review of the 311 data, the NYPD usually used nine disposition codes to describe how 
each case was resolved.  For 184,146 of the 328,289 complaints (about 56 percent) for 2010-
2015, one of the following three dispositions was recorded:

• No evidence of a noise violation at the time of arrival;
• Those persons allegedly responsible for the noise condition had left the scene; and
• The responding officer determined that police action was not necessary.

For another 95,464 (about 29 percent) of the complaints, the disposition was recorded as, “The 
Police Department responded to the complaint and took action to fix the condition.”  In these 
instances, however, there was no record detailing the nature of the actions taken and the results 
of such actions. Thus, for 85 percent (56 plus 29) of the NYPD’s responses to these complaints, 
either no actions were taken or it is unclear what actions were taken to address the complaints.

For example, a detailed review of the complaint history for 2117 3rd Avenue showed that, of 
the 1,350 noise complaints received (in 2014 and 2015), 243 and 346 of the complaints were 
filed in November and December 2015, respectively.  On two days in December 2015 alone (the 
7th and the 21st), there were 78 and 68 complaints filed, respectively. This pattern continued in 
January 2016, when there were 239 more complaints.  In total, there were 828 complaints for 
this address for the three-month period. For 704 of these 828 complaints, the NYPD determined 
either that police action was not necessary or there was no evidence of any violations. For only 
119 complaints was there an indication that police took corrective action.

As discussed later in this report, the SLA can revoke, cancel, or suspend a liquor license when any 
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noise adversely affects or tends to affect the protection, health, and welfare of the citizens of 
the area in which the licensed premises are located, results in the licensed premises becoming a 
focal point for police attention, or is offensive to public decency. Clearly, a location like 2117 3rd 
Avenue was a focal point of police attention. However, pertinent NYPD information about such 
locations is not routinely shared with, nor requested by, the SLA.  Consequently, the SLA’s use of 
pertinent NYPD data for its licensing and code enforcement functions was limited. 

The 311 system data for our scope period indicated that 50 summonses were issued by officers 
responding to complaints about nightlife establishments – 14 of which pertained to our 30 sampled 
establishments. However, NYPD officials were only able to document 11 of the 14 reported 
summonses.  Consequently, in three (14 minus 11) instances, it was unclear if summonses were 
in fact issued.  

Further, as evidence of communication and coordination with the SLA, NYPD officials provided 
details of five noise referrals to the SLA on two nightlife establishments in our sample.  However, 
SLA officials were able to confirm only three of the five referrals. The two unconfirmed referrals 
(for the same location) related to loud television sound that carried into the street.  Further, there 
were 2,743 noise complaints between the two establishments with the most complaints.  However, 
there was no evidence of police referrals per NYPD or SLA records, nor were we provided with any 
evidence of ongoing communication between the NYPD and the SLA related to complaints made 
about these establishments. Consequently, based on our review, we questioned the adequacy of 
communication and coordination between the NYPD and the SLA to address establishments with 
comparatively high levels of noise complaints. 

Recommendations to NYPD

1. Enhance precinct record keeping of noise complaints to track the exact times of officer follow-
up to improve management analysis of response times and the effectiveness of the actions 
taken.

2. Develop formal system-wide procedures to follow up on establishments with high volumes of 
complaints, including periodic communications with the SLA. Formally assess the effectiveness 
of actions taken to mitigate persistent noise problems.

SLA Enforcement Activities  

The SLA was created in 1934, pursuant to the ABC Law, which was enacted “for the protection, 
health, welfare and safety of the people of the State” and to “regulate and control the manufacture, 
and distribution within the state of alcoholic beverages for the purpose of fostering and promoting 
temperance in their consumption and respect for and obedience to law.”

The SLA’s mission is to “work cooperatively with community leaders and industry members to 
ensure participation by all agency stakeholders in the licensing and enforcement processes; and 
ensure that those who abuse the privilege of holding a license are fairly and firmly disciplined.”  The 
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SLA carries out this mission through its various divisions.  The Licensing Division is responsible for 
processing licenses, permits, and brand label registrations, while the Enforcement Unit and Legal 
Bureau are responsible for the protection of the public by working with local law enforcement 
agencies to bring administrative actions against licensees who violate the law.

New York Codes, Rules and Regulations Title 9, Section 53.1(q), states that the SLA can revoke, 
cancel, or suspend a liquor license when any noise adversely affects or tends to affect the 
protection, health, and welfare of the citizens of the area in which the licensed premises are 
located, results in the licensed premises becoming a focal point for police attention, or is offensive 
to public decency. SLA officials informed us that their enforcement actions and investigations are 
complaint driven. Although officials usually do not open cases based solely on noise complaints, 
such complaints are coupled with other issues (such as alcohol sales to minors or non-compliance 
with building codes) that officials believe are of greater importance.

SLA officials also informed us that they receive complaints from elected officials, community 
boards, private individuals, and corporations and through NYPD referrals. However, they do not 
proactively access the 311 system, where the majority of noise-related complaints are lodged, 
nor do they have a structured process to consider relevant NYPD actions when making licensing 
and renewal decisions. Formal communication and coordination with the NYPD could help SLA 
officials to identify locations that have been the focal point of police activity, a factor that officials 
could use to determine whether a license should be renewed, suspended, canceled, or revoked. 
According to SLA officials, the most effective way to control noise is to place limitations on licenses 
and prosecute establishments for not operating within their license agreement. For instance, 
the SLA Board has placed conditions and/or restrictions on licenses for certain restaurants 
with backyard seating to help reduce community noise. If a restaurant violates its conditions/
restrictions, the SLA can prosecute the licensee and assess a civil penalty of up to $10,000, or 
cancel or suspend the license.

According to SLA records, since January 1, 2014, the SLA has denied 619 new or renewable 
on-premises liquor licenses and canceled or revoked an additional 42 for a variety of reasons, 
including (but not solely due to) noise.  As noted previously, reasons to not issue, renew, or to 
cancel a license typically included serving alcohol to an under-aged individual or non-compliance 
with building codes.

We reviewed data from the SLA’s electronic files for the 30 sampled establishments listed in 
Exhibit C to determine the actions taken by the SLA to address the numerous complaints lodged 
against those entities. As shown in Exhibit D, 32 cases with a noise component were opened, 
investigated, or prosecuted by the SLA between 2010 and 2015, with 20 of those cases opened 
during our audit period (2014 and 2015). Further, the resolutions of 10 of the 32 cases were noted 
as “Insufficient Resources.”  According to SLA officials, when a complaint was not considered a 
high priority, a previous SLA director would routinely close the case without any action taken, 
citing a lack of available staff.  SLA officials told us that this practice has since been discontinued, 
and now all open cases are reviewed to ensure that appropriate action is taken.

However, as illustrated in Exhibit D, the SLA opened relatively few cases between 2010 and 2015 
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for the 30 establishments, despite the significant number of 311 noise complaints lodged against 
them. By not accessing 311 data, the SLA limited its use of information that was relevant to 
apparent noise problems in NYC. As such, there was material risk that serious noise violations, if 
not brought directly to the attention of the SLA, were not adequately addressed.

In response to a preliminary audit finding, SLA officials disagreed with our recommendation 
to use 311 data, because a 311 complaint did not necessarily prove that an establishment was 
excessively noisy.  We acknowledge that a complaint, in and of itself, is not proof of excessive 
noise.  Nonetheless, a significant aggregation of complaints is an indicator that noise levels could 
be excessive and should be investigated as warranted.

Recommendations to SLA

3. Develop a formal process to access and analyze 311 noise complaint data to enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of efforts to address potential noise violations and associated 
licensing concerns.

4. Develop and implement a formal communication protocol with the NYPD and any other public 
oversight authority responsible for addressing noise matters, as they pertain to SLA-licensed 
establishments.

Audit Scope, Objective, and Methodology
The objective of this audit was to determine whether the NYPD and the SLA effectively addressed 
noise complaints related to nightlife establishments in NYC.  Our audit period was January 1, 2010 
through March 31, 2016, with a focus on calendar years 2014 and 2015.

To accomplish our objective and assess related internal controls over noise data collection and 
mitigation procedures, we interviewed NYPD and SLA officials and staff and reviewed the NYC 
Noise Code, ABC Law, and relevant NYPD patrol guides. We reviewed and analyzed NYC Open 
Data noise complaints, SLA compliance and resolution documents regarding noise attributed 
to nightlife establishments, and NYPD reports and other documents regarding noise complaint 
actions. We also visited two NYPD precincts to observe their processes. 

NYC Open Data contained 1.6 million noise complaints for calendar years 2010 through 2015, 
of which some 900,000 were described as complaints regarding residential noise, which were 
not the subject of this audit. When excluded, there were 713,264 complaints related to non-
residential establishments. Of this number, 328,289 complaints were forwarded to the NYPD, 
including for addresses where there are nightlife establishments.  

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 
our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
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findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.

In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs certain other constitutionally and 
statutorily mandated duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York State.  These include operating 
the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s financial statements; and approving State 
contracts, refunds, and other payments. In addition, the Comptroller appoints members to 
certain boards, commissions, and public authorities, some of whom have minority voting rights.  
These duties may be considered management functions for purposes of evaluating organizational 
independence under generally accepted government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct independent audits of program 
performance.

Authority
The audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article V, 
Section 1 of the State Constitution; Article II, Section 8 of the State Finance Law; and Article III of 
the General Municipal Law. 

Reporting Requirements
We provided draft copies of this report to NYPD and SLA officials for their review and formal 
comment. We considered officials’ comments in preparing this final report and have attached 
them in their entirety to it. In their response, NYPD officials described actions planned and 
taken to improve their responsiveness to noise complaints and coordination efforts with the 
SLA.  In contrast, SLA officials disagreed with our report’s findings and recommendations. They 
indicated, for example, that 311 complaint data alone does not provide a sufficient basis for the 
successful prosecution of an on-premises noise violation. This, however, sidesteps our report’s 
main observations and conclusions. Further, our report neither explicitly states nor implies that 
prosecutions be based primarily on 311 data.  Instead, our report recommends that the SLA 
develop a formal process to analyze 311 data to enhance its efforts to address potential noise 
violations.  Our rejoinders to certain NYPD and SLA comments are included in the report’s State 
Comptroller’s Comments.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170 of the Executive Law, 
the Chairman of the New York State Liquor Authority shall report to the Governor, the State 
Comptroller, and the leaders of the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising them what steps 
were taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and where recommendations 
were not implemented, the reasons why. 

We also request that the Commissioner of the New York City Police Department report to the 
State Comptroller advising what steps were taken to implement the recommendations contained 
herein, and where recommendations were not implemented, the reasons why.
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Exhibit A
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Exhibit B
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Exhibit C

Sample 
Number

Address Borough NYPD 
Precinct

Number of 
Complaints 

in 2014

Number of 
Complaints 

in 2015

Total 
Complaints 
2014-2015

1 2117 3rd Avenue Manhattan 25 689 661 1,350
2 622 Degraw Street Brooklyn 78 215 231 446
3 16 1st Avenue Manhattan 9 156 108 264
4 82 70th & 72nd Austin Street Queens 102 129 117 246
5 130 132nd Audubon Avenue Manhattan 33 531 12 543
6 1233 Flatbush Avenue Brooklyn 70 225 2 227
7 70-04 Roosevelt Avenue Queens 108 442 0 442
8 234 West 4th Street Manhattan 6 71 7 78
9 3272 Steinway Street Queens 114 87 290 377

10 210 East 46th Street Manhattan 17 55 319 374
11 5025-5035 Broadway Manhattan 34 117 189 306
12 95 Halsey Street Brooklyn 79 48 230 278
13 25-27-29 Broadway Queens 114 137 32 169
14 1 Nagle Avenue Manhattan 34 54 241 295
15 25-30 Broadway Queens 114 51 0 51
16 182 West 4th Street Manhattan 6 18 53 71
17 32-03 Broadway Manhattan 114 92 154 246
18 186 Dyckman Street Queens 34 53 28 81
19 243-249 Dyckman Street Manhattan 34 49 57 106
20 1236 Rogers Avenue Brooklyn 67 127 77 204
21 929 Columbus Avenue Manhattan 24 85 2 87
22 126-19 Merrick Boulevard Queens 113 38 70 108
23 65 Sherman Avenue Manhattan 34 46 218 264
24 151 Nagle Avenue Manhattan 34 113 82 195
25 101 Sherman Avenue, 

Store #3
Manhattan 34 89 55 144

26 899 917 Bergen Street Brooklyn 77 124 130 254
27 939-945 8th Avenue Manhattan 18 50 36 86
28 1111 Lexington Avenue Manhattan 19 152 92 244
29 501-503 Columbus Avenue Manhattan 20 93 52 145
30 1088 Fulton Street Brooklyn 79 95 77 172

4,231 3,622 7,853

Number of Noise-Related Complaints for Selected Nightlife 
Establishments With the Largest Numbers of 311 Complaints 

for Calendar Years 2014 and 2015

Totals    
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Exhibit D

Sample 
Number

Address Borough Status 
Indicator as 
of July 13, 

2016

311 
Complaints 
in 2010-15

All SLA 
Case(s) 
Since 
2010

Noise 
Related 
Case(s) 
Since 
2010

1 2117 3rd Avenue Manhattan Active 1,378 8 2
2 622 Degraw Street Brooklyn Active 1,365 1 0
3 16 1st Avenue Manhattan Active 962 1 1
4 82 70th & 72nd Austin Street Queens Active 957 5 3
5 130 132nd Audubon Avenue Manhattan Active 752 1 1
6 1233 Flatbush Avenue Brooklyn Revoked 743 10 4
7 70-04 Roosevelt Avenue Queens Active 448 18 0
8 234 West 4th Street Manhattan Active 416 2 0
9 3272 Steinway Street Queens Canceled 378 5 0

10 210 East 46th Street Manhattan Active 374 1 0
11 5025-5035 Broadway Manhattan Canceled 356 9 1
12 95 Halsey Street Brooklyn Active 349 9 3
13 25-27-29 Broadway Queens Active 334 6 1
14 1 Nagle Avenue Manhattan Canceled 307 4 2
15 25-30 Broadway Queens Active 306 0 0
16 182 West 4th Street Manhattan Active 300 9 1
18 32-03 Broadway Manhattan Active 284 1 0
17 186 Dyckman Street Queens Active 284 0 0
19 243-249 Dyckman Street Manhattan Active 282 9 4
20 1236 Rogers Avenue Brooklyn Active 281 6 2
21 929 Columbus Avenue Manhattan Active 276 0 0
22 126-19 Merrick Boulevard Queens Active 272 18 2
23 65 Sherman Avenue Manhattan Active 271 3 1
24 151 Nagle Avenue Manhattan Canceled 269 8 2
25 101 Sherman Avenue, 

Store #3
Manhattan Active 256 0 0

26 899 917 Bergen Street Brooklyn Active 255 3 1
27 939-945 8th Avenue Manhattan Active 248 0 0
28 1111 Lexington Avenue Manhattan Active 246 0 0
29 501-503 Columbus Avenue Manhattan Active 244 1 0
30 1088 Fulton Street Brooklyn Active 239 3 1

13,432 141 32

SLA License-Related Actions Regarding Selected 
Establishments as of March 16, 2016

Totals
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Agency Comments – New York City Police Department
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*
Comment

1

*See State Comptroller’s Comments, page 26.
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Agency Comments – New York State Liquor Authority
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State Comptroller’s Comments
1. We acknowledge that 911 emergencies take priority over 311 calls.  Nonetheless, we 

maintain that tracking response times to noise complaints, outside of the 311 system if 
necessary, could provide NYPD management with useful information to help assess the 
effectiveness of responses to this mounting problem. 

2. In fact, our report details and distinguishes the relevant activities of the NYPD and the 
SLA.  The report has separate sections on NYPD enforcement activities (including the 
issuance of summonses) and SLA enforcement activities (including placing limitations on 
licenses, suspending or canceling licenses, and assessing monetary penalties).  Further, 
we acknowledge that 311 calls could be placed by business competitors or people with 
ulterior motives. Nonetheless, we maintain that there is material risk that comparatively 
large volumes of 311 calls (as detailed in the report) are indicative of genuine noise 
problems, particularly if the patterns of such complaints persist. Consequently, we 
maintain that SLA officials should analyze pertinent 311 data in their assessments of SLA-
licensed establishments’ compliance with the provisions of the applicable laws, rules, and 
regulations.

3. We acknowledge that the SLA can send a “Letter of Advice” to a licensee or request a 
licensee to make an “in-person visit” to SLA offices.  However, SLA officials provided no 
detailed information as to the extent and/or effectiveness of such efforts.  Moreover, 
the fact that SLA officials can and/or do take such actions does not preclude them from 
accessing and analyzing pertinent 311 data to help ensure that the SLA adequately 
enforces applicable laws, rules, and regulations.

4. Our audit focused on the use of 311 data as a salient resource for the SLA and the NYPD  
to address the issue of excessive noise at SLA-licensed establishments in NYC. Further, our 
report neither states explicitly nor otherwise implies that 311 data be used as the sole 
or primary source for prosecuting licensees. Moreover, based on the significant annual 
increases in the number of 311 noise complaints, we concluded that a primary reliance 
on complaints received directly by the SLA (while eschewing 311 data) considerably 
limited SLA’s ability to identify and address noise problems emanating from SLA-licensed 
establishments.  

5. We acknowledge that SLA’s formal citations and sanctions of licensed establishments for 
non-noise-related violations can help to address noise problems. Nonetheless, we maintain 
that SLA officials need to strengthen their efforts to address licensed establishments 
whose non-compliance is primarily limited to noise-related concerns. Under SLA’s current 
approach, systematic efforts to address establishments with noise problems are relatively 
minimal. Thus, we reiterate our recommendation that the SLA use 311 noise complaint 
data to enhance efforts to address potential noise violations.   

6. We acknowledge that the SLA focuses on certain illegal (and generally non-noise-
related) conditions at licensed establishments. Nonetheless, New York Codes, Rules and 
Regulations Title 9 empowers the SLA to revoke, cancel, or suspend a liquor license when 
noise adversely affects or tends to affect the protection, health, and welfare of the citizens 
of the area in which the licensed premises are located, results in the licensed premises 
becoming a focal point for police attention, or is offensive to public decency.  Given this 
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regulation, we maintain that SLA officials should not overlook the material volumes of 
311 noise complaints, as detailed in our report, which are credible indicators that certain 
establishments have significant risk of noise problems and/or are focal points of police 
attention.

7. We acknowledge that local community boards, area residents, and other citizens appear 
before the SLA Commissioners to express concerns about the granting of licenses.  
However, such appearances do not obviate the SLA’s responsibility for effectively enforcing 
the aforementioned regulation.  Further, we maintain that analysis of pertinent 311 data 
could significantly assist the SLA in such enforcement efforts.

8. In their response, SLA officials challenge neither the statistical accuracy of the 311 data 
presented in our report nor our quantitative analysis of such data, which serve as the 
basis of our report’s conclusions and recommendations. Instead, SLA assumes a primarily 
defensive posture in its response, focusing, for example, on 311 data limitations with 
respect to prosecutions – and thereby sidestepping the audit’s main observations and 
conclusions. We urge SLA officials to reconsider their perspective and give genuinely 
forward-thinking consideration to our report’s recommendations (as NYPD officials did) 
to address this serious quality of life issue for many NYC residents.
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Media Coverage 
Highlighting the 
Impact of SGA’s Audit 

Media coverage ranging from citywide news 
outlets read by millions of New Yorkers to articles 
in other cities and states to neighborhood-based 
newspapers and local TV stations demonstrate 
that SGA has effectively responded to a serious 
public problem: construction noise.  

The following sample of media articles reflect the 
myriad media coverage SGA has received not only 
for its audit work but also for its participatory 
approach to risk assessment and ultimately for 
driving policy change that shows government is 
responsive to issues affecting the public interest. 

L. MEDIA COVERAGE
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L. MEDIA COVERAGE
a. CONSTRUCTION NOISE COMPLAINT AUDIT 
b. CITY REFORMS NOISE CODE
c. URBAN NOISE RISK ASSESSMENT
d. OSC NOISE SURVEY
e. NIGHTLIFE NOISE COMPLAINT AUDIT 
f. BRONX NEWS CHANNEL 12 VIDEO
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L - A. CONSTRUCTION NOISE 
COMPLAINT AUDIT
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State Comptroller Tom DiNapoli this week pointed 
to a breakdown in city government that added to 
nighttime noise — but the real problems go deeper.

“Construction is reshaping the city’s skyline but the 
accompanying noise of construction activities isn’t 
always welcome by New Yorkers,” said DiNapoli. 
His release noted that noise complaints made to 
the city’s 311 system doubled from 14,259 in 2010 
to 37,806 in 2015, with early-morning or late-night 
noise a particular problem.

His report fingers as a major cause the rising 
number of after-hours work permits issued by the 
Department of Buildings, which saw requests for 
those permits rise 89 percent from 2012 to 2015.

The Department of Environmental Protection 
handles noise complaints, he noted, but DOB 
doesn’t check with it before OK’ing or extending an 
after-hours permit. And DEP saw complaints rise 112 
percent in that same 2012-15 span.

Until recently, DOB approved 99 percent of requests 
— nearly 60,000 OKs and just 431 rejections in 2015.

But the agency plainly noticed that DiNapoli was 
looking into the problem: It only approved 18,000 
new after-hours noise permits last year.

To be clear, the report also slammed DEP: Its 
inspectors arrived an average of five days late to a 
site, and found “no excessive noise” in 84 percent of 
cases while often failing to record the relevant noise-
meter readings.

Why? While, DEP didn’t have enough noise meters 
for each inspector. Says a DiNapoli spokesman: “By 
the end of our audit, DEP did purchase noise meters 
for all their inspectors.”

But it shouldn’t take investigators roaming the 
offices for a city agency to give employees the basic 
tools of the job.

Nor is it clear that the DOB permit slowdown was 
more than an effort to look like it had solved its 
problem. The city needs new construction, after 
all. Reducing night work means less noise as the 
neighbors sleep — but boosts risks to pedestrians 
and motorists near the site. Plus, daytime-only 
projects clog the area for longer.

At best, this audit got two agencies to do their jobs 
better — but the comptroller can’t bird-dog all of 
city government. That’s the job of the folks at City 
Hall.

Now that would be an interesting audit . . .
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There’s a building boom — and it 
sure sounds like it.

Complaints about construction 
noise in the Big Apple more than 
doubled in recent years — while 
the city just kept handing out more 
permits to allow jackhammering 
and excavation at all hours of the 
morning and night, according to a 
report issued Thursday.

Construction-noise complaints to 
311 skyrocketed from 14,259 in 
2010 to 37,806 in 2015, the audit 
by state Comptroller Thomas 
DiNapoli found.

The vast majority of those 
complaints — 74 percent — were 
for early-morning or late-night 
work.

Meanwhile, the number of “after-
hours variances” — permission to 
do construction work outside the 
standard 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. hours, 
sometimes around the clock — 
shot up by 89 percent between 
2012 and 2015.

During the same period, noise 
complaints — mostly for after-
hours building — went up by 112 
percent, the comptroller found.

Noise complaints are perpetually 
the No. 1 complaint to 311.

Even when the Department of 
Buildings was aware that residents 
were at their wits’ end, officials 
continued to approve the after-
hours work, the audit found.

For example, the agency renewed 
the variance allowing construction 
until midnight at 100 East End Ave. 

But the agency says it cleaned up its act 
last year, approving just 18,164 of the 
after-hours permits.

A DOB spokesman says its officials 
agree with many of DiNapoli’s 
recommendations — which include 
improving communications with the 
DEP and taking complaints into account 
during the permitting process.

The DEP defended its work, saying it 
maps the data and follows procedures.

One city source argued DEP workers’ 
hands are tied — they can’t cite a 
company for making noise when the 
cacophony has been permitted by the 
variance.

in Yorkville 24 times between August 
2015 and July 2016, even though the 
site was right near a residence that 
had made 112 noise complaints for 
after-hours construction.

The city’s Department of 
Environmental Protection is tasked 
with sending inspectors to look into 
complaints, but in 84.4 percent of 
cases examined by the comptroller’s 
office, the inspectors determined 
that there was “no excessive noise.”

But they often get to the scene too 
late — an average of five days after 
the racket was reported.

In 2015, the DOB approved 99 
percent of all variance applications 
— issuing 59,895 and rejecting only 
431.
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September 01, 2017 08:30AM

The city’s construction boom hasn’t 
been kind to sleepless New Yorkers.

The number of noise-related 
complaints called in to 311 more 
than doubled to 37,806 in 2015 
from just 14,259 in 2010, according 
to an audit by state Comptroller 
Thomas DiNapoli. The vast majority 
of complaints — some 74 percent 
— were for off-hours work. Not 
surprisingly, that coincides with an 
89 percent increase in “after-hours 
variances” between 2012 and 2015.

During that three-year period, 
complaints of late-night work shot up 
112 percent.

The audit found the DOB continued 
to approve after-hours work, despite 
mounting complaints. At 100 East End 
Avenue in Yorkville, for example, the 
agency renewed a variance permitting 
construction until midnight 24 times 
— despite 112 noise complaints from a 
neighbor.

Overall, the DOB approved 99 percent of 
all variance applications in 2015, rejecting 
just 431 out of nearly 60,000.

An analysis last year by The Real Deal found the DOB rarely 
revokes permits, either: Of 59,895 after-hour permits issued 
in 2015 — about 10,000 more than the prior year – only 18 
were revoked.

A spokesman for the DOB said officials agree with many of 
DiNapoli’s recommendations, including taking complaints 
into account during the permitting process. The agency said 
in 2016, it approved just 18,164 of the after-hours permits. 
“DOB issues after-hours permits primarily when it’s safer 
or less disruptive to work at night or on the weekend,” the 
agency said in a statement. [NYP] — E.B. Solomont
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Noises off is building on New Yorkers' 
nerves

EDITORIALS
Monday, September 4, 2017, 4:00 AM
It's not just you, Thursday, State Controller Tom DiNapoli released figures showing a
surge in city residents' complaints about construction noise - more than doubling from
14,000 in 2010 to 38,000 in 2015,

Yes, a building boom has been adding housing to New York at a faster clip than before.
But the boom is no excuse, given that about 75% of the noise violations spotlighted by
DiNapoli's auditors were outside of permitted construction hours.

Worse, controller staffers determined that in 50 locations they spot-checked, inspectors 
hardly ever did meter readings, and failed to visit until an average of five days after noise 
was reported.

New York City ain't Walden Pond, but people need to sleep, and think. Get with it, 
watchdogs.
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By Shaye Weaver | September 
1, 2017 12:51pm | Updated 
on September 5, 2017 7:59am

MANHATTAN — Construction at the elite Chapin School has made the private all-girls academy the noisiest 
worksite in the city — with the vast majority of complaints about the racket coming after normal work hours, 
a study by the state comptroller's office found.

Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli released an audit Thursday calling out the tony Yorkville school, which had 
a whopping 122 noise complaints between 2014 and June 30, 2016 — 112 of which were recorded during 
after-hours work.

The school at 100 East End Ave. is currently undergoing a three-story expansion expected to last through 
2021. Construction at the site — which was being excavated between 2015 and 2016 — has rankled many 
residents, with complaints over not only noise, but parking, rats and water outages.

The Department of Buildings issued 100 permits to the school for after-hours work between Jan. 1, 2014, and 
July 2016, renewing 24 of them during that period — despite the fact that construction was being done within 
200 feet of a residence, the report says. 

The school's contractors currently have a renewed after-hours variance permit through Sept. 4 that was 
issued on Aug. 22, online records show. After-hours work is defined as occurring before 7 a.m. or after 6 p.m. 
on weekdays and weekends.

Chapin spokeswoman Anneli Ballard said that the construction noise has quieted down since the time period 
the audit analyzed.

https://www.dnainfo.com/new-york/20170901/yorkville/chapinschool-
cited-state-comptroller-construction-noise-complaints-audit

https://www.dnainfo.com/new-york/20170901/yorkville/chapinschool-cited-state-comptroller-construction-noise-complaints-audit
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  “The [Comptroller's] statement references the excavation phase, which concluded in the summer of 2016," 
she said. "This is always the loudest phase of any project, and during that excavation period we worked closely 
with our neighbors to communicate the construction schedule and to be responsive to their requests, at 
times halting work in response to community feedback. Though the excavation concluded over a year ago and 
feedback regarding noise has tapered accordingly, we continue to hold public community meetings every six 
weeks with our neighbors, send email updates and work to be responsive to any issues that arise.”

Chapin next-door neighbor Lisa Paule, who co-founded the neighborhood watchdog group Serene Green 84 to 
keep an eye on construction, said she has been disturbed by construction noise, mostly in the mornings.

"The noise from the caisson drilling was extreme at times, and highly disruptive to a quiet residential 
community," she told DNAinfo New York. "At each juncture of this expansion there are many issues that 
adversely affect neighbors, and we are all tremendously concerned about the upcoming installation and 
positioning of the tower crane."

The audit looked at dozens of city properties with the highest number of construction complaints, 11 of which 
were located on the Upper East Side. 

Since 2010, the number construction-related noise complaints citywide have more than doubled — from 
14,259 to 37,806, the audit found. A majority of the complaints were about after-hours work, and DiNapoli 
placed the blame on city agencies for not being responsible when issuing the after-hours permits and following 
up on complaints.

Between Jan. 1, 2014, and June 30, 2015, more than 90,800 complaints about construction noise were lodged 
with 311 — with 74 percent of those regarding after-hours work, the audit states.
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The DOB hasn't considered construction noise complaints made to 311 or any noise citations issued 
by the Department of Environmental Protection, and has been extending the variances for these sites 
"without critical review," according to the audit.

"The city Department of Buildings has allowed noisy work to take place on thousands of projects well 
before and after normal construction hours," DiNapoli said. "Communication between the city’s Building 
Department and Department of Environmental Protection must improve and the after-hours permitting 
process needs to be revised to muffle persistent noise problems across the five boroughs.”

The DOB pointed out that 28 percent fewer initial after-hours permits were issued in 2016 than in 2011, 
while defending its permitting process.

“DOB issues after-hours permits primarily when it’s safer or less disruptive to work at night or on the 
weekend," agency spokesman Andrew Rudansky said. "For example, public safety is often better served 
when contractors can remove construction debris from a building at night, when there are fewer people 
on the sidewalk."
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https://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/Construction-Noise-Complaints-Way-Up-in-New-York-City-
Comptroller-442436353.html

Construction Noise Complaints Way Up in New York City: Comptroller - NBC New York

https://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/Construction-Noise-Complaints-Way-Up-in-New-York-City-Comptroller-442436353.html[2/14/2018 7:16:56 PM]

The number of complaints about construction noise in New York City is way up,
 according to a new state report.

According to figures from state Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli's office, nearly
 38,000 complaints about construction noise were called into the city's 311
 information line in 2015. That's up significantly from 2010, when 14,000
 complaints were made.

DiNapoli says city officials bear some responsibility for the increase. He says the
 city has allowed noisy work to continue before and after normal construction
 hours. He also called on the city to improve its permitting process to ensure
 construction crews are limiting the noise during off hours.

DiNapoli's auditors reviewed thousands of complaints and found that nearly 75
 percent related to noise problems outside of permitted construction hours.

Construction Noise Complaints Way Up in New York City:
 Comptroller
Published at 1:47 AM EDT on Sep 1, 2017

https://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/Construction-Noise-Complaints-Way-Up-in-New-York-City-Comptroller-442436353.html
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Comptroller: Construction Noise 
Complaints Way up in NYC 
Complaints about construction noise in New York City have more 
than doubled in recent years.

Sept 1, 2017, at 12:15a.m.
AP

ALBANY, N.Y. (AP)- The number of complaints about construction noise in New York City is way up, 
according to a new state report.

According to figures from state Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli's office, nearly 38,000 complaints about 
construction noise were called into the city's 311 information line in 2015. That's up significantly from 
2010, when 14,000 complaints were made.

DiNapoli says city officials bear some responsibility for the increase. He says the city has allowed noisy 
work to continue before and afternormal construction hours. He also called on the city to improve its 
permitting process to ensure construction crews are limiting the noise during off hours.

DiNapoli's auditors reviewed thousands of complaints and found that nearly 75 percent related to noise 
problems outside of permitted construction hours.

https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/new-york/articles/2017-09-01/comptroller-construction-
noisecomplaints-
way-up-in-nyc

https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/new-york/articles/2017-09-01/comptroller-construction-noisecomplaints-way-up-in-nyc
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/new-york/articles/2017-09-01/comptroller-construction-noisecomplaints-way-up-in-nyc
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/new-york/articles/2017-09-01/comptroller-construction-noisecomplaints-way-up-in-nyc
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Comptroller: Construction noise
complaints way up in NYC
August 31, 2017

ALBANY, N.Y. (AP) -The number of complaints about construction noise in New York City is way up, 
according to a new state report.

According to figures from state Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli's office, nearly 38,000 complaints 
about construction noise were called into the city's 311 infonnation line in 2015.  That's up 
significantly from 2010, when 14,000 complaints were made.

DiNapoli says city officials bear some responsibility for the increase. He says the city has allowed 
noisy work to continue before and after normal construction hours. He also called on the city 
to improve its permitting process to ensure construction crews are limiting the noise during off 
hours.

DiNapoli’s auditors reviewed thousands of complaints and found that nearly 75 percent related to 
noise problems outside of permitted construction hours.

Comptroller: Construction noise complaints way up in NYC - San Francisco Chronicle
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L - B. CITY REFORMS NOISE 
CODE
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Posted by Miguel Medina

Jan 30, 2018 10:00:00 AM

The Final Review

New Limits for New York City After-Hours Construction Noise

New York Mayor de Blasio signed into law new construction noise mitigation requirements on January 18, 2018. The legislation sponsored by City
Councilman Ben Kallos is a response to the dramatic increase in complaints over that last few years, especially those resulting from after-hours construction
noise. It is important to be aware of these new requirements that will impact the New York City construction industry.

Prior Law Governing Construction Noise

In 2005, Mayor Bloomberg signed Local Law 113, the New York City Noise Code, in order to establish updated standards to reduce noise, including setting
decibel (dB) level thresholds. The 2005 law mandated that the Commissioner of Environmental Protection adopt rules mitigating construction noise and
required the development of Construction Noise Mitigation Plans.
The construction-related rules implementing the new law were adopted in 2007 and are codi�ed in Title 15, Chapter 28 of the Rules of the City of New York.
They include the requirements for a construction site Construction Noise Mitigation Plan that is maintained at the site and subject to inspection. The rules
also enumerate the different steps to be taken to minimize noise from speci�c types of tools and equipment.
An Alternative Noise Mitigation Plan may be required in circumstances when it is impossible to precisely comply with the rules. The rules also provide that
construction equipment may only be used between 7:00 am and 6:00 pm weekdays unless special authorization is granted to work after hours, known as an
after-hours variance (AHV). The New York City Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) may require additional steps to mitigate noise if an AHV is
granted.

https://www.burnhamnationwide.com/final-review-blog/new-limits-new-york-after-
hours-construction-noise

https://www.burnhamnationwide.com/final-review-blog/new-limits-new-york-after-hours-construction-noise
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Other relevant rules are codi�ed at Title 15, Chapter 30 and contain requirements for construction activities that are regarded as having a minimal noise 
impact.
DEP is responsible for implementing standards to prevent construction noise and responding to construction noise complaints. The New York City 
Department of Buildings (DOB) oversees construction permits, including those for after-hours work.

Photo by Brandon Jacoby

Construction Noise Complaints Rising

New York City construction noise complaints have more than doubled from 2010 to 2015 according to an audit conducted by the O�ce of the New York
State Comptroller and released in August 2017. With the increase of construction in the city, the resulting noise is signi�cantly more problematic.
The majority of complaints during the audit period (January 1, 2014, to June 30, 2016) resulted from after-hours work, 74 percent of the total complaints.
After looking at a sample of construction noise complaints that included locations with the greatest number of complaints, It was apparent that most of the
noise came from locations that DOB granted after-hours variances.
For the same sample, the DEP inspectors reported for the vast majority of complaints that the noise was not excessive. Yet, the inspectors visited the source
of the noise an average of �ve days after the complaint was �led. The auditors also found that:
When making decisions to grant after hours work variances, DOB o�cials did not consider construction noise complaints made to 311, nor did they consider
construction noise citations issued by DEP. As such, DOB is allowing contractors to obtain continuing extension of existing AHVs or multiple AHVs for the
same construction sites without critical review, which is a signi�cant factor in the rise of complaints.
The New York State Comptroller made a variety of recommendations for DOB and DEP as a result of the audit. The proposed changes included items such
as improving communication between DOB and DEP; shortening inspection response time; analyzing the 311 system data to determine which locations have
multiple complaints; and updating the process for AHV issuance and renewal, including consideration of noise complaints for a construction project seeking
an AHV.
It should be noted that developers and construction companies believe AHVs are essential to keeping projects on schedule when confronted with
unforeseen delays. According to The Real Deal, AHVs also help combat the current shortage of skilled construction workers.

New Construction Noise Law

The new requirements primarily focus on after-hours construction noise and add new sound level standards. The updated law also increases the places that
noise readings may be taken to facilitate quicker inspector response times. To conduct a reading, inspectors are no longer dependant on getting access to
the residence of the person complaining. 
DEP may now issue advisories or violations for sites that received an after-hours variance if the aggregate sound levels exceed:

7dB(A) above ambient sound level in a “residential receiving property dwelling unit” beginning January 2020 (currently 8dB(A);

The noise levels mandated by section 24-228(a) for sites more than 200 feet from an affected residential property;

75dB(A) when measured outside the property line or on a public-right-of-way 50 feet or greater from the source when the source is within 200 feet of

the affected residential property beginning January 2020 (currently 80dB(A); or

85dB(A) for street construction noise when measured outside the property line or on a public-right-of-way 50 feet or greater from the source.
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The updated noise construction law adds a new section on stop work orders that may be issued for violations of the sections pertaining to after-hours work 
and unreasonable noise levels, including the newly imposed levels for sites with after-hours variances. Such stop work orders can be issued verbally or via 
site posting along with also being served on or mailed to the site owner, lessee, or occupant.
In response to the many after-hours complaints, the law also requires DEP to adopt new rules that specify inspection times to assure that the inspection is 
conducted close to the time of the complaint or when the noise is most likely to be repeated.
The new law also requires greater transparency from DEP. The department must now publish on the city’s website its method for measuring noise levels 
when conducting inspections. Additionally, DEP is required to annually prepare reports for the mayor, city council, and website. The report must contain 
information for the prior year listed in the new law such as the numbers of DEP inspectors, complaints, after-hours noise complaints, violations issued, and 
approved alternative noise mitigation plans.
Construction Noise Mitigation Plans and applications for Alternative Noise Mitigation Plans must now be �led electronically with DEP. A companion piece of 
legislation requires DEP to make all noise mitigation plans viewable by the public on the city’s website.
Also, it is now possible to apply for an Alternative Noise Mitigation Plan after construction has begun if it can be shown that all reasonable measures have 
been taken, “but aggregate sound levels from the site exceed or are reasonably anticipated to exceed one or more the applicable limits.”
The new law is effective July 17, 2018, 180 days from the date it was signed (January 18, 2018). DEP must still promulgate new rules governing inspection 
timeframes.
It will take several years to clearly determine the extent to which the new law helps to reduce construction noise complaints and whether it adversely impacts 
the pace of New York City construction.
DEP provides helpful construction noise related information and documents on its Noise Codes & Complaints website page, including a guidance document 
detailing construction noise control products and vendors.
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2/1/2018 Mayor Signs Legislation to Help Limit Construction Noise | City of New York

http://www1.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/042-18/mayor-signs-legislation-help-limit-construction-noise 1/1

MayorFirst LadyNewsOfficials

Mayor Signs Legislation to Help Limit
Construction Noise
January 17, 2018

NEW YORK—Mayor Bill de Blasio today signed legislation into law, authored by Council Member Ben
Kallos in collaboration with DEP, aimed at reducing overnight and weekend construction noise and
making New York City more livable. Intro. 1653-B allows inspectors to take noise readings from the
roadway or sidewalk, rather than requiring that the reading be taken from inside of a complainant’s
apartment, empowers inspectors to shut down equipment that is too loud, and calls for new rules for
responding when the noise is most likely to happen again.  In addition, construction companies will be
required to electronically file noise mitigation plans, which will make it easier for inspectors and the
public to review online.

“Noise pollution has gotten out of control when your alarm clock has been replaced by a jackhammer.
But the incessant din of construction doesn’t have to be the reality of living in a big city. We can do
something about it,” said Mayor de Blasio. “This legislation is giving city inspectors the tools they need
to damp down the racket, protecting New Yorkers’ health and offering some peace and quiet in the city
that never sleeps.”

“Working with the City Council, this legislation will empower our noise inspectors with new tools to more
effectively enforce the City’s Noise Code,” said DEP Commissioner Vincent Sapienza.  “By lowering
the allowable after hours noise limit in residential areas, allowing inspectors to take noise readings from
the street, rather than from inside an apartment, and empowering inspectors with the ability to issue a
stop work order for noisy equipment, this legislation should help bring some much needed relief to New
Yorkers.”

“New York City may be the city that never sleeps but that shouldn’t be because of after hours
construction noise waking you up. Our new law will turn down the volume on after hours construction
noise in residential neighborhoods,” said Council Member Ben Kallos. “Thank you to Mayor Bill de
Blasio for signing this bill into law and to Department of Environmental Protection Commissioner Vincent
Sapienza for his agencies expertise and collaboration on this legislation, as well as to the countless
residents who have complained regularly about after-hours noise, which led to this legislation to keep
our city a little bit quieter.”
pressoffice@cityhall.nyc.gov  

(212) 788-2958
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L - C. URBAN NOISE RISK ASSESSMENT
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"DiNapoli: Silencing Excessive NYC Noise a Major Challenge

http://osc.state.ny.us/press/releases/jan18/012918.htm[2/21/2018 3:49:19 PM]
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THOMAS P. DiNAPOLI

NEWS
January 29, 2018, Contact: Press Office (518) 474-4015

DiNapoli: Silencing Excessive NYC Noise a Major Challenge
Comptroller's Report Examines 311 Calls, Surveys New Yorkers on Noise Issue

From the Office of the New York State Comptroller

Thomas P. DiNapoli

Noise complaints to New York City's 311 system rose from approximately 200,000 to about 384,000 between 2010 and 2015, yet few
 complaints are ever found to be in violation of the city's Noise Code, according to a report, Noise in New York City Neighborhoods,
 released today by State Comptroller Thomas P. DiNapoli. The report maps noise trends and patterns over six years of 311 complaints
 and examines the efforts to address them.

"Noise in New York City is a significant quality of life and public health concern," DiNapoli said. "This report gathers data that could be
 used by state and city agencies to focus noise control efforts more effectively. The city has a model noise code and should be
 commended for taking steps to better enforce local law, but there is more that city agencies can do to control noise disruptions. We
 hope our reports on noise provide useful information that enables city and state agencies to improve the quality of life for residents of
 the five boroughs."

"The data presented in Comptroller DiNapoli's report confirms that noise is a serious problem in New York City," said Arline L. Bronzaft,
 Ph.D., professor emerita, City University of New York and chair of the Noise Committee of GrowNYC. "Research shows that noise is not
 only a nuisance, but more importantly, has adverse effects on our mental and physical health. I hope that city officials will use this
 information to improve on ways to address noise intrusions and make New York City a less noisy and healthier place in which to live."

From 2010 through 2015, New Yorkers made 1.6 million noise complaints via 311. The vast majority of these are handled by the New
 York City Police Department (NYPD) and the city's Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), which face staffing and resource
 challenges that can hamper their ability to quickly respond to complaints.

Analysis of 311 complaints found:

Noise complaints are often made about the same location. Of 1.4 million complaints listing addresses in the 311 system, more
 than half (895,598) concerned addresses with 10 or more complaints.

Over the six year period, the DEP investigated approximately 230,000 complaints and issued fewer than 6,000 violations.

The NYPD investigated 1.3 million complaints, made 791 arrests and issued 5,482 summonses.

Nightlife and construction noise complaints were the most vexing, given their high frequency and the significant role nightlife
 and construction play in the city's economy. These complaints also fall under the City's direct authority to regulate, unlike air
 traffic noise for example.

In February 2016, DiNapoli's office asked New Yorkers to participate in a survey regarding noise in New York City, as part of an on-
going risk assessment of urban noise management. New York City's 59 Community Boards and media disseminated and publicized the
 survey. Directly involving people in governance in this way can strengthen accountability and transparency and is intended to increase
 confidence that government responds to community concerns and priorities.

More than 4,000 residents responded to the survey. Their responses offered valuable insight into the complexity of managing urban
 noise, and helped develop audit objectives.

Highlights from the survey results are included in the Noise in New York City Neighborhoods report:

92 percent who reported a noise complaint said it was recurring.

More than half (61 percent) felt noise had increased since moving to their address.

Only 75 people of the more than 2,000 who made a 311 complaint said someone measured noise levels in their homes.

83 percent were dissatisfied with how their complaint was handled, with more than 1,100 saying there was no follow-up and
 nearly 500 saying they felt their complaint was not taken seriously.

In June and August, DiNapoli released two separate audits of New York City's responsiveness to nightlife noise complaints and
construction noise complaints. Based on the responses auditors received from NYC, improvements have been made in the

 enforcement of the city's Noise Code.
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"DiNapoli: Silencing Excessive NYC Noise a Major Challenge
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The NYPD established the Detective Bureau's Vice Enforcement Division as the central NYPD liaison to the New York State Liquor
 Authority (SLA) to improve how nightlife noise complaints are handled. The Vice Enforcement Division is conducting training in each
 patrol borough to update commands, refreshing them on how and when reporting to the SLA is required, and developing a database of
 SLA reports to track recidivist locations for the NYPD Patrol Services Bureau.

The NYPD has also assigned Neighborhood Coordination Officers to mediate repeat noise complaints, document any actions taken and
 complaint resolutions, and to report regularly to borough commanders. City residents who responded to the noise survey had suggested
 that the city identify a public official to manage nightlife noise complaints.

In response to DiNapoli's construction noise audit, the Department of Buildings (DOB) committed to improving communication with the
 DEP and to streamline the sharing of information regarding locations with an excessive number of noise complaints. The DOB also
 indicated that it is open to receiving construction noise complaint, violation, and inspection data from the DEP to review during the After
 Hours Variance application screening process.

Read the report, or go to: http://osc.state.ny.us/reports/health/noise-in-nyc.pdf

For access to state and local government spending, public authority financial data and information on 140,000 state contracts, visit Open
 Book New York. The easy-to-use website was created by DiNapoli to promote transparency in government and provide taxpayers with
 better access to financial data.

 Albany Phone: (518) 474-4015 Fax: (518) 473-8940
NYC Phone: (212) 383-1388 Fax: (212) 681-7677 

Internet: www.osc.state.ny.us
E-Mail: press@osc.state.ny.us

Site Index | Feedback | Contact Us | Privacy and Links Policies | Regulations | Accessibility | FOIL | Webcasts

© Office of the New York State Comptroller
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311 noise complaints on the rise in
Washington Heights, Inwood
By Lisa L. Colangelo   lisa.colangelo@amny.com January 30, 2018

New Yorkers are making a lot of noise about noise.

There were 1.6 million noise complaints made to 311 between 2010 and 2015, according to a new report released

Monday by State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli.

“Noise in New York City is a significant quality of life and public health concern,” DiNapoli said. “The city has a model

noise code and should be commended for taking steps to better enforce local law, but there is more that city

agencies can do to control noise disruptions.”

The study showed residents of Community Board 12 in Manhattan, which includes Washington Heights and Inwood,

called 311 most often followed by Community Board 10 in Central Harlem and Community Boards 4 and 5 in

Chelsea and the Midtown Business District.

Washington Heights is among the city's noisiest neighborhoods, according to a recent study of 311 noise complaints. (Credit: Linda Rosier)

NEWS

https://www.amny.com/news/311-noise-complaints-1.16431181

https://www.amny.com/news/311-noise-complaints-1.16431181
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Most of the noise complaints out of Community Board 12 were about neighbors, with overall complaints ballooning

from about 9,500 in 2010 to more than 23,000 in 2015 for a total over 88,000. That’s about 82 calls per 1,000 adults

per year.

The fewest complaints came from Community Board 11 in Queens, which includes Bayside, Douglaston and Little

Neck.

DiNapoli said all those calls to 311 brought little relief to New Yorkers. During that time period, the city Department of

Environmental Protection — which handles noises caused by construction, ice cream trucks and animals, among

other things — looked into 230,000 complaints and handed out less than 6,000 violations, the report said.

And the NYPD investigated 1.3 million complaints, according to the report, resulting in 791 arrests and 5,482

summonses. The NYPD is usually called in when the complaint is party and people noise as well as idling vehicles.

The report points out many complaints are made about the same locations.

“As the city continues to grow, construction noise has increased at the same time and enforcement has been

focused on the worst offenders to make the city more livable,” according to DEP spokesman Edward Timbers.

“Earlier this month, the Mayor signed Council legislation that empowers inspectors with new tools to aid in

enforcement of the City’s noise code on weekends and after hours. We look forward to reviewing the findings in the

Comptroller’s report.”

DiNapoli’s office has previously conducted two noise-related audits to highlight issues with enforcement. One was

focused on construction noise and the other on nightlife noise.

Officials from Community Board 12 declined to comment on the report.
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Community Corner (Https://Patch.Com/New-York/Harlem/Around-Town)

Central Harlem Leads City In Rate Of Noise Complaints, Study Says
Central Harlem residents called 311 at a higher rate than any other neighborhood between 2010 and 2015.
By Brendan Krisel, Patch National Sta� (https://patch.com/users/brendan-krisel) | Jan 30, 2018 1:05 pm ET

HARLEM, NY — Central Harlem had the highest rate of noise complaints in New York City between 2010 and 2015, according to a new

report by State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli.

About 82 noise complaints per 1,000 adults per year were made within the confines of Community District 10 — which spans Central

Harlem from West 110th to 155th streets between St. Nicholas and Fifth avenueng the five-year study, according to the state
comptroller's office. The top spot was shared with Community Board 12, which spans Washington Heights and Inwood and also had a

rate of 82 complaints per 1,000 adults per year.

"Noise in New York City is a significant quality of life and public health concern," DiNapoli said in a statement. "This report gathers data

that could be used by state and city agencies to focus noise control efforts more effectively. The city has a model noise code and should

be commended for taking steps to better enforce local law, but there is more that city agencies can do to control noise disruptions." 

DiNapoli's report listed nightlife and construction as two of the most common causes for noise complaints. Despite the high rate of

complaints, Community Board 10 did not rank as one of the top neighborhoods for either nightlife or construction complaints. 
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complaints per 1,000 adults per year, according to the study.

The number of noise complaints per year for the entire city rose from about 200,000 to about 384,000 in the period between 2010 and

2015, according to the state comptroller's office. The median rate of complaints for all city neighborhoods during this time was 38

The two agencies responsible for enforcing the city noise code — the city Department of Environmental Protection and the NYPD —

investigated about 1.6 million complaints made to 311 between 2010 and 2015, according to the state comptroller's study.

The DEP, which primarily handles complaints regarding construction or other environmental noises, issued fewer than 6,000 violations

for 230,000 complaints. The NYPD, which primarily handles complaints regarding nightlife and people noises, made 791 arrests and

issued 5,482 summonses for 1.3 million complaints.

"The data presented in Comptroller DiNapoli's report confirms that noise is a serious problem in New York City," Arline L. Bronzaft,

chair of the Noise Committee of GrowNYC, said in a statement. "Research shows that noise is not only a nuisance, but more

importantly, has adverse effects on our mental and physical health." 

Photo by Spencer Platt/Getty Images News/Getty Images

(https://patch.com/new-york/harlem/s/gcl4q/nyc-weather-forecast-snow-sleet-to-follow-sunny-start-to-week) 

forecast-snow-sleet-to-follow-suny-start-to-week)

(https://patch.com/new-york/harlem/man-sticks-east-harlem-dunkin-donuts-police-say)

Man Sticks Up East Harlem Dunkin' Donuts,
Police Say (https://patch.com/new-
york/harlem/man-sticks-east-harlem-dunkin-
donuts-police-say)

(https://patch.com/new-york/harlem/s/gcibh/10-books-you-need-to-read-in-february-2018)

10 Books You Need To Read In February 2018
(https://patch.com/new-
york/harlem/s/gcibh/10-books-you-need-to-
read-in-february-2018)
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Home Chef
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Gundry MD

Albany: This Meal Service is Cheaper Than Your Local Store

Don't Do It Yourself - Hire A Albany Angie's List Handyman for Your Home Projects

How To Fix Dark Spots
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F R I D A Y ,  F E B R U A R Y  1 9 ,  2 0 1 6

Do you have any opinions about noise in the East
Village?

[Smurf #woo circa 2010] 

Then have we got a survey for you! (And you!) 

Via the EVG inbox... 

Dear New Yorkers: 

The New York State Comptroller's Office is conducting a survey
on noise in New York City neighborhoods and would like you to
take the survey.  

Research has demonstrated that noise can adversely impact
public health. For example, noise can disturb sleep and increase
stress levels.  

We want to learn about your experience of noise in your

E V G R I E V E

More  Next Blog» Create Blog  Sign In



page 182

2/6/2018 EV Grieve: Do you have any opinions about noise in the East Village?

http://evgrieve.com/2016/02/do-you-have-any-opinions-about-noise-in.html 2/10

community and solicit your ideas for reducing noise. 

Toward that end, we are asking all community residents take the
survey by March 15, 2016.  

Thank you! 

State Government Accountability  
New York State Comptroller's Office

You may access the English version of the survey here. (The survey is
also available in Mandarin Chinese and Spanish.) 

P.S. 

Remember! If you don't like noise, then move to _______________

4 0  C O M M E N T S :

Have a story idea or tip about
something happening in the East
Village? Or maybe a photo? Or several
photos? Or video! We'd love to hear
about it. Or see it. Or something.
Please go here to submit a tip.

R E C E N T  C O M M E N T S

It was like a candle in the wind. Or
something. - 2/6/2018 - Anonymo
us

It&#39;s a great booth. I miss the
Lakeside. - 2/6/2018 - Anonymous

So Roll It Up rolled on
out? - 2/6/2018 - Anonymous

I blame Trump. The world has
become measurably
stu... - 2/6/2018 - Anonymous

Just won a bet! I knew the candle
shop wasn&#39;t
... - 2/6/2018 - Anonymous

E V G  O N  I N S T A G R A M

Anonymous said...

Done. Finally get to complain about NYPD supposedly checking
on the reported rooftop/backyard ragers 6 hours later and
finding no problem. Also, 9th pct needs to get off their asses
and ticket people (incl cabbies) who flood this neighborhood in
their vehicles on Fri/Sat nights. Their petulant honking,
blocking the box, and illegal parking makes "party" nights so
much worse for residents than they need to be. I'm not a driver
myself, but mention blocking the box and illegal parking
because that seems to elicit even more honking from other
drivers.

FEBRUARY 19,  2016 AT 7:29 AM

olympiasepiriot said...

Done.

FEBRUARY 19,  2016 AT 8:27 AM

NYGRUMP said...

Thanks for the link! Done! 

KEY WORDS for the OTHER sections: RESTAURANT
EXHAUST MOTORS, REFRIGERATOR COMPRESSORS,

FEBRUARY 19,  2016 AT 8:44 AM
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MARCH 2016 COMMUNITY BOARD & COMMITTEE CALENDARS 
 
 
BOARD MEETING 

 
WHEN: Tuesday, March 8, 2016, 7:30PM 

 
WHERE: Ethical Culture Fieldston School, 3901 Fieldston Road, Stu Commons 

 
PUBLIC GALLERY SESSION: Each month the General Board meeting begins with a Public Gallery Session. If you wish to 
address the Board, please contact the office at 718-884-3959. Please note there is a limit of five speakers, who are allotted 
3 minutes each. 

 
 

BOARD COMMITTEE CALENDARS 

For updates on schedule and locations, click here. 

o Aging: 2:30PM (please note earlier time), Tuesday, March 15, Location to be determined 
o Economic Development: No Meeting 
o Education: 7:30PM, Tuesday, March 22, Board Office, 5676 Riverdale Avenue, Suite 100 
o Environment & Sanitation: 7:30PM, Wednesday, March 16, Location to be determined 
o Executive Committee: 7:30PM, Wednesday, March 2, Riverdale Mental Health, 5676 Riverdale Avenue, 

2nd Floor Conference Room 
o Health, Hospitals & Social Services: 7:30PM, Monday, March 21, Methodist Home for Nursing and Rehabilitation, 

4499 Manhattan College Parkway 
o Housing: 7:30PM, Monday, March 28, Location to be determined 
o Land Use: 7:30PM, Tuesday, March 29, Location to be determined 
o Law, Rules & Ethics: 7:00PM, Thursday, March 31, Board Office, 5676 Riverdale Avenue, Suite 100 
o Libraries & Cultural Affairs: 3:30PM (please note earlier time), Thursday, March 10, Wave Hill, 675 West 252 Street 
o Parks & Recreation: 7:00PM, Wednesday, March 30, Location to be determined 
o Public Safety: 7:00PM, Thursday, March 3, 50th Police Precinct, 3450 Kingsbridge Avenue 
o Traffic & Transportation: 7:30PM, Tuesday, March 15, Location to be determined 
o Youth: 1:00PM (please note earlier time), Wednesday, March 23, Board Office, 5676 Riverdale Avenue, Suite 100

 

 
COMMUNITY SNAPSHOT: 
o Bell Tower Park 

The next Bronx Community Board No. 8 meeting will be held Tuesday, April 12, 2016, 7:30PM, location to be determined. 
 

SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT: 
 

o CB8 Senior Resource Guide 
 

The Guide provides direction on how to access basic necessities, supportive services, social and recreational 
opportunities of interest to our seniors and their families. Click here to access the Guide or pick up a copy at the 
Community Board located at 5676 Riverdale Avenue. 

 

Visit our website to view 
agendas, minutes and 
information. Click on links 
below: 

 

• Aging 
• Board Meeting 
• Economic Development 
• Education 
• Environment & Sanitation 
• Executive Committee 
• Health, Hospitals & Social 

Services 
• Housing 
• Land Use 
• Law, Rules & Ethics 
• Libraries & Cultural Affairs 
• Parks & Recreation 
• Public Safety 
• Traffic & Transportation 
 Youth 

 
UPCOMING EVENTS: 

 
o Community Service Award 

 
Community Board No. 8 Bronx is pleased to announce that it is seeking nominations for its Annual Community Service 
Award. Community Board No. 8 established the Community Service Award to acknowledge the many volunteer efforts 
of groups and individuals within our community. It is our belief that by recognizing our committed community 
volunteers, we can in some small way reward those most deserving and inspire others to follow their example. 

Nominations must be submitted by Friday, April 8, 2016 addressed to: Marvin Goodman, Chairperson, 
Community Service Award Committee, Bronx Community Board No. 8, 5676 Riverdale Avenue, Suite 100, Bronx, NY 
10471 via mail or submitted by email to bx08@cb.nyc.gov. 

 
 
 

o Health and Wellness Fair 
 

Please join our elected officials and Community Board 8’s Health Committee in the Health and  
Wellness Fair being held Saturday, March 5, 2016 at the Amalgamated Houses, Vladeck Hall, 
74 Van Cortlandt Park South from 11:00AM to 4:00PM. The Fair is being hosted by New   
York City Council Member Andrew Cohen, New York State Assembly Member Jeffrey 
Dinowitz, New York State Senator Jeff Klein and Bronx Community Board 8. There will be 
health care agencies and organizations there to provide information and answer questions. 
Click here to see the flyer. 
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o The New York State Comptroller’s Office is conducting a Noise Survey in New York City 
 

The State Comptroller’s office is interested in noise levels in your community. Research shows that noise levels can 
undesirably impact your health. They want the residents of New York City to share their experiences with noise in their 
communities and solicit the idea of residents for reducing the noise levels. The State Comptroller’s Office is asking that 
residents interested in taking the survey, please do so by March 15, 2016. 

The survey can be taken by visiting any of the links below: 

English:    https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FGBMSFC 

Mandarin:  https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/B5DC5TR 

Russian:    https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/H8KRCDP 

Spanish:    https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/XSLVF5X 

 
 
 

 

NYPL’s Riverdale Oral History Project 
 

The New York Public Library is seeking volunteers to help interview residents who are 
participating in the “Remembering Riverdale: Our Neighborhood Oral History Project.” Anyone 
interested in volunteering can contact Alexandra Kelly at 212-621-1552 or email her at 
AlexandraKelly@nypl.org. 
 

 
o Living with Urban Coyotes 

 
Let the Urban Park Rangers guide you to the viewing spots for wildlife in New York City. The focus in 
this event will be the coyote, which now reside in the Bronx. This free event will take place in the Van 
Cortlandt Nature Center on Saturday, March 19, 2016 from 1:00PM to 2:30PM. Click here for more 
information. 

 

NEWS: 
 
 

o The New York Yankees Youth Leadership Award Winners 
 

The NY Yankees Youth Leadership Award is an annual event. It was created “…to 
acknowledge young people who are providing a positive service to their community, the 
New York Yankees work in conjunction with the 12 community boards of the Bronx on an 
annual basis to identify five area youth in each district that are making a difference. 
These children make up the New York Yankees Community Council Leadership Corp. 
They are provided with a $750 stipend to assist them in continuing their work in the 
community. These awardees perform 50 hours of leadership, volunteer work as a tutor, 
mentor, community unity developer, and/or a youth leader against violence and 
substance abuse in the community.” 

 

These students are all positive role models for their peers and the community. They are highly motivated teens and 
have a hard work ethic and demonstrate leadership skills, responsibility and dependability. These Youth Leaders will 
be recognized on-field during a pre-game ceremony at Yankee Stadium in 2016 on their respective Bronx Community 
Board’s Day. 

 
Meet the winners of the NY Yankees Youth Leadership Awards - Diamond Brown, Michelle Cobos, Vivien Llanes, 
Brittany Luisi and Shakira Marrero standing with Councilman Andrew Cohen, CB8 Chair - Daniel Padernacht, State 
Assemblyman Jeffrey Dinowitz and Dr. Roscoe Brown 
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Noise Survey
Posted on February 21, 2016
Dear Resident:

The New York State Comptroller’s Office is conducting a survey on noise in New York City
neighborhoods and would like you to take the survey.

You can access the survey through the below links.

They want to learn about your experience of noise in your community and solicit your ideas for reducing
noise.

Toward that end, we are asking all community residents take the survey by March 15, 2016.

Thank you!

Survey Links:

English: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FPVW2JH

Mandarin: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/B5DC5TR

Russian: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/H8KRCDP

Spanish: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/88SN86R

Share
This entry was posted in Announcements by Community Board 11. Bookmark the permalink
[http://www.brooklyncb11.org/2016/02/21/noise-survey/] .

Brooklyn Community Board 11
Serving the residents of Bath Beach, Bensonhurst, Gravesend and Mapleton
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MIDTOWN & THEATER DISTRICT (//WWW.DNAINFO.COM/NEW-YORK/MANHATTAN/MIDTOWN-THEATER-DISTRICT)

Health & Wellness (//www.dnainfo.com/new-york/topics/health-wellness) Only In New York (//www.dnainfo.com/new-york/topics/only-new-york)

Tell the State How Noisy Your Neighborhood is in New Survey

By William Mathis

The State Comptrol ler  released an onl ine survey to better understand how New Yorkers are affected by noise in their  neighborhoods.

Getty Images/Anthony Baggett
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NEW YORK CITY — Loud music, construction and sirens are just a few of the city sounds that New York State Comptroller, Thomas P.
 

DiNapoli (http://www.osc.state.ny.us/), wants New Yorkers to tell him about in a new noise survey

(https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/THT58FG) available online Monday.

“By noise, we mean sound that you do not want to hear,” the New York State Comptroller’s Office clarified in the introduction to the

survey that the comptroller hopes will help the state government better understand where and how noise affects New York City residents.

“Noise is a fact of life in New York City, but it is one of New Yorkers’ most common complaints,” DiNapoli said in a press release. “Taking

this short survey will help us better understand where problems are and how well they are being addressed.”

Already, 46 percent of New Yorkers (https://www.dnainfo.com/new-york/20160222/bay-ridge/new-yorkers-talk-their-neighbors-

mostly-gripe-about-noise-study) say they complain to their neighbors about making too much noise, according to a

separate survey released Monday by search engine Homes.com (http://www.homes.com/). But neighbors are just one source of noise

that New York residents can now officially gripe about.

The comptroller's survey, which takes about 15 minutes to complete and is anonymous, asks participants to check off each noise they hear

in their neighborhood, when the offending noise usually occurs and how those noises affect their lives.

The kinds of noises to choose from include “animals,” “music or party” and “people outside or inside.” An “other” category is also

available for a participant to fill in all varieties of New York City sounds.

There are also a few questions that ask participants to describe what they usually do to respond to or complain about the noise.

"The survey is first and foremost a tool for planning audits by identifying areas of risk," said Matthew Sweeney, Assistant

Communications Director for the State Comptroller. "Where are New Yorkers experiencing the most unwanted noise and how are their

complaints handled?"

The comptroller's office said in a press release that it will compile the information into a report and distribute it to the city's community

boards.

Take the survey here (https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/THT58FG) before March 15. It is also available in Mandarin

(https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/B5DC5TR), Russian (https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/H8KRCDP) and Spanish

(https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/YWXC7YH).

Recommended

TRIBECA » (HTTPS://WWW.DNAINFO.COM/NEW-YORK/MANHATTAN/DOWNTOWN)

48,000 Students With Disabilities Not Getting Help They Need, DOE Admits (https://www.dnainfo.com/new-york/20171102/tribeca/students-
with-disabilities-support-services-nyc-schools)

PROSPECT HEIGHTS » (HTTPS://WWW.DNAINFO.COM/NEW-YORK/BROOKLYN/CROWN-HEIGHTS-PROSPECT-HEIGHTS-PROSPECT-LEFFERTS-GARDENS)
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L - E. NIGHTLIFE NOISE COMPLAINT AUDIT
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BROOKLYN TODAY  

ALL BROOKLYN, ALL THE TIME

November 13, 2017 | Overcast, light rain, 44 °F

Hundreds of artists, musicians and business owners came out to the Bushwick nightclub House of Yes

to view the historic bill signing. Courtesy of NYC Mayor’s Of�ce

Mayor Bill de Blasio (center) celebrates with Councilmember Rafael Espinal on Tuesday night

after the mayor signed into law legislation to create an Of�ce of Nightlife and Nightlife

Advisory Board. Courtesy of NYC Mayor’s Of�ce

A New Era: Mayor de Blasio signs bill to Create NYC
Of�ce of Nightlife

By Scott Enman

Brooklyn Daily Eagle

Mayor Bill de Blasio was the life of
the party on Tuesday at Bushwick
nightclub House of Yes.

But it wasn’t for his dancing skills.  

In a room filled with hundreds of
artists, musicians and business
owners, de Blasio officially signed
into law Councilmember Rafael
Espinal’s legislation to create an
Office of Nightlife and Nightlife
Advisory Board.

The newest city agency will be
controlled by a night mayor, which
de Blasio described as "one of the
coolest job titles you could ever hope
to have."

"I'm not going to announce any
names yet — there is a massive
competition going on — but the
office will be led by someone
who undoubtedly will be more
popular than me and will wield
tremendous power," de Blasio
said.

The new position’s
responsibilities will include
regulating the nightlife
industry, helping DIY venues
stay open and creating a safer
partying environment.

The director will be responsible
for conducting outreach to
nightlife establishments, acting
as a liaison for venues,
referring those organizations to
city services, reviewing 311
complaints and holding at least
one public hearing in each
borough, among other duties.

The Nightlife Advisory Board
will be comprised of 12
members: four to be appointed
by the mayor and eight by the
speaker of the City Council.
They will each serve a two-year
term.
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A look inside the nightclub House of Yes during the weekend. Photo by SASHABPHOTO

“Finally, nightlife venues will have a partner in city government to work with them, rather than against them,” Espinal told
the Brooklyn Eagle.

“For decades, music venues and cultural spaces have had an adversarial relationship with city government, which resulted
in 20 percent of the city’s smaller venues closing in the past 15 years alone,” he continued.  

Famed drummer Marky Ramone from the Ramones and legendary jazz musician Ron Carter joined de Blasio and Espinal
onstage for the event.

The signing of the bill legitimizes the city’s nightlife and comes as a huge victory for Espinal, who first drafted Intro No.
1688 in May.

New York is now the first American city to adopt a night mayor position.

Many European metropolises have had night mayors for some time, including Amsterdam, Paris and London.

Mirik Milan, the night mayor, or “nachtburgemeester,” of Amsterdam, came and spoke to club owners and nightlife
professionals on May 6 at the Williamsburg club Output.

Milan, who has held the position since 2012, has played a leading role in the introduction of 24-hour licenses for venues in
the Dutch capital. After creating an Office of Nightlife in Amsterdam, the city has seen a 25 percent reduction in crime and
a 28 percent decrease in noise complaints.

Both Sides of the Story

In response to the signing of the bill, Reclaim New York, a nonprofit organization that "empowers citizens through
education and civic engagement," called the bill “unnecessary” and a “wasteful party pooper.”

“This position amounts to a taxpayer-funded party pooper…” the organization said in a statement. “Worse, it adds to
record personnel head counts that are a big part of the city budget's unaffordable, 22 percent increase in spending over the
last four years.

“New Yorkers created one of
the most vibrant, lucrative
nightlife cultures in the entire
world without the help of a
government chaperone. It's
insulting to pretend they need
one now. The city should just
get out of the way, and then the
party will really start.”

Espinal, a Bedford-Stuyvesant
native and regular at several
Brooklyn music venues,
responded to Reclaim New
York’s statement.

“The nightlife industry
produces over 100,000 jobs
and immeasurable cultural
capital,” Espinal told the Eagle.
“A fiscally conservative view

that thinks $400,000 in the context of an $85 billion budget is too much for such an impactful sector of our city life is
shortsighted.

“That view doesn’t see the potential this office will have for more jobs, support for small businesses and safety for New
Yorkers as they experience nightlife. Last night, we were joined by over 100 New Yorkers from all walks of life, business
owners and patrons, who value the culture this industry produces and want to make sure it gets the support it needs to
stick around.”

Nightlife is a $10 billion sector of NYC’s economy, according to the Mayor's Office.

In April, the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce hosted an event at Brooklyn Bowl that released the results of a report from
the New York City Media & Entertainment Department that reviewed the economic impact of music in New York City.

The study revealed that the music industry supports roughly 60,000 jobs, accounts for nearly $5 billion in wages and
creates $21 billion in total economic output for the city.

In 2015, New York’s concert tickets accounted for $5.4 million, which was more than Los Angeles, San Francisco and
Chicago combined.

Follow reporter Scott Enman on Twitter.
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City basically ignores tens of thousands of noise
complaints: report

Noise complaints in the city surged through 2015 — especially at bars and clubs — with authorities rarely taking action, according to an 
audit by state Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli.

“The number of noise complaints in New York City more than doubled between 2010 and 2015, including tens of thousands involving 
nightlife, but my auditors found limited communication between the SLA [State Liquor Authority] and NYPD to address the grievances,” 
DiNapoli said.

“Establishments with hundreds of complaints lodged against them faced little or no repercussions. For the sake of city residents, more 
action must be taken to address noisy clubs and bars.”

Even more complaints are anticipated in the future, as last month The Post reported that a new NYPD directive forbids cops from 
entering residences on a noise complaint unless they get permission.

Citizens are being emboldened by the directive, telling cops to get off their property, a police source said.

By Kirstan Conley, Shawn Cohen and Danika Fears

Shutterstock
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“We’re already encountering a big resistance,” the source said.

DiNapoli found that 86,365 noise complaints were called in to 311 in 2010, growing to 179,394 in 2015.

Clubs and bars accounted for 38,401 of those complaints in 2010, zooming to 93,412 in 2015.

Official action against these establishments has been hindered by lack of communication between the NYPD and the SLA, the comptroller
found.

For example, Kahlua’s Cafe at 2117 Third Ave. in East Harlem received 1,350 complaints in 2014-15. Over a three-month period, there
were 828 complaints at the Mexican eatery — but the NYPD took “corrective action” in only 119 cases, according to the audit.

Cafe manager Adrian Sanchez, said it is licensed for karaoke and a jukebox and most of the complaints, came from a person who lived
upstairs and was “kind of weird.”

“We haven’t had complaints lately, honestly, in a long time,” he said.

The NYPD responded to the audit by saying it has made “some recent adjustments” to better address noise complaints at bars and clubs.

The SLA disagreed with most of the comptroller’s findings.

FILED UNDER  NOISE ,  THOMAS DINAPOLI
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Complaints about bar and club noise on the rise in NYC
POSTED 4:45 PM, JUNE 11, 2017, BY ASSOCIATED PRESS

ALBANY, N.Y.  — Noise complaints about bars and clubs in New York City are increasing and a new report suggests of�cials could do a better job of
problem.

State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli has released an audit that found the number of noise complaints about bars and clubs more than doubled bet
2015, from 38,000 to more than 93,000.

“Establishments with hundreds of complaints lodged against them faced little or no repercussions,” DiNapoli said. “For the sake of city residents, m
be taken to address noisy clubs and bars.”

Many bars and clubs were repeat offenders, with 277 businesses that each received 100 or more complaints. The number of noise complaints in N
more than doubled between 2010 and 2015.

The audit recommended that the New York State Liquor Authority and New York City Police Department improve their coordination, better analy
complaint records and crack down on bars and clubs that prompt repeat complaints.
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HERE'S THE NUMBER OF NOISE COMPLAINTS FOR CITY BARS, CLUBS OVER 5 YEARS

By NY1 News  |  June 11, 2017 @6:58 PM

SHARE

Cranky neighbors are not the only ones who say bars and nightclubs in the city need to keep it down; a new report

from State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli agrees.

According to the audit, the number of noise complaints about city bars and clubs more than doubled between

2010 and 2015 from about 38,000 to more than 93,000.

Many are repeat offenders, with some receiving more than 100 complaints.

DiNapoli said many bars and clubs face "little to no repercussions" for making too much noise.

The report recommends that the city police department and the State Liquor Board work together to crack down

on establishments generating the most complaints.

Advertisement: Your video will resume in 8 seconds

http://www.ny1.com/nyc/all-boroughs/news/2017/06/11/noise-complaints-nyc-bars-clubs-2010-to-2015-report.html



page 195

11/13/2017 De Blasio’s newest city agency: Office of Nightlife | New York Post

http://nypost.com/2017/09/19/de-blasios-newest-city-agency-office-of-nightlife/ 1/2

September 19, 2017 |  10:14pm |  

METRO

De Blasio’s newest city agency: Office
of Nightlife

The City That Never Sleeps meets the Government That Always Grows.

Mayor de Blasio went to a funky Brooklyn nightclub Tuesday night to sign a bill creating a new city agency — the Office of Nightlife, which
is supposed to oversee clubs and cabarets.

Despite the presence of community boards and the city’s own Department of Small Business Services, the mayor believes another layer
of government is needed to deal with quality-of-life issues and to help keep struggling clubs from going under.

“It’s pretty shocking — one in five small businesses have been lost in the last couple of decades in New York City,” said de Blasio during a
festive bill signing event at the House of YES in Bushwick featuring legendary punk rock drummer Marky Ramone of The Ramones.

“And one of the big reasons was it was hard to navigate the rules and restrictions that in so many cases went too far.”

The bill, which de Blasio signed at the House of Yes in Bushwick, will add two new staffers to a municipal workforce that already tops a
record 322,000.

By Rich Calder

Shutterstock
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The Office of Nightlife will have an annual budget of $407,000 — including $370,000 to pay a yet-to-be-named director and deputy.

They will work with a 12-person Nightlife Advisory Board to help clubs navigate the approval process for licenses and permits, review
neighborhood complaints, make policy recommendations, and advise City Hall on trends impacting the industry.

Eight of those board members will be appointed by the City Council speaker and four by the mayor. They will each serve a two-year term.

Councilman Rafael Espinal, the bill’s lead sponsor, said he pushed for the legislation because some community boards are too quick to
take steps to put nightclubs out of business after receiving complaints.

“If we’re going to remain the City That Never Sleeps, we need this,” Espinal told The Post. “The new office is a going to serve as a bridge
between the nightlife establishments, residents and government.”

“We’re talking about a $10 billion industry in New York with 100,000 employees, so a few hundred thousand dollars is a drop in the bucket.
The funding for the new office will easily pay for itself.”

He said the office is modeled after a similar program in Amsterdam, Holland, that helped reduce quality-of-life complaints and crime by
nearly 30 percent.

But members of Manhattan Community Board 3, which represents the nightlife hotbed of the East Village, say they’re concerned the new
office and advisory board will cater to the club industry.

The board passed a resolution in July ripping the bill, saying, “Community boards are generally the front line in receiving complaints
resulting from nightlife establishments and work with city agencies” to address them.

More than 20 percent of the city’s smaller music venues have closed in the past 15 years amid noise complaints, skyrocketing real-estate
prices and licensing issues, according to the Mayor’s Office of Media and Entertainment.

FILED UNDER  AGENCIES ,  BARS ,  BILL DE BLASIO ,  CLUBS ,  NIGHTLIFE
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This video clip from a local news station in the Bronx highlights the relevance of SGA’s construction 
noise audit and the significance of engaging the public in conducting an impactful risk assessment.  
The video highlights interviews with a variety of Bronx residents, from health care workers to 
residents as well as youth in addition to the TV station’s efforts to promote the survey and solicit 
responses.  These interviews and the media promotion underscores the importance and relevance 
of this issue.

The video clip is approximately a minute-and-a-half and the electronic video file has been shared 
with NSAA via DVD, along with instructions on how to access the video.

Bronx News Channel 12 Video




