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~ Public Mailing List used in Study

during the years 2000-2001



VAN NUYS AIRPORT PART — 150 PUBLIC MAILING LIST
(used during the years 2000 — 2001)

1) Norm Anderson
15438 Marilia Street
North Hills, CA 91343

2) Brian Armstrong
P. O. Box 92007 WPC
Los Angeles, CA 80009

3)  Celestine Arndt
18000 Karen Drive
Encino, CA 91316

4) David Augsburger
15623672 Dickens Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

5)  Carlos Biarriazia
11427 Oxnard Street., #9
North Hollywood, CA 91601

6) Charles Brink
P. O. Box 9333
Van Nuys, CA 91409

~7)  Sonja Brown
17170 Kinzie Street
Northridge, CA 91325

8) Lisa Levy Buch
Council District #11 (Cindy Miscikowski})
Mailstop 234

9)  James Buorling
16434 Gilmore Street
Van Nuys, CA 91405

10) © Sue Cone
5831 Natick Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91411



11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20) -

21)

Carl Davison
16212 Hamlin Street
Van Nuys, CA 91406

Joanna Drury
4571 Encino Avenue
Encino, CA 91316

Don Dufford
P. O. Box 8050
Van Nuys, CA 91409

Jan Feuer
5455 Sylmar #204
Van Nuys, CA 91401

Benjamin Fiss
Council District #5 (Mike Feuer)
Mail Stop 234

R. Flamen
19701 Koman Drive
Tarzana, CA

Jesus Garein
8750 Monogram Avenue
North Hills, CA 91343

Zan Green
18333 Hattaras Street, #122
Tarzana, CA 91356

Charles and Barbara Hand
17240 Quesan Place

Encino, CA 91316

Elizabeth Harris
1449 S. San Pedro Street
Los Angeles, CA 80015

Rebecca Harris

16641 Marquez Terrace

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272




22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

Wallace Hunt
9720 Amestoy Avenue
Northridge, CA 91325

Patricia Hunt
9720 Amestoy Avenue
Northridge, CA 91325

Fern Isaacson
4734 Louise Avenue
Encino, CA 91316

Scott Jameson
15566 Hesby Street
Encino, CA 91436

Sandi Kart
4587 Greenbush Avenue
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

Pat Kater
16149 Otsego Street
Encino, CA 91436

David Kessler

Federal Aviation Administration
P. O. Box 92007, WWPC

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Muriel Kotin
15615 Castlewoods Dr.
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

Alvin Kusumoto
6150 Van Nuys Blvd,
Suite 400

Van Nuys, CA 91401

Clay Lacy
7435 Valjean Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91406

Joan Luchs
3309 Carse Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068



33)

34)

35)

36)

37}

38)

39)

40)

41)

42)

43)

Carol Medof
15900 Woodvale Road
Encino, CA 91436

Brian Moore
13730 Cumpston Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401

Marco Pereira
6724 Whitaker Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91406

Ray Proknow
16324 Mandalay Drive
Encino, Ca 91436

David Rankell
P. O.Box 5223
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

Barbara Rightman
16411 Londelius Street
North Hill, CA 91343

Jon Rodgers
P. O. Box 8437
Van Nuys, CA 91409-8437

Robert Rodine
14649 Tustin Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

Raul Ruelas
8756 Monogram Avenue
North Hills, CA 91343

Jan Schneider
8727 Monogram Avenue
North Hills, CA 91343

Marcia Schok
15231 Magnolia #120
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403




44)

45)

46)

47)

48)

49)

50)

51)

52)

Prudy Schuitz
P. O. Box 3528
Van Nuys, CA 91407

Jan Shapiro
16766 Bosque
Encino, CA 91436

Jim Stewart
8552 Costello
Panorama, CA 91402

Alan Von Arx
16836 Gledhill Street
Northridge, CA 91343

Wendy Weiss
5140 Libbit Avenue
Encino, CA 91436

Jim Wildman
17416 Napa Street
Northridge, CA

Marsha Williams
15423 Sutton Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 81403

Marc Woersching

L.os Angeles Planning Dept.

221 W. Figueroa Street, 9" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Regina Yates
13730 Cumpston Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401

T/ENVMGT/2000/00188D0Q/171745v1
Mailing labels are PCDos #173878 v2/3



:.j;;‘.-':- L Proof of Publications for
- Pubhc Meetmg Notifications (2000-2001)




PROOY OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Proof of Publication of

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES N ——— ra—11
CLASSIFIED \z\g}’? VNYPaltl S0 Study;
on the following dates: A mieeting of the Steering Commitgee, for the Van Nuys Airport Paﬂ-:} A
_ Notse Compz_aﬂb;}::y Smgy, will be beld on Thursday, Augus('g fg[){)f‘g!
7/26 7/30C 700 pan. “‘i.mm“% will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean
. AvenueVa.n ,_N“}‘S) CA 91406. The purpose of the meeting will be'io
reviey _gnd:co?s:fier copeurrence with the action taken by the Bg
1 cestify (o declare) under penalty of perjury that Airport Coinmissioners in adoption of the Part 150 Study. Questio
the following is true and correct. setes World Alpor's Environmertal Ma
53. Thé public is welcome 1o atlend.

M er Tug o
FRERE

SEEAD A e b

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

07/30/01

L Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspaperss

A Division of Metropolitan News Comparny

P.Q. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 30060-0030
Phone: (213) 346-0039 Fax: (213} 687-6509

CN # 00619318 cusn

T




. PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
- (2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitled matter. | am the prmc;pal
cierk of the printer of the
Daily News

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
‘Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
State of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
isstie of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

--------------------------------------------------------

.Zz.g..../ ..............................

all in the year 20 ﬁ./ .....

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hilis,

) Cregpr €S L 22 5
S:gnature

Proof of Publication of

S GETED T ;. .

VNY Part 150 Study
Pubhc Meetmg

A meet;ng of the Steenng commmee ior the Van Nuys

A.rpori parf. 150 Nonse Compahbth’ry Study will be heid‘

on Thursday, August 2,2001 at7: (}O p m. The meetmg

will be held ln ihe Aldei Piaza Hotel 7277 Vaijean ‘




- has been published in each regular and entire

PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

1 am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitled matter. 1 am the principal
cierk of the printer of the -
‘ Daily News
a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
. Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
" Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
- the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
State of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smalier than nonpareil).

Proof of Publication of

- issue of said newspaper and not in any.
supplement thereof on the fol!owing dates, to-|
CWH S S SRR - -

R T T T ) “am

; all in the year 20 ﬁ

- I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that.
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hills,

OWW

Slgnature




AGENDA
INTERNET AT http://www iawa.org

OF MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONVENED IN SPECIAL SESSION IN THE SAMUEL GREENBERG
BOARD ROOM NO. 107/116 IN THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING AT LOS ANGELES
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, #1 WORLD WAY, P.O. BOX 92216, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
90009 ON THURSDAY, JULY 19, 2001 AT 9:30 A M.

ROLL CALL:  Mr. Alpert, Mr. Pak, Ms. Pelersen, Mr. Schaffer, Mr. Valdry and President Agoglia

930  AM.- DISCUSSION AND CONSIDERATION OF THE FORMAL AGENDA

Presentation for approval Minutes of the Regular Meeting of June 26, 2001.

LEGISLATIVE ADVOCATE REGISTRATION

THE CITY'S MUNICIPAL LOBBYING ORDINANCE (LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL. CODE
SECTION 48.01 ET SEQ., AS AMENDED) STATES “EVERY LOBBYIST AND LOBBYING FIRM
SHALL REGISTER WITH THE CITY ETHICS COMMISSION WITHIN 10 DAYS. AFTER
QUALIFYING...” CITY LAW DEFINES A “LOBBYIST” AS “ANY PERSON WHO RECEIVES OR
BECOMES ENTITLED TO RECEIVE $4,000 OR MORE IN COMPENSATION DURING ANY
CALENDAR QUARTER TO COMMUNICATE DIRECTLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF
INFLUENCING MUNICIPAL LEGISLATION ON BEHALF OF ANY OTHER PERSON.”

TO ENSURE THAT ALL PARTIES WHO MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE LAW HAVE THE
INFORMATION THEY NEED TO COMPLY WITH ITS PROVISIONS, THE SECRETARY TO THE
BOARD WILL FORWARD COPIES OF ALL SPEAKER CARDS TO THE CITY ETHICS
COMMISSION. FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE CITY'S LOBBYING LAW AND HOW
IT MAY APPLY TO YOU, CONTACT THE ETHICS COMMISSION AT (213) 237-0310, OR AT
201 N. LOS ANGELES STREET, L.A. MALL, SUITE 2, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012.

JULY 19, 2001



18-

£
ITEM 18, RESOLUTION NO. - APPROVE THE NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS AND THE
NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM AS ADOPTED BY THE VAN NUYS PART 150
STEERING COMMITTEE

RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the Noise Exposure Maps and the Noise
Compatibility Program as adopted by the Van Nuys Part 150 Steering Committee.
{Roger Johnson, 310-646-9640)

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Ayes:
Nays:

Discussion:

JULY 19, 2001



PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

“The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A, TIMES

on the following dates:

7/9 7/13

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

07/13/01

CU[?J js}gfi:e ° J
OF

CUSTOMER REF. # 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0O. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 80060-C030
Phone: (213) 346-0039 Fax: (213} 687-6509

R 1]

Proof of Publication of

A .S\gi ‘[ 'VNY Part 150 Study‘"
N IPubthdeenng x

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for the Van Nuys Airport Part
£50 Noise' Compatibility Study, will be held on Monday, July 16, 20"

at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hot
7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the meeting
will be to discuss and consider for approval the Noise Compatibiiitv
Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred to the
Angeles World Airport's Environmental Management Dmsum -
(310) 646-3853. The public is welcome to attend.

IAI05H B0

|

[T |



PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I-am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES
on the following dates:
7/9 7/13

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

07/13/01

CﬁHQJ bz tvm ]

L@aﬁ/@&m

CUSTOMER REF. # 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Comnmunity Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 90060-0030
Phone: (213) 346-0039 Fax: (213} 687-6509

CN # 00617826 CUSﬂ‘

Proof of Publication of

$ Compatibility Study, will be fild on Monday, July 16, 2001 at 7:00 p.m. The

N | VNY Part 150 Study
| Public Meetmg

A meeting of the Steering Commitice, for the Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Noise

meeting will be held n the Airte} Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avequé, Vﬂf] Nays,
CA 91406. The purpose of the meeting will Te 0 discuss and con.slxder for
approval the Noise Compatibility Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions can
be refermed fo the Los Angeles World Airport’s Environmental Management
Divisicn al. (310) 646-3853. The public is welcome 10 atiend. ——l

I



PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P) l

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,
' 1

| am a citizen of the United States and a resident i
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of Proof of Publicati b
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested ublication of

in the -above-entitled matter. | am the principal . ’
A ot 150, Aol

...............................................................................

clerk of the printer of the
Daily News Hobtes. Heelows . D Ned

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los Paste Clipping Ve X4
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of ' - 2f Naotice g
Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been {[- v oo N T
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by ;- = R S s R e ™~
the Superior Court of the County.of Los Angeles, || 4 5 E 0.0 05 =i j‘?‘
State of California, under the date of May 26, | | 3. g I > QKE g g
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that .| [ 2w > 8 2 § @,‘g«‘g & oz
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed [N | o = 8258 4 °a ? |
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil). (f | = m = O o 3‘0 2o .
has been published in each regular and entire \['| ) 8 5o S < 20 2 5 iﬂ -
issue of said newspaper and not in any [[~ 2 B %’.‘S S o }
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-'] | £ = 8';“'% =~ g‘ Z 5o
W e ereciiteeeeeveeeieesre g ssecestnsssssssarmsresssansarssmassnnanansenns s L §3‘E o~ o oo B g,q-_
.............................. 277 i SR SSURUOOIUPTNITRN B G y-g =5 B 8’&: =
. ; 2l e Lo =
all in the year 20 2L Ryl O 84""53. B o B :>\<]: ) (
i . ~2 U ’ -
! certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury thatj | ,.» % e I: < @&E = \: I _
the forgoing is true and correct J TH ORI Bakb e
Dated at Woodland Hills, 2 E0 809 L oS a
07 L FHaEoE s
S0 EE LT R &
TR S T I e R D | gﬁ o '7,\
oo T Eg e o
_ . ﬁ-~”—‘?':~@¢:&8£<'@®3'
Dcperzlspin R - ., 8 EE
7 Signature . D e = o O 5 = 3 é’n 8:.
(PR B o R <. o3 el Y
wZs582 58828203

LOvB/L S6si] J
]



PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

1 am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitled matter. | am the principal
clerk of the printer of the
g ' Daily News
~a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
“Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
iLos Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
" 'the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
‘Gtate of California, under the date of May 26,
- 1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
" ‘the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any
‘supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

-----------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------

all in the year 20 ﬂ/ _

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hills,

| California, this .zﬁ..dayof %, 20”/ ..... )

B,

S@nature =

Proof' of Publication of

VWW%@M;( ........

-------------------------

--------------
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexcd 15 a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES - MAN PEWS
on the following dates:
6/12

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

06//2/01

Proof of Publication of

‘¥ Noise Compat:blllty Siudy wxll be heid on Thursday, June 21, 2001 at,
| 700 p.m."The meeting will be held in ‘the Airtel Plaza, Hotel, 7277

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meetmg

A meetmg of the Steenng Comrmttee for the Van Nuys Aeroﬂ Part 150

Valjean Avesue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purposé of the’ ‘meeting will
be to discuss and -consider for approva! the Noise Compahbdny 1
Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions cain be referred to the Los%

Angeles World Airport’s Environmental Management Division "at
(310 6463853 The pubhc is weicome to attend

ASLI0G 0512

P E Qs

Signature

"CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

Califorsia Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

F.O. Box 60030, Los Angeles, C4 30060-0030
FPhone: (213) 346-0039 Fax: (213} 687-6509

5

S et |



PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(20155 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES — C(ASSIF(ED

on the following dates:

6/11

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct,

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

06/11/01

P& (D tivo

Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 80060-0030
FPhone: (213) 346-0038 Fax: (273) 687-6509

B T

Proof of Publication of

)

NY Part 150 StUdyJ
Public Meeting

07 A
AT

(310) 646-3853. The public is welcome 10 attend.

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for the Van Nuys Airport Part
150 Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on Thursqay, June 21, 2001
at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hgt-el,
7277 Valjean Avenue, Yan Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the mge.tlfag
will be to discuss and consider for approval the Noise Compatibility
Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred to .th'e Los
Angeles World Awport’s Environmental Management Division at

13BZTA30 0611 |
AR

i




PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

" LOS ELE ‘
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Proof of Publication of

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,

over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

(3

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the :

g will |

patibility Program |.

Questions can be referred to the Los Angeles

‘World Airport’s  Environmenfal Managemeént Division at |

Y

L.A. TIMES - MAr & EWS
on the following dates:
6/15

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

06/15/01

Signature

Public Meeting

| 'A-nieétiﬁg of the Steering Co_mfn‘itiée, for the Van Nuys Air’poft Part 150 }

VNY Part 150 Study -

7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 |
‘Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the meetin

be to discuss and consider for approval the Noise Com

Noise Compatibility-Study, will be held on-Thursday, June 21, 2001 at {
of the Part 150 Study.

CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

.
THAZIO 0615 -

(310) 646-3853. The public is welcome to attend, -

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 30060-0030
Phone: {213) 346-0039 Fax: (213) 687-65089

B 1T




PROOY OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the .

L.A. TIMES — CLASSIF(ED

on the following dates:

6/15

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

06/15/01

(P& Qborors

Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metrepolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 90060-0030
Phone: (213} 346-0039 Fax: {213} 687-6509

S 1T

Proof of Publication of

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meeting

|
|
|

A meeting of the Steering Committee

t“_-i e R o] y
o= Lol
HECd g eE T
<z CE 0
tﬂﬁ & P 2
B EnELT
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et
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St

Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The §

June 21, 2001 at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Airtel
purpose of the meeting will be to discuss

approval the Noise Compatibility Program o

Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study, wi
Study. Questions can be re

Airport’s Environmental Management Division at (31

3853, The public is welcome to attend.

FHEEMAT $E16

1
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P))

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

1 am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interes'ted
in the above-entitied matter. I am the principal
clerk of the printer of the
' Daily News .

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
pubtished 7 times weekly 'in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
Los Angeles, and which newspaper has’ been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
‘State of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
:the notice, of which the annexed is a printfaci
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpare_:i).
has been published in each reguiar and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

----------------------------------------------

all in the year 20

| certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hills,

ng nature

. § Thursday, Yune 21, 2001 at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will bj

Proof of Publication of -

---------------------------

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meeting

A meeting of the Steering Comumitiee, for the Van Noyi
-f Aldrport Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on

DNG1351281 871131

beld in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Va
Nuys, CA 91406, The purpose of the meeting will be tq;‘
discuss and consider for approval the Noise Compatibility
Program of the Part 150 Study, Questions can be referred to
the Los Angeles World Alirport’s Environmental Managernen
Division at (310} 646-3853. The public is welcome to attend
Publish June 11, 15, 2001 CN612962 ‘ E
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P)

'TATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Jounty of Los Angeles,

F.am a citizen of the United States and a resident
- f the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a parly to or interested
1 the above-entitled matter. | am the principal
terk of the printer of the
Daily News

' newspaper of general circulation, printed and
- ublished 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
" los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
~djudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
‘tate of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
- opy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any

upplement thereof on the following dates, to-

all in the year 20 OL.

certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
wne forgoing is true and correct.

ated at Woodland Hills,

“alifornia, this /jzg day 'ofﬁ(@ﬁ%, 20 59/ ......

_ //)@&‘m/ Y{-\/étle‘*
§ignature

------------------------------------------------

Proof of Publication of

~VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meeting

A meeting of the Steéring'clémmiuee, for the Van Nuys
Adrport Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on

: Thursday, June 21, 2001 at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be
{§ held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Van

Nuys, CA 91406, The purpose of the meeting will be to
discuss and consider for approval the Noise Coempatibility
Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred to
the Los Angeles World Airport™s Environmental Management
Division at (310} 646-3853. The public is welcome to attend..
Publish June 11, 15, 2001 CN612962
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

| am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitled matter. I am the principal
clerk of the printer of the
Daily News

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
State of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy {set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

............................... n/.-...f(---.....-........................

all in the year 20 &/ ......

| certify (or declare) under penaity of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hiils,

e S

Signature

Proof of Publication of

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for -‘the.Van_Nuys‘_Airport .
Part 150 Noise .Compatibility Study, will 'be held on Thursday,

June 21; 2001 at-7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Airtel ]}
Plaza Hotel;- 7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The

purpose of the ‘meeting will be to discuss and consider for{l

Questions can be referred. to-the Los. Angeles: World. Airport’s
Environmental-Management.Division at (310) 646-3853.
The publicis welcome to'attend. ~ .70 0 )

approval the Noise Compatibility Program-of the Part 150 Study.
PublishJune 15, 2001 - *- .
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P)

¢ TATE OF CALIFORNIA,
{ runty of Los Angeles,

1 am a citizen of the United States and a resident
¢ the County aforesaid; | am over the age of

eighteen years, and not a party to or interested

in the above-entitied matter. | am the principal ) .
¢ rk of the printer of the [/A,JS//M/‘:&&’ ......................................

Daily News Hetlec L fg/f%ﬁmﬂwg
g-newspaper of general csrculatlon, prmted and | T AT gl Ll
[ blished 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los e ST
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
t s Angeles, and which newspaper has beerr
¢ judged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
¢ ate of California, under the date of May 26,
1.83, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
¢ py (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any
¢ pplement thereof on the following dates, to-
wit:

Proot of Publication of
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1 Gl rAR e N SRl B e

" CN613437
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-------------------------

all in the year 20 ﬂ/

3853. The public is welcome to attend.

Public Mecting

VNY Part 150 Study ||

§ meeting will bé held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Vant

}{uys;éA 91.40@ Tl:ag-i piirpos_e’of the meeting will be to discuss and consider §
Qﬁeétibn_é’i can be referred to the Los Angeles World Airport’s Environmental

| Compatibility Study, will be held on Thursday, June 21, 2001 at 7:00 p.m. The |
ﬁfdrl.:-:approval'- the Noise Compatibility Program of the Part 150 Study.

o B

i ertify (or declare) under penalty-of perjury that S )
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California, this 482,70 day of E KN -
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"PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A, TIMES ~MAIa LEWS
on the following dates:
5/21 5/25

1 certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at 1.os Angeles, California on

05/25/01

Proof of Publication of

-
FA meetmg of ihe Steenng Commlttee for the Van Nuys Airport Part

at 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be. held in the Aiitel Plaza Hotel,.7

i 646-3853. Thc publ:c is welcome to altend

VNY Part 150 Study
‘Public Meetmg

150 Noise. Companblhty Study, will be held on Tuesday, May 29, 2\(?]7 .

Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of: the m tmg a
be to discuss and consider for approval the, Nois m
' Program of the Part 150 Study. Questigns can: be tef
" Angeles Wor!d Airport's Environméntat Management

Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Comrunity Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA S0060-0030
Phone: (213 346-00389 Fax: (213} 687-6509
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES - GLASSIFIED

on the following dates:

5/21 5/25

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

Proof of Publication of

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meetmg

A mcetmg of the Steenng Committee, for the Van Nuys Airport Part §
150 Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on 'mcsday, May-29, 2001 §
at 7:00 p.m. The megting wili be-held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 §
Vaijean Avenue, Yan Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the meeting will :
be 1o discuss and consider for approval the Noise Compatibility )
Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred o the Los
Angeles World Airport's Environmental Management D:vrs:on at (310)

646-3853: The peblic is welcome to attend.

\
. |19052;

05/25/01
' Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # VNY PART 150

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.O. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 80060-0030
Phone: (273) 346-0038 Fax: (213} 687-6509
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitled matter. | am the principal
clerk of the printer of the
Daily News

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
State of California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

all in the year 20 .@/

{ certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodiand Hills,

------------

California, thls ........ :.. day of //&5<

7 Sighature

" 503078-01 8101

Proof of Publication of

‘ Compatlb:hty Study, will be held on Tuesday, May. 29, 2001 at 7:00 pin. T

VNY part 150 Study
' Publlc Meet;ng , i

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meetmg '

-A-meeting of the Steenng Cﬁ!mmttee, for the Vdn Nuys Au'pni‘t Pan 150. Noxé

meéting will be held in the Alttel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Vap Nuys,

CA: 91406. The purpose of the mieeting will be to discuss #nd ¢

onsider fo
approval the Noise Compatibility Program of the Part 150 Study. Questions car'
be réferréd to the Los Angeles World Airport’s. Environmental Managbmeijw
Division at (31{) 646-3853. The public is welcome to dttend,’ !

Publish May 21,25,2001 CNOOGHBH
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION AFFIDAVIT
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Zounty of Los Angeles,

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above-entitied matter. | am the principal
* tlerk of the printer of the
Daily News

a1 newspaper of general circulation, printed and
. sublished 7 times weekly in the Cities of Los
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of
" Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeiles,
. State of California, under the date of May 26,
1883, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
, ,opy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
" has been published in each regular and entire
~Issue of said newspaper and not in any
' supplement thereof on the following dates, to-
WHE e eveneerrertissnserimsnnsresvanersssessssnernssssrnansssssssesesnsessssssnese

(i —— %ﬂg%&?&,} ........ eeeeeeseeses s

" atl in the year 20 ﬁ/

| certify (or declare).under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hilis,

e

Dpiget s LMl
4 Sig hature

Proof of Publication of

PubhshMay 21 25 2001 o

YNy part lsosmdy |
Public Meeting

VNY Part 150 Study
Public Meetmg
A meeting of the Steering Committes, for the Van Nuys Alrpon Part 55(} Noise

i§ Commpatibility Study, will be held on Tuesday, May 29, 2004 at 7.00 p.m. The

meeting will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenve, Vah Nuys,
CA 91406. The purpose of the mectmg wx]] be to discuss and consider for
approval the Notse Compatﬁ)xhty Program of the Parl 150 Study. Questions can
be referred to the Los Angeles World Alrporas Environmental Management
Division at {310) 646-3853. The public is wclcomc toattend. ‘
CNOD61031




PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

{ am a citizen of the Uaited States and a resident.

of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the .above-entitled matter. 1 am the principal
clerk of the printer of the : ' :

. Daily News
a newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published 7 times weekly-in the Cities: of Los

Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of

‘Los Angeles; and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general -circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
Statefof California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper.and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-
D T/ 1 S :

L3920,

---------------- -

e

all in the year 20 g2%2 / .

[ certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct. :

Dated at Woodland Hills, R

California, this

------------

/Sig nature

B Proof of Pubi_icatiqn‘of
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Paste Clipping.
. of Notice -

" “SECURELY

- In This Space .

1 e 4t s =

" PUBLIC NOTICE
A meeting of the Steering Comzhitteé, for the Van Nuys Airport Part i)
Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on Thursday, .ianuary_‘ll, 2001 at
7:00 p.m. The-meeting will be held in the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Vallieah:
Avenue, Van Nuys; CA 91406, The purpose of the meeting will to
discuss and consider for approval the Noise Compatibility Progrmn ol e
Part 150 Study. Quesiions can be referred to the Los Angeles. World
Alrport’s Emimumi?:}im} Management Division at k310)64@3é§;§§

e,

i

1)
public is welcometo pttend, TN 504208 122930100, 15,6101 ks
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

1 am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES

on the following dates:
9/29 .9/30

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at Los Angeles, California on

09/30/00
Signature

CUSTOMER REF. # NOISE

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.0. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 90060-0030
Phone: (213) 346-0039 Fax: (213} 687-6509

Proof of Publication of

rPllﬂ!.,lt.: NOTICE -

A meeting of the Steering Committee,
for the van Nuys Airport (VNY) Part
150 Noise Compatibility Study, will be
held on Tuesday October 10, 2000 at
7:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in
the Concorde Room 1 and 1l of the
Alrtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean
Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406, The pur-
pose of the meeting will be to discuss
and consider for approval the Noise
EXposure Maps - and the Noise
Compatibility Program of the VNY
Part 150 Study. Questions can be
referred to the Los Angeles World
Airport’s Environmental Management
Division at {310) 646-3853. The publicis
welcome to attend. CN 5848728 9/29,
30, H97827; 2000

1707 4929
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of l.os Angeles,

[ am a citizen of the United States and a resident .

of the County aforesaid; 1 am over the age of

eighteen years, and not a party to or interested

in the.above-entitled matter. 1. am the principal

clerk of the printer of the .
Daily News

‘a newspaper of general circulation, printed and

published 7 times weekly-in the Cities: of Los

Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of

Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles,
Stategof California, under the date of May 26,
- 1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper. -and not in any

supplement thereof on the following dates, to--

---------------------------------------------

Y.

ali in the year 20 ..........

I certify (or declare) under penalty of per]ury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

Dated at Woodland Hills,
California, this é/g day of ......... 20 ............

e ol et &

Signature

Proof of Publication of

- Pés’ié '.Clipping _
. of Notice

"SECURELY
In This Space )

A meeting of the Steering Committee for Van Nuys Aitport (VNY)'

Part |50 Noise Compatibility Stady will be held on Tuesday, Octobe]
10, 2000 at 7: 00pm. The meeting will be held in the Concorde Roon

1 and 11 of the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Ave., Van Nuys, CA{

91406. The purpose of the meeting will be o discuss and consider for
approvat the Noise Exposure Maps and the Noise Compatibilit]
Program of the VNY Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred to thi
Los Angeles World Airport’s Environmental Management Division at
(3!0) 646 3853. The public is welcome to aitend CN584829

i gazs» 30, 164622000 ‘
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of Los Angeles County,
over the age of 18 years of age and not a party to
or interested in the matter noticed.

The notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy appeared in the

L.A. TIMES

on the following dates:

10/6 10/7

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the following is true and correct.

Dated at L.os Angeles, California on

10/07/00

®~ g @zz@

Signature

. CUSTOMER REF¥. # NOISE

Cal-Net Legal Advertising

California Network of Community Newspapers

A Division of Metropolitan News Company

P.O. Box 60030, Los Angeles, CA 80060-0030
Phone: (213} 346-0038 Fax: (213} 687-6509

Proof of Publication of

[ PuUBLIC NOTICE

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for
the van Nuoys. Airport Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study, was scheduled for
Tuesday, October 10, 2000 at 7.60 p.m. This
meeting has been rescheduled for
Wednesday, November 8, 2000 at 7.00 p.m,
The meeting will be held in the Concorde
Room | and il of the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277
Valiean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The
purpose of the meeting will be to discuss
and consider for approval the Noise
Exposure Maps and the Noise
Compatibility Program of the Part 150
Study. Questions can be referred to the
Los Angeles World Airport's Environmentat
Management Division at (310) 646-3853. The
public is welcome to attend. CN 535013
10/6, 7, 2000

11327207 1006

B T



PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(20155 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of Los Angeles,

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident .

of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of

eighteen years, and not a party to or interested

in the .above-entitled matter. I am the principal

clerk of the printer of the :
Daily News '

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and

published 7 times weekly-in the Cities: of Los

Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of

-Los Angeles,; and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspager of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Las Angeles,
Statefof California, under the date of May 26,
1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper.-and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to-

- wit: o /Wé/ 7

all in the year 20 &9 ?

i cettify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that
the forgoing is true and correct.

----------

P L L LT T PP P e R Y PR

Dateci at Woodland Hlils

4 tan Ll

Signature

Proof of Publication of

Paste Clsppmg
of Notice -
" SECURELY
© InThis Space .

j.
l

PUBLIC NOTICE
A meeting of the Steering Committee, for the Van Nuys Airport’
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Stady, was scheduled for Tuesday,

Ocmber 10,2000 at 7:00 p.m. This meefing has been rescheduled for
Wednesday, November 8,2000 at 7:00 p.m, The meeting wiil

be held in the Concorde Room I and H of the Airtel Plaza Hotel,
7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the

_meenng will be to discuss and consider for approval the Noise )|
1Exposure Maps and the Noise Compatibility Program of the Part

150 Study. Questions can be referred to the Los Angeles World

‘ Aupons Environmental Management Division at (310) 646-3853.

'{he pubhc 18 welcome to attend, CN 585014 10/6,7/00




PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
County of L.os Angeles,

 am a citizen of the United States and a resident .
of the County aforesaid; § am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested . .
in the :above-entitled matter. | am the prmc:pai - f ‘

Proof of Pub!icati(_)n‘of

clerk of the printer of the :

Daily News
a newspaper of general circulation, printed and e -
published 7 times weekly-in the Cities:of Los . - . ."Paste Clipping . '
Angeles, Burbank & San Fernando, County of - . of Notice -
-Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been L . Ifggggggge |

adjudged a newspager of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles, . .
Statefof California, under the date of May 26,
- 1983, Case Number Adjudication #C349217; that
the notice, of which the annexed is a printed
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil).
has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper.-and not in any
supplement thereof on the following dates, to--
~wits

w ZE) ..Zf ZeeB, A

all in the year 20 ..g..é.. i et = -.m'm»:f.-mw, :
t certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that ‘

the forgoing is true and correct. : | //E £ TING 2/3 T

Bated i , , .
a.te at Woodiand‘ Hilis, . /]/m/zf/fzﬁf& 3),24900
California, this&..~..... day of Z”ﬁ: 20 599

Doegeitls (LA e

Signature -




PUBLIC NOTICE

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for the Van Nuys Airport Part 150
Noise Compatibility Study, will be held on Wednesday July 12, 2000 at 7:00
p.m. The meeting will be held in the Concorde Room 1 of the Airtel Plaza
Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the
meeting will be to consider for approval the Noise Compatibility Study and
Noise Exposure Maps of the Part 150 Study. Questions can be referred to
the Los Angles World Airport’s Environmental Management Bureau at
(310) 646-3853. The public is welcome to attend.

Published July 5™, 7" and 8" 2000




PUBLIC NOTICE

A meeting of the Steering Committee, for Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study, will be held on Monday April 24, 2000 at 7:00 p.m.
The meeting will be held in the Concorde Room of the Airtel Plaza Hotel,
7277 Valjean Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91406. The purpose of the meeting
will be to consider for approval revised forecasts for aircraft operations and
review of the Noise Compatibility Study. Questions can be referred to the
Los Angles World Airport’s Environmental Management Bureau at (310)
646-3853. The public is welcome to attend.

Published April 14 and 15, 2000
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Western-Pacific Region P.O. Box 92007
U.S. Department Aisports Division Los Angeles, CA 90009
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

gctT - ¢ 2001

Lydia Kennard

Executive Director

Los Angeles World Aidrports
P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA S0009-2216

Dear Ma. Kennard:

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 Study‘
Receipt of Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program

This letter acknowledges receipt of your submittal, dated

September 21, 2001, of the Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) and Noise Compatibility Program (NCP} for
the Van Nuys Airport. The Federal Aviation Administration has
initiated a review of the NEMg pursuant to FAR Part 150, Section 150.21
and initiated a preliminary review of the NCP pursuant to Section
150.31.

If you have any questions concerning the FAR Part 150 process or other
guestions concerning the review of the NEMs and NCP, please call

Brian Armstrong, Alrport Plamner, at {310) 725-3614. Thank you for your
continued interest in noise compatibility planning.

Sincerely,

Herman C. Blissg
Manager, Airports Division

//E;i Maurice Laham, Alrport Environmental Manager



Board of Commissioners

From: Corey Weiss [CoreyW@socal.rr.com}

Sent: Sunday, Septernber 30, 2001 9:14 PM

To: tedstein@msn.com, pdepoian@lawa.org; tkennard@lawa.org; laxboac@airports.cila.ca.us
Subject: AIRPORT NOISE MITIGATION

Importance: High

I plead with you to take in to consideration the living conditions of the
residents of Encino and surrounding areas. As a long time resident of the
San Fernando Valley, | have witnessed the increasing decline of our living
conditions because of the Van Nuys airport, which continues to become a
greater source of air and noise pollution.

t understand that the airport is a source of revenue for many but it is at

the expense and comfort of local residents. It is numerous times weekly
that | am woken late at night or early in the morning by noisy jets or
helicopters. it is my best guess that none of you live in any proximity to

the Van Nuys Airport or you would all be more sympathetic for the request of
airport noise mitigation.

As a concerned resident of Encino, | will do whatever 1 can within my

ability and which is fair to see the request | share with my neighbors
implemented. While you may not take this offer seriously, | invite any of
you fo spend a night of your choice in my home and you will quickly see this
is a serious request fo curb the noise pollution.

Thank you in advance for your immediate consideration of this request.

Best,
Corey Weiss

*“’”*_*_*+w+i+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+i+
Corey Weiss & Associates
"Entertainment & New Media Marketing”
www.CoreyWeiss.com

{310) 289-7279

corey@coreyweiss.com
*+*+*+*+i’+*+*+i+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+*+



Soard of Commissioners

From: Pfknat@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2001 3:00 PM
To: tedstein@msn.com; miscikow@council.lacity.org; weiss@council lacity.org;

dzine@council.lacity.org; pdepoian@lawa.org; kennard@lawa.org;
laxboac@airports.cila.ca.us; howard.berman@mail.house.gov

Subiject: VNY

To:
Mr. Ted Stein, President

cc: Lydia Kennard, Executive Director LAWA
Phil Depoian, Asst. Executive Director LAWA
Honorable Howard Berman
Honorable Brad Sherman
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski
Honorabie Jack Weiss
Honorable Dennis Zine
Honorabie Alex Padilla
Honorable Nick Pacheco

Dear Mr. Stein,

Welcome back to the BOAC and the problems it faces.

I'm sure, while you have been off of this Board for awhile, you have
probably kept up with what has been going on. .

As a resident of the San Fernando Valley | have been quite interested in
the situation at VNY and am also aware of the problems at LAX.

Of course, | must be honest in that my primary reason for writing you is
due to the
situation at VNY1

| have heard that you are intending fo put together some noise round
table and Helicopter noise groups, which 1 applaud.

However, after watching the Part 150 Steering Committee at work and the
LAWA group at work all these years one gets very dubious as to the progress
that will be made.

‘When committees are formed so that there is a definite bias on cne side, _
those committees will take much longer to make decisions (in my opinion based
on observance)
to show the public that they have listened long and hard and have take the

time to look :
at both sides and then in they make a decision — in most cases based on the
bias the
commitiee started off with.
The fact that, due to the change in the guard there was an increased
effort to pass
the Part 150 study was so obvious to all who attended those last few
meetiings that -
it was laughable and very disturbing!
You were around the BOAC before and you are probably more familiar than
f just how the jets became a reality at VNY.
The last time | was invovied with VNY was when there was an attempt to
make i{
a commercial airport....we defeated that (FORTUNATELY FOR THE VALLEY).
Much to my embarrassment -—— without any notice —- there were jets flying
in and out of VNY, an airport surrounded by bedroom communities.
What a Crime!
What a Trajedy of justicel _
Now when the community can be served in a proper manner, the community

1



loses, yet again!

I am hopeful that whatever committees you put together and whatever the
make up of the BOAC/LAWA ends up being, it will be more attuned to a
community that has been
taken advantage of.. for the sake of growth and dollars and nothing more!

People, in the long run, are still more imporiant than uncontrolled
growth. '

People are more important than the businesses that have grown at VNY due
to the unfair make up of the committees that make the decisions effecting the
way of fife '
of an entire community.

Had VNY been handled property from the get go, those businesses would
have been housed at other facilities where jets would be more appropriate,
and the businesses that
were there servicing the prop aircraft would still be there and still be
making good money. ‘

The few addiional items the community was interested ir with regard to
the Part 150 Study, were simple little items to our way of thinking.

Particularly the changing of take offs and landings on weekends. . it
really ruins a chance to sleep in on Saturday or Sunday morning when jets
roar overhead at 7am and
most times 10 to 15 minutes before 71

Thank you for listening and 1 urge you to be more careful in
establishing committees
that are obviously one-sided as they appear to have been in the past.

I know the commitiees have worked long and perhaps hard, but when you
attend a meeting and are asked to speak on something that has already been
- voted on...well, it
is a bit redicuious, yes?

Cordially and a bit concerned,

Pat Kater

(818) 788-1682

email: pfknat@aol.com
16149 Otsego St.
Encino, CA 91436



J. Richard Leyner — President
Rickey Gelb - Vice President
Bill Jasper — Treasurer

Sharyn Yuloff - Secretary
Gerald Silver — Sergeant at Arms

August 23, 2001

Mr. Ted Stein _

Board of Airport Commissioners
Los Angeles World Airports
One World Way, PO Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Mr. Stein:

The Encino Community Council (ECC) has been concerned about noise from Van Nuys Airport
{VNY) since our inception. The ECC is a group of community citizens seeking to address a
variety of Encino community problems.

We understand that Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is in the process of preparing a Part 150
Application soon to be sent to the FAA for review and approval. The measures approved by the
Part 150 Steering Committee will in one measure or another begin to address some of the
concerns we have about VNY noise. '

However, in the rush to finish work on the Part 150 Study, the Steering Commitiee failed to
address or approve several other major concerns. These include:

- Extending the weekend and holiday curfew from 7 am to 9 am;
- Define noise sensitive areas around VNY;
- Eliminate sight-seeing flights from VNY.
These are outlined in the Minority Report that was presented to the BOAC on August 2, 2001.

I ask that you use your best efforts 1o see that these significant issues are included in the Part
150 mitigation measures that are sent to the FAA.

Time is short since LAWA staff is currently working on the Part 150 Application. Please discuss
this matter with other BOAC members, and if necessary, place the item on an upcoming BOAC
agenda. '

The inclusion by the new BOAC of these three additional measures in the Part 150 Application
will be viewed as a very positive step in addressing the community's concern about VNY noise.

Cordially yours,

The Egcino Cmunity Council

cc: Councitwornan Cindy Misckowski (via fax: 818 756 9175)
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Stop the Noite! @
# Dedicated (o reducing noise from Van Nuys Alrport & GERALD A. SILVER
: Preskdent

PO BOX 280205
ENCINO, CA 91426
Phone (818)800-2757

August 14, 2001

Ted Stein

Board of Airport Commissioners
Los Angeles World Airports
One World Way, PO Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Ted:

ners of Encino and the Stop the Noise Coaglition, a group of

On behalf of Homeowns
30 community associations including the Sierra Club-Angetes Chapter, 1 would

like to welcome you back to the Board ol Airport Commissioners (BOAC). I look
forward to working with you and the other BOA. members on various airport

issues affecting our communifies.

Among the major issucs expresscd by thousands of Valley residents are the

need to: - ‘

_Ban Stage 2 jets from VNY as soon as legally ‘possible

_Place a 10 pm to 7 am Cusfew on helicopters

_ Eliminate sight-seeing flights from VNY

" Place a cap on the noise contour of VNY and seek reduction in noise

As you know LAWA is in the proces3 of preparing the Part 150 Application to be
sent to the FAA for review and approval. Some of the measures approved by the

Part 150 Steering Committee will in one measure or another begin to address.

some of the concerns expressed above.

to finish to work on the Part 150 Study, the Steering

However, in the rush
ncermns. These

Comunittee failed to address or approve several other major €0
include:

| Extending the weekend and holiday curfew from 7 am to 9 am
_ Define noise sensitive areas around VNY
_ Eliminate sight-seeing flights from VNY

PEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORBOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FENERATION, BRENTWOOD CLEN ASSOC., CAHUENGA PASS NEI
PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN,, ENCINO [

OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS,
KNOLLS COMMUNI(Y CLUB. HOLMB
. HOMEOWNERS ASSN.. LOOKOUT MOUNTA
NITY ASSN.. NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN,

SHERMAN OQAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANOELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN., ST
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN, VAL

AGSN  WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WOODLAND HILLS HOMEQOWNERS ORG.
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These are outlined in the Minority Report that I presented to the BOAC on
August 2, 2001. As you can see these measures have strong support from key

elected officials.

I ask that you use your best efforts to see that these significant jssues are
included in the Part 150 mitigation measures that are sent to the FAA. Time is

~ short, since LAWA staff is currently working on the Part 150 Application. Please

discuss this matter with other BOAC members, and if necessary place the item
on an upcoming BOAC agenda.

These measures should be included in the Part 150 Application sent to the FAA,
rather than sidetracking them in years of discussion in a "VNY roundtable”,

thal is yet to be established.

The inclusion by the new BOAC of these three additional measures in the Part
150 Application will be viewed as a very positive step in addressing the
community noise concerns. .

Again, | welcome the opportunity to work jointly with you and the other airport
commissioners in addressing VNY noise concemns. '

Cordialily yours, /Mv

Gerald A. Silver
Presjdent, Homeowners of Encinoe
Stop the Noisel Coalition

Cc: Homeowners associations, coalition members

FRALE 275
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van Nuys Airport
Part 150 Steering Committee

MINORITY REPORT

Noise Compatibility Plan (NCP)
Recommendations

August 2, 2001

FALLL 3/ 0
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The undersigned, a minority of the Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Steering
Committee submits the following Report with its recommendations to the Los
Angeles Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC), and the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA}, for inclusion in the VNY Noise Compatibility Plan (NCF}.

We agree with the Noise Compatibility Plan (NCP) recommendations submitted
by the Majority of the members of the Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Steering
Committee to the BOAC. These are constructive and positive steps aimed
toward resolving the noise problems at Van Nuys Airport.

We ask that the following additional recommendations be included in the Noise
Compatibility Plan {NCP) that is submitted to the FAA:

RECOMMENDATION #1

The Steering Comimittee Minority recommends that the VNY curfew be
changed to extend the curfew on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays to 10
pm to 9 am. Other days remain the same with the curfew in place from
10 pm to 7 am. :

RECOMMENDATION #2

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Minority recommends that LAWA
consider defining “Noise Sensitive Areas” around VNY, as appropriate.
These areas may include parklands, public lands, housing and the like,

RECOMMENDATION #3

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Minority recommends the
elimination of tourist and sight-seeing flights from VNY as a reasonable
and non-arbitrary means of achieving noise reduction.
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Respectfully submitted:

Gl Aﬁda . 5;;’&@% conmrtes)

Congn:ssman Howard Berman

e
Supuvu@zu Yaroslavsky /
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Councilmember Cindy Miyctkowala

ligcilillins IR L)

Couficilmember Jack Weiss _

e Pl ST

Councilmember Deninis Ziné -




Board of Commissioners

From: Pfknat@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2001 10:49 PM

To: laxboac@airports.ci.la.ca.us; lkennard@lawa.org; pdepoian@lawa.org
Subject: VNY Part 150 Study

As a concerned citizen and one who has attempted to follow the

VNY deliberations, | am very disappointed in the fact that the Part 150
Advisory Committee failed to include the three simple items presented
on behalf of the community.

I urge you to reconsider the items and include them in your FAA submission.
| believe you are all aware as to what those items are, but to refresh your
memory, | give you a streamlined fist:
1. Extend the curfew hours on weekends and holidays by two hours to 9a.m.
That certainly shouldn't hurt anyones flying activity as much as it
hinders
a communities ability to sleep in a bit longer on weekends!
2. Actually outline the Noise Sensitive Areas adjacent to VNY
3. Stop the scheduled tourist sight seeing flights...they are actually
illegal according as ongoing scheduled activities are not part of the VN Y
operating charter.

These three items seem so logical and easy it was impossible to believe

that they
could not be included in your FAA REPORT.
AGAIN, WE URGE YOU TO RECONSIDER AND ADD THEM TO YOUR FAA REPORT.

THANK YOU,
Natalie and Pat Kater



ROBERT L. RODINE

14649 TuUsTIN STREET
SHERMAN OAxs, CALIFORNIA 91443
818-789.7319
August 3, 2001
The Honorable Rockard J. Delgadillo
City Attorney
200 North Main Street
18® Floor

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Delgadillo:

This letter is written to complain formally about counsel rendered by a Deputy City Attomey in
facilitating a subversion of the Brown Act. The people involved in the incident, I believe are, the
Deputy City Attormey responsible for supporting the City Counsel; Mr. Tom Henry, a member of
Councilmember Zine's staff, amd Ms. Lisa Buch, a member of Cmmmimember Miscikowski’s
staff.

The facts as | understand them are as follows:
A Béckground

I. In December, 20060 and January, 2001, in effort to organize and schedule the work of
the Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Steering Committee, Chairman, Commissioner Mark Schaffer sent
a memorandum to all members requesting that they submit the lists of the issues that they wanted
the Committee to address in its proceedings. The list of measures already in hand was extensive
and such an action was an appropriate approach to pianmng and agendizing the work. The
~ response to that call for mput was limited.

2. At sometime during the last several months, long after the work of the Committee was
scheduled, two members submitted, by mail, written “motions” as requests for items to be
considered by the Committee. These issues were submitted long after the Committee had
adopted a procedural resolution for dealing with the process of addressing the list of measures to
be considered.

3. Because the written motions were submitted in a fashion that didn’t conform to the
plan for dealing with the Committee’s business, they were never included in the agendas of the
Commuttee’s last three or four meetings, nor did the sponsors of the issues ever move durmg
Committee proceedings for addition of those issues to fiture agendas.

B. Brown Act Issue

1. The Committee meeting of August 2, 2001, was in view of the completion of all of the
scheduled matters, the last meeting to be held. The Committee had addressed all of the measures
placed on their list of action items, and in the interests of attaining the ultimate action for which
they were established some ten years ago, the agenda for the August 2, meeting gave no
mndication of further work being contemplated. A copy of that agenda is attached.



2. Both Mr. Henry, a long time member of the Part 150 Committee, and Ms. Buch
appear to have been concerned that the recently submitted written motions, would not be
undertaken as part of the Committee’s deliberations.

3. Recognizing that the August 2° meeting was probably the last Part 150 meeting, Mr.
Henry and Ms. Buch approached the City Attorney for counsel as to how they could have these
matters considered by the Part 150 committee and directed to the Board of Airport
Commissioners for inclusion in the final report to the Federal Aviation Administration, even
though not noted on the agenda.

4. As they explained, in spite of the fact that the specifics of the two issues were not
noticed for the public on the agenda of the August 2nd meeting, they were advised by the Deputy
City Attorney that since the written communications were in the public domain (written
communiqués submitted to a governmental body), it was appropriate to add those issues to the
Motion relative to the unrelated matter as a recommendation for consideration by the Board of
Airport Commuissioners,

5. What ensued was an extensive discussion of the two issues, even though they were not on the
Agenda, nor were they noticéd to the public as specific matters of public business to be taken up
at the meeting.

6. It is my understanding that the Brown Act is intended to insure the public that they will be
made aware of all business to be considered by those charged with the process of governance. In
this regard it was the Deputy City Attorney who gave counsel to the staff members for the
process that clearly facilitated an excursion around the Brown Act. It was only because Mr.
Henry mvoked reference to the advice of the City Attomey, that the members of the Commuttee
who were conscious of the potential problem deferred to Mr. Henry. '

My view of this may be oversimplified, but it appears that what transpired at the Part 150
Committee meeting was that there was an atteropt to legitimize the introduction of non-agenda
items as a piggyback measures to a wholly unrelated agenda item. The public was not given any
advance notice that the material would be considered, there was extensive discussion of this non-
agenda matter and the specific issue was voted on by the Committee. But the problem is that all
this happened because Mr. Henry and Ms. Buch sought the counsel of a Deputy City Attomey
who apparently advised on the specific process for effecting this evasion of the law. The very
law intended to protect the public from unscrupulous acts by those in responsible positions of
governance.

I should be gratefut for your consideration of this situation.

Very 1 Uy .

cc: Councilmember Cindy Miscikowski
Councilmember Dennis Zine
Commissioner Mark E. Schaffer,
Patricia V. Tubert, Esq.



MAILING ADDRESS:

CITY BALL

200 N. Spring Street

Roor 405

Los Angeles, CA 98012
{213} 485-34886

{213} 495-6948 Fax
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DISTRICT OFFICES:

' 18040 Vanowen Street
Reseda, CA 87335
{818} 756-8848
1818} 756-9179 Fax
TOD (818) 345-6624

Councilman
Dennis P. Zine
Third District

July 26, 2001

Mr. Deuk Perrin
18113 Calvert Street
Tarzana, CA 91335

RE: Part 150 Steering Committee

Dear Wé/ p

Thank you for your invaluable participation as the Third Council District representative on the
Part 150 Steering Committee.

As I feel it is important to have a member of my staff participate on this committee, effective
July 27, 2001, I will be appointing my Deputy, Tom Henry to assume the role of representative
on the Part 150 Steering Commitiee.

Again, thank you for your participation. I would like to call upon you in the future for
participation on issues affecting the Third Council District. -

Sincerely,

Councilman

Third District }/’U , 7%

ce: Maurice Laham [O P/ And @////
Los Angeles World Airports / ¢ / / / _
#1 World Way & y (

Los Angeles, CA 90045 %{{ 4



Stop the Noite!

¢ Dedicated fo reducing nolse from Van Nuis Alrport ¢ GERALD A SILVER
President
PO BOX 260205
ENCING, CA 01428
Phone (819)690-2757
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July 25, 2001

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management

Los Angeles World Airports {LAWA) ~ Committee Meeting: August 2, 2001
One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys — 7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 '

RE: MOTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT AUGUST 2ND MEETING
*++ PLEASE DO NOT DISREGARD THIS LETTER****

Before submitting the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) Part 150 Steering Committee

recommendations to the BOAC, and then the FAA, it is imperative that the Committee _
consider several additional motions, These are described below, AND WERE SUBMITTED TO _
YOU IN ADEQUATE TIME FOR INCLUSION IN THE LAST STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING.

I and several other Eomnﬁttee members were dismayed to learn that these items were not
presented for consideration, even though they were submitted in a timely manner and
properly seconded, '

If the Part 150 Study is to have any validity, it is essential that proper and fair procedures be
followed. I am again requesting the following motions be presented to the Steering
Committee, and this letter and my previous letter of July 9, 2001 be sent to ALL committee
members. This may require sending this material by Federal Express; as was done by LAWA
with the last change of Agenda item.

MOTION #1 '
Moved by Kenneth Millman, seconded by Gerald A. Silver:

"MOVED-- that the Steering Committee recommend that the VNY curfew be changed
to extend the curfew on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays to 10 pm to 9 am. Other
days remain the same with the curféw in place from 10 pm to 7 am.”

Participating Organizations: .
REACHWOOI? CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOOD OGLIEN ASSOC,, CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CAHUENGA
"PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN » CALIFORNiA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN,, ENCINO FROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, FEDERATION
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS, HOLLYWOOL DELL CIVIC ASSN., HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEQOWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOOD
CNOLES COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMRBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY .OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO, LAKE BALBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN, LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ QAKS HOMEOWNHRS ASSN.,. MOUNTAIN GATE COMMU-
. NITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC, OUTPOST ESTATHS HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN., STUDIO VILLAGE
AOMEOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN., VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS
ASSN,, WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNFRS ASEN  WOOTWT ANTY TIF T € TIMASSANAILD e e
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MOTION #2 T
Moved by Gerald A. Silver, scconded by Wayne Williams

MOVED-- that the VNY Part 150 Steering Committee RECONSIDER Itern #7,
Establishing "Noise Sensitive Areas.”

In a previous letter, I asked that the VNY Part 150 Steering Committee RECONSIDER Item
#7, Establishing "Noise Sensitive Areas.” During the discussion at a previous meeting,
claims were made to the cffect that “"the entire Valley is noise sensitive," and therefore there
was no purpose in establishing such areas around Van Nuys Airport (VNY).

It is unfortunate that the Committee did not have before it critical pieces of information that
should have been reviewed before it took action. Clearly some areas of the Vallcy are more
noise sensitive than other areas.

Last month I sent you a color map, published by the Los Angeles Flanning Department that
depicts land uses around VNY. This map clearly shows open space, public lands, housing,
light and heavy industrial areas and the like. This should be studied by all members of the
Steering Committec, before making recommendations regarding noise sensitive areas (ltem
#7), or route equalization measures (Item #10), to be reconsidered August 2nd.

I strongly urge you to make COLOR copies of this document and send them to each member
of the Steering Committee. The black and whitc copies that were mailed last month are not

adequate for the purpose, I again ask that COLOR capies of this crucial map be mailed to
~ each committee member.

MOTION #3
Moved by Gerald A. Silver, seconded by Wayne Williams

MOVED: --" that the Part 150 Steering Committee recommends the elimination of
tourist and sight-seeing flights from VNY as a rcasonable and non-arbitrary means of
achieving noise reduction.” ‘ R
Please see the copy of the motion attached hereto that was submitted to the Steering
Committee chairman on July 16%, for more details.

MOTION #4
Moved by Gerald A. Silver, seconded by Wayne Williams

"MOVED-- that the Part 150 Steering Comimittee has worked diligently to assess all
possible noise mitigation measures for the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study,
and has evaluated each item, in light of the FAA's assessment. The Steering
Committee moves that LAWA hold its recommendations until a new BOAC is in place,
and then submit each item recommended by the Steering Comumittee to the FAA for
inclusion in the final recommendations, and not edit, delete for overlock any
recommendation,”

I am very concerned that the lame duck BOAC may not agree with many of the Steering
Committee’s recommendations and may thus "toss out”, ignore or overlook many of the key
recommendations. The lame duck BOAC should not take any action on the Commitfee's.

recommendations until a new BOAC is in place and reflects the ncw Los Angeles City
administration. ' '
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Finally, of great concern to many committee members is the hasty and carcless manner in
which the BOAC has sought to rush through the completion of the work of the Steering -
Committee. This effort has goinie on for ten years and the last steps should not be jammed
though in a matter of a few days before all motions before the committee have fully
considered all matters before it.

-

Gerald A, Silver
President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition

cc: FAA, Mayor Hahin, ¢lected officials, homeowner associations
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MOTION BY GERALD A SI.VER, PART 150 STEERING COMMITTEE
Seconded by Wayne Williams

July 16, 2001

WHEREAS: There has been a large increase in the number of heticopier and fixed wing tourist and sight-seeing flights
emanating from Van Nuys Airport (YNY)

WHEREAS: The Part 150 Steering Committee is seeking noise compatibility measures to reducc aircraft noise from VNY.
WHEREAS: There are currently no limits or restrictions on tourist or sight- seeing flights emanating from VNY.
WHEREAS: Tourist and sight-sceing flights from VNY are purely Jocal in nature and do nof invelve interstate commence.

WHERFAS: VNY is a political subdivision of a Siate ... that owns or operates an airport, it is not limited from carrying out
its proprictary powers and rights. ~

WHEREAS: Other jurisdictions such as New York City, NY and Juncau, AK have alteady implemented or are secking to
implement their proprietor right 1o restrict sight-seeing flight as a means of reducing the impact of noise on residents.

WHEREAS: The Second District Court of Appeals lias ruled that "the City's noise-related regulation of sightseeing flights
from the seaplane base would fall comfortably with the proprietor exoeption ... the City's decision to reduce the number of
flights at the seaplane busc and 10 prioritize transportation over tourism were a reasonable means of achieving noise reduction
- the City's actions comported with their proprietacy rights.” {see SeaAir v. City of New York, decided May 22, 2001 ]

WHEREAS: The SeaAir case enabled the implementation of restrictions on lourist and sight-seeing flights, without requiring
a Part 161 Study.

WHEREAS the SeaAlr case decided on May 22, 2001 was new information, not known or available fo the VNY Part 150
Stcering Commitiee,

MOVED: The Part 150 Steering Committee recommends the climination of tourist and sight-secing flights from VNY asa
reasonable and nou-arbitrary means of achieving noise reduction. '

Notes:

Airlinc Dercgulation Act of 1994, 49 U.S.C. § 40102(a)(25) (2000), -
49 U.S.C.§ 41713(b)X3) (2000).

Seadir v. City of New York, Dockes No. 00-9096, decided May 22, 2001, U.S. Cours of Appeals for the Second District,
SeaAir NY, Inc. v. City of New York, No. 99 CIV 6055 JSM, 2000 WL 1201379
Nar't Helicopter Corp, v. City of New York, 137 F.3d 81 (2d Cir. 1998).

!
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CONGRESSMAN BRAD SHERMAN

24TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA

SERVING THE SAN FERNANDO AND CONEJO VALLEYS, COMMITTEE ON BANKING

P. 002

LAS VIRGENES AND MaLIBL AND FINANCIAL BERVICES
. COMMITTEE ON
July 11, 2001 INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
Mr. Maurice Laham, Environmental Management
Los Angeles World Airports ’
One World Way, P.O. Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Mr. Maurice Laham,

With respect to the VNY Part 150 noise mitigation measures, we believe that severa)
unresolved issues remain to be carefully considered. Therefore, we request that the VNY Part
150 Steering Committee meeting scheduled for July 16, 2001 » 10 be postponed until a later date.

We believe that the Steering Committee has not had enongh time to study, analyze and
discuss the various alternatives, including the new proposal submitted by Ken Millman. In
addition, the BOAC is a lame-duck commission, and any action taking place should be
postponed until a new board and a new mayor are in place. New Councilmembers Dennis Zine
and Jack Weiss have not had enough time to study the subjects and have not been able to bring
their Part 150 appointees up to speed with the current issucs. These issues directly impact their
congtituents and it would be valuable on the part of the BOAC to allow them and their staff
ample time to stady and analyze the varjous mitigation measures that have been approved or
those that are on the table.

If it is too late to postpone the July 16™ meeting, then we ask that no action should be
taken, short of allowing the issues to be analyzed and discussed on July 16*. This will give the
new Steering Committee members time to catch up on the issues at hand. Thank you very much

for your time.
W Sincerely, : ﬁf?
BRAD SHERMAN HOWARD BERMAN

Member of Congress Member of Congress

ce: Board of Airport Commissioners

WASHINGTON OFFICE: PRIMARY DISTRICT OFFICE: CONEJO VALLEY OFFICE:

1624 Lonawanpti BuiLbing 21631 VENTURA Bautkvarn, SuiTe 1070 : 2100 E, THOUSAND QAKE BLvD,, SWTET
/asHINGTON, DC 20515-D624 Woonland HiLls $1364-6400 THousann Oake B1I62-2903
{202} 226-5911 {813} 089-1980 (806) 449-2372
FAX {202} 225-6679 FAX {818) 959-2287 FAX {BDb) 448-2375

Maik: hiad sherman@rmait.house.gov Wob alte: b house.govigharman {nfurmation Hotline: (818) 999-1084 or (BOG} 497-4734
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Stop the Noite!

¢ Dedicated fo reducing noise from Van Nuys Airport ¢ GERALD A SILVER
: President
PO BOX 260205
ENGING, CA 91426
Phone {818)990-2757

July 9, 2001

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management '

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) Committee Meeting: July 16, 2001

One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys ~ 7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 ‘ .

RE: MOTION TO POSTPONE JULY 16T MEETING AND REQUEST
THAT BOAC TAKE NO ACTION ON VNY PART 150 UNTIL NEW BOARD IS IN PLACE

In a previous letter, 1 asked that the VNY Part 150 Steering Committce RECONSIDER Item
#7, Establishing "Noise Sensitive Areas.” During the discussion at the last meeting, claims
were made to the effect that “the entirc Valley is noise sensitive,” and therefore there was no
purposc in establishing such areas around Van Nuys Airport (VNY).

It is unfortunate that the Committee did not have before it critical pieces of information that
should have been reviewed before it took action. Clearly some areas of the Valley are more
noise sensitive than other areas.

Last month I sent you a color map, published by the Los Angeles Planning Department that
depicts land uses around VNY. This map clearly shows open space, public lands, housing,
light and heavy industrial areas and the like. This should be studied by all members of the
Steering Committee, before making recommendations regarding noise sensitive areas {item
#7}, or route equalization measures {Item #10), to be heard on June 21st.

I strongly urge you to make COLOR copies of this document and send them to each member
of the Steering Comumittee. The black and white copms that werc mailed last month are not
adequate for the purpose, I again ask that COLOR copies of this crucial map be mailed to
each committee member.

In light of this information I believe that these matters need to be given careful consideration,
1 am therefore asking that the land use color map be distributed to each Committee member,
and that ftem #7 be RECONSIDERED, and that this material be evaluated before taking
dction on Item #10, route cqualization measures.

It is also important to allow adequate time to consider a total night-time curfew on all jet

: Participating Organizations:
I BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOQD COMMUNITY FEDHRATION, BRENTWOOD GLEN ASS0C,, CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CATIUENGA
_ PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN, CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN,, ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, T‘ﬁDIRATION
;| OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON Assm HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN. T IOLLYWOODIAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOOD
(KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN, HOMEOWNERS OF ENCING, LAKE BAILBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,, LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ, OAKS THHOMEOWNERS ASSN., MOU"N'!A]N GATE COMMU-
CNITY ASSN, NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC., OUTPOST ESTATES IJOMEQOWNERS ASSN.;
SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CL tm»ANGEws CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDUNTS ASSN., STUDIO VILLAGE
 HOMEOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN., VALLEY VIILAGE HOMEOWNERS
ABSN., WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERT AU WO AN ITT ¥ © LA ARAUATED S DA
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operations, both arrival and departures except for emergencies {Item #18). The Steering
Committee needs to fully evaluate the impact of a total jet and helicopter ban (except for
emergencies), Therefore adequate time needs to be set aside at the next meeting to fully
consider this matter. The Committee needs to be provided with detailed analysis of the
number and types of jets and helicopters that arrive and depart VNY during night hours,

1 ask that the Committee be given a copy of the Night Departure/Arrival logs for the past
year, including the log of night helicopter operations. These logs are available from LAWA.
The brief summary table that you mailed out last month does NOT provide adequate
information about night jet and helicopter operations, ‘

I recently faxed you a copy of a more detailed helicopter curfew report that | ask be copied
and sent to each member of the committee. This more detailed report will allow the
Committee to make a reasoned determination regarding night-time opecrations. This item is
exiremely important and should not be glossed over.

Finally the Committee should consider some additional matters before concluding its
deliberations: '

I am very concerned that the lame duck BOAC may not agree with many of the Steering
Committee’s recommendations and may thus “toss out”, ignore of overlook many of the key
recommendations. The lame duck BOAC should not take any action on the Committee's
recommendations until a new BOAC is in place and reflects the new Los Angeles City
administration, :

In this regard, 1 urge the Committeel to consider at a later meeting the following MOTIONS:

"MOVED-- that the Part 150 Stecring Committee has worked diligently to assess ali
possible noise mitigation measures for the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study,
and has evaluated each item, in light of the FAA's assessment. The Steering ,
Committee moves that LAWA hold its recommendations until a new BOAC is in place,
and then submit each item recommended by the Steering Committee to the FAA for
inclusion in the final recommendations, and not edit, delete for overlook any
recommendation.” -

I also believe that another motion has been submitted for consideration:

“MOVED-- that the Steering Committee recommend that the VNY curfew be changed
to extend the curfew on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays to 10 pm to 9 am. Other
days remain the same with the curfew in place from 10 pm to 7 am.”

Therefore I ask that you postpone the July 16th meeting to a later date. If this is not possible,
then I suggest that you assure the public that the Committee will take no action until the
new Board and Mayor are in place, The July 16® meeting should only be informational to
discuss mitigation noise measures, with NO ACTION taken.

President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations




Stop the Noiss!

¢ Dedicated to reducing noise from Van Nuys Airport GERALD A, SILVER
President
PO BOX 260205
ENCINO, CA 81426
Phone {818)990-2757

06/13/2001

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management '

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) Committee Meeting: June 21, 2001
One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys — 7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 '

RE: MOTION TO RECONSIDER NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS, AND REQUEST
THAT BOAC TAKE NO ACTION ON VNY PART 150 UNTIL NEW BOARD IS IN PLACE"

Several pieces of key information have come to light that relate to the deliberations of the
VNY Part 150 Steering Committee. I believe that item #7, Establishing "Noise Sensitive
Areas,” should be RECONSIDERED by the Steering Committee. During the discussion at the
last meeting, claims were made to the éffect that "the entire Valley is noise sensitive,” and
therefore there was no purpose in establishing such areas around Van Nuys Airport {VNY]}.

It is unfortunate that the Committee did not have before it critical pieces of information that
should have been reviewed before they took action. Clearly some areas of the Valley are more
noise sensitive than other areas.

I am enclosing several items that I would like distributed to the Steering Committee in
advance of the June 21st Committee meeting. These items address "Noise Sensitive Areas”
(Item #7 and route equalization (Item #10):

1. Color map, published by the Los Angeles Planning Department that depicts land uses

- around VNY. This map clearly shows open space, public lands, housing, light and heavy
industrial areas and the like. This should be studied by all members of the Steering
Committee, before making recommendations regarding noise sensitive areas (ltem #7), or
route equalization measures (Item #10J, to be heard on June 21st.

2. Article from the Los Angeles Times, June 10, 2001, "Limited Use of Santa Monicas Is
Urged." This article describes Santa Monica Mountain parklands that the National Park
Service has earmarked for recreational low-intensity use. The Santa Monica mountains are
"one of the last Mediterranean-type ecosystems, and it shelters nine federally listed |
endangered animals...The Santa Monicas are also a cherished refuge for hikers, cyclists,
equestrians and everyone else seeking an escape form the urban blanket of asphalt.” They
deserve the "noise sensitive” designation

Farticipating Organizations;

BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOOD GLEN ASSOC., CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOCD ASSN., CAHUENGA
PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN, FEDERATION
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN., HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOOD
KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO, LAKE BALBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELEL OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., MOUNTAIN GATE COMMU-
NITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC., OUTPOST ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN,,

SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN., STUDIO VILLAGE
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN., VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS
ASSN., WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WOODLAND HILLS HOMEOWNERS ORG. :
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In light of this information I believe that these matters need to be given careful consideration.
I am therefore asking that each item above, including the land use color map be distributed
to each Committee member, and that Item #7 be RECONSIDERED, and that this material be
evaluated before taking action on Item #10, route equalization measures.

It is also important to allow adequate time to consider a total night-time curfew on all jet
operations, both arrival and departures except for emergencies (Item #18). The Steering
Committee needs to fully evaluate the impact of a total jet and helicopter ban {except for
emergencies). Therefore adequate time needs to be set aside at the June 21st meeting to fully
consider this matter. The Committee needs to be provided with detailed analysis of the
number and types of jets and helicopters that arrive and depart VNY during night hours.

I ask that the Committee be given a copy of the Night Departure/Arrival logs for the past
year, including the log of night Helicopter operations. These reports are available from LAWA,
This will allow the Committee to make a reasoned determination regarding Item #18 (A total
night-time curfew on ALL jet operations, both arrival and departures (except emergencies)
between 10 pmn and 7 am. This item is extremely important and should not be glossed over.

Finally I would like the Committee to consider some additional matters before concluding its
deliberations:

1 am very concerned by the "rapid fire” nature in which the Steering Committee's work is
being drawn to a close. The Part 150 Study has faltered for ten years, with little or no
progress being made. Now that some constructive and concrete measures have been adopted
the lame duck BOAC is seeking to rush closure before all matters have been fully considered.
I am particularly concerned that the June 21t meeting was called only a couple of weeks
after the May 29t meeting. Several Committee members were out of the country for the past
two weeks. The short time between meetings does not give them, nor the public, or panel
members adequate time to gather and study data before the June 21t meeting. The amount
of work that needs to be done may require at least one more meetings before subm1ttmg the
Comumittee's recommendatzons to the BOAC.

I am alsovery concerned that the lame duck BOAC may not agree with many of the Steering
Committee's recommendations and may thus "toss out", ignore of overlook many of the key
recommendations. Please see the attached letter from the Los Angeles City Council to LAWA,
expressing "outrage” in the manner in which the Retlaw project has moved forward, without
adequate review. The lame duck BOAC should not take any action on the Committee's
recommendations until a new BOAC is in place and reflects the new Los Angeles City
administration.

In this regard, I urge the panel to consider the following MOTION:
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"MOVED-- that the Part 150 Steering Committee has worked diligently to assess all
possible noise mitigation measures for the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study;
and has evaluated each item, in light of the FAA's assessmen. The Steering Comumittee
moves that LAWA hold its recommmendations until a new BOAC is in place, and then
submit each item recommended by the Steering Comumittee to the FAA for inclusion in
the final recommendations, and not edit, delete for overlook any recommendation.”

Cordially yours,
%/m’/ & / (2~

"Gerald A. S ver
President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition

ce: Elected officials, homeowner associations

€ne.
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Open space: Park
Seiyice plan would
eatmark 80% of the
récteational area for
low=intensity use.

By.SUE FOX
Ti ME§‘78T)\ F£ WRITER

termined to preserve open
. the National Park Service
plan to guide visitors away
uch of the fragile landscape
anta Monica Mountains,
_ resents the latest effort to
ba}a Ce conservation of natural re-

sources with access for the tax-
payers who have spent more than
$420 million to create the nation’s
largest urban recreation area, a
place many Angelenos consider
their wild backyard.

With a tide of development lick-
ing at the iringes of the 150,000-
acre Santa Monica Mountains Na-
tional Recreation Area, planners
have opted for a preservationist
ethic that eventually could limit
recreational uses,

The plan earmarks 80% of the
land for low-intensity use: no over-
night camping and no pets. Hiking,
biking and horseback riding would
be limited to designated trails. Fa-

cilities such as restrooms would be
primitive {think wooden outhouses
as opposed to cinder-block build-
ings housing rows of flush toilets).

Visitors would probably be shep-
herded onto formal trails rather
than left to wander over impro-
vised paths. Parking, signage and
even rangers may be strategically
used to guide people toward well-
iraveled routes like the Backbone
Trail.

The plan also encourages people
Lo visit during off-peak times such
as weekdays and to use shuttle
buses instead of cars to reach the
mountains,

Now, just 30% of the recreation

mited Use of Santa Monicas Is Urged

area—including most of the public
parkland—is considered subjed o
low-intensity use.
“The current thought is to try ta
hold on to the green spaces,” said
Adrienne Anderson, the Nati{ al
Park Service manager who su; r-
vised drafting of the plan. “When
you look at an aerial photo, you
have this little island of gree/ n
this huge area of developnl 1t
sprawling into the desert. Its
frightening,” she said. “It's all
that's Jeft.”
Established by Congressin 1| 8,
the recreation area’s 235 square
miles unfuri over 43 miles of moun-
Please see PARK, ! 2

Continued from Bl

taing, valleys and coastline, from
Point Mugu State Park in Ventura
County to Griffith Park in Los An-
geles. It is one of the world’s last
Mediterranean-type ecosystems,
and it shelters nine federally listed
endangered animals~including
brown pelicans and southern steel-
head trout—and three endangered
plants.

The Santa Monicas are also a
cherished refuge for hikers, cy-
clists, equestrians and everyone
else seeking an escape from the ur-
ban blanket of asphalt. The recrea-
tion area’s mandate is not only to
protect nature, but also to “offer
compatible recreation and educa-
tion programs accessible to a di-
verse public,” according to its mis-
sion statement.

About 33 million visilors use the
area each year, nearly 10 times the
3.4 million who visit Yosemite, ac-
cording to the National Park Seev-
ice.

Growth Spreads
Into Mountains

Most prefer the beaches, with
fewer than 10% venturing into the
mountains. And though there is lit-
tle evidence that hikers and cy-
clists have degraded the Santa
Monicas, park officials are con-
cerned about a broader trend of
population growth and unchecked
development. The combined popu-
iation of Los Angeles and Ventura
counties has soared from 8 million
in 1980 to nearly 10.3 million last
year.

The growth has crept into the
mountains as builders flatten hill-
sides to put up new subdivisions. In
the western Santa Monicas, for in-
stance, Los Angeles County offi-
cials have manipulated the local
growth plan to allow developers to
erecl 2,200 homes on land desig-
nated for 1,000

The vast majority of the recrea-
tion area rematns undeveloped, and
the new federal plan—-the first revi-
gion in nearly 20 years—aims to
keep it that way. By the time the fi-
nal version is released in Decem-
ber, the plan will have incorporated
suggestions from more than 70 lo-
cal, state and federal agencies and
10 public meetings.

The 470-page document, written
with the California Department of
Parks and Recreation and the
Santa Monica Mountains Conser-
vancy, offers a broad-brush vision
that would set the direction for
more detailed plans to come. It de-
seribes five scenarios that empha-

size varying degrees of preserva-
tion, education and recreation, but
recommends the optien that high-
lights resource preservation.

Under this alternative, visitors
would be guided away from sensi-
tive resouirces such as archeologi-
cal sites and toward high-intensity
areas such as Paramount Ranch or
the campgrounds at Malibu Creek
State Park. That would minimize
human impact on large belts of
wildlife habitat.

The plan also proposes limited
development, including an educa-
tion cefiter at Mugu Lagoon, an ex-
panded campground for Circle X
Ranch, a film history museum at
Paramount Ranch, and a coastal
boat tour that docks at the Santa
Monica and Malibu piers. The new
offerings would give people more to
do at a few centralized locations,
leaving the bulk of the parkland in
a natural state,

“I think what they're trying to
do is to focus the disturbance in as
concentrated an area as they can,”
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PARK: Limited Use of Santa

said Rosi Dagit, a conservation bi-
ologist with the Resource Conser-
vation District of the Santa Monica
Mountains, a state agency.

"When you try to concentrate
use in a few places, you sort of
agree thal you're going to lose
those, in terms of their biological
integrity, over time,” she said.
*That's the trade-off for protecting
therest.” .

Plan Called Framework

for Future Use

So what does this mean for the
thousands of visitors who romp
through these hills on knobby-tired
mountain bikes or along trails atop
horses? Where will it leave hikers,
bird-watchers and picnickers?

There wilk still be a place for all
those activities, said Art Eck, the
recreation area’s superintendent.
The plan is a framework for future
use, ek said, not a blueprint for in-
dividual sites and trails. Decisions
on which trails to close or reroute

LOS ANGELES TIMES

_ Monicas Urged

‘will follow over the next few years,

as the Park Service devises a sepa-
rate scheme for the 769 miles of
trails wending through the recrea-
tion area.

“I think they’re on the right
track,” said Milt McAuley, a weil-

known hiker and the author of

seven trail guides to tie mountains.
“1 look at it two different ways: 1

“want to go hiking, but the trail does
“not help the environment. . . .

And the environment is more im-

_portant than anything else.”
©+'The plan’s authority is limited, be- .

cause more than half of the recrea-
tion area is privately owned. Two
decades ago the Nationai Park Serv-
ice'intended to buy 35,000 acres here
within five years, but uneven federal

“{unding and soaring land prices

slowed the acquisition effort.
The Park Service holds about

-22,000 acres—14% of the overall
- area—and the state (including the

Santa Monica Mountains Conser-

“vancy) owns about 26%. Although
“the new ‘plan sketches a vision for

the entire area, it cannot dictate
use for private parcels. [t merely
prescribes how-land should be used
after it is acquired by a public
agency.

“For much of the area, the hik-
ing experience will be the Santa
Monica Mountains experience,”
said Rep. Howard L. Berman {D-
Mission Hils), who as a state legis-
lator ins the late 1970s led the move-
ment Lo create the mountains con-
servancy. “I think it's a very good
plan.”

More Than 100
Testify at Hearings

Public reaction has been largely
positive—"'which was kind of
shocking to us because we ex-
pected more controversy,” Ander-
son conceded. More than 100 peo-
ple testified during public hearings
in February.

“I think it's a good balance be-
tween preservation and access,”

said Rich Ambrose, a mountatn

biker who lives in Agoura Hilis, ac+
cording to a transcript. "I'm]
pleased to see that mountain biking”
will be allowed on the designated
trails in the low-intensity areas.”

Others objected that the plan
does not allow for enough recrea-
tion. "'T don't believe a plan which
locks up these public Jands as a pre-
serve, as a "do not touch’ area . . .
is really what the Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation
Area was formed to be,” said Don
Schinitz, a resident who testified at
a Malibu hearing.

Park officials said their aim is.
not te cordon off the mountains,
but to encourage people and nature
to coexist in a way that benefits
both. “We're not trying io make
decisions about whether peoplel
should be in the Santa Monica
Mountains or not,” Eck said. “They
already are, and in fact the chal-
lenge is figuring out how to harmo-
nize that [with natural resources],
because they will always be part of

the landscape.”
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Generalized Planned
LAND USE

i - CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Low Density Housing 0.5+ 'to 7 units/gere
Minimum - Low I}

Medium Density Housing 7r to 40 unilsiacre
Low Medium - Medium

High Density Housing 40+ 10 B0+ units/acre
High Medivm - Very High

MNeighborhood Commerce/Parking

Regional Commerce/Parking

Light Industry/Parking

Heavy industry/Parking

Open Spoce/Public & Quasi-Public Londs

= [Freeways

Q City Hall

NOTE; This generclized planned lend use map is compited from the City's
35 Community Plons ond is not odopted by the City Councit. See the most
current Community Plen for desired imformation.

Q 1 2 3 4 5
Mies

N PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING AUGUST 1990
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CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012

June 5, 2001

Lydia Kennard, General Manager
L os Angeles World Airports

#1 World Way

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Dear Ms. Kennard:

As you know, on Friday, June 1, 2001 the City Council voted 10-0 asking the Board of Airport'
Commissioners to extend the comment period to 90 days for the "Retlaw” RFP.

The Council is outraged that LAWA is moving forward with this RFP before a final determination
has been made on the Van Nuys Airport Master Plan. In addition, the Citizens Advisory Committee
(CAC) was not allowed to review or discuss this RFP before its release. _

The City is at a critical juncture in deciding the future of the Van Nuys Airport. Itis the belief of the
Council that LAWA should be proceeding in a very cautious and consciences manner in dealing
with projects at Van Nuys Airport. The fast track of this RFP does not give the Council confidence
that all considerations are being taken into account by LAWA,

We strongly urge LAWA to extend the comment period for this RFP to 90 days and look forward
to hearing from you personally on the airport’s decision.

Sincerely,
. ‘ ‘
(e "
Councilmember Laura Chick C ]

Councilraern\ber Cindy Miscikowski Councilmember Alex Padila

Coungilmemb;g Ruth Galanter

Councilmember Hal Bermson

Councilmember Joel Wachs
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Ston the Noite!

» Dedicated fo reducing noise from Van Nuys Airport ¢ GERALD A. SLVER
: President
PO BOX 266205
05/20/2001 _ ENCINO, CA 91426
Phone (8180902757

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) Committee Meeting: May 29, 2001

One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys -7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-22 16

RE: RESPONSE TO YOUR ANALYSIS OF OUR SUGGESTED MEASURES - VNY PART 150

Thank you for your letter of April 30, 2001 in which you present the FAA's response, general
comments and your recommendations.regarding the 26 additional mitigation measures for
the Van Nuys Airport (VNY} Part 150 Study presented by the Stop the Noisel Coalition.

I am pleased that you have seriously analyzed these key noise-reducing measures and
recommend the inclusion of Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25, and 26 in one form or another in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). These
measures, if approved by the Steering Committee with those that have so far been approved
will certainly help reduce noise from VNY.

I hope that you will provide adequate time to discuss your recommendations and the FAA
responses in the next Steering Committee meeting,.

I think it would be helpful to send each member of the Steering Committee a copy of the
FAA's letter, dated March 26, 2001. This will allow each member the opportunity to see first
hand how the FAA evaluates each measure. Some of these measures, as has been stated, will
require a Part 161 Study. Even so, they should be included in the list of recommended
measures, This will show a commitiment by the BOAC to a broad range of noise reduction
measures at VNY. - ‘ (a

I aim enclosing several items that | would like distributed to the Stéering Committee in
advance of the May 29% committee mecting. These items address the need for defining "Noise
Sensitive Areas” (my item #7), airport "areas of influence” (my item #13), and the 12,500 1b.
air taxi and charter weight limit (my item #17).

- It is also important to allow adequate time to consider a total night-time curfew on all jet
operations, both arrival and departures except for emergencies | my item #18). The Steering
Committee necds to look hard at the long term impact of failing to place a cap on the number
of Stage 3 jets that can use VNY. Without a cap, or some kind of controls on the growth of
Stage 3 jets, there will be a huge increase in the noise contour around VNY, This increase
could easily overshadow all other noise control measures combined in the NCP.

: Participoting Organizations:
| BEACHWOOND CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PR()TFLTION LEAGUE,
~RENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOOR GLEN ASSOC,, CAHUKNGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CAHUENOA
S8 PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN., ENCINO HILLSIDE COALITION, FNCINO PROPERTY
| OWNERS ASSN., FEDERATION OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS, HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN., HOLLYWOODLAND
| HOMEOWNERS ASSN,, HOLLYWOODKNOII SCOMMUNITY CLUB,HOLMBY WESTWOODPROPERTY OWNERSASSN,, HOMEOWNERS
" OF ENCINO, TAKE BALBOA HOMEOWNERS ASSN., LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ QAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
MOUNTAIN GATE COMMUNITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASS0OC., OUTPOST ESTATES
- HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIC CITY RESIDENTS ASSN,,
. STUDM) VILLAGE HOMEOWNIRS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN,, VALLEY VILLAGE
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WOODLAND HILLS HOMEOWNERS ORG.
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I believe that it is important that the Steering Committee first address the concerns set forth
in the letter from Wayne Williams, January 26, 2001, before considering the motion to
establish a technical commmittee, ete. Mr. Williams has suggested an excellent procedural

methodology for considering each item with adequate public input, as well as from airport
staff.

I do not recommend the establishment of a “technical committee”. To do so would raise many
unnecessary issues, such as the make-up of the "technical committee”, Brown Act
procedures, cause delays and remove much of the process from the public eye. Under no
circumstances should the "technical committee™ be empowered to veto an item from

consideration by the whole committee. Policy matters rightly belong within the purview of the
full Steering Committee. ‘ _

Finally I wish to clear up my position regarding the imposition of & maximum 77 dBA noise
limit at VNY. I was not advocating an "immediate” implementation of the 77 dBA, but rather
a phase-out over scveral years as'was initially "proposed” prior to 1990. This would in fact be
in keeping with the provisions of the grand-fathered noise regulation proposal that was
exempt from ANCA., | '

] . Selher—

Gerald A. Silver -
President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations

enc.
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
RECORD OF APPROVAL
FAR PART 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM
Chico Municipal Airpont

Chico, California
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RECORD OF APPROVAL 6
Chico Municipal Airport
" Noise Compatibility Program

INTRODUCTION:

The Chico Municipal Airport, Chico, California, (CIC) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the current and future noise environment at CIC based upon the parameters as
established in FAR 150, Alrport Noise Compatibiiity Planning. The NCP includes noise control
measures. The city of Chico proposes to continue existing noise mitigation measures and
adopt new measures to enhance the airport’s compatibility with the community, improve
community relations, and prevent the creation of future incompatible land uses.

All proposed measures are included in Chapter lli of the NCP. The recommendations below

either quote or closely sumnmarize the County's proposed actions. The statements quoted or

summarized before the indicated FAA approval, or disapproval, do not represent the opinions
or decisions of the FAA,

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actlons that the airport recc)mmends be taken
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals indicate
only that the actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of FAR Part 150.
The approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later decisions
concerning possible implementation of these actions may be subject to applicable
environmental or other procedures or requirements.

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES

lll-2 through HI 3 NCP Pages 11-5, l£~6 NCP)

A. Operational Policies .

The city of Chico has established airport management and operational policies which

have served to control the effects of noise from Chico Municipal Alrport operations.
These measures are proposed to be retained and are set forth below.

« The standard traffic pattern amtude for most aircraft is 1,500 feat MSL. Single -
engine aircraft must observe a 1,000 foot pattern altitude. Approaching aircraft
should maintain as high as possible altitude until commencement of final descent

« Posted signs directing, on departure from Runway 13L, high performance turbojet
and heavy propeller driven aircraft to turn to a 080-degree heading until reaching
3,000 feet MSL (Mean Sea Level) to avoid direct overflight of central Chico.
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Similar signs direct aircraft departing Runway 31R to clirib straight out Until
reaching 3,000 MSL before turning. (Exhibit IV-1, NEM)

Approved. Maintaining these existing operational procedures is approved as
voluntary when alr fraffic and weather conditions permit.

B. Land Use and Development Controls

The city of Chico can influence the policies of cooperating agencies which play
various roles in the implementation of fand use controls. The city of Chico will work
with the Butte County and Butte County Airport Land Use Commission to protect
Chico Municipal Airport from encroachment by noise sensitive or other noncompatible
land uses. Local agencies will also require avigation easements from all new nolse
sensitive development in the airport environs.

Zoning. The city of Chico and Butte County have direct responsibility for the planning
and zoning of the majority of land within the Chico Municipal Alrport environs, As In
the past, consideration of such factors as aireraft noise and overflight will continue to
be undertaken when reviewing development proposals in the airport environs.

Easement dedication. The city of Chico currently requires the dedication of avigation
easements for new noise sensitive land uses within areas impacted by noise levels of
CNEL 55dB or greater. (Exhibit V-1, NEM). The city proposes to maintain this
requirement. In addition, the Butte County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) has
adopted the 1978 *Airport Environs Plan, Chico Municipal Alrport” as their '
comprehensive airport land use plan (ALUP) to provide for the orderly growth of
unincorporated areas around the Chico Municipal Airport. The plan does not currently
require the dedication of easements. - : -

Approved. This action is within the authority of local goverr%ent and will result in the
prevention of the creation of new incompatible land uses.’ '

Il hmplement New Noise Abatement Procedures.
A. Perlodic Noise Modeling (Pages [1-4, lil-4, NCP)

The City of Chico should prepare updated noise exposure maps fbr Chico Municipal
Alrport at key air service milestones to reflect changes in aircraft operational
activities and fleet mix. |

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and is intended 10
prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.

B. Zoning controls (Pages 11-5, 11l-4 through 11-8, NCP})
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As forecasted noise impacts are less than those forecasted during the development
of the 1978 "Airport Environs Plan”, land use restrictions imposed by sald plan wili
be modified to reflect impact areas as identified in the "Noise Exposure Map
Report”. Specifically, that Jand use compatibility standards contalned in Table 1 of
FAR Part 150 will be modified to reflect the relatively low ambient noise levels in the
Chico area and be applied to the appropriate noise impact areas. The modified
compatibility standards utilize the 60dB CNEL noise contour to determine
compatibility as opposed to the 85dB noise contour utilized in FAR Part 150. Said
standards are reflected in Table HlI-1 and implementation areas are depscted n
Exhibit 111-1,

In response {o concerns regarding overflight activity, the development of new
residential uses will be prohibited in the area defined in Exhibit 1ll-1 as Zone A. This
is the area subject to most low altitude overflight activity. Existing residential uses
shall be permitted to remain in Zone A, and infill of the existing residential area
would be gliowed only in the area des:gnated Zone A1 (outside of the CNEL 55dB
contour). The area defined as Zone B Is subject to Jess intensive overflight activity.
in Zone B, no new single family residential uses will be permitted. Any approval of
multiple family residential uses in Zone B shall contain conditions requiring the
dedication of avigation easements to the airport operator and notification of potential
tenants of overfiight activity. Zone A and Zone 8 together represent the defined
“Overflight Protection Zone" (OPZ).

The City of Chico and the Bulte County ALUC have adopted the Land Use Plan
depicted in Exhibit lll-1 and the standards reflected in Table lii-1 as the offical
Airport Land Use Plan for the Chico Municipal Airport (CNEL 6048 as the local
deviation from the Federal table contalned in 14 CFR Par 150).

_ P A
Approyed. This action is within the authority of local goveérnment and is intended fo

prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.
Easement dedication (Pages II-5, lI-8, NGP)

While overall noise impact areas are forecasted o be less than predicted in 1978
the areas subject to overflight remain constant due to the lack of change In flight
track geometry. Even though these areas may be impacted to a level less than
CNEL 55dB, aviation easements will be secured for new noise sensitive uses
located in areas subject to overflight. As such both the c:ty of Chico, Butte County,
and the Butte County ALUC will adopt policies that require the granting of avigation
easements for new noise sensitive land uses beneath both Zones A and B of the
defined "Overflight Protection Zone” depicted in Exhibit HHl-1. The policy wili require
that the proponent dedicate an easement combined with a non-suit covenant that

. attaches to property title as a perpetual deed restriction.
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Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and Is intendec .
prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.

Height restrictions (Pages 1I-8, Exhiblt 1l1-2, NCP)

Although not a component of the Noise Compaltibility Program, the height of objects
around airports is a concern that should be addressed. As such, the city of Chico,
Butte county and the Butte County ALUC have adopted the FAR Part 77 surfaces,
“Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace”, as the height limit criteria for the airpont
environs. These restrictions have also been adopted as part of the Butte County
ALUC Airport Land Use Plan for Chico Municipal Airport. These surfaces are
depicted in attached Exhibit Ill-2.

vmmmmw&mmmmﬁmij& Height restrictions are addressed under

14 CFR Part 77. FAA's decision not to inciude the helght restriction portion of this
element in the Part 150 approval does not indicate FAA's disapproval of the
measure for Part 77 purposes or reflect on the effectweness of the height restriction

for purposes. of aviation safely.
Requirement for Notice of Airport Noise (Pages !i»S, 116, 111-8, 111-9, NCP)

Local planning agencies will encourage the Butte County Board of Realtors to adopi
a fair disclosure requirement for the sale or lease of homes or other noise sensitive

- real property within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) boundary. Whenever such

property is offered for sale, rent or lease, the seller, lessor, broker, or agent will
notify the prospective owner or tenant that the property is located in an area subject
to potentially high levels of aircraft noise. Appendix C contains a sample form of
rest estate disclosure statement. B

Approved, This action is within the authority of local gof&mment and will contribute
to buyer awareness of noise levels.

Requirement for Acousti‘cai Studies Within Areas Subject to Alrcraft Noise Levels of
CNEL 55dB and Above (Pages I11+10, NCP; Exhibit |-2)

The purpose of this measure is to ensure that all proposed new noise sensitive land
uses located within the CNEL $§5dB noise contour (see Exhibit I-2) will be
compatible with both California Noise insulation Standards and local noise
standards. |

Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations specifies that proposed new hotels,
motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family
dwellings within the CNEL 60dB noise exposure area are required to have an
acoustical analysis showing that the structure attains an Interior noise level of CNEL
45d8,
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Local agencies will supplement the provisions of Title 25 by requiring acoustical
analyses for single-family detached dwellings within the CNEL 55dB noise contour.
Through this process, builders and confractors will be notified early that an
acoustical analysis will be required for all new noise sensitive land uses, including
single-family homes, as a condition of building permit approval in areas exposed to

airport noise levels of CNEL 55dB and above as set forth in the 1997 noise
exposure map -- Exhibit 1)i-1.

Approved. This action is within the authotity of the local government. This measure
is intended to ensure that new residential development exposed to CNEL 55d8 and
above will be provided with an interior environment of CNEL 45dB or less,

Exhibit I-2 identifies areas within the CNEL &5 dB where this supplemental provision
to Title 25 would be implemented,

Preferential Approach and Departure Flight Tracks (Exhibit !V»‘t, NEM; Page 1I-6, Hl-
11, NCP) _ '

Runway use patterns, driven by meteorological factors, including winds, establish
the fact that the great majority of departures occur to the northwest utilizing
Runways 31L/R. The area beneath the departure track is sparsely developed with
scaltered rural residential uses.

Currently, under Visual Flight Rules (VFR) conditions, turbojet and large propelier
aircraft departing Runway 13L are requested 1o turn left to a heading of 080 degrees
(magnetic) to avoid overflights of central Chico. This procedure benefits residents
along the runway heading who would otherwise be routinely overfiown by large
aircraft. This procedure cannot be used during Instrument Flight Ruls (IFR)
conditions due to a lack of required terrain clearance to thie east of the airport.

ES :
Approved, This action is approved as & voluntary measure when air traffic and
weather conditions permit.
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Correspondence received during the preparation of the "Aircraft Noise Exposure
Map Report” suggested modification to the VOR approach to Runway 31 R.
Specifically, it was suggested that the glide slope angie of the approach be raised {o
keep aircraft at higher altitudes during the approach, thus lessening noise impacts.
While it must be noted that VOR approaches utilize a series of step-downs rather
than a continuous glide slope angle, the idea of raising the altitudes of the various
approach segments does have merit. Whether or not this can be done while
maintaining the clearance standards required for instrument approaches must be
determined by the FAA.

Flight Procedures (Pages II-7, 1i-11, NCP)

Currently most traffic pattern activily is located east of Highway 99. Notices will be
published in various aeronautical guides either encouraging or restricting traific
pattern activity to that area east of Highway 99. This will insure that overflights at
pattern altitudes do not occur west of the highway.

i i ficient Information to make an informed
analysis. Insufficient information is presented in the NCP to evaluate the
effectiveness of these measures. o

Establish Interagency Coordination Procedures/Maintain Public Information (Pages
I-10, lil-12, NCP)

The city of Chico will take the lead in formulating an ongoing warking reiatiohship
with focal and regional planning agencies. The Alrports Commission should serve
as the forum for such procedures. | - :

i

Approved, This action is within the auihority of local goyé‘r'hment

Signs (Pages 1i-10, ill-12, NCFP)

The Airport will post informational signs at the takeoff end of Runways 13L/R of
Runways advising pilols of nolse abatement procedures and to avoid noise sensitive

areas, per the following example:

NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS

r

Residential area immediately southeast of Airport is noise sensitive.
Observe published noise abatement procedures,

Approved. Approval of informational signs can improve community relations and
reduce overflights of nolse sensitive areas; however, such signs must not be
construed as mandatory air traffic procedures, The city should work with local Air
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Traffic personnel to establish mutually acceptable signage. The content and
location of airfield signs are subject to specific approval by appropriate FAA officials
outside of the Part 150 process and are not approved in advance by this action,

Noise Abatement Advisories (Pages 1I-10, 11-12, NCP)

The Airport will update and distribute noise abatement information to pilots, flight
instructors, and fixed base operators consistent with current publications.

Agg[gg_eg This action is within the authority of local govemment and will improve
noise awareness in the airport user community.

Flight Training/Compliance (Pages l-10, 11-11, 111-12, NCP)

All Chico Municipal Aifpo‘rt flight schools should continue to include noise abatement
techniques in their curricula, and the Alrport should continue to ensure famiiarity

- with such procedures and the location of noise sensitive areas thmugh frequent -

coordination with FBOs and flight schools.

Anproved, This action is approved as a voluntary measure and will increase airport
user awareness of noise sensitive areas.

Increased 'Pilot Awareness (Pages 11-11, H-12, NCP)

The Airport will inform users of the important noise abatement procedures in effect
at Chico Mumcapal Airport,

" Approved. This action is within the authority of lbca} government.
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S - Advisory v
cfiiporiien Circular

.  Date:  10/19/84 ACNo: 91-36C
VISUAL FLIGHT RULES (VFR) FLIGHT Imitlated by: ATO-230 Change:
NEAR NOTSE-SENSITIVE AREAS

1. PURPOSE, This advisory circular encourages pilots unaking VFR flights near
noisa-sensitive areas to fly ar altirudes higher than the minimum permitted by
regulation and on flight paths which will reduce aircraft ncise in such areas.

2.  CANCELLATION. Advisory Circular 91-36B, VFR Fiight Near Noise-Sensitive
Arcas, dated March 19, 1982, is cancelled. '

3, BACKGROUND,

a. The Federal Avistion Administratien continually receives complaints
concerning low flying aircraft over noise-sensitive areas. These cowplaints have
prompted requests for regulatory action prohibitimg low altitude flight over
identified noise-sensitive Jlocations. We belleve tlmt a satlsfactory solution
can be realized by means of a pilot/industry cooperative endeavor rather than
through the regulatory process,

b. Increased emphasis on improving the quality of the environment requires
continued effort to provide relief and protection from alrcrafr noise.

¢. Excessive aircrafr nolse can result in discomfort, inconvenience, or
interference with the use and enjoyment of property, and can adversely affect
wildlife, 1Ir is particularly undesirable near outdoor?{ assemblies of persons,
churches, hospitals, sechools, nursing homes, noise-sensitive residential areas,
and National Park Areas which should be preserved as important historic,
cultural, and natural aspects of our natiomal heritage.

d. Adherence to the practices described below would be a practical
Indication of pilot concern for envirommental improvement, wonld build support
for aviation, and forestall possible regulatory action.

4. VOLUNTARY PRACTICES.

a. Avoidance of noise-pensitive areas, if pracrical, {g8 preferable to
overfiight at relatively low altitudes,

b. Filots operaring fixed— and vrorary—wing alreraft under VFR over
noise-sensltive areas should make every effort to fly not less than 2,000 feet
above the surface, weather permitting, even though flight at a lower level may be
consistant with the provisions of Federal Aviation Regulatiopms 91,79, Mianimum
Safe Altitudes.
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Typical of noise-sensitive asreas are: outdoor assemblies of persons, churches,
hospitals, schools, wursing homes, residential areas designated as nolse
sensitive by afrports or by an alrport noise compatibility plan or program, and
National Park Areas (including Parks, Forest, Primitive Areas, Wilderness Areas, {
Recreational Areas, Nstional Seashores, National Monuments, National Lakeshores, i
and National Wildlife Refuge and Range Areas).

* For the purpose of this Advisory Circular, the gurface of a Natlonal Park Area 5
i1z defined as: the highest terrain within 2,000 feet laterally of the route of '
flight, or the upper-most rim of a canyon or valley.

NOTE: The intent of the 2,000 feet tecommendation 1s to reduce potential -

interference with wildlife, and complaints of nofse disturbances from 10w—flying

alrcraft in canyons and valleys, ﬁ
]
t

¢. During departure or arrival from/to an alrport, climb after takeoff and

degcent. for landing should be wade s0 as to aveid prolonged flight at low
altitudes near nolse-sensitive areas. . E

d. This procedure does not apply where 1t would confliet with air traffie
control clearances or instructions or where an altitude of less than 2,000 feet {
is considered necessary by a pilot 1in order to adequately exerclse his or her [
primary responsibility for safe flight.

5. COOPERATIVE ACTIONS. Airevaft operators, aviatlon associations, airport |
managers, and others ‘are asked to assist in tmplementing the procedures contained

herein by publicizing them and distributing information regarding known .
nolse-sensitive areas. [

Qékw\( ~\ - | |

R. J. Van Vuren of /

Associate Adminigtrator for Afr Traffic, AAT-1 2 ‘ ;

Page 2 ' para 4
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City of Los Angeiss Deprrtment of Aliports

Richard J. Rlordan, Mayor

Board of Alrport Commisslonurs

Theodore Steln, Jr.

President

Patricia Mary Schnagg

. ' Yice President

Mr. Dale E. McDaniel Mariba Brown Hicks

Deputy Ass istant Aﬁm1n:5.s_trator for Policy, v?::ﬁ Qggg;
Planning and International Aviation : . |

Federal Aviation Administration bl e

800 Independence Avenue 5.W.
Washington, D.C. 206581

Dear Dale:

Attached is a letter from Councilman Marvin Braude, President
Pro Tempore of the Los Angeles City council and rep:esentative

of the Eleventh Council District, sent to Mr. Ronald Kochevar,
van Nuys Airport Manager, in response to a constituent’s letter.
Specifically, the constituent requests that the Councllman ask
the Board of Airport Commissioners to designate the constituent’s
neighborhood as noise gsensitive, per the provisions of Advisory
¢Circular (AC) 91-36C. The proposed area for designation as noise
sensitive is approximately two to four miles south/southeast of
the airport. I have read AC $1-36C and have the following
questions:

1} It does not differentiate hetween controlled and non-
controlled airports. Because the bulk of the area we are baing
asked to declare noise sensitive is within the Van Nuys Ajrport
(VNY) Class D airspace, what problems do you seq{regarding
airspace issues if the Board were to approve this regquest? I am
especially concerned with separation of helicopters and fixed-
wing aircraft in the VNY traffic pattern and helicopters along -
the Ventura Freeway, which the FAA depicts as a primary
helicopter route on the L. A. Basin Helicopter Chart; the chart
does not list any maximum or minimum altitudes in the subject
area.

2) Because other individuais or homeowners living ingide and
outside the VNY Class D alrspace would probably immediately
request that their neighborhoods be designated noise sensitive
if the Board approves this regquest, how far does the Board’s
authority extend - only within the VNY Class D airspace or both
jnside and outside the airspace? (See the third question of the
second paragraph of Mr.Braude’s letter}.

- e Mk e L AP TOE GUAD - AW D40V VNG [Wgless)
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3} If the Board wishes to consider designating this neighborhood
“noise sensitive, what criteria should the Board be concerned
with? Should the same criteria be used when we receive
subsequent requests for noise sensitive designations of other
neighborhoods? ' '

4} If the Board designates this neighborhood noise sensitive and
an aircraft violates the provisions of the AC in the designated
area, will the FAA take enforcement action if it can prove a
vicolation of the AC or will the FAA sxpect the Board to take
whatever action it deens appropriate?

5) Could you please provide me with the names of airports,
vwhether controlled or uncontrolled, that may have used the
provisions of this AC to designate noise sensitive residential
areas near those airports. '

I am concerned with the provisions of this Advisory Circular for
twe basic reasons: _ .

A) The FAA appears to be giving airports the authority'to
control/affect/restrict airspace use, a domain that the FAA has
historically had exclusive control over; and

B) The designation of this or any other residential neighborhood

- as noise sensitive would create a precedent and could mire my -

staff in a burdensome administrative review procedure as
subsequent requests were received. : s

I look forward to your response.

Cordially,

John J. briscoll
Executive Director

RJK:3h

Attach.
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| (A 7 .

U.8. Department &0 e, W,

f Fedoral Aviation
; Administratioo

. MAY 1 0 K%

Myr. Jobn J, Driscoll

Executive Director .
toard of Afrport Commisgionars
ity of Los Angeles

Departeent of Airports

Los Angeles, CA 90009-22216

i

Dear Mr. Driscoll:

Wa apologizs for not responding soomer to the questions in your letter of
May 23, 1994, 1In a letter to Congrassman Bejlanson on October 27, we
mentioned that representatives from our Western-Pacific regional office
would meet with you and Dr, Silver, Ws assumed that your questions would be
addressed at that meating, and were not awsre, until recently, that you wers
sti1]1 waiting for a response to your Jetter. We take seriously owr
obligations to respond to the public in 3 timely manner and sincerely regret
any inconvenience ¢aused by this wisunderstanding.

Vo Bafore addressing each of your questionsz, T would Yiks to clarify the

i purpose of Advisory Circulars (AC) issued by the Fedaral Aviation
Administration (FAA). The FAA issues ACs fo jnform the public of .

. nonregulatory mtters of goneral interest. The information in ACs 13 not

P binding uniess incorporated into a regulation, therefore, there is no basis
for anforcomont action if the AC recommendations ave not adhered to.

The information in AC 91-36C recommends good operating praciices for pilots
which, if followed, will reduce complaints of aircraft noise over sensitive
areas., The AU was not intended to ba used as a document for Jocal
. authorities to *designate” noise sensitive areas for the piirpose of

raquiving pilots to comply with its recommendations.- paragraph 5 of the AL,
€ , which refers to “implementing the procadures,” was

. written to promote maximum dissemination of the AC to pilots by parties
cutside tha FAA to assist us 1n reducing the problems caused by aircraft

| noise, :

in response to the quastions in your letier, we offer the following:

Question 1: The AC encourages pilots to operate in 2 mapner that will .
reduce aircraft noise over sensitive argas wherever suth zreas exist,
whether in proximity to an airport or elsewhera. There is no
differantiation between controlled and noncontrolled alrports, or the
type of overlying afrspaca, becausa the recommended practices in the AG
do not supercede air traffic control nstructioms or regulations
gpverning the operation of aircraft. Also, the AL §s not a substitute
or airport noise abatement procedures developed by airport .

‘=59 : ,
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authorities. Therefore, we see no problems with airsggce matters 17
the Board of Cosmissioners ware to $dentify the nuighborhood as 21 noise

sensitive area. The AC haz no effact on the traffic patierns at
van Nuys Airpert which are the responsibility of aiyr traffic control. !

The Ventura Fraeway helicopter route doas not dapict maximum or nintmum
altitudes bacause the portion of the route that is within tha Van Nuys

Clags D airspace is under the jurisdiction of air traffic control. {
When operating on that portion of the route, helicopiers must bs in |
communication with tha Van Nuys Afr Traffic Control Towor who wit)
provide saparation between thal traffic and Fixed-wing traffic as |

necessary. . f

Question 2: As we stated in the preceding answer, the 1dantification

of  noise sensitive area §s not related to the type of overlying -

airepace. The Board will have to make iis own datermination regarding }
its authority to ident{fy noise sensitive sreas. The FAA actively

supports the davelopmant of noise abatement initjatives by afrport

‘mansgers for airport operations. Whan an airport manager racommends a {
noise abatement procedure and that procedure 1s consistent with the

_safe.and efficient use of airspace, the FAA cooperates fully in the

davelopment and publication of such procedurss. Tha FAA also assists

in incraasing the awareness of air traffic contrellers and pllots of _ }
noise ordinances and nofse abatement procedures. For example, the
Airport/Facility Directory informs pilots that the area surrounding ‘

Van Nuys Airport is extremely noise sensitive and provides telephone - [
numbers for obtaining specific information. If the Board identifies a i
Jarger arsa as noise sensitive, the FAA will assist in the

dissemination’ of that information. ‘ | {

Question 3: We racomnend that the Board rafer to Faderal Aviation

Regulations Part 150, Afrport Noise Compatibility Planning for criteria

to be ussd. Appendix A of Part 150 describes the development of noise . [
exposure maps and 1ists compatible land uses based on_yearly day/night B
average sound Tevels. . -

Question 4: As we indicated before, the AC is not regulatory,

therefora the FAR has nu basis for enforcement action against a pilot

who does not adhere to the racommended practices. YWe can appreciate

the Board’s interest in taking action itself against pilots. However, {
v such action would be beyond the Board’s authority because the Federal. |

Aviation Act_clearly assigns sole aythority to the FAA for the

regulation of afrcraft operations and the use of airspace. L

Question 5: We have no information regarding any airport authorities l
who may hava considered using the AC to designate noise sensitive A

areas. Our response to any such inftiatives would ba that the AC is {
not regulatory and cannot be used to fmpose restrictions on flight |
altitudes or the use of airspace,
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The AC was never intendad to give the imprassion that FAA was relinquishing
control or menagement of airspacs to afrport authorities. I hopo we hava
clarified this issue in our responses 1o your questions. In addition, 1

. hope that our explanation of the purpose of ACS and our referral to Part 150
will assist the Board in determining how to address the noise issues n the
yan Nuys area.

I

3

“————

If you have any quest1ons; please contact me at {202) 267-3731.

Sinceraly,

Hoosld, 0 Techmn

Harpld W. Becker
Manager, Airspace-Rules and .
* Aevonautical Information Division

O~
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COUNCILMAN
MARVIN BRAUDE

Eleventh District

Mr. John J. Driscoll ' . December 12,

Executive Director

#1 World Way

Los Angeles, CA 90009
STOP 101

Dear Mr. Driscoll::

(

PAGE 18/20 |

City Hail L.
Los Angeles, CA 50012
1213) 485-3811 (-

Valley Office L.
17347 Ventura Boulevard
{818} 756-8150

West Log Angeles Office [ ]
1645 Corinth Avepuc
{310} 575-8461

1995

- In March, 1994, I wrote a letter to Ronald Kochevar, Airport {
Manager of the Van Nuys Airport, regarding Dr. Gerald

Silver's request to designate the area south of the Vvan Nuys _
Airport as a noise sensitive area. 1In this letter, which I {
have enclosed for your information, I asked several

questions concerning this request.

Mr. Kochevar referred my gquestions to you and you sent the !

guestions to Mr., Pale e. McDaniel of the F.A

responge.

.A. On May 10,

1995, Hareld W. Becker, Manager, AirspacerRules and
Aeronautical Information Division of the F.A.

A. sent you a [

Now, after all this time, I would still like to know what [
action you would take regarding the noise ssnsitive 1ssue in |
light of the response from the F.A.A. I would also

appreciate receiving your answers to the queﬁtions submitted f

in my original. letter
I look forward to your response.

Very truly yours,

MN:jh

cc: Dr, Gerald Silver, President
Homeowners of Encino
P.0O. Box 260205
Brncineo, CA 91426
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FEDERAL AVTIATION ADMINISTRATIOR
RECORD OF APPROVAL
FAR PART 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY
PROGRAM
Palo Alto Airport

Santa Clara County, CA

CONCUR NONCONCUR

u\‘%\% ‘ \/

Astistant A istrator for Date
Policy, Planning, and
International Aviation, API-1 -

GO g™ s

w Chief Counsel, AGC-1 Date

APPROVED DISAPPROVED

Z. nfee/f 3 -

// n R Date
? for Airports, ARP—I
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tower and only if required as a result of a sxgnlflcant
increase in business aircraft activity.

FAA Action: No action reguired at this time. Thié relates to
flight procedures for the purpose of Section 104(b) of the
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1873.

18. Establish Interagency Coordination Procedures/Maintain
Public Information Program. As discussed in Chapter II, the
County should take the lead in formulating an ongoing working
relationship with the local and regional planning agencies.
The Joint Community Relations Committee should serve as the
forum for such procedures. Effective communication between
agencies responsible for land use plafning in the airport
environs is essential.

¥AA Action: Approved.

19. Signs. The Aviation Division should consider posting
informational signs at the takeoff end-.of Runway 30 advising
pilots of noise abatement procedures and to avoid noise
sensitive areas, per the following example:

"NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS
Residential area approximately 1.7 mlles'northwest of
Airport is noise sensitive. Observe nojsge absdtement
specifications of "Dumbarton Left" departure procedure.
Maintain minimum 1,500’ altitude when overflying
residential areas of Palo Alto and Menlo Park."”

FAA Action: Approved. Such signs must not, however, be
misconstrued as mandatory air traffic procedures. The
content and location of airfield signs are subject to
specific approval by appropriate FAA officials outside of the

Part 150 process and are not approved in advance by this

action.

L
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
'RECORD OF APPROVAL
F.A.R. PART 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM
GLENDALE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

GLENDALE, ARIZONA

»
CONCUR NONCONCUR

RS

e —— rn——

Aoats nt Administrator for Policy, . Date

PAGE 21/20

L

13

Planning, and International Aviation; API-1
Do B il 18/2v/9s5 "
Chief Counset, AGC-1 Date
“%Z’éf e
ssocidte Admmlstr tor for ate Approved  Disapproved

Airports, ARP-1
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Approved. This measure is considered lo be within the authority of the city of Glendale and the (
Maricopa County Flood Control District. This measure would help to prevent the introduction of |
new noise-sensitive non-compatible tand uses into the vicinity of the alrport.

4. In the unincorporated part of alrport influence area, discourage the rezoning of Rural-43 l
areas to higher density residential zones. - _

Description of element: Maricopa County's existing zoning ordinance provides for rural, low- ' :
density residential development in the vicinity of the airport {Rural-43 zoning district). The E
ordinance also suggests that where "governmental faciliies and services, public utilitias and street
access are available, or can ba reasonsbly made available, applications for change of this zoning
district will be given favorable consideration.” This would permit aliowing greater housing i .
densities than is permitted in the Rural-43 district. The city of Glendale should adopt a formal :
policy discouraging or prohibiting the higher density single family residential development in the
airport influence area. This measure also recommends that the city of Glendale adopt the NCP as
part of its geners! plan. (NCP Page 7-13, Table 7C) '

Approved. This measurs is considered to be within the authonily of the city of Glendale.
. Encourage falr disclosure of airpart Impacts to potential future property owners.

Description of elemen}. The City of Glendale should enact a program of fair disclosure
procedures within the airport influence area. The City should also encourage Avondale, Peoria,
Phoenix, and Maricopa County to adopt fair disclosure procedures. This measure also
recommends that the city of Glendale adopt the NGP as an element of its General Plan. (NCP §
Page 7-14, Table 7C). i

&QQ[Q‘LQQ- (

6. Through the rezoning process, prohibit homes in the 65 DNL and “runway approach
areas.” Require fair disciosure agreements and covenants in airport influence area.

Description of element: This measure would use the rezoning process to altach land use ‘ i
compatibility stipulations to property in the airport influence area. The measure would also have

the City of Glendale encourage the cities of Phoenix, Peoria, Avondale and Maricopa County to do (
the same. This measure would also provide for fair disclosure to future property owners of the f
proximity of Glendale Municipal Airport. This measure also recommends that the city of Glendale

adopt the NCP as part of its general plan. {NCP Page 7-15, Table 7C).

Approved. Implementation of this measure is considered to be within tha authority of the clties of l
Glendale, Phoenix, Peoria and Avondale, and Maricopa County.

7. Acquire homes and undeveloped land In the §5 DNL noise contour, based on 1393 ;
noise with the Nolse Compatibility Plan. '

Description of element: The City of Glendale should purchase the residences located within the [
abated 1999 65 DNL noise contour, as illustrated on Exhibit 7F, These include one (1) .
conventional home and three (3) mobile homes. The City also should buy the undeveloped land
within the 65 DNL contour that is presently zoned *Agriculture.” This zoning permits a very limited , i
amount of residential development. After the acquisition, the alrport should hold the property for i
future approach protection. (NCP Page 7-16, Exhibit 7F, Table 7C). '

Approved. itis noted that the Agriculture zoning classification would permil residential land use. !
Consequently, acquisition of the vacant property under this zoning would be consistent with the
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i 1y of Los Angeies Depuriment of Alrports 1 World Way. Los Angeles. California 50009 « {213) 648-5252 Telsx 65-3413

4w Bradiey, Mayor .
J Board File
kiport Commisaloders — No.20l 3.

T ettt C. McGaughey
 esident

L. Jabelh K Atmstrond RESOLUTION NO. 13369

Johnnie L, Cochran, Jr.

b ey Lou Cunningham

¢ muel Groenberg

‘uiwnn Moot WHEREAS, on recommendation of Management, thexe was presented for approval,

%m,ammggﬁ,r reaffirmation and clarificarion of the Department’'s loug-standing policy

‘: . restricting Van Nuys Afrport to general aviation (private and corporate

aircraft) and unscheduled air taxi operations. Under the existing policy,
gcheduled commercial air carrier operations have been prohibited; and

WHEREAS, Van Nuys Afrport, with oores than 600,000 air operactions per year, is
the busiest general aviation airport in the world; and
WHEREAS, Van Nuys Alrport, as a genmeral aviation reliever airport for the Los
Angeles basin, is committed to the purpose of providing facilities for general
aviation, recreational and gmall business aircraft:; and

v WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles, Department of Alrports is copmitted to the
concept that Van Nuys Airport should continue to be dedicated to general
aviation users, and not to enlarge upon, expand or further the rights of
commercial aviation users, be they scheduled or unscheduled; and

WHEREAS, unscheduled air taxi operations are defined as random, infrequent,
on-call for hire operations, having no predetermined or set schedule, which
utilize afrcraft not exceeding 12,500 pounds maximum gross landing waight}
and ‘ ‘
e

WHEREAS, unscheduled air taxi operations have been permitted at Van MNuys
Airport for a long number of years, provided such operations use alreraftr
weighing 12,500 pounds or less; and

WHEREAS, the addition of more commercial air carrier activity and the infusion
of large comsercial aiveraft operations, be they scheduled or unscheduled, is
not compatible with the Department's goal of providing a general aviation
girport in the Southern California area; and

WHEREAS, the City of Log Angeles, Departwent of Airports owns and operates
three (3) other airports in the Southern California vegion, Los Angeles,
Ontario and Palmdale Imternational Airports, which sre avallable for the use
of scheduled and unscheduled commercial air carrierg; aond . '

WHEREAS, other airports are slso available for large scheduled and ungcheduled
. commercial air carrier operations, including nearby Hollywood-Burbank-Fagadena
: Alrporz; and
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—— Resolution No. 13369 P ' j

1

|

WHEREAS, this action, as a continuing adminfstrative activity is exempt from ‘
the requiremants of the Californiz Envirommental Quality Act as provided by i
Axticle 111, Section 2.f. of the Los Angeles Gity CEQA Guidelines; z

Now THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Afrport Commissioners .
determined that this action 1s exenpt from CEQA requirements, reaffirmed its
policy restricting Van Nuye Airpert to general aviation and unscheduled ai
taxl operations, and specifically prohidbited the operation of other schedu1¢§
and unschedulad air carrier commercial flights te and from Van Nuye Alrport .
except with the express consent of the Board.

0o

I hereby certify that the foregoing
is a true and correct copy of
Regolution Ko, 13369 adopted by the
Board of Airport Commisgioners at

a regular meeting held Hédnesday,
Octobar 27, 1982,

) G b P |

Elaine E., Stanlec — Secretary
BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIORERS : g

ey,
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y of Los Angeles Department of Alrporis 1 World Way. Los Angeles, Californse 20008 » {213) 648-5252 Yelex 65-3413
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| Irt Commissioners .

abeth K. Armstrong ERIANT BERIILE
Presicdon August 3, 1984 ... tiec Zik Fiveare

; ch“thk ’ Q%mmjmau?mt_“w
K@ Preswdoent .

1y Loy Crocken

mipt Greenberg

men C. McGaughey

e . The Honorable Ernani Bernardi
Councilman, Seventh District
Room 240 - City Hall -
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, €A 90012

pear Counciliman Bernardi,

In response to your request for commenis regarding expansion at Van RNuys
Airport, 1 offer the following information.

Van Nuys Airport has been in existence since 1828 and has ‘been part of
the City of Los Angeles' airport system since 1949. During those years,
Yan Nuys has evolved in the same fashion as general aviation airporis -
‘throughout the world, with air transportation becoming more commonplace,
aircraft increasing in size and the growing use of jet aircraft,

While Van Nuys Ajrport has changed with the times, the number of aircraft
operations {takeoffs and Jandings) has remained quite consistent through
the years, averaging 546,930 operations per year over the past 20 years.
The 1983 figure was 494,273; in 1976, the high year, operations totaled
618,694, These figures indicate that "expansion" in terms of numbers,

is not the case,

Yan Nuys Airport consists of 723 acres, and recent planned deveiopment
of the few remaining acres has been split between aviation and non-aviation
businesses. Environmental lmpact Reports, which include public hearings
.- and response to conments from the public and other agencies, are required
/ for each project. These rTeports focus on commnity related impacts of
development,

The purpose of this development is, of course, to assure that Van Nuys
Airport is a self-supporting segment of the Department of Airports,
rather than drawing from Tanding fees and other revenues at Los Angeles
Internationa) Afrport to assure the City's airport system is no burden
to the City's taxpayers. An extensive gconomic impact study in 1979

- shows an added benefit to the ¢community of 1,800 jobs at the aifrport
alone and a total economic impact of $200 million annually.

There is little doubt that the number of jet operations could be considered
an "expansion® over the past 20 years. However, a survey taken by the
FAA tower at Van Nuys Airport late last summer showed that only 1.5
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i percent of. 23,770 operations over a two-week period were by jet !
aircraft. Despite the small percentage, it is evident to all that jet

aircraft noise is.more frritating as well as heartening to realize that ,

the newer jets are quieter. ;

In an effort to achieve a balance between the concerns of the Van Nuys
Airport area community, the needs of the City of Los Angeles and the j‘
region served by the airport as a whole and the requirements of sircraft ¢
owners and operators, the Board of Afrport Commissioners adopted in
June, 1981, a noise abatement and curfew regulation which became a City ) [;
Ordinance in August. With few exceptions, this regulation limits

nighttime operations to those aircraft with takeoff noise levels identified

by the FAA as 74.0 dba or lower (sound level of noisiest propelier ¢
aircraft), The regulation also prohibits repetitive aircraft operations j
and engine runups and establishes a preferential runway during nighttime
hours. :

These evening operations are closely monitored by Van Nuys Airport {
: ’ police, and charges that "offenders are not even fined” are untrue. OF
(Lﬂéi the 17 violations reported, 10 cases have been filed in court, and fines (
- ranging from $200 to 3750 have been collected. Those cases not filed E
-« »vinclude medical emergencies or out-of-state offenders.

With these and other efforts, the Department of Airports has been able ]

to maintain ¥ noise level at Van Nuys that, according to criteris *
'~- contained in the State noise law, impacts five residences near the

airport boundaries. - [

~ This relatively small impact to residents also can be ¢redited to the
Los Angeles Planning Commission and City Council, which recognized years [
ago the .need to protect the {integrity of both the community and the |
atrport as the Sap Fernapdo Valley mushroomed and aiv transportation
evolved. For many years long-range community plans dpproved by the City {
Council have been in place te assure mutual compatibility, including |
appropriate commercial and industrial zoning in the area surrounding 1
most of the airport.

A general aviation airport is frequently believed to be Timited to the [
activities of recreational flying, whereas in reality it serves a far

greater segment of the afr transportation industry -- the business {
community, military, emergency services, for example -- and, as in the {
case of Van Nuys, is ofteh designated by the Federal Aviation Administration
as & reliever airport for general aviation purposes in order to reduce .
air traffic congestion at air carrier fields in the area. . 1

Throughout the years Yan Nuys has served as an airfield for a variety of
aircraft of all sizes up to the runway weight limit of 325,000 pounds,
Examples include the fleet of the Air National Guard using the field
over the past years and the DC-10s flown in last summer for modifications
by a firm b§sed at Van Nuys. Many years ago Van Nuys served as the

(l iitergage field for Western Airlines when Los Angeles International was
ogge in, .
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Some concerns about “expansion® may be related to the pr ature intro~
‘ggggégﬂ_ygjgujj of a request for the Board of Airport Commissioners to
. er establishing a realistic weight 1imit for non-scheduled zir
i 7 taxis, in accordance with Current Federal definitions, rather than the
4. 12,500 pounds noted in Department of Airports policy.

X
A
',=‘ ’

This weight limit was based on an FAA definition of air taxi and third
.- tevel carrier aircraft that has since been eliminated as obsolete, but
- has remained in Dépsrtment of Airports policies since 1969 when the
, 1847 Board of Airport Commissioners acted to prohibit the uge of Van Nuys
" , Airport for scheduled airline activities. Many of the ajrcraft currently
2 L{?} used for air taxi service exceed 12,500 pounds, although the newer jets,
§oE though heavier, generally emit lower noise levels, Before the Commission
?»* takes any action to alter the pelicy, the Environmental Impact Report

process must be carrijed out, inctuding hearings for public comment.

It should be pointed out that air taxi operations are a very small
percentage of the activities at Van Nuys Airport. In 1983 there was 2
total of 438 air taxi takeoffs or landings, an average of 1.2 per day;
however, it is understandable that a resident impacted by jet aircraft
noise h?s no way knowing the type of activity in which the jet overhead
is involved. :

Please be assured that the Los Angeles Department of Airports is
. compitted to a policy of taking the community concerns into account
P while still providing the facilities for the air transportation system
x s0 essential to our City.

Sincerely,

3 ; § JU\ ’ [}lti..'l"\/(._'_a)

C

Geers

A. Mogre
Manager

CAM:VYB:rh



SENT BY: ; 81808807273; MAY-20-01 4:47PH; PAGE 28/28 i

A ;mmék

Wil P, st
L2

{ . -

7
s ool

g O N

s JRS

CITY RALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORN 1A SOOI2 OFFICE OF THE MAYOR TOM BRADLEY
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July 25, 1984

Mr; Gerald A. Silver
President,
Homeowners of Encino

‘Post Office Box 453
Encino, California 91426

Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for your letter concerning the development of Van Nuys

, (VNY} as it relates to the surrounding community. Noise is sub-
jective and as such people 1living a considerable distance from
the source can be and are affected; I can, therefore, appreciate
residents of Encinc experiencing unwanted noise generated by
aircraft operatioms at VNY,

As a City.official in various capacities over the past 40 years,

1 have watched VNY evolve over time, and I agree with vyou that - '
its character is different now from what it was previously. At

the present time, I am told, out of a total of 1,250 aircraft i
based at the Airport, 68 are jet powered. Moreover, the total

number of aircraft operations has diminished from over 600,000

in 1976 to less than 500,000 at the present time, Again, the [
vast majority of these operations are by piston powered aircraft |

and not jets,

An investigation revealed that it was through inadvertence that : {
the suggested air taxi and noni-scheduled operational policy was

placed on the April 25th Board of Airport Commissioners Agenda

for action, This was simply an honest mistake. The agenda item F
should have been for authorization by the Commission to initiate i
ap adjustment to the policy, rather than a revised policy for
consideration. The Commission did not find out that the policy
was placed on the agenda until it was too late tc delete it and
send out an amended agenda. This really distressed the Commission,
but the only thing left to do was for the Board to apologize to
those in attendance and instruct management to make sure the
proposed policy be subjected to full disclosure through the
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environmental assessment process with input from the. community
prior o consideration.

The officials comprising the Board of Airport Commissioners are
an outstanding group of dedicated citizens that spend consider-
able time and energy in making the Airports under their control
and the surrounding communities as compatible as possible. Rest
assured that I recognize and am concerned with.the development

of VNY.

Again, thank you for your letter and by continuing to work
together, I am sure that the Airport, which is an asset to the
City of Los Angeles, can be developed and operated in a manner
that optimizes community compatibility.

Sincerely,
« :-.'t,’.'f;“'?'h .</“’“"'?ﬁ" 57: .

"TOM BRADLEY ,,
Mayor .’

TB:1g
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Waeslemn-Pacific Region P.O. Box 982007
U.5. Departmgnt Airports Division Worldway Postal Center
of Transportation Los Angeles, CA 90008

Federal Aviation
Administration

MAR 26 2001

Pennis Quilliam

Los Angeles World Airports
Environmental Management Division
7301 World Way West 3™ Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90045

Dear Mr. Quilliam:

Part 150 Neoise Compatibility Program Study
Van Nuys Adirport

This letter is in response to Mr. Maurice Laham’s letter of

February 23, 2001. Enclosed with Mr. Laham’s letter were a memorandum
from Mr. ILaham, a letter from Mr. Geérald Silver, and a letter from the
Honorable Brad Sherman in which numerous noise mitigation measures are
recommended for consideration in the Van Nuys Alrport Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Program Study. Mr. Laham reguested that the Federal
Aviation Administration (¥AA) provide input on each measure with
emphasis on whether the measure will likely require a Part 161 analysis
prior to implementation.

The FAR encourages the analysis of any proposed noise and access
restriction in a comprehensive Part 150 study prior to conducting a
Part 161 analysis. The Part 150 study should analyze nonrestrictive
measures to mitigate noise and then analyze the proposed restriction as
a last resort to address a noise problem not mitigated by other
measures.

We have reviewed each noise mitigation measure recommended in the
subject correspondence. We have separated our comments by the
referenced correspondence for easy identification.

Mr. Laham’s memorandum dated September 21, 2000:

Item 1 involves the acqguisition of residential property.
Consideration of a residential land acgquisition measure in the Part
150 Study is appropriate pursuant to Part 150 Section B150.7(b) {1).
Implementation of such a program would not be subject to the
requirements of Part 161.

Ttem 2 involves the acquisition of a noise monitoring system.
Consideration of a noise monitoring system in the Part 150 Study is
appropriate pursuant to Part 150 Section B150.7(b). Implementation
would not be subject to compliance with Part 161 so long as, for
purposes of aviation safety, the use of the equipment is for
monitoring only and does not extend to enforcement by in-situ
measurement of any pre-set noise thresholds. Use of the noise
monitoring system for enforcement of any pre-set noise thresholds
will be subject to the requirements of Part 161 in association with
the noise restrictions to be enforced.



Items 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, involve potential alrport noise and access
restrictions. Consideration of airport noise and access restrictions
in the Part 150 Study is appropriate pursuant to FAR Part 150 Section
B150.7 (k) (5). Implementation of any new or revised, more stringent,
noise and access restrictions that are applicable to operations of
Stage 2 and 3 aircraft will be subject to the reguirements of Part 161.

Mr. Silver’s letter dated December 21, 2000:

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 17, and 18, involve potential airport noise and
access restrictions. Consideration of airport noise and access
restrictions in the Part 150 Study is appropriate pursuant to Part 150
Section B150.7({b) {5}. Implementation of any new or revised, wore
stringent, noise and access restrictions that are applicable to
operationg of Stage 2 and 3 alrcraft will be subject to the
regquirements of Part 161.

JTtem 4, the establishment of a maximum noise limit of 77 dBA, is not
exempt from the requirements of Part 161 as stated by Mr. Silver. This
matter has been previocusly addressed by the FAA in a letter from

Ms. Woodie Woodward, Acting Associate Administrator for Airports, to
Mr. Breton Lobner, Senior Assgistant City Attorney, dated

April 17, 2000. In this letter, we indicated that the immediate
implementation of a 77 dBA noise limit is, in effect, a very different
“proposal” than was in the proposed 1990 “phase-ocut” rule.

Item 6 involves the depiction of the 60 and $5 Community Noisge
Equivalent Level (CNEL) contours. The Noise Exposure Maps (NEM)
submitted to the FAA for review and acceptance under Part 150 must
depict the 65, 70, and 7% dB CNEL noise contours pursuant to Part 150
Section Al80.101(e) (3). Additional noise contours may be depicted on
the NEMs or on supplemental maps included with the Part 150 Study
documentation at the city’s discretion. If additicnal contours are
shown on the NEMs, care must be taken to ensure that the NEMs remain a
sufficient scale and quality to discern streets and other identifiable
geographic features. Inclusion of additional noise contours within the
Part 150 study documentation does not itself make mitigation measures
within areas exposed to noise levels of less than 65 dB CNEL ellglble
for federal financial assistance.

iftems 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 involve various noise
abatement and noise program management measures. Consideration of

such noise abatemeni and ncise program measures in the Part 150

Study is appropriate pursuant to FAR Part 150 Section B1506.7(b}.
Implementation of such measures would not be subject to the
regquirements of Part 161.

The Honorable Brad Sherman’s letter dated January 9, 2001:

The capping or phasing out of the current fleet of helicopters
constitutes an alrport nolise and access restriction. Consideration of
alirport noise and access restrictions in the Part 150 Study is
appropriate pursuant to Part 150 Section B150.7{b) (5). Implementation
of any new or revised, more stringent, noise and access restrictions
that are applicable tc operations of Stage 2 aircraft will be subject
to the reguirements of Part 161.

While FBAR Part 150, the FAA, and other consulted parties may recommend
the consideration of specific measures, the city has the sole final
prerogative to determine which alternatives to reject and which to
recommend in the Noise Compatibility Program. Every recommended
measure must relate directly or indirectly to the reduction of noise
and noncompatible land uses in the vicinity of the Van Nuys Airport.



A description of the relative contributicon of each of the proposed
measures to the overall effectiveness of the program must be identified
in the NCP documentation. This description may be in narrative form and
may pe brief. Beyond this, the Part 150 regulation also calls for
gquantification of noise and/or land use benefits. For alternatives
which lend themselves to guantification, the documentation is required
under Section 150.23(e) (5) to include the actual or anticipated effect
on reducing noise exposure to individuals and noncompatible land uses
and preventing the introduction of addition noncompatible uses within
the area covered by the Noise Exposure Maps. Quantified effects must be
baged on relevant expressed assumptions concerning the type and
frequency of aircraft operations, number of nighttime operations,
flight patterns, airport layout including planned airport development,
planned land use changes, and demographic changes within the 65 4B CNEL
contour.

Nothing in this letter should be construed as an approval or
disapproval of any potential noise mitigation wmeasure by the FAA. &11
noise mitigation measures recommended by the city for implementation in
the Noise Compatibility Program will be considered for FAA approval,
disapproval, or other action subsequent to the acceptance of the Noise
Exposure Maps.

If you have any guestions or need any additional information, please
contact me at (310) 725-3614.

Sincerel

v
"

Brian Q. Armstrong
Airport Planner

Mickeal R. Agaibi
Supervigor, Planning Section
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Mailing Address: ' Phone (310} 5522877
PO. Box 3066 Fax « (310) 552.2704

Beverly Hills, CA Q0212

January 9, 2001

Mr. Maurice Laham

Los Angeles World Airports

I World Way, P.O. Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

RE:  VNY PART 150 ;
Meeting, January 11, 2001

Dear Mr. Laham:

Because of a conflict in scheduling, I will be unable to attend the VNY Part 150 Steering
Committee meeting on January 11,2001, As] am sure you are well aware, the discussion at thig
meeting will include the possible approval of additional measures for the inclusion in the Noise
Compatibility Program {(MCP).

In order that Councilperson Cindy Miscikowski’s district be properly represented, | am hereby
giving authorization that Iy vote be cast by committee member, Wayne Williams.

[ have met with Mr. Williams and discussed the agenda items for this neeting, along with other
materials included with the agenda. Mr. Williams is wel] aware of my position and will cast my
votes accordingly.

I would appreciate your informing committee chair, Mr. Mark Schaffer, of my desires to have
Mr. Williams cast my vote(s).

If there should be any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

r
i

’ "":. o f"‘ ( i : '
Kenneth Millman

KMjs

cc: Wayne Williams
Cindy Miscikowski
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CONGRESSMAN BRAD SHERMAN

24TH DisTRICT, CALIFORNIA

SERVING THE SAN FERNANDD AND Coneuo Vaitevs,

" LAS VIRGENES AND MavLpu

January 9, 2001

Dennis Quilliam

VNY Part 150 Cornmittee

Los Angeles World Airports

#1 World Way '
Environmental Management Division, Reom 219
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Dear Mr. Quilliam:

As Susan Little is leaving Iy staff, Lori Fernand will rep
Airport Part 150 Steering Committee. When Lot {3 unable 10 attend

Tie;ney, the District Director, will serve the proxy vote.

COMMITTEE ON RANKING
AND FINANCIAL SFAVICES

COMMITTEE ON
INTERNAYIONAL RELATIONS

lace her on the Van Nuys
the meetings, David

Additionally, T would like the subject of capping or phasing out the cuurent fleet of
helicopters included in the discussion under Agenda Item 2 for the meeting o Janvary 11, 2001,

Sincerely,

s

BRAD SHERMAN
Member of Congress

-JASHINGTON QFFICE:
152a Lonaworry Bunoing
W'fmms'row, OC 2057150574
(202) 225854 1

FAX(202) 1755879

PRIMARY DISTRICT OFFICE:
21031 VenTuna BouLEvaRD, SuTe ¢
WooDLans Hiis 91368-ma00

(618 599-1890
FAX {818) 399~2767

CONEJO VALLRY OFFICE:
2700 €. THousanD Qaxs Bive, Sume F
THOUSAND Qaks 21362-2803

(80Y) 445-2372

ML R i



Wayne Williams
15423 Sutton Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403-3809
(818) 905-8097 Fax: 995-6888

Japuary 26th 2001

Mark Schaffer, Chairman

Van Nuys Airport, FAR Part 150 Committee
Los Angeles World Aijrports (LAWA)

One World Way PO Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

RE: Request to put Substitute measure below as 1st item on agenda:

In order to achieve an acceptable Part 150 submission document to the FAA the following should
be approved. As such, I am sending you this and requesting that it be placed on the agenda as a
substitute motion to current motions before the Committee and thus considered first at the start
of the next meeting. The following thirteen items should be considered and voted upon as one
complete motion. Please place this on the agenda as well as include it in the mailing notice for
the next meeting.

Where as.... and in light of the significant changes that have taken place since the last Part 150
study was attempted at Van Nuys Airport over 10 years ago...

1. The Chairman will (with funds provided to the commitiee for such purposes),
"ADVERTISE" in both the Los Angeles Times Valley Section and the Daily News, at least 1
week prior to scheduled meetings, a 2 inch by 4 inch or larger Display Ad "PUBLIC
NOTICE" with aircraft illustration, stating the time, place and intent of any Part 150
Committee Scheduled meeting and that it request all interested parties to attend. All such
meetings should take place at 7pm at the Airport Airtel Hotel on a specific week night
established so the public can attend without restriction. This would allow all interested
members of the community to participate as required by the Part 150 guide lines.

2. The Part 150 Committee will then have full and open discussion during public sessions of
all additionally submitted requests by committee members submitted as of the Japuary
11th 2001 meeting.

3. Each item will be considered in order of submission with open discussion of the
committee and the public.

4. Each item will be noted with City Attorney assistance as to whether it requires a Part 161
Comumittee to be further implemented, and this statement will be attached to the item if it
is approved by the Part 150 Committee for its placement in the Part 150 report to the FAA.

5. The Public will be allowed to speak to each item that is under discussion to the Committee
and only to the item under discussion in the following manner. Each speaker will submit
a written request card to the Committee stating their name and the item number they
wish to address by item number. These cards can be submitted during the Committees
discussion of a particular item. The Chairman will, when Public Comment is to be heard,
call on each person who has submitted a Speaker Card and the Speaker will be allowed to
speak to the issue in guestion specifically for no more than 2 minutes. Tt will be asked of
the Public to avoid significant repetition in order to save time.



6. Each item will be then adjusted and evaluated by the committee on an item by item basis,
where necessary. The Committee will then hear public comment of no more than 2
minutes per speaker on only the specific item being discussed. " If a simple compromise
can be attained where there are matters of difference and a compromise proposal can be
agreed to, the committee will vote to ACCEPT the item or SET IT ASIDE FOR FURTHER
EVALUATION. If Further evaluation is required, the committee should request further
input from apporpriate individuals to be called before the committee at the next meeting.
Specific items will be considered at that time.

7. The Chairman of the Part 150 Committee will then inform the Part 150 Committee
members, and the Public as stated in item #1 above of the next scheduled mecting. The
Chairman will provide all members of the Part 150 Committee with the agenda at least 2
weeks prior the the next scheduled meeting that will include further discussion on the
specific items set aside in the previous meeting.

8. Appropriate imput will be received by the Part_ 150 Committee in public hearing on an
item by item basis requireing further imput, and these items will be individually
evaluated again by the Committee and the public will be allowed to comment per Item #5
above. . z :

9. The Part 150 committee can then chose to adjust any item evaluated before it for a final
vote after additional public comment is heard per Item #5 guidelines.

10. A vote would then be taken as to either INCLUDE or EXCLUDE each specifically re-
evaluated item in the Part 150 Report. A simple majority vote of all members present
would establish whether the item will be INCLUDED in the Part 150 Report to the FAA, or
EXCLUDED from the Report.

11. At the conclusion of all final votes on the items submitted to the Part 150 Committee under
these above guidelines, the Chairman will direct LAWA to clearly create the final report,
based on. the items voted, approved and previously agreed to by the Part 150 Committee.
LAWA will submit the report to a final public Part 150 Committee meeting called by the
Chairman for a final approval of the report so it may be submitted to the FAA. The final
vote on the report will be conducted after public comment has been heard per item #5 at
this meeting. ‘ ' - '

12. Included in the Submission documentation should be any necessary requests for Federal
Funding of a Part 161 Study if the FAA approves the Part 150 Study as submitted.

13. This procedure should allow for a fair and through completion of a Final Part 150 Study
and Report to be submitted to the FAA. ‘ : '

Thank you for placing these items before the Committe.

Cordially yours, Ny | .

Wayne Williams
VNY Part 150 Committee Member

cc: Ben Fiss, Aid to Councilman Furer
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4 Deo?catedtoreducingvnolseﬁmn\/an Nuys Akport ¢ GERALD A. SLVER
: Prasident
12/21/2000 7 PO BOX 260205
ENCINO, CA b1428
Phone (818)890-2757

Mr. Maurice Laham
Enviromynental Management
Los Angcles World Airports {(LAWA) Committee Meeting: Thurs., Jan. 11, 2001
One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys — 7 pm
-Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 ' '

RE: COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF MEASURES THAT SHOULD BE ADDED TQ VNY NCP:

This letter is in response to the memo from Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman, dated
December 12, 2000. Mr. Schaffer requested that suggestions for additional mmgatlon
measures for the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) Part 150 Study be directed to you. In previous
letters we offered a number of suggestions that should be considered for inclusion in the
Noise Compatibility Program (NCP}.

Below is « comprehensive list of measures that would effectively address the VNY noise
problem. The outdated list previously adopted by the Steering Committee, while heipful
needs to be enhanced with more effective measures, such as those described below,

VNY has changed in character over the past scveral decades from a small, rural general
aviation field to one of the world’s large corporate jet centers. Of particular note is the large
number of noisy Stage 2 jets that are either stationed at VNY, or fly in and out of VNY as
itinerants. VNY has also become the major media/news helicopter facility for an excessive
number of helicopters that operate at all hours of the day and night. This striking increase in
helicopter operations complicates the noise problem, and requires more aggressive NCP noisc
control measures than those already appmvcd by the Steering Commttee

The phase out of Stage 2 jets promulgatcd by the FAA does NOT apply to jets under 75,000
Ibs. Taken together--the increase in Stage 3 jet operations, the excessive number of noisy
Stage 2 jets operating from VNY and the growth of helicopter activity--requires strong NCP
measures. We believe thal all of the recommendations below should be included in the final
Iist sent to the FAA:

1. Rental rates for leases and tie downs should be correlated to the level of noise generated
by the aircraft, This encourage quieter aircraft usage. Even if a Part 161 Study is needed, this
measure should nevertheless be included in the NCP. 1t is highly unlikely a Part 161 Study
will be needed simply because lease rates are correlated to noise levels.

2. The Part 150 NCP should establish differential landing fees with higher fees for noisier
aircrafl and lower fees for quieter aircraft, Even though a Part 161 Study might be needed,

Pw'trapanng Organizations:
IBEACHWOOD CANYON NE!GHBORH(X)D ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDRICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOOD GLEN ASSOC,, CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CAHUENGA
PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., FEDBRATION
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS HOLLYWOOD DELL €IVIC ASSN., HOLLYWOODLAN]) HOMEQWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOOD |
. KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO, LAKE BALBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN,, MOUNTAIN GATE COMMU-
- NITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC., OUTPOST ESTATES HOMEQOWNERS ASSN,
SHERMAN OAKb HOMEOWNERS ASSN,, SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPIER, STUDK) CITY RESIDENTS ASSN, STUDIO VILLAGE
HOMEOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA P’ROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN.. VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEQOWNERS
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3, Fines should be imposed for aircraft operators who violate policies at VNY. After two ,
vxolauoqs, operators who violate the *Fly Neighborly” program should be fined $500 for the . 1
third noisy operation, The fourth citation fine should be $1,000, and the fifth, $2,000. Any

the measure should never the less be included in the NCP. 1t is not certain that casc law or

FAA regu%ations reqguire a Part 161 Study simply because landing fees are correlated to noise
levels. This measure in already in use at other airports, '

4. The NCP should establish a daytime maximum noise limit of 77 dBA for aircraft operating :
at the airport. This measure was proposed by LAWA prior to the passage of ANCA. It can
therefore be applied to Stage 2 aircraft without further delay, since it is grand-fathered. The
application to Stage 3 aircraft would possibly recquire a Part 161 Study, but nevertheless
should be a valid NCP measure. '

5. A cap on the number of Stage 3 jets that mauy be based at VNY should be a major NCP (
measure. Without a cap, or some kind of controls on the growth of Stage 3 jets, there will be
& huge increase in the noise contour around VNY. This increase could easily overshadow all
other noise control measures combined in the NCP. This measure would likely require a Part
161 Study, and should nevertheless be one of the major recommendations of the Part 150
Study. ‘

6. The Part 150 noise contour should be expanded to include the 60 and 55 CNEL contours.
The current noise model that relies on the 63 CNEL is grossly inadequate. It does not reflect
.the potential growth and affected areas that are greatly impacted outside the 65 CNEL. Other
airports have included similar measures in their Part 150 Studies approved by the FAA. [see
Chico, CA Airport Part 150 Study, Kansas City International Airport, MO, Part 150 Study]

7. The NCP should establish “Noise Sensitive Areas” in the list of NCP measures. Some Part
150 Studies include the definition of noise sensitive areas as a key measure to minimize
noise. {see Chico, CA Airport Part 150 Study].

8. A 10 pm to 7 am curfew on non-cmergency helicopters should be a key NCP measure.
Since all helicopters are considered Stage 2 by the FAA, this measure can be put in place
without the permission of the FAA. It would simply require a Part 161 Study.

9. A noise-sensitive marketing policy should be adopted for VNY. Some airports have
established formal marketing policies that discourage the basing of noisy aircraft and certain
types of training at their airport as part of their Part 150 Study. The FAA has agreed that this
measure is rationally related to a noise objective, and well within the *authority” of an
airport. [see Glendale, AZ Part 150 Studyl.

10. A measure that would equalize departure routes should be adopted as an NCP measure.

This measure was approved by the FAA for Sky Harbor Airport. [see Sky Harbor Airport,
Phoenix, AZ Part 150 Study]. :

11. A 1500 to 2000 foot AGL minimum altitude should be required for helicopters. This
measure was approved for the Burbank Airport [see Burbasnk-Glendale-Pasadens Airport,
Burbank, CA Part 150 Study|
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12. A *top of the runway* departure policy should be adopted as an NCP measure.
Agreements have been reached with other airports that discourage mid-field departures. By
encouraging flights to begin takeoff at the top of the runway, rather than at intersections or
midfield, planes would be airborne at higher altitudes over residential areas. (see Naplea
Municipal Airport, FL Part 150 Study]

13. The NCP should establish an “Airport Influence Area”. This area is created to encompass
those communities where noise complaints have been recorded and includes the area
covered by the noise contours for the year 2005, Various specific land use measures within
this area should be implemented.

14. Public informational meetings on the progress of the Part 150 Program should be an NCP
measure. The airport should annually monitor aircraft noise levels and the level of activity at -
the airport to determine if significant and unexpected changes have occurred to the base year
NEM, and to determine if the Part 150 program is being successfully implemented. These
results should be provided at annual public information meetings to discuss the progress of
the Part 150 plan and to educate and inform airport users and the affected communities,
Discussions with airport users regarding community complaints associated with airport
opcrations should also be included in these annual reviews. Recommendastions for updating
the NEMs and Part 150 program should also be provided if unexpected changes occur before
the 5-year period and significantly affect the land use compatibility situation around the
airport, and/or the noise abatement cost assumptions used in the ‘development of the

current plan. [sce Naples Municipal Airport, FL Part 150 Study and Kona Interniational
Airport, HI Part 150 Study) .

15. Provisions for a full-time Noise Abatement Officer should be an NCP measure. The Officer
should be responsible for operation of the permanent monitoring system, community linison

regarding noise issues, collection of and responsc to noise complaints, implermentation of the
NCP, and ongoing noise compatibility planning efforts. The Officer is a critical element of the
ongoing implementation and success of the NCP. [see Ft. Lauderdale, FL Part 150 Study]

16. The VNY noise complaint system should be improved to provide.greater feedback to
operators, and link complaints to actual noise reduction measures. The function of the noise
complaint system should be expanded to effectuate reductions in noise, and not merely be

used for public relations purposes.

17. Virtually all unscheduled air taxi and charter operations conducted out of VNY are in planes
that far exceed the 12,500 pound gross landing weight. These operations have greatly exacerbated
the noise problem. The NCP should ratify Resolution 13369 passed by the Airport Commission on
October 2, 1982. This Resolution clearly stated an operating policy, originally established in April
1969 and later reaffirmed, that would enforee a 12,500 Ib. weight limit on air taxis and charters:

“---Van Nuys Airport should continue to be dedicated to general aviation users, and not to
enlarge upon, expand or further the rights of commercial aviation users, be they scheduled
or unscheduled; and :

WHEREAS, unscheduled air taxi operations are defined as random, infrequent, on-call for
hire operations, having no predetetrmined or set schedule, which utilize aircraft not exceeding

12,500 pounds maximum gross landing weight...

WHEREAS, the addition of more commercial air carrier activity and the infusion of large
commercial aircraft operations, be they scheduled or unscheduled, is not compatible with the

Department's goal of providing a general aviation airport in the Southern California ares...
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NOW, THEREFOKE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Airport Commissioners l

-..reaffirmed its policy restricting Van Nuys Airport to general aviation and unscheduled air

tax operations, and specifically prohibited the operation of other scheduled and unschedule
' E

air carrier commercial flights to and from Van Nuys Airport except with the €Xpress consent
of the Board.” .

!
!

4

18. The NCP should include a measure for a total night-time curfew on ALL jet operations,
. both arrival and departures {except emergencies). It should be in place between 10 pm, and

7 am, This would likely require a Part 161 Study, and nevertheless is crucial in addressing ’
the neise problem at VNY. , )

We wish to caution you regarding the use of soundproofing as the principal measure to i
reduce noise at VNY. We belicve that it is highly unlikely that the *1200 previously !
incompatible dwelling units shown as incompatibie,” will all be soundproofed. Many of the
residents insist that more measures need to be taken to abate noise. They want a phase out f
of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews, limits on Stage 3 operations and the like before they will
seriously consider soundproofing their homes,

These are scrious proposals that deserve thoughtful review and consideration. The City {
Attorney should be consulted and time allowed for critical analysis. It would not be

responsible to summarily dismiss these measures in one meeting, and without carefu} f
analysis and discussion. Several additional Steering Comunittee meetings may be necessary <
to complete our review of mitigation measures. .

The measures described abave will be met with opposition from vested aviation interests who }
simply want to rubber stamp the Part 150 Study and send it off, But there is no doubt that ‘
the outdated Noisc Compatibility Program (NCP) measures that have so far been approved by
the Steering Committee are grossly inadequate. Without an aggressive new NCP program, the l
Part 150 Study will have failed to protect the community and its residents. '

Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Committee. We would appreciate your {
distributing this letter to ali Steering Committee members. ’

President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noisel Coalition oo

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations ' i '



GEORGE F. ANISMAN

BUSINESS CONSULTANT

3380 SCADLOCK LANE

SHERMAN DAKS, CALIFORNIA 91403
(818) 789-2413

FAX [818] 789-0204

November 13, 2000

Mr. Maurice Laham

Project Administrator

Los Angeles World Airports
One World Way

P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 900089

Dear Mr. Laham:

I no longer have the time to Broperly evaluate the status of
the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program,

Therefore, please accept my resignation, effective immediately,
from the Steering Committee.

Sincerely,

Gt Gy '

George F. Anisman



" ENT BY: GERALD A. STLVER; 818 9907273; 0CT-12-00  2:13PW; PAGE 1/4

Stop the Noite!

» Dedicsted to reduckig noise from Van Nuys Airport ¢ GERALD A SBVER
President
PO BOX 280208
ENCINO, CA 91428
Phone (818}990.2757

10/12/2000

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA} - Committee Meeting: Wed., Nov. 8, 2000
One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys -7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 '

RE: LIST OF POTENTIAL MEASURES THAT SHOULD BE ADDED TO NCP:

Thank you for sending me a letter dated Sept. 21, 2000 in which you list a variety of potential
measures that could be included in the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program {NCP). 1
would like to raise several questions regarding the list you submitted, and add several other
measures that should be considered as part of the Part 150 measures.

Changes and modifications need to be made in the outdated Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP) before it should be sent to the FAA for approval. These changes should include new
noise abaternent measures such as a phase out of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews and himits
on the number of Stage 3 aircraft that can join the fleet, or fly in as itinerants. Without an
aggressive new NCP, the Part 150 Study will have fa;led to protect the community and its
residents,

1. Please explain why there is almost a 30% difference between the data provided to us in your
letter of Sept. 20% and the data previously provided to us on July 6t I understand that these
data were prepared using two slightly different versions of the INM-"-version 6.0 and 6.0a. Yet
the results are very different.

1999 EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES - 65 CNEL

Reported on July 6, 2000 — Using INM version 6.0

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
96.4 1338 372 3459
Reported on Sept. 20, 2000 - Using INM version 6.0a

104.6 1454 392 3510

.085% .086% 0583% .014%  [Percent difference)

‘ Participating Orgamzar:ons
BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOODD GLEN ASSOC., CAHUE'.NGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CAHUENGA
PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES AbSN ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., FFDI:RMION
! DF HU,LSIDE AND CANYON ASSNS, HOLLYWOOD DELL. CIVIC ASSN., HOLL YWO()f)LAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOUD
KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEQOWNERS OF ENCINO, LAKE BALBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN,, IDOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATLES, LOS FELIZ OAKS I<IOM1:'0WNERS ASSN., MOUNTAIN GATE COMMU-
- NFTY ASSN,, NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC.. QUTPOST ESTATES BOMEOWNERS ASSN,
: 1II'RMAN OAK‘S HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGE’LE‘S CHAPTER, ¥TUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN., STUDICO VILLAGE
AOMEOWNERS ASSN. TARZANA ?ROPFRTY OWNERS ASSNL TOP OF THE CANYOIN ASSN  VATTRY VT 1 AOK TINMEOWNERS
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2004 FUTURE CONDITIONS WITII FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES - 65 CNEL

Reported on July 6, 2000 - Using INM version 6.0

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION

126.5 1811 480 4479

Reported on Sept. 20, 2000 -~ Using INM version 6.0n

163.7 2081 641 5145

.294% .149% .335% .149%  {Percent differencej

These figures represent a substantial increase in the number of acres, dwelling units, parcels
and population affected by VINY noise. Can this large increase be explained simply because of
using version 6.0a of the INM? In particular the difference of almost 30% between versions 6.0
and 6.0a when describing the 2004 future acreage conditions raises many guestions about the
validity and accuracy of the data being reported. It seems that each time the committee is
given data, it is markedly different than that previously reported. Inconsistent data reporting
makes its very hard for committee members to make valid recommendations.

2. We have several questions regarding the potential mitigation measures that were provided
to us in your memo of Sept, 21st. - '

a. Your measure 3a. would establish a correlation between rental rates for leases and
tie downs with the level of noise generated. You state that “Such a program would most
likely require a Part 161 Study to be conducted.” Can you give the foundation for this
conclusion, and cite any specific precedents, case law or FAA regulations where
changes in lease rates corrclated to noise levels required a Part 161 Study?

b. Your measure 3b. would establish differential landing fees with higher fees for noisier
aircraft and lower fees for quieter aircraft. You state that “A Part 161 Study would
probably be required for this type of measure.” Can you give the foundation for this
conclusion, and cite any specific precedents, case law or FAA regulations where
differential landing fees required a Part 161 Study. -

c. Your measure 4. would increase fines for aircraft operators who violate existing
ordinances at VNY. You state that “A Part 161 Study would most likely be required for
this type of measure.” Can you give the foundation for this conclusion, and cite any
specific precedents, case law or FAA regulations where increased fines for violating
ordinances required a Part 161 Study. : : ‘

d. Your measure 6. would establish daytime noise limits for aircraft operating at the
airport. You state that “A Part 161 Study would most likely be required,” Can you give
the foundation for this conclusion, ard cite any specific precedents, case law or FAA
regulations where grand-fathered noise regulations, proposed prior to ANCA required a
Part 161 Study. In this regard, it must be remembered that a daytime maximum noise
limit of 77 dBA was proposed prior to the passage of ANCA. This could easily be applied
to Stage 2 aircraft since it is grand-fathered, ‘

3. Your list of possible noise control measures would not be complete without consideration of
the many measures.that have been approved by the FAA in other Part 150 Studies. Your list
should also include new measures that would address the noige problem, but might require a
Part 161 Study. It has been suggested by the LA City Attorney, that a Part 161 Study could be
- completed in a year or two, well within the current Part 150 study horizon.

2
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We would like to ask that the Steering Committee to investigate the feasibility of the following
additional measures for inclusion in the NCI™:

a. A phase-out to Stage 2 jets. This measure was proposed prior to the adoption of ANCA
and should therefore be grand-fathered and implemented without the need for a Part
161 Study.

b. A cap on.the number of Stage 3 jets that can be based at VNY. Without a cap, or some
kind of controls on the growth of Stage 3 jets, there will be a huge increase in the noise
contour around VNY, This increase could easily overshadow all other noise control
measures combined in the NCP. This measure would likely require a Part 161 Study,
and should be one of the major recommendations of the Part 150 Study.

¢. Expand the noise study area to'include the 60 and 55 CNEL contours. The current
noise model that relies on the 65 CNEL is grossly inadequate. It does not reflect the
potential growth and affected areas that are greatly impacted outside the 65 CNEL.
Other airports have included measures in their Part 150 Study approved by the FAA.
[see Chico, CA Airport Part 150 Study, Kansas City International Airport, MO, Part 150
Study]

d. Add "Noise Sensitive Areas” to the list of NCP measures. Some Part 150 Studies include
the definition of noise sensitive areas as a key measure to minimize noise. [see Chico,
CA Airport Part 150 Study]

e. Adopt a noise-sensitive marketing policy for VNY. S8ome airports have established formal
marketing policies that discourage the basing of Stage 2 aircraft and certain types of
training at their airport as part of their Part 150 Study. The FAA has agreed that this
measure is rationally related to a noise objective, and well within the “authority” of an
airport. {see Glendale, AZ Part 150 Study] :

£ Adopt a measure that would equalize departures routes. This measure was approved by
the FAA for Sky llarbor Airport. {see Sky Harbor Airport, Phoenix, AZ Part 150 Study]

g. Establish a 1500 to 2000 foot AGL required minimum altitude for helicopters. This
measure was approved for the Burbank Airport [see Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena '
Airport, Burbank, CA Part 150 Study] .

h. Adopt a “top of the runway” departure policy. Agreements have been reached with
operators that encourage specific points on the runway for departure. By encouraging
flights to begin takeoff at the top of the runway, rather than at midiield, planes would
be airborne at higher altitudes over residential communities. {see Naples Municipal
Airport, FL Part 150 Study] :

i. Establish Airport Influence Area. This measure recommends that the airport establish
an Airport Influence Area around the airport, This area is created to encompass those
areas where noise complaints have been recorded and includes the area covered by the

_ noise contours for the year 2005. Varjous specific lJand use measures within this area
could be implemented.

j. Cenduct public informational meetings on the progress of the Part 150 Program,
The airport should annually monitor aircraft noise levels'and the level of activity at the
airport to determine if significant and unexpected changes have occurred to the base
year NEM, and to determine if the Part 150 program is being successfully implemented.
These results should be provided at annual public information meetings to discuss the

3
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progress of the Part 150 plan and to educate and inform airport users and the affected
communities. Discussions with airport users regarding community complaints
associated with airport operations should also be included in these annual reviews, ‘
Recommendations for updating the NEMSs and Part 150 program should also be i
provided if unexpected changes occur before the 5-year pedod and significantly affect

the land use compatibility situation around the airport, and/or the noise abatement

cost assumptions used in the development of the current plan. [see Naples Municipal. !
Airport, FL Part 150 Study and Kona International Airport, HI Part 150 Study]

k. Provide a Full-Time Noise Abatement Officer. The Officer should be responsible for f
operation of the permanent monitoring system, cornmunity liaison regarding noise
issues, collection of and response to noise complaints, implementation of the NCP, and
ongoing noise compatibility planning efforts. The Officer is a critical element of the !
ongoing irnplementation and success of the NCP, [see Ft. Lauderdale, FL Part 150
Study]

Finally all members of the Steering Committee should be informed about the presence of the 1
official FAA web page that lists and describes in detail the major Part 150 Studies that have

been completed. This valuable resource should be carefully examined before a final List of NCP {
measures are recommended or approved. |

The URL is: http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/ 14cir150/RecApp.htm - 5

We again wish to caution you regarding the feasibility of using soundproofing as the principal
measure to reduce noise at VNY. We believe that it is highly unlikely that the “1200 previously
incompatible dwelling units shown as incompatible,” will all be soundproofed. Many of the f
residents that we have talked to are insistent that more measures need to be taken to abate :
noise. They want a phase out of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews, limits on Stage 3 opt:rat:ons _
and the like before they will seriously consider soundproofing their homes. : ]

‘Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Committee. We would appreciate your
distributing this letter to all Committee members. ‘ : {

Cordially yours . - .
/(7 | |
o -3 | S

- President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the No1sc! Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations
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July 17, 2000

Council of the City of Los Angeles
Honorable Members:

Subject to your confirmation, I have today appointed Mr. Mark E. Schaffer to the
Board of Airport Commissioners representing the area surrounding Van Nuys
Airport for the term ending June 30, 2004.

I certify that in my opinion Mr. Schaffer, formerly of the Los Angeles Export
Terminal (LAXT), Inc., - especially qualified by reason of training and experience
for the work which shall devolve upon him, and that I make the appointment solely
in the interest of the City. ‘

Sincerely,

Attachments

Residence: 17109 Nance Street
Encino, California 91316
Council District #1 i



S, rtment Western-Pacific Region P.O. Box 92007
gf isffg'l?:)if’{aﬁon Airports Division Worldway Postal Center

Los Angeles, CA 90009
Federal Aviation
Administration

July 14, 2000

Mr. Dennis Quilliam
Envirconmental Management Bureau
Los Angeles World Alrports

One World Way, Room 219

L.os Angeles, California 90045

Dear Mr. Quilliam:

Van Nuys Airport
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study

Enclosed per your requést is one copy each of the following Federal
Aviation Administration documents for your use:

« FAA Advisory Circular 150/5050-4, Citizen Participation in Alrport
Pianning, dated September 26, 1975.

» FAA Advisory Circular 150/5020-1, Noise Control and Compatibility
Planning for Airports, dated August 5, 1983.

+ FAA Report No. FBA-EE-90-03, Community Involvement Manual, dated
August 1990.

We understand you intend to make coplies of these documents available to
the members of the Steering Committee for the Van NWuys Alrport Part 150
Study.

Please call me at 310/725~3615, if you have any questions concerning
these documents. -

Sincerely,

;,{‘\..,«' _ﬁ’g ”A-/““"/CL——
David B. Kessler, AICP "mmmhwmw““~hmwhm~_m_m

Environmental Protection Specialist

Enclosures



2ENT BY: GERALD A. SILVER; 818 8807273; JUL-11-00 12:08PM; "PAGE 1

e Sfon the Noite! @

e Dedicated to reducing nolse from Van Nuys Airport & GERALD A. SILVER
Prasldent
July 11, 2000 PO BOX 260205
~ ENCINO, CA 81426
Mr. Maurice Laham Phone (818)800-2757
Environmental Management Meeting Date: July 12, 2000, 7 p.m.
Los Angeles World Airports {LAWA) Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys

One World Way, PO Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

RE: VAN NUYS AIRPORT (VNY) NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS (NEM)

Thank you for sending me the five noise exposure maps (NEM’s), together with a brief
description of each. It is unfortunate that these crucial maps were sent out only a day or two
before our meeting of July 121, We therefore recommend that the Part 150 Steering
Committee NOT take action on the approval of these documents until committee members
have had an opportunity to study and digest the content of these maps.

Once approved by the FAA, these maps are published in the local newspaper. They are
important because any resident living within the 65 CNEL loses his or her right to sue for
noise damages, while then qualifying for financial assistance to do soundproofing

Some of the most immportant information on these maps are contained in the boxes at the lower
left of the maps. They key information is overprinted by a tint screen, making it very difficult

for committee members to read the information. We suggest the LAWA prepare and distribute
a clearly printed summary of these tables that are easily readable.

We are particularly concerned about the INCREASE in the size of the noise contour by the

year 2004. This increase in reflected in the expanded number of jets and helicopters projected
for the next four years.

1. It would be valuable for our panel to discuss the following information from these tables;
1999 EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES ~ 65 CNEL

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
96.4 1338 372 3459

2004 FUTURE CONDITIONS WITH FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES - 65 CNEL

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
1265 1811 480 4479
31.2% 35.3% 29.0% 29.4% (Increases over 1999)

Participating Organizationy:
BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHRORHOOD ASSN.. BENEDICT CANYON ASSN.. BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWOOD GLEN ASSOC., CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN..
CABUENGA PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN.. CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN,,
ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN.. FEDERATION OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS,
. HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN., HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN., ‘
| HOLLYWOOD KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB. HOLMBY WESTWOOD FROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO.
o LAKE BALBOA HOMEOWNERS ASSN.. LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
MOUNTAIN GATE COMMUNITY ASSN.. NO. HOLLYWOOID RESIDENTS ASSN., OUTPOST ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY R‘ESIDENT § ASSN.,
STUDIO VILLAGE HOMEQOWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., TOE OF THE CANYON ASSN.,
VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSN. WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WOODLAND HILLS HOMEOWNERS ORG.
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We think that you will agree that these figures represent a substantial increase in the number
of acres, dwelling units, parcels and population affected. This large increase calls for

changes and medifications in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP}, including new
abatements measures such as an immediate phase out of State 2 jets, helicopter curfews and
controls on Stage 3 jets. Obviously work will need to be done on placing limits on ?he nux.nhcr
of Stage 3 aircraft that can join the fleet, or fly in as itinerants. These measures will require

LAWA to immediately begin work on a Part 161 Study.
¥

Without an aggressive new Plan, the Part 150 Study will have failed to protect the commul:ﬁty
and its residents. Most elected officials that we have talked to believe that the noise situation

is now intolerable, and they will not brook more expansion.

2. 1t would also be valuable for the panel to discuss the significant disparity between the data
reported to the County for the fourth quarter of 1999, and the base case map that you just

distributed a few days ago.
1999 EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES - 65 CNEL

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
96.4 1338 372 3459

1999 4Q99 CONDITIONS REPORTED TO COUNTY/STATE ~ 65 CNEL

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
50.6 1037 166 2468
90 % 29% 124% 40.1%  (Difference bt. reports)

As can be easily seen there are major differences between the data reported to the County for
the fourth quarter of 1999, and your base case map. Responsible planning decisions cannot
‘be made unless the data reported is accurate and reliable. The Committee should be given .
time to study these charts before taking any action.

Ten years have elapsed since the Part 150 Study began. We see no reason to rush through the

approval of the NEM’s, simply to qualify for federal money to assist in spundproofing a handful

of dwellings, while allowing a huge increase in the size of the noise contour to take place. It is
imperative the hundreds of thousand of residents impacted by VNY also be protected, not just
a handful of residents within the 65 CNEL.

We also caution you regarding the feasibility of using soundproofing as a measure of the Part

150 Study success. We believe that it is highly unlikely that the *1200 previously incompatble
dwelling units shown as incompatible,” will all be soundproofed. Many of the residents that we

have talked to are insistent that more measures need to be taken to abate noise. They want a
phase out of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews, limits on Stage 3 operations and the like before
they will seriously consider soundproofing their homes.

Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Committee. We would appreciate your
distributing this letter to all Committee members.

Cordially yours, d M"

President--Homeowners of Encine, Stop the Noise! Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner association
Page 2
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Stap the Neise!

# Dedicated to reducing noise from Ven Nuys Airport ¢ GERALD A, SILVER
President ‘
o , PO BOX 280205
June 28, 2000 _ ‘ . ENCING, CA 81425
Phone (818)090-2757
Mr. Maurice Laham ‘
Environmental Management Meeting Date: July 12, 2000, 7 p.m.
Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) ‘ Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys
One World Way, PO Box 92216
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

RE: VAN NUYS AIRPORT (VNY) PART 150 HELICOPTER CURFEW - AGENDA

Thank you for sending me the Status Report on the Part 150 Noise Compaublhty Program
(NCP}, and the letter from Mr. Wong, BOAC Commissioner. In his letter Mr. Wong responds to
my request that the Part 150 Steering Committee take up several Van Nuys An‘port [VNY}
matters including a nighttime hchcopter curfew.

Mr. Wong says, “we have consulted with the City Attorney’s Office and the FAA'%ixid' concluded
that their implementation would require extensive analysns to comply with provisions of the
Airport Noise Capacity Act (ANCA) adopted by Congress in 1990.” Mr. Wong gocs on to state

- that, “It is doubtful that such measures Wou]d be approved and implemented within the five-
vear horizon of the Part 150 process .

This analysis from the City Attorney at LAWA appears to be somewhat at.odds with the
helicopter curfew being proposed by City Attorney James Hahn. According to a comment Mr. |
Hahn made in the Los Angeles Times on June 20, 2000, he says, "If all goes well, it [the
curfew] could be done within the vear.” :

‘We are delighted that Mr. Wong is rhoving the Part 150 process forWa'i‘ci and ask that you
consult with Mr. Hahn and other attorneys at LAWA and resolve whatappcars to be a
disparity in the time 1t takes to 1mplement a helicopter curfew.

Between 1995 and 1999 VNY experienced a 15.4% increase in helicopter operations. By 2004

_ it is projected that annual helicopter operations will increase by another 13.3%. Clearly the’
projected. growth of helicopter operations at VNY is alarming and this calls for immediate
action, including a curfew on nighttime helicopter operations.

. We are pleased that Mr. Hahn has put forward his proposal and believe it should be seriously
considered in the current Part 150 Study process. Please place the helicopter curfew item on
the agenda for Comrmttee action. - :

. Participating Orgamzamms
: R!u\c HWOO CANYON NEIGHRORHOOD ASSN.. BENEDICT CANYON ASSN . BENEDICT CANYON PROIECTION LEAGUE,
. BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION. BRENTWOOD GLEN ASSOC., CAHUENGA PASS NEIGH IBORHOOD ASSN.,
CAIIUENGA PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN.. CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUR HHOMES ASSN,,.
ENCING PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN.. FEDERATION OF HILLSIDE AN CANYON AbSOCIATTONb
- HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN.. HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
: no: LYWOOD KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB. HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO
' LAKE BALBOA HOMEOWNERS ASSN . LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES. LOS FELIZ OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
MOUNTAIN GATE COMMUNITY ASSN . NO. HOLLYWGOD RESIDENTS ASSN.. QUTPOST ESTATES HOMIOWNERS ASEN,,
SHERMAN OAKS HOMFOWNERS ASSN.. SIERRA CLUB-ANGELLES C!'LAPTERV STUDIQ CITY RESIDENTS ASSN.,

CSTUND VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSN.. TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN., .
VAILLEY VTHE AGTE HOMEOUAILDY ANCN WEST VAN NOVE THOMTMAENERGS ACTR WA AN 1T Y @ UOMENWANLRS DR -
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We also believe that the other items requested in my letter of April 20, 2000 need to be
carefully examined by the committee, including:

1. Converting the “Fly Neighborly” program from a voluntary to a mandatory one with
citations and fines for violations. This can be done via a Part 161 Study, and should be one

of the principal recommendations of the Steering Comumittee. -

2. Establishing a maximum daytime single event noise limit [SENEL] for jets with penalties. A
single event noise maximum for Stage 2 aircraft was proposed by the BOAC prior to ANCA and is
thus is grand fathered and can be implemented without delay and without a Part 161 Study.

3. Establish a nighttime curfew on all jets with emergency operations c_exempt. This can be donc via
a Part 161 Study, and should be another principal recommendation of the Committee.

4. The 12,500 Ib, weight limit on air taxis and charters should also be carefully examined. The
policy, regardless of whether it is an ordinance or simply a resolution, was approved by LAWA well
before ANCA went into effect. It is therefore grand fathered, could be enforced immediately, and
would have significant effect on the noise contour. : :

A number of the recommendations suggested in my letter of April 20t» can be implemented
promptly, certainly within the five year time frame of the Part 150 Study, and should
become a major aspect of the current Part 150 Study tudy effort. - o

Tet operations at VNY increased by 44.9% between 1995 and 1999. And by 2004 they are
sxpected to increase by another 22.8%. Overall operations at VNY are expected to increase
from 606,930 in 1999 to 685,398 in 2004, certainly every effort should be made to prepare
a Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) that will effcctively address this issue. '

-Of utmost concern is the potential delay in the Committee receiving base noise exposure maps

~ that reflect these significant increases. Mr. Wong indicated that the base maps the Committee
requested in our last meeting would not be forthcoming until the FAA approves changes in the
methodology used by Landrum & Brown. It is vital that the Committee receieve base maps as soon
as possible. It could take years for the FAA to approve changes in INM methodology proposed by
Landrum & Brown. LAWA has no difficulty preparing similar base maps for submission to the
County each quarter, and for use in the State variance hearings. The present INM methodology is
used throughout the country and will provide adequate graphics that will show the significant
extent of the increases that are in store for VNY. We strongly urge you to prepare the exposure
maps requested by the Committee, showing the CNEL contours for 2004, If necessary, mark them
“tentative,” but please prepare and release them without delay. To approve the Noise _ L
Compatibility Program (NCP), without these crucial base maps would not be responsible. In fact, it
is virtually impossible to intelligently discuss abatement and mitigation measures without these
maps present. ‘ '

Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Committce. We would appreciate your
distributing this letter to all Committee members. ' '

Cordially yours, /&WJ _

QGerald A Silver _
President--Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noisel Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations
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JAMES K. HAHN
CFFY RETYORNEY

WRITKR'S DIARCT DIRL:

Pffice of the Tity Attoriey .
fias Angeles, Qalifornia

Juna 19, 2000

Board of Airport Commissioners
Los Angeles World Alrports

1 World Way

Los Angeles, CA 60045

RE: . VAN NUYS AIRPORT - HELI
Honorable Members:

Nolse from helicopters at Van Nuys Airpori has long been an intrusive annoyance to-
many residents of the San Fernando Valley. Itis imperative that the City take affirmative sieps to
address this problem as soon as possible. | am requssting that the Board of Alrport Comimissioners
adopt a helicopter curfew at Van Nuys Alrport from 10pm to 7am. - ‘ '

~ Van Nuys Aliport has had a nighttime curfew on fixed wing alrcraft since 1881,
Unfortunately, helicoptsrs were not included. Many residents living near the airport-are seslously
inconvenienced by tha noise — especially early in the morning, as evidenced by-data collected from
the Airport, whiich shows that the largest number of night aperations occur between Sam and Tam.

The existing night-time curfew on akplanes at Van Nuys has.been gffective, and a‘new
curfew would not have a slgnificant impact on most hellcopler businesses. -Of course, | recommend
that any curfew exempt police, fire, emergency medical and other lifesaving operations. -

LAWA ¢an, and should, implement a helicopter curfew as soon as possible. The
Federal Aviation Administration has defermined that the Clty would be raquired to comply with
Subpart C of 14 CFR Part 181 in order 1o enact a curfew. | urge you to initiate a Part 161 study
immediately and work toward refief for our Valley residsnts from this growing annoyance, My office
stands ready to draft the appropriate regulations end fo assist you in meeting the requirements of a

Part 161 study. .
Sincerely, : : .

City Attorney

- JKR/

AN FQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMFPLOYER
200 . MAIN STREET + LOE ANGELES, CA OO12-4131 & (213) 48%-4370
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1. RE-Lt CITY HALL EAST -
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‘Van Nuys
copter
‘curfew

‘proposed

: By Alexa Haussler

‘,Sfr'q,{f Writer

City” Aftorney’ Tainés Halln ha pio-

posed a night curfew for helicopters™

" Van Nuys Ajrport.

Habn, who i$ running for mayor, senl
7 letter Monday to ~the city Airport

- Commission requesting that the board
. bar helicopters from 1eking off and land-
. ing between 10 pm. and 7 a.m.

The airport already has a corfew for

, airplanes, but residents have long com-
: plained- about news media and traflic-
. report hélicopters flying in and out of
" the airport al night and in the carly
. IMOrning. :

*“The concentration of helicopters at

. one place unfairly impacts the neighbors

fight around Yan Nuys,” Hahn said.

- “Many people say that in the early
moming hours [I's just unbearable.”

A December inventory recorded 65

‘ helicopters based st Van Nuys Airport,

- a study mqujred by the Federal Aviation .
. Adpinistration to implement a curfew.

said mirport spokeswoman Charlene
{ahn asked the commission fo launch

" Résidents proposed a similar curfew in

1997 but the, study was never dofie.
“I urge you to iitiate a ... study

. immediately and work toward relief for
* our Valley residents from this growing

- armoyance,” Hahn wrofe. to  the
compission. -
- He also asked that any cutfew cxempt

- police, fire and emeigency operat

[

fons.

_A number of Los Angdes bmadcast
stations us¢ helicopters based at Van
Nuys Airport.. Their pesk hours. are
between 5-a.m. and 7 am., when broad-
casters deliver traffic reports.

 “We're. talking -about : hundreds ‘of
thopsands -of peopie who depend on
iraffic- reports to pet to work m the

_ moring,” said Ciys Quimby, president

of the Radio and Telovision News Asso-
¢iation .of Southern California. “In this

. day of such horgible congestion on pur

freeways, air reporting of traffic condi-

" tions is viral” _

818 95007273; JUN-28-00 10:10AM;

" Gerald Silver, an Encino homeowner
_ activist and advocate of noise regula-
" Yions, applauded Hahn’s proposal.
- ufps fong overdite,” Sitver said. “It will
" have a big impact for residents.”
t . Silver said media helicoplets are
smong the worst offenders, rousing resi-
~deptsasearlyasSam. ©
. “They stream out over the vanous resi-
. dences” he' said. A curfew:.is’ called

for. A

_ - Leland Wong, an Aiyport Commission
member who chairs & Yan, N“WhAiW“
-advisory” stbcomimittee, " said “hie' sup-
ports Hahn's proposal and will raise the
#ssue al the.sidvisory panel’s meeting in
"‘:-‘-Iy(’-'s very reasonable, and i'¢’probably.
very timely,”Wopgsaxd.. ..~
. Klink; thésairport spokeswoman; said
airport officials plan Lo hoid comImunity
fofums to discuss noise issues,

sWe will Se'lookinig at all solutions to

* mitigale the-oise in all of or commu-

nitigs,” she'said. : o
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City . e )i and helicopters, especially
- ) eafly In the.momlt!lg. o the

. xm‘ y - 118 0 “*Many . re ot .‘Ell, ‘.h~”£ ‘9@\
ammm W pane alrport: arg “sEsiously ' inconven-
torban DOREAIRIZENCY epced by the -ngj's;ea’: ~Hahi wrote

g

R : m’lopmaﬂd " tHe Gommissioners.

»Especially

' v early in the morning, as evidenced
: Tam.to Cllt down on noise. by data collected from the airport.”

Bymmmcamacckmo&i .
TIMES STAFF WRITER '

¥ nap. 6ffort to further curb

Iﬁ}g}it'?jjéisg in Van Nuys,

K Angelea City Atty. James Hal

' missioneiszon Monday to biing a3 saving operations.
highttime: balioptercurfew In line
-oith ottier. glreraft. 2

} .curféw not apply

Wun NuygiAlrport has had @ posal. - - - .
.Y_:ani_m,_ "?ﬁ'r["' gw’:m 10pm.to]  The Federal Aviation Adminis-
: 3 mpletion of 3

-4 on:dixedaving sircraft since tration :gqu; 3. ggy
58 Sothasiewer, quister planes plneral ioglct KU ETL oy
aix ‘months te com-
piete. Hahn wrged the compdsion
1o begin work on it right away.
" Kfter the study, the
have to adopt a motion calting for 3

curfew and sllow @lperi?d for the

sublic to compmet. -
PYUTE alf goes well, If Sould be done

within the year,” Hlin said:

* eain 1 uritil TEp.m. Bul hellcopteis
arémot included in the curfew.
. The currept proposal would re-

quirg helicopters not to fiy during

the s4mé houts as the fixéd-wing

afrcraft. | | o
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Van Nuys Airport
Citizens Advisory Council

CHAIR

. Sandor Winger

| VICE CHAIR
George Anisman

" James Acosta
i;arry Benedict
Harry Berg
Anne Carver

- Joan Elam

Morrie Goldman
Robert R. Jackson
Coby King

Clay Lacy

Joyce Prager
Robert L. Rodine
Raiph Schub
Don Schultz:
Gerald Silver
Terry Stone
James Stewart

SECRETARY
Stacy Geere

June 8, 2000

Mr. John J. Agoglia, President
Board of Airport Commissioners
1 World Way

1.os Angeles, CA 90045-5803

Dear President Agoglia:

At the June 6, 2000 meéting of the Van Nuys \Airpor't Citizens
Advisory Council, the following motion was made, seconded and
passed with nine affirmative votes and two no votes:

“The Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advisory Council

* requests.that the Part 150 Steering Committee ask
LAWA what noise mitigations they propose for-the
increases in the categories of total operations,
helicopter operations and jet operations.”

Thank you for your consideration of this correspondence.

Very truly yours, 1

i

Sandor Winger, Chair
Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advisory Council

c¢: L. Kennard
P. Depoian
M. DiGirclamo
S. Birk
M. Laham

e T Ot DAA e N A OTAN0A  IR1R) 7T85-8838°
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Stopn the Noite!

¢ Dedicated fo reducing noise from Van Nuys Airport # GERALD A. SILVER
President
PO BOX 260205
ENCINO, CA 91426
Phone (818)990.2757

April 20, 2000

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management Meeting Date: April 24, 2000, 7 p.m.
Los Angeles World Alrways (LAWA) Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys
One World Way, PO Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

RE: VAN NUYS AIRPORT (VNY) PART 150 AGENDA ITEMS

It 1s our understanding that the Part 150 Steering Comittee will be reconvened, and
hold a meeting on1 April 24, 2000, at the Airtel in Van Nuys. We are pleased that Los
Angeles World Airways (LAWA) will again move forward with this federally funded Part
150 Study.

During the past several years, noise problems have grown worse, as more helicopters and
noisy Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft have joined the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) fleet. The Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) has done little to resolve noise problems, and has clearly
proven to be ineffective. Instead of reducing the number of noisy jets and TOINITIZING
noise, the NCP recommended a weak “Fly Neighborly” policy that did not control the
noise, nor account for the increasing number of jet and helicopter operations. The size of
the 65 CNEL noise contour has increased significantly over the past several years, as has
the number of impacted residents and dwellings.

The April 24th Steering Committee meeting is a new opportunity-for the Airport and the
community to work together to address the noise problems. Please pass this letter along
to Mr. Leland Wong, who we understand will chair the first meeting.

Please place the following itemns on the agenda for Cormnmittee action:

1. RESOLUTION OF THE 12,500 LB. WEIGHT LIMIT ON AIR TAXIS AND CHARTERS. We
understand that the reason for the delay of several years in holding Steering Committee
meetings was the need to analyze the 12,500 lb. air taxi and charter weight limit issue.
This matter should be placed on the agenda, with a report of the findings of the City
Attorney.

Participating Organizations:

BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
ERENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDERATION, BRENTWQOD GLEN ASSOC, CAHUENGA PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN,,
CAHUENGA. PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN,,

ENCINOG PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, FEDERATION OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS,

HCLLYWGOD DELL CIVIC ASSN,, HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN,,

HOLLYWCOD KNOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINOG,
LAKE BALBOA HOMEOWNERS ASSN., LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN,,
MOUNTAIN GATE COMMUNITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN., OUTPOST ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN,,
SHERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN, SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN.,
STUDIO VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSN, TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, TOP OF THE CANYON ASSN,,
VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WEST VAN NUYS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., WOODLAND HILLS HOMEOWNERS ORG.
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The Airport Commission’s Resolution No. 13369, dated October 2, 1982, clearly stated an
operating pohcy, originally established in April 1969 and later reaffirmed: [

“...Van Nuys Airport should continue to be dedicated to general aviation users, and

not to enlarge upon, expand or further the rights of commercial aviation users, be

they scheduled or unscheduled; and J
WHEREAS, unscheduled air taxi operations are defined as random, infrequent, on- _
call for hire operations, having no predetermined or set schedule, which utilize /
aircraft not exceeding 12,500 pounds maximum gross landing weight... ]
WHEREAS, the addition of more commercial air carrier activity and the infusion of
large commercial aircraft operations, be they scheduled or unscheduled, is not
compatible with the Department’s goal of providing a general aviation airport in the {
Southern Califormia area... '

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Airport Cornmissioners
-.reafirmed its policy restricting Van Nuys Airport to general aviation and unsched- ]
uled air taxi operations, and specifically prohibited the operation of other scheduled

and unscheduled air carrier commercial flights to and from Van Nuys Auport except
with the express consent of the Board.” - i

Virtually all unscheduled air taxi and charter operations are conducted out of Van Nuys
Airport in planes that far exceed the 12,500 pound gross landing weight. These operations '
have greatly exacerbated the noise problem. The Part 150 Steering Committee should ‘{

address the immediate enforcement of this long established policy.

2. THOROUGH REVIEW OF ALL NOISE MITIGATION AND ABATEMENT MEASURES. {
During the past 10 years the character and scope of VNY has greatly changed. Before
reaffirming the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP), the Steering Comrnittec should examine

all previcusly adopted, as well as possible new noise mitigation and abatement measures. {

The following noise mitigation and abatement measures should be thoroughly examined
before submitting the Part 150 Study to the FAA: i

a. The VNY noise complaint systern should be improved to provide greater feedback to
operators, and link it to actual noise reduction measures. The function of the noise
complaint system should be expanded to effectuate reductions iy noise, and not merely j
be used for public relations purposes.

b. Teeth should be put in the “Fly Neighborly” program After two viclations, the operator
should be fined $500 for the third noisy operation. The fourth citation fine should be ;
$1,000, and the fifth, $2,000. Any operator who receives a sixth citation letter should
be banned from using the airport.

¢. Maximum daytime noise limits should be established. A Noise Regulation with penalties {
is needed to control noisy jets during daytime hours. Noisy Stage 2 jets exceeding 77 5
dBA should be phased out of Van Nuys Airport. '

d. A nighttime curfew on ALL jet operations (except emergencies) should begin at 10 p.m..,
and run until 8 a.m. the next morning,. !

e. There should be a helicopter curfew that precludes helicopters from using the airport
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., except for emergencies.

- €. THE UNBRIDLED GROWTH OF JET AND HELICOPTER OPERATIONS, EVEN WITH THE
APPROVAL OF THE NON-ADDITION RULE SHOULD BE CAREFULLY EXAMINED.
According to the LAWA exhibit, dated 4/07 /2000, the following growth of operations has |
been projected: ~ ‘
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\ljsfr_ Grand Total Annual Ops.  Percent Change
1995 526,177
1999 606,230 15.3% from 1995
2004 685,398 12.9% from 1999
Year Anmnual Jet Ops. Percent Change
1995 17,071 '
1999 24,736 44.9% from 1995
2004 30,380 22.8% from 1999
Year Anrnaal Helicopter Ops. Percent Change
1995 52,618 ‘
1999 60,693 15.4% from 1995
2004 68,856 13.3% from 1999

These significant increases in both jet and helicopter operations are projected, even with
the adoption of the non-addition rule. To keep the airport compatible with the surround-
ing residential community, it will be necessary for the Steering Committee to consider and
review new noise mitigation and abaterment measures not. previously looked at. These
measures may call for controls that were not “proposed” prior to ANCA and may not be
grandfathered by the FAA. It mmay be necessary to conduct a Part 161 Study to address
these measures.

We understand that the complction of a Part 150 Study i1s an essential prerequisite to
receiving federal funds for a Part 161 Study. Now is an ideal time to raise this issue before
the Steering Committee.

4. APPOINTMENT OF VICE CHAIRS FOR THE COMMITTEE. We believe that the committee
should act promptly to appoint one or more vice chairs to conduct meetings, in the event
that the chairperson is not available. It is a good practice for both the chair and vice
chairs to be democratically elected by committee members.

Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Corrmnittes, We would appreciate
your distributing this letter to all Committee members.

Cordially yours,

%ﬁﬁ« ‘lé[’) . /ﬁ;ﬁi(ﬁd

President—Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition

oo Elected officials, homeowner associations
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Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study | i ! | 4/07/2060

Existing (1985- 1999} and Forecasted (2000-2004) Alrcraft Operations

|

Annual Operations!

Linear growth, w/ forecasts <0 set o 0,

i

INMType | 18951 19961 _ 1987) 4998/ 1999 2000 2001] 2002] 2003] 2004
707 QN-" 6! 221 2] 2] 2 o ) ol 0 0
727015 150! 204" 173i 172 168 174 174] 174 175 175
737300° 39] 0i 171 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
737400 - FHE g’ 2! D ) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
737500° i 18, 0. 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
737QN" : a3’ 32: g 0 26 0 0 0 0 i}
757PW 0 O o 3 a 2 2 2 2 3
A320° : 11} ol 51 72 1 0 0 0 0 0
ATD 5. 1500 2020 713 287 331 378 425 471 518
BAC111" 138 1661 184) 57 11 0} o] 0 0 0
BAE146 0: 0} 0l 2: D 1 1 1 2 2
CIT3 1786: 236! 424 398" 369 485 540 595 649 704
CLE00 553 5261 527 841i 1,018] 1,066 1,191! 1315 1440] 1,564
CNAEBGE 12341 12761 1,070°  1,445] 2024] 1.934] 2,109 2284] 2458] 2534
DCBQAN j 0 1 0 0 3 2 3 3 4 4
DCaQyg ! 29; 981 113, 115 106 144 161 178 195 212
FAL20™ . 1.768! 2,180  2.248] 1748] 2844] 2844] 2,844 2844| 2,8449] 2844
ang-* 2,952 AB701 44780 4,2B1] 4479] 4,479 4,478 4479 4479 4,479
GiV 995.  1.250.  1,107. 1321] 1,729 1,742| 4,896| 2,050] 2,204] 2358
1A1125 265 511! 827; 191 117 157 95 34 0 0
LEAR25"" 3025 37241 3302° 3,788 3634] 3634 3.634] 3634 3634 3,634
LEAR3S 4352 4,034; 4380 6,855, 6721) 7,536, 8,292| 09,048] 9804] 10,560
MDB1 276 4! 31! 41 43 51 57 63 689 76
MDB3* 276 of 0! 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
MU33801 651 485; 458] 682:  1,144] 1,038 596 602 608 613
Jet Subtotal 17,051 18,778! 19,351 22,157 24,736 25,621| 26,453| 27.732| 29,039{ 30,380
BLECS8P 61.993] 61,042 65740 64.158. 61.052| 63,168) 63,292] 63415 63,539 63,662
c130 11! 6. 9: 55° 197 182 224 266 308 350
CNAG41 343311 42,686. 41,856, 47,760 37.312| 44,104] 45208 46,313] 47.417] 48,521
CVR580 s 0 0i 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
DC3 . ' 11 sl 0o 85| 80 101] — 123 144 165 187
DHCE - 6.873] 6,030! 7,990, 6683 9811 0,346] 0009] 10471 11,034] 11,567
GASEPF_ 122,268 14,0941 106,694’ 118,763} 155,292| 144.638| 151,710| 1568.782i 165,854] 172,926
GASEPY 63.914: 63.169! 71,710. 65,457, 63.545| 66,024 66,179| 66,334] 66489 66,644
HS748A . 341 4] 43: 172 228 263 319 374 430 485
SD330 193! 202! 129 2,623 2.176| 2,981] 3619) 47258 4,897] 5,535
SF340 . 23 ol 23! 1131 268| 286 327 387 147 508
Prop Subtotal 2856457 288 142] 294, 1947 305880] 329,961 331,073] 340,909 350,745 360,582| 370,418
i i .
Tauch & Go (est.) - 140, 787. 140,796 143.611. 148,972, 161,612| 162.104] 167,086 172,069 177.052| 162,035
Helicopters (est.)  52,618! 526431 53,750. 56,066] 60.693] 61,026, 62,983| 64,941] 66898 68,856
BUR ops (est) 26,072; 26,073] 26595 27587 29,928 30,019l 30,942| 31,865| 32,787 33,710
T i | L |

_ : . o
Grand Total ' 526,177 526,433 537,501' 560,662! 606,930] 600,843 | 628,375/ 647,352 666,358 685,398

!

i

1

“forecasted operations were set to zero because the trend analysis indicated a negative number

“these aircraft were set 1o a fixed level of operations after 1999 as a result of the non-addition rule.




CARGO AIRLINE ASSOCIATION

1220 15th Streel, MWW
Suita 406

Wassinglon, D 20036

- TEL 202293 1030

FAX 202 293 4377

February 18, 2000

Mr. Maurice Z. Laham

Airport Environmental Manager
Los Angeles World Airports

1 World Way

P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

Dear Mr. Laham:

It has come to our attention that Los Angeles has taken the position that it
may bar the use of aircraft operated by U.S. certificated air carriers which are
under 75,000 pounds gross weight and which do not meet Stage 3 noise standards.
The Cargo Airline Association strongly disputes the legality of this position and
urges Los Angeles to review and reconsider its initial decision to ban these
aircraft from LAX.

The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (ANCA) clearly excluded
small aircraft (those under 75,000 pounds) from the requirement that they meet
Stage 3 noise standards by the close of 1999. Therefore, under federal law, .
operators of small aircraft may still use Stage 2 aircraft. Some members of the
U.S. cargo industry are in fact still operating this type of aircraft in their revenue
service.

1t is also clear that federal law prohibits States, Localities, and Political
Subdivisions from enacting any rules or regulations that impact the prices, routes
and/or services of certificated air carriers. More specifically, 49 U.S.C. § 41713
provides that:

Except as provided in this subsection, a State or a political subdivision of a

State, or political authority of at least 2 States may not enact or enforce a

law, regulation, or other provision having the force and effect of law

related to a price, route or service of an air carrier that may provide air

transportation under this subpart.

49 U.S.C. § 41713 (formerly 49 U.S.C. § 1305 (a) (1)).

We submit that any outright prohibition, based on local noise policy, of air
carrier operations that are fully compliant with federal law contravenes the
express language of 49 U.S.C. § 41713 and cannot stand. Accordingly, we urge
Los Angeles to immediately reverse its determinations that air carriers using smatl
aircraft exempted from the phaseout requirements of ANCA must comply with
Stage 3 standards to operate at LAX.



Thank you very much for attention to this matter; if you have any questions with respect
to this position, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Stephen A. Alterman
President

ce: Dennis Quilliam -
Karen Hoo
Phillip Depoian
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Los Angeles World Airports

LAX
Ccntario
Van Nuys

Falmdafe

City of Los Angeles

james K. Hahn
Mayeor

Board of Airport
Comimissioners

Theodore Stein,
President

Warren W. Valdry
Vice Prasident

Eileen N, Levine
Cheryl K. Petersen

Armando Vergars, Sr.

Mahala Waller
Leland Wongd

Lydia H. Kennhard
Executive Direcist

January 14, 2003

Herman Bliss

Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region
Airports Division

P.O. Box 92007

Worldway Postal Center

Los Angeles, CA 90009

Subject: VNY Part 150 Study
Dear Mr. Bliss:

The Environmental Management Division of the Los Angeles World Airports has
prepared the final Part 150 Report for Van Nuys Airport (VNY). The Study includes
the main report, which contains the Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) and the Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) for the Study, and three separately bound appendices.
The NEMs include the official base case for 2001, the official future case for 2006 with
mitigation measures applied from the NCP, and a third NEM, which aiso dispiays the
future 2006 case but without mitigation. This third NEM is entitled the Comparative
NEM and is being included to provide an illustrative comparison of the future case with
and without mitigation. The NCP includes 35 mitigation measures.

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee approved the NEMs in November of 2000 and
the NCP in July 2001. The Board of Airport Commissioners approved them in July
2001 by Resolution # 21489. The Steering Committee subsequently concurred with
the BOAC action in August of 2001 to forward the documents to the FAA for your
review and approval. In April 2002 we received comments from your office regarding
additional information that was required to complete the submittal. The attached
documents, dated January 2003, address those requirements. We are pleased to
submit eight copies of the Study for your consideration. :

Please direct any questions or comments you may have fo Dennis Quilliam phone:
(310) 646-7614; fax: (310) 646-0686; email: dquiliam@lawa.org.

Sincerely

Gary Brown
Environmeptat Affairs Officer

GB:DQ:dg
Enclosures

cc: R Johnson

TUENVMGT/2002/020277TDW/PCOOCSH#1 97606V

4 Wedd Way .0, Box 82218 Los Angslss Californiz 800082246 Telephane 310 646 5252 Facsimile 310 648 0523 Internet www.iawe org



Los Angeles World Airports

LAX
Ontario
Yan Nuys

Palmdale

City of Les Angeles

Jamas K. Hahn
Mayor

Board of Airport
Commissioners

Theodore Stein, jt,
President :

Warren W, Valdry
Vice President

Eileen N. Leving
Cheryl K. Petersen

Armando Vergara, 51

Mahala Walter
Leland Wong

Lydia H. Kennard
Executive Director

January 14, 2003

Ms. Betsy Eskridge

California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Dear Ms. Eskridge:

The Los Angeles World Airports has completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at
Van Nuys Airport (VNY). A copy of the main report of the Study is being forwarded to
your office for review and comment. We are sending you the report because of your
office’s involvement with Part 150 Studies in California.

The Study was prepared according to provisions set forth in Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 150 and guidelines from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
After approval by the Board of Airport Commissioners the Study was submitted in
September 2001 to the FAA, which has primary responsibility for review and approval of
Part 150 Studies. Subsequent to their review the FAA made a series of comments on
the content of the VNY Part 150. Based on those comments numerous additional
materials were included in the Study to clarify methodologies used and provide
analytical background for the mitigation measures in the Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP) element of the Study. Those additions have been incorporated into the report
that we have enclosed, which is dated January 2003, and supercedes the report dated
August 2001.

There are 35 measures in the NCP that address a variety of land use issues, helicopter,
piston and jet aircraft operations, as well as other airport related matters. We are
asking you to focus on the aircraft operation measures in any comments you may wish
to provide including those dealing with jets and helicopters. However, we would
welcome your comments on any of the NCP measures, as well as any of the technical
aspects of the Study such as aircraft operation forecasts or the Noise Exposure Maps.

We would appreciate your input within 30 days of receipt of the report or let us know if
you would fike to review the document for a longer period of time. Please direct
questions and comments to Dennis Quiliam, Los Angeles World Airports,
Environmental Management Division, 7301 World Way West, Los Angeles CA, 80045;
phone: (310) 646-7614, ext 1017, fax: (310) 646-0686, and e-mail: dquilliam@lawa.org.

Sincerely,

Environmeéntal Affairs Officer
GB:DQ:dg
Enclosure

cc: R Johnson

1 Woild Way FENVMGTRICYORTIRGREPOESAINIEIBN009-2216 Telephone 310 646 5252 Facsimile 310 646 0523 Internet www.lawa. org



Los Angeles World Airports

LAX
CGatario
Van Nuys

Patmdale

City of Los Angeles

James K. Mahn
Mayor

Board of Airport
Commissiohers

Theodore Stein, Jr.
President

Warren W. Vaidry
Vice President

Eileen N. Levine
Cheryl K. Petersen

Armando Vergara, Sr.

Mahala Walter
Leland Wong

Lydia H. Kenpard
Executive Director

January 14, 2003

FAA Air Traffic Control Tower at VNY
7550 Hayvenhurst PI
Van Nuys, CA 91406

VNY Control Tower Manager:

The Los Angeles World Airports has completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at
Van Nuys Airport (VNY). A copy of the main report of the Study is being forwarded to
your office for review and comment. We are sending you the report because of your
office’s direct involvement with operations at VNY. The report is also being formally
submitted for approval to Mr. Herman Bliss, Manager of the Airports Division of the
Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Western Pacific Division.

The Study was prepared according to provisions set forth in Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 150 and guidelines from the FAA. After approval by the Board of
Airport Commissioners the Study was submitted in September 2001 to the FAA's
Airport Planning Division in Hawthorne, which has primary responsibility for review and
approval of the Part 1560 Study at VNY. Subsequent to their review the FAA made a
series of comments on the content of the VNY Part 150. Based on those comments
numerous additional materials were included in the Study to clarify methodologies used
and provide analytical background for the mitigation measures in the Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) element of the Study. Those additions have been
incorporated into the report that we have enclosed, which is dated January 2003, and
supercedes the report dated August 2001.

There are 35 measures in the NCP that address a variety of land use issues, helicopter,
piston and jet aircraft operations, as well as other airport related matters. We are
asking you to focus on the aircraft operation measures in any comments you may wish
to provide including those dealing with jets and helicopters. However, we would
welcome your comments on any of the NCP measures, as well as any of the technical
aspects of the Study such as aircraft operation forecasts or the Noise Exposure Maps.

We would appreciate your input within 30 days of receipt of the report or let us know if
you would like to review the document for a longer period of time. Please direct
questions and comments to Dennis Quilliam, Los Angeles World Airports,
Environmental Management Division, 7301 World Way West, Los Angeles CA, 90045;
phone: (310) 646-7614, ext 1017, fax: (310) 646-0686, and e-mail: dguilliam@lawa.org.

Sincerely,

Gary
Environmental Affairs Officer

GRB:DQ:dg
Enclosure

cc: R Johnson
S Birk

1 World Way 0 ES TR R EROSIT M mia 00009-2216 Telephone 310 646 5252 Facsimile 310 646 0523 Intermet www.laws org



Los Angeles World Airports

LAX
Ontario
Van Nuys

Palmdale

City of Los Angeles

james K, Hahn
Mayor

Board of Airport
Commissioners

Theodore Stein, Jr.
President

Warren W, Valdry
Vice President

Fileen M. Levine
Cheryl K. Peterseh

Armando Vergara, 5r.

Mahala Waller
Leland Wong

Lydia H, Kennard
Executive Director

January 14, 2003

Mr. Marc Woersching

Los Angeles City Planning Department
200 North Spring Street, 7" floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Woersching:

The Los Angeles World Airports has completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at
Van Nuys Airport (VNY). A copy of the main report of the Study is being forwarded to
your office for review and comment. We are sending you the report because of your
involvement with the Studies development and with the VNY Master Plan.

The Study was prepared according to provisions set forth in Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 150 and guidelines from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
After approval by the Board of Airport Commissioners the Study was submitted in
September 2001 to the FAA, which has primary responsibility for review and approval of
Part 150 Studies. Subsequent to their review the FAA made a series of comments on
the content of the VNY Part 150. Based on those comments numerous additional
materials were included in the Study to clarify methodologies used and provide anaiytical
background for the mitigation measures in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
element of the Study. Those additions have been incorporated into the report that we
have enclosed, which is dated January 2003, and supercedes the previous report dated
August 2001.

There are 35 measures in the NCP that address a variety of land use issues, helicopter,
piston and jet aircraft operations, as well as other airport related matters. We are asking
you to focus on the land use measures in any comments you may wish to provide
including those dealing with the ALUC and efforts to reduce non-compatible lands uses
from the noise impacted areas. However, we would welcome your comments on any of
the NCP measures, as well as any of the technical aspects of the Study such as aircraft
operation forecasts.

We would appreciate your input within 30 days of receipt of the report or let us know if
you would like to review the document for a longer period of time. Please direct
questions and comments to Dennis Quilliam, Los Angeles World Airports, Environmental
Management Division, 7301 World Way West, Los Angeles CA, 90045; phone: (310)
646-7614, ext 1017, fax: (310) 646-0686, and e-mail: dquilliam@lawa.org.

Sincerely,

Gary BroZn

Environmental Affairs Officer
GB:DQ:dq
Enclosure

cc: R Johnson

1 Word Way PO HITGIARCRIRET DRI hia 200092216 Tetephone 310 646 5262 Facsimile 310 646 0523 intemet www.lawa.org
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January 14, 2003

Mr. Mark Child (ALUC Coordinator)

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354

L.os Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Child:

The Los Angeles World Airports has completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at
Van Nuys Airport (VNY). A copy of the main report of the Study is being forwarded to
your office for review and comment. We are sending you the report because of your
office’s involvement with VNY Master Plan and your responsibility for the Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUC), both of which relate to the Part 150 Study.

The Study was prepared according to provisions set forth in Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 150 and guidelines from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
After approval by the Board of Airport Commissioners the Study was submitted in
September 2001 to the FAA, which has primary responsibility for review and approval of
Part 150 Studies. Subsequent to their review the FAA made a series of comments on
the content of the VNY Part 150. Based on those comments numerous additional
materials were included in the Sfudy to clarify methodologies used and provide analytical
background for the mitigation measures in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
element of the Study. Those additions have been incorporated into the report that we

 have enclosed, which is dated January 2003, and supercedes the previous report dated

August 2001.

There are 35 measures in the NCP that address a variety of land use issues, helicopter,
piston and jet aircraft operations, as well as other airport related matters. We are asking
you to focus on the land use measures in any comments you may wish to provide
including those dealing with the ALUC and efforts to reduce non-compatible lands uses
from the noise impacted areas. However, we would weicome your comments on any of
the NCP measures, as well as any of the technical aspects of the Study such as aircraft
operation forecasts.

We would appreciate your input within 30 days of receipt of the report or let us know if
you would like to review the document for a longer period of time. Please direct
guestions and comments to Dennis Quilliam, Los Angeles World Airports, Environmental
Management Division, 7301 World Way West, Los Angeles CA, 90045, phone: (310)
646-7614, ext 1017, fax: (310) 646-0686, and e-mail: dquilliam(@lawa.org.

Faern—

Gary Brlwn _
Environmental Affairs Officer

Sincerely,

GB:DQ:dqg
Enclosure

cc: R Johnson

HENVMGT/2002/620281 DOPCOOTSHBTE I8
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Los Angeles World Airports

NOV 6 2001

Vig Fax (818) 005-2425

J. Richerd Leyner, President
Encino Community Council

Dear Mr. Leyner: .

Thank yoti for your letter concerning the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study, |
understand your concem over airport nolse mitigation; however, i hope you recognjze
the difficulties encountered in trying to reach a balance between your particular
objectives and those of other members of the community.

The 21-member Steering Commitiee for the Part 150 Study was created to provide a
balanced approach to addressing the competing jssues of noise refief to residents,
while striving to maintain economic prosperity for the overall community, The 21
members appointed to that Committee represented a wide range of diverse interests,
and they devoted a considerable amount of time and energy in the development of
the 35 mitigation measures recornmended in the Study’s Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP). The Committee labored for many years in the process, and provided one of
the best open forums fur an inclusive debate of gl sides of each Issue, including
extensive input from the general public.

There are undoubtedly many proposals that members of the community would like to
see considered, as well as some measures that others would like to have rejected, A
Nolse Roundtable will be established o have 3 full dialogue on all potentfal issues,
including the three measures you are advocafing at this time. Additionally, a
Helicopter Task Force will be formed to examine In detall all the technical and policy
aspects of businesses that rely on helicopters to function, This task force will sirive to
achieve minimal helicopter Impact on the community.

For these reasons, | think it would be inappropriate for the Board of Alrport
Commissioners to circumvent, or atternpt to replicate, the process that was so well
embodied in the Steering Cormmittee. Conversely, after 12 years, enough time has
been spent on that particular process and it would be counterproductive to reopen it.
The Noise Roundtable will provide a more than adequats forum fo continue the VNY
nolse reduction discussion. In the meantime, the final product of the Steering
Committee can be acted upon by the FAA and progress made toward implementation
of the numerous mitigation measures that have been agreed upon fo date.

1 World Way P.D. Box 82216 Los Angrico Collfornte 00092218 Tolophone 310 646 5252 Facstmite 310 645 0522 intamat wrw faw 9TE
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J. Richard Leyner

Encino Community Counelt
Page 2

Once again, | want to thank you for your nterest.

I belleve that !:;y working together
We can stive 1o fully address sirora

fi-related noise at Van Nuys Alrport.

Sincerely,

Theodore Steln, esident
Board of Alrport missioners
TOS:DQ

cc. VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members
The Honorable Brad Sherman
The Honorable Howard Berman
The Honorable Zey Yaroslavs
The Honorabje Cindy Miscikowski

The Honorable Jack Weiss
The Honorable Dennfs Zine
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October 23, 2001

Pat Kater
16149 Otsego Stre: £
Encino, CA 91436

Dear Ms Kater:

Thank you for your e-mail concerning aircraft noise issues at Van Nuys Airport
(VNY) and the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study. | appreciate the concern
you have expressed over airport noise mitigation and | only ask that you try to
understand the difficulties in reaching a balance between your pariicular objectives
and those of other members of the community.

You suggested that the Steering Committee for the Part 150 Study was biased. On
the contrary, every effort was taken to create @ Committee that would provide &
balanced approach to addressing the competing !ssues of noise refief to the
residents, while striving to maintain economic prosperity for the overall community.
There were 21 members appointed to that Committee who represented a wide
range of diverse interests. These included representatives from five City Council
Districts, two Congressional Districts, the Mayor's Office and a County Supervisor
District. The remaining members were composed of equal numbers of area
residents, who represented different homeowner groups and airport tenants.

The members of the Steering Committee devoted a considerable amount of time
and energy in the development of the 35 mitigation measures recommended in the
Study’s Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). The Committee labored for many
years in this process and provided one of the best open forums for an inclusive
debate of all sides of each issue that it considered, including extensive input from
the general public. Nonethetess, itis difficult to please everyone.

A recent example of how difficult it is to reach a consensus is iilustrated in a letter
that was signed by six members of the Steering Committee after the final
deliberations of the Committee were concluded. The letter requested that the 3oard
of Airport Commissioners consider three additional mitigation measures. However,
two of the six people who signed the letter did not agree with all three of the

" mitigation measures. One of these measures had previously been voted down by

the Steering Commitiee. This is indicative of the contentious nature of the noise
issue at VNY and reflects the difficulty in reaching a mutually acceptable agreement.

There are undoubtedly many other proposals that certain members of the
community would like to see considered, as well as measures that other people
would like to have rejected. That is why a Noise Roundtable will be established, to
have a full dialogue on all potential issues. In addition, a Helicopter Task Force will
be formed to examine in detail all the technical and policy aspects of businesses
that rely on helicopters to function. This Task Force will strive to achieve minimal
helicopter impact on the community. | can assure you that every effort will be made
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Pat Kater
Page 2

to have the members of these groups represent ail sides of the noise issues and to
consider the issues in as equitable a manner as possible. With the cooperation of
residents like yourself, these forums can and will bring an effective and balanced
approach to the formulation of additional noise mitigation for the residents in the
communities around VNY.

Once again, I want to thank you for your interest. | believe that by working together,
-we can strive to fully address aircraft refated noise at VNY.

Sincerely,

Theéodore Steinflr., President
Board of AirporffCophmissicners

TS:DQ

cC: The Honorable Howard Berman
The Honcrable Brad Sherman
The Honorable Cindy Miscikowski
The Honorable Nick Pacheco
The Honorable Alex Padilla
The Honorable Jack Weiss
The Honorable Dennis Zine
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Qctober 23, 2001

Corey Weiss

Corey Weiss & Associates

'9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250
Los Angeles, CA 20212

Dear Mr. Weiss:

Thank you for your e-mail regarding aircraft noise issues at Van Nuys Airport
(VNY). | appreciate the deep concern you have over airport noise and your wish

- for an appropriate level of noise mitigation. In considering this concern [ ask that

Ontario , you try to understand the difficulties in reaching a balance between your particular
van Nuys objectives and those of other members of the community.
Paimdale 7

As you may know, the VNY Part 150 Study was recently adopted and submitted to
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The purpose of the Study was to
address noise issues. The Steering Committee devoted a considerable amount of
Goars ot Airpart time and enefgy in the development of 35 mitigation measures recommended in
Femmsaeners the Study’s Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). The Study provided an inclusive
e ST stakeholder exchange and considered all sides of each issue, together with
extensive input from the general public. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to expect
that not everyone in the community would be pleased with this effort.

City «' 165 Apgeles

BT

There are undoubtedly many additional proposals that certain members of the
community would like to see considered, as well as many measures that other
stakeholders would like reiected. That is why a Noise Roundtable will be
established, to continue a full dialogue on potential issues. In addition, a
Helicopter Task Force will be formed to examine in detail all the technical and

policy aspects of businesses that rely on helicopters to function. This Task Force
will strive to achieve minimal helicopter impact on the community. Every effort will
be made to have the members of these groups represent all sides of the noise
issues and to consider the issues in as equitable a manner as possible. With the
cooperation of residents like yourself these forums can and will bring an effective
and balanced approach to the formulation of additional noise mitigation for the
residents in the communities around VNY.

Once again, | want to thank you for your interest. | believe that by working
together, we can strive to fully address aircraft related noise at VNY.

Sincerely,




LAX
Gntario
Yan Nuvs

Aatmydale

September 25, 2001

Gerald A. Silver
P.O. Box 260205
Encino, CA 91426

Re: VNY FAA Part 150 - Steering Committee - Minority Report Motions
Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for your letter of August 14, 2001 concerning the VNY Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study. | genuinely appreciate the commitment and hard work
demonstrated by you and the other members of the Study’s Steering Committee.
Your personal passion for airport noise mitigation is recognized and | hope that you
understand the difficulties in striking a balance between your particular objectives and
those of other stakeholders.

The 20 person Steering Committee representing a wide range of diverse interests
was created to provide advice to the Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC).
Commitiee members were selected to provide a balanced approach in addressing the
competing issues of noise relief to the affected residents, while striving to maintain
economic prosperity for the overall community. The members of this Committee
devoted considerable time and energy in the development of the 35 mitigation
measures recommended in the Study’s Noise Compatibility Program (NCP).
Although the Committee tabored for many years in the process, it nonetheless
provided one of the best open forums for an inclusive debate of ali sides of each
issue that it considered, including both extensive and intensive input from the general
public.

There are undoubtedly many other proposals that residents would like to see
considered, as well as many measures that other pro-aviation interested people
would like 1o have rejected. That is why | intend fo establish a VNY Noise
Roundtable to continue with a full dialogue on potential issues, not just the three
measures you are advocating at this time. In addition, a VNY Helicopter Task Force
will be formed to examine in detail all the technical and policy aspects of businesses
that rely on helicopters to function. This Task Force will strive to achieve minimal
helicopter impact on the community.

Although the Part 150 process is a powerful vehicle for achieving noise mitigation, it
clearly is not the only means for reaching these objectives. | cannot subscribe to your
characterization that the Noise Roundtable or other forums for policy development,
such as the Helicopter Task Force, will necessarily drag on for years without
achieving anything. One primary example of an effective and fair tool to mitigate VNY
noise is the Stage 2 Jet Aircraft Non-Addition Rule, which was conceived in the VNY
Part 150 Study process, but implemented completely outside that process. With the
cooperation of residents like yourself, these forums can and will bring an effective and
balanced approach to additionat noise mitigation for the residents in the communities
around Van Nuys Airport.



Gerald A. Silver
September 25, 2001
Page 2

For these reasons, | think it would be inappropriate for the BOAC to circumvent, or
attempt to replicate, the process that was so well embodied in the Steering
Committee. Conversely, after a decade, enough time has been spent on that
particular process and it would be counterproductive to reopen it. The Noise
Roundtable will provide an adequate forum to continue the VNY airport noise
reduction discussion. - In the meantime, the final product of the Steering Committee
can be acted upon by the FAA and progress made toward implementation of the
numerous mitigation measures that have been agreed upon to date.

Once again, | want to thank you for your past involvement and by continuing to work
together we can make the Van Nuys airport and the surrounding communities
mutually more compatible.

Sincerely,

-("
The;dore Ste L Pr

Board of Airport Gom

ident
ssioners

T8:0Q

¢e: The Honorable Howard Berman
The Honorable Brad Sherman
The Honorable Zev Yaroslavsky
The Honorable Cindy Miscikowski
The Honorable Jack Weiss
The Honorable Dennis Zine
VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members
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September 21, 2001

Herman Bliss

Federal Aviation Administration
Manager of Airports Division
Western Pacific Region, AWP-600
PO 92007

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Subject: VNY Part 150 Study
Dear Mr. Bliss

The Environmental Management Division of the Los Angeles World Airports has
prepared the final Part 150 Report for Van Nuys Airport (VNY). The Study includes
the main report, which contains the Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) and the Noise
Cormpatibility Program (NCP) for the Study, and two separately bound appendices.
The NEMs include the official base case for 1999, the official future case for 2004
with mitigation measures applied from the NCP, and a third NEM, which also displays
the future 2004 case but without mitigation. This third NEM is entitled the
Comparative NEM and is being included to provide an illustrative comparison of the
future case with and without mitigation. The NCP includes 35 mitigation measures.

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee approved the NEMSs in November of 2000 and
the NCP in July 2001. The Board of Airport Commissioners approved them in July
2001 by Resolution # 21489. The Steering Committee subsequently concurred with
the BOAC action in August of 2001 to forward the documents to the FAA for your
review and approval. We are pleased to submit eight copies for your congsideration.

Please direct any questions or comments you may have to Dennis Quilliam phone:
(310) 646-7614; fax: (310) 646-0686; email: dquiliam@Ilawa.org.

Sincerely

Airpbrt Enyronmental Manager

MZL:DQ:dq
cc: R Johnson

attachments

TAENVMGT200 11010281 DQ\F’CDOCSV#186344 v
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September 18, 2001

Mr. Coby King, Chair

Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advssory Counml
16461 Sherman Way, Suite 300

Van Nuys, CA 91406

Subject: Van Nuys Airport Citizens Advisory Council Meeting — August 7, 2001

Dear Mr. King:

This is in response to several motions approved by the Va .'Uys Airpott Citizens
Advisory Council (VNY CAC) at its mesting on August 7 -_2 01

Regarding your desire for membership in thé National O nito Insure a Sound
Controlled Environment (N.O.1.S.E.), this request is beiri swed by staff to
determine whether membership by Los Angeles World Airports (LAWAY in this
organization is appropriate.

The Council also passed a motion recommending that L AWA contact the
manufacturers of noise auenuatlon struciures to request the meparatmn of a study to
f& ¥

Nuys Airport. | woqu like to assure the members of the V

- intent on instituting noise reduction measures forthe residents near Van Nuys Airport.

Please be advised that the recently completed Fart 150 Study includes a measure
very similar to the one recommended by the VNY CAC.

ftem 4 B) of the Part 150 Study reads as follows:

4) Construction and Capital Improvement

B) Provide the means to deveiop neighborhood enhancement projects
with a focus on noise mitigation (e.g. sound walls, Iandscapmg)

LAWA is committed to the implementation of measures contained within the Part 150
Study. We will investigate the feasibility and effectiveness of sound walls as the VNY
CAC suggests, along with the rest of thé measures contained within the Part 150
Study.

We éppreciate the Council’s input and recommendations on matters concerming Van
Nuys Airport.

Sincerely,

Board of Airport Commissioners
TS:MA

cc: S, Birk

1 World Way P.O.Box 92216 {os Angeles California 90009-2216 Yelephone 310 646 5252 Facsimite 310 646 0523 Internet www.lowa.ofg
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Los Angeles World Airports
Date:  July 19, 2001

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
From: Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman

Subject: Final Consideration of the VNY Part 150 Study

At its meeting on July 18, 2001 the Steering Committee made considerable progress
toward completion of the Part 150 Study for VNY. To date we have gone through all the
measures that were proposed by committee members last fall. Our objective was to
afford every reasonable opportunity for each member of the committee to provide input,
develop a comprehensive list of measures to consider and then come to agreement of
those that were acceptable. To a very real measurable degree we have completed this
objective.

| think everyone appreciates that this committee has committed a tremendous amount
of its time and energy in the past to move this process forward. Given the commitment
made to date, | believe that we are on the verge of completing the process in a
thoughtful and responsible manner and | sincerely hope we can do so at our next
meeting. '

i also recognize that there are those who would like to continue the process to consider .
more measures. There are two responses that are applicable in this regard. The firstis

that one of the important measures to have already been adopted is the establishment

of a Noise Roundtable at VNY. This program will provide the best vehicle by which new

proposals can continue to be brought forth and fully debated. The second factor is that

the Part 150 process has been going on (off and on) for more than 12 years. It seems

imminently reasonabie that enough effort has been made in this particular process and

that to make it a worthwhile effort the next step should be taken, which is to submit the

Study to the FAA so that implementation of the program can begin.

In the spirit of moving forward, the work done by the Steering Committee was submitted
to the Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC) on July 19, 2001. The following two
motions were ‘adopted with respect to the Noise Exposure Maps and Noise
Compatibility Program:

First, 1 would move that the BOAC adopt the staff report and the VNY Part 150 study,
including the Noise Exposure Maps;

Secondly, | would move that LAWA Executive Director be directed to defer transmittal of
the study to the FAA for two weeks to allow the VNY Steering Committee to hold a
meeting for the purpose reviewing the Board's action. If the Committee concurs with



the Board's action, LAWA will then proceed with the submittal of the study to the FAA.
In the event the Committee objects to the Board's action, the BOAC will take the
Committee’s suggestions into consideration and take whatever further action, if any, it
deems appropriate. Realizing that it has taken over 10 years to come to this stage and
the fact that there is not much interest in delaying this matter indefinitely, this motion
would authorize the Executive Director to submit the study to the FAA if the Steering
Committee fails, for any reason, to take action on the matter two weeks from today,
which is August 2, 2001.

The NEMs and NCP that were adopted by the BOAC are the same as those that have
- been adopted by the Steering Committee over the last several months. As you may
recall in November we adopted the NEMs and 26 of the previously adopted measures.
In the ensuing months we adopted 21 more measures. Twelve of the 21 new measures
were incorporated into similar existing measures by expanding the language and intent
of those measures. The remaining nine were added to make a total of 35 measures to
comprise the NCP. The three NEMs and the NCP are attached for your reference.

As indicated in the BOAC motion shown above the purpose of the next Steering
Committee meeting is to ask whether the Committee concurs or objects to the action
taken by the BOAC. Accordmgiy, I have scheduled our next meeting for August 2,
2001. The meeting will again be held at the Airtel Plaza Hotel and will commence at
7:00 p.m. Also enclosed is an agenda for this meeting. It should be noted that this
meeting will be advertised in both the valley edition of the Los Angeles Times and the
Daily News, in order to insure that all interested mhzens will have an oppodumty to
attend.

It is my hope and expectation that we can consider and vote upon the whole Part 150
Study as acted upon by the BOAC. Thank you for your commitment to this effort and |
look forward to seeing you at the next meeting.

MS:dq

Attachments

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian

TAENVMGT\20011 030229DCWPCDOCS #184106 v1
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July 13, 2001

Congressman Howard Berman

26" Congressional District

10200 Sepulveda Boulevard, Suite 300
Mission Hills, CA 91345

Subject: VNY Part 150 Meeting - July 186, 2001

Dear Congressman Berman:

Thank you for your concern regarding Van Nuys Airport (VNY) noise mitigation
issues expressed in your July 11, 2001 letter, in which a request was made to
postpone the July 16 Part 150 meeting. As you are aware, the Van Nuys Part
150 Steering Committee has been meeting for several years. The Part 150
Program is near completion.

A Part 150 study includes two maijor elements, Noise Exposure Maps, and a
Noise Compatibility Program. The first element, the Noise Exposure Maps, have
already been approved by the Committee. The second element, the Noise
Compatibility Program is almost complete, This committee has already
discussed and considered numerous noise control measures for inclusion in the
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program. Except for five, all of the noise mitigation
measures have been considered and voted on. The last five have already been
discussed and only because of time constraints, voting was delayed until the next
scheduled meeting. '

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) believes that it is time for the program
developed through years of dedication and hard work by this Committee to be
implemented. The Committée has been studying the Part 150 for over a decade
and membership has changed throughout this time. Valley residents need and
deserve some noise relief. An approved Part 150 will provide the mechanism
through which this relief can be accomplished. in addition, the approved Part
150 will ensure the City’s ability to access federal funds for noise mitigation.

On July 10, 2001 the VNY Airport Citizens Advisory Committee considered a
motion to request the Part 150 Steering Commiittee to take no action at the next
meeting. This motion was overwhelmingly rejected. The advisory Committee, by
a vote of 10 to 2, voted {o support the Part 150 Steering Committee’s task of
completing the study. LAWA believes that this motion underscores the desire on
the part of most valley residents to move beyond the study stage and into active
noise relief.

1 World Way P.O. Box 92216 Los Angeles California $0009-2216 Telephone 310 646 5252 Facsimite 310 646 0523 Internet www,lawa ofg
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Congressman Howard Berman
July 13, 2001

Finally, it is too late to cancel the meeting. The meeting time has already been
scheduled, newspaper advertising published, and the hotel meeting room, court
reporter, and refreshments arranged for. Total costs for this meeting are
approximately $20,000.

Again, thank you for your concern. LAWA appreciates the support you have ==
provided to the Part 150 Steering Committee. We request that you encourage

your representatives to attend and participate in the July 16 meeting. LAWA

believes that by working together we can make the airport and the surrounding
community, in which your constituents live, more mutually compatible.

Sincerely,

Maurice Z ¥alam
Airport E onmental Manager
MZL:jpf

Attachments

cc:  Congressman Sherman
R. Johnson
M. Shaffer
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MEMORANDUM

Los Angeles World Airports
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Date:  May 31, 2001
To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
“From: = Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman

Sub}éct: Steering Committee Meeting

At the last Steering Committee meeting on May 29, 2001 the Committee made a great
deal of progress towards completion of the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). | think
it would be advantageous to capitalize on the momentum of that meeting by
reconvening the Steering Committee as quickly as possible. | have asked staff to
schedule the next meeting on Thursday, June 21, 2001. The meeting will again be held
at the Airtel Plaza Hotel at 7:00 p.m. ‘

The attached agenda reflects the five remaining mitigation measures that will be
addressed at the next meeting. As | indicated in my previous correspondence, it is my
hope and expectation that we can consider and vote upon each of these measures and
add the desired ones to the measures approved in our earlier meetings. When this
process is completed we should have a comprehensive and effective NCP to submit to
the Board of Airport Commissioners. Once again, thank you for your commitment to
this effort and 1 look forward to seeing you at the next meeting.

MES:DQ:dq
Aﬁachment

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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. Los Angeles World Airports

Date: May 14, 2001 -

To: - VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
4%

From: Maurice Laham,” Project Administrator

Subject: May 29, 2001 Meeting Materials

On May 3, 2001 meeting materials for the VNY Part 150 meeting to be held on May 29"
were sent to the Steering Committee. These included an agenda, minutes from the
January 11, 2001 meeting, a memo from Chairman Schaffer, and a memo dated April
30, 2001 which listed 26 proposed measures for possible inclusion in the Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) with brief analyses and recommendations. The 26
proposed measures were derived from three sources, which were referenced in the
April 30" memo as being attached. However, since these three attachments were
inadvertently left out of the previous mailing they are being sent to the Steering
Commiittee in this mailing.

In addition, correspondence was received from Committee member Wayne Williams,
dated January 26, 2001. Mr. Williams requested that the subject matter of his letter be
placed on the next Committee agenda. This had been done as agenda item #3 for the

May 29" meeting. Mr, Williams’ correspondence is also included in this mailing for your
review.

Attachments
MZL:DQ:dq

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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Los Angeles World Airports

Date: May 3, 2001
To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
From: Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman

Subject: Additional Proposed Noise Compatibility Program Measures

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee last met on January 11, 2001, without, in my judgement,
making much progress. In an effort to make the next meeting more productive, | have
instructed staff to prepare an analysis of the 26 Noise Compatibility Program ("NCP") measures
distributed to committee members prior fo the last meeting. In addition, staff has requested
input from the Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") on these 26 NCP measures. Aftached is
a copy of the analysis prepared by staff (VNY Management and Operations Staff as well as
Environmental Management Division Staff) that includes the comments received from the FAA.

By way of background, the 26 NCP measures discussed in the attached report are those
contained in a letter dated December 21, 2000 from Mr. Gerald Silver, a letter dated January 9,
2001 from Congressman Brad Sherman and a memo dated September 21, 2000 from Mr.
Maury Laham. These NCP measures were proposed in addition to the 26 NCP measures that
were approved by the committee at its meeting on November 8, 2000.

At our last meeting, | felt there was some confusion over what NCP measures under
consideration would be subject to the further requirements of a Part 161 study. The FAA was
asked to comment on this issue specifically. As you will see in the attached report, the FAA
indicated that 14 of the 26 proposed NCP measures would require a Part 161 study. Asto
these measures, the FAA stated that:

i
"These items involved potential airport noise and access restrictions. Consideration of
airport noise and access restrictions in the Part 150 Study is appropriate pursuant to
Part 150 Section B150.7 (b)(5). Implementation of any new or revised, more stringent,
noise and access restrictions that are applicable to operations of Stage 2 and 3 aircraft
will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.”

In other words, aithough these 14 items could be included in the Part 150 Study, they could not
be implemented without complying with the additional requirements of a Part 161 Study.

The FAA also noted that their comments were preliminary in nature and should not be
construed as approval or disapproval by the FAA of any potential noise mitigation measures. Al
noise mitigation measures recommended by the City (after approval by the Board of Airport
‘Commissioners) for implementation in the Noise Compatibility Program will be considered for
FAA approval, disapproval or other action subsequent to the acceptance by the FAA of the
Noise Exposure Maps.



Please note that the attached report contains a recommendation from staff for each of the
proposed NCP measures. If a proposed NCP measure recommended for inclusion in the Part
150 study would aiso require a Part 161 Study, that fact is noted in the recommendation.

As will be apparent when you review the attached report, staff has spent a great deal of time
and effort in reviewing, analyzing, and formulating a recommendation for each of the 26
proposed NCP measures. The FAA has also provided extremely valuable input with respect to
each of the measures. ‘

I recognize that this committee has also committed a tremendous amount of its time and energy
over a substantial period of time to move this process forward. Given the commitment made to
date, | believe that we are on the verge of completing the process in a thoughtful and
responsibie manner and | sincerely hope we can do so at our next meeting.

Accordingly, | have scheduled our next meeting for May 29, 2001. The meeting will be again
held at the Airtel Plaza Hotel and will commence at 7:00 p.m. Also enclosed is an agenda for
this meeting together with a copy of the minutes for our meeting held on January 11, 2001.
Please be advised that | have instructed staff to advertise the next meeting in both the Valley
Edition of the Los Angeles Times and the Daily News, in addition to the notices legally required
for the meeting, in order to insure that all interested citizens will have an opportunity to attend.

Itis my hope and expectation that we can consider and vote upon each of the 26 proposed NCP
measures so that by the end of the meeting we will have a list of NCP measures that can be
added to the measures previously approved at our meeting last November. Thank you for your
commitment to this effort and | look forward to seeing you at the next meeting.

MZL:DQ:jpf

Attachments

cc: R. Johnson
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MEMORANDUM
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Los Angeles World Airports

Date: April 30, 2001
To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
From: Maurice Laham, Airport Environmental Manager

Subject:  Analysis of Proposed NCP Measures

At the last meeting of the VNY Part 150 Steering Committee, on January 11, 2001, there was -
discussion of potential measures to be considered for addition to the Study’s Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP). The measures under consideration were from a letter, dated
December 21, 2000 from Gerald Siiver, a memo dated September 21, 2000 from Maurice
Laham, and a letter from Congressman Brad Sherman, dated January 9, 2001. All of these
have previously been sent to the Steering Committee and are attached again here for your
reference.

Coincidentally there are a total of 26 proposed measures in this memo, which is the same °
number of measures in the NCP that was adopted by the Steering Committee at its meeting on
November 8, 2000. To distinguish between the two sets of measures the ones in this memo
should be referred to as proposed measures and the other measures should be referred to as
adopted NCP measures. The purpose of this memo is provide brief comments, analysis and
recommendations on each of these proposed measures with input from the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), and VNY Management and Operations Staff, as well as staff of the
Environmental Management Division. :

The FAA indicated that it encourages the analysis of any proposed noise and access restriction
in a comprehensive Part 150 study prior to conducting a Part 161 analysis. The Part 150 study
should analyze nonrestrictive measures to mitigate noise and then analyze the proposed
restriction as a last resort to address a noise problem not mitigated by other measures. The
FAA also suggested that a description of the relative contribution of each of the proposed
measures to the overall effectiveness of the program must be identified .in the NCP
documentation. This description may be in narrative form and may be brief. '

The brief analyses that follow are not intended to supercede or otherwise replace any other
extensive analysis, which may be conducted on any of the proposed measures, such as with a
Part 161 Study. They are only meant to provide a general direction to supplement the
discussion of each measure. The proposed measures are listed here in the same order as they
are found in the referenced correspondence starting with Mr. Silver's letter, followed by
Congressman Sherman’s letter, and then Mr. Laham's memo. '

Proposed measures from Gerald Silver’s letter, dated 12/21/2000:

1) Rental rates for leases and tie downs should be correlated to the-levei of noise
generated by the aircraft to encourage quieter aircraft usage.



VNY Part 150 Steering Committee
April 30, 2001
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FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161,

GCeneral Comments: If pursued by the Steering Committee and the Board of Airport
Commissioners (BOAC) this measure would require a Part 161 analysis. As a point of
reference the author of this measure, Gerald Silver, previously made a similar suggestion in
correspondence to the BOAC. In a letter, dated January 23, 2001, John Agoglia, the President
of the BOAC, responded by indicating that managing aircraft noise through the VNY leasing
policy would be counterproductive, because the proposed measure would apply only to existing
tenants and not provide a means for addressing itinerant operations. However, Mr. Agoglia did
encourage Mr. Silver to continue working with the Part 150 Steering Committee to address his
proposals.

The reason a Part 161 Study would be required is because the proposed measure would
establish a financial disincentive to certain aircraft or aircraft types from being based at VNY and
therefore would affect access of those aircraft to the airport. The financial impact of such a
restriction would have to be compared to any benefits derived by noise impact reductions
according to the requirements of the Part 161 regulations. A Part 161 analysis would be
necessary to determine whether the aircraft or aircraft types identified as applicable in such a
measure contribute to the overall noise impact levels experienced at VNY and to what extent is
their particular contribution. A comparison between the costs and the potential noise impact
reduction (benefit) would have to be done to evaluate whether there was a quantifiable
justification for imposing the restriction that can be demonstrated to outweigh any negative
aspects of the measure.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study with the acknowledgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a comprehensive
Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of measure would be
predicated on the findings of the Part 161 Study.

nhoisier

2) The Part 150 NCP should establish differential landing fees with higher fees for
aircraft and lower fees for quieter aircraft. ‘

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: This proposed measure would also require a Part 161 analysis. This type
. of analysis would follow the same procedure as outlined above with a comparison between the
costs to be imposed and the potential benefits to be derived to determine whether imposition of

the measure would be justified. The approach of differential landing fees is predicated on the -

concept that an airport operator and the surrounding community incurs a noise cost from the
operations of noisier aircraft and therefore it is appropriate to apportion the fees to address
these noise costs.

Several factors should be recognized with respect to differential landing fees. The concept has
been attempted at various commercial airports in the United States and Europe. Legal
challenges have curtailed implementation of the concept in this country but it has been

successfully pursued at certain European airports. Currently, only a limited number of aircraft -

[EESE———— eeen,
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~ operations are subject to any type of landing fee at VNY. These primarily include business jets,

which include air taxis and charter flights. Therefore, in addition to establishing a tiered range of
landing fees the measure would have to be extended to apply to most of the aircraft at VNY that
have never been charged any type of landing fees.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study with the acknowledgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a comprehensive
Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of measure would be
based on the findings of the Part 161 Study.

3) Fines should be imposed for aircraft operators who violate policies at VNY. After two
violations, operators who violate the “Fly Neighborly” program should be fined $500
for the third noisy operation. The fourth citation fine should be $1,000, and the fifth,
$2,000. Any operator who receives a sixth citation letter should be banned from
using the airport.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: The Fly Neighborly Program is currently a voluntary program. in order to
impose the suggested fines in this measure it would be necessary to incorporate the provisions
of the Fly Neighborly Program into the existing VNY noise ordinance or to create a new
ordinance. In either case it would require a Part 161 Study before such action could be
contemplated. The issue of permanently banning an aircraft from using the airport may go
beyond the purview of a Part 161 Study and question whether an airport operator has the legal
right to prevent an aircraft from landing at an airport. As a voluntary effort the Fly Neighborly
Program has been successful with the majority of aircraft operators complying with their target
departure noise levels. The small percentage of operators who remain out of compliance could
arguably be reduced with the imposition of the suggested fines.

There is a precedent for such a fine system with the existing Van Nuys Noise Abatement and
Curfew Regulation. The fines for violation of this regulation are set at flat rates of $750 for the
first violation, $1,500 for the second violation within one year of the first one, and $3,500 for the
third violation within three years of the first one. These fines are actually higher than the ones in
the proposed measure for violation of the currently voluntary Fly Neighborly Program. With'
respect to the cost of maintaining and operating an aircraft this penaity structure has a greater .
proportionate cost impact on those with lower operating costs than on those with higher costs.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be inciuded in the Part 150
Study with the acknowledgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a comprehensive
Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of measure would be
based on the findings of the Part 161 Study.

4) The NCP shouid establish a daytime maximum noise limit of 77 dBA for aircraft
operating at the airport.
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FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161. The
establishment of a maximum noise limit of 77 dBA is not exempt from the requirements of Part
161 as stated by Mr. Silver. This matter has been previously addressed by the FAA in a letter
from Ms. Woodie Woodward, Acting Associate Administrator for Airports, to Mr. Bret Lobner,
Senior Assistant City Attorney, dated April 17, 2000.- In this letter, we indicated that the
immediate implementation of a 77 dBA noise limit is, in effect, a very different “proposal” than
was in the proposed 1990 “phase-out” rule.

General Comments: As suggested by the author of this potential measure this was originally
proposed by LAWA prior to the passage of ANCA. Therefore, it should be possible to apply this
measure to Stage 2 aircraft without further delay, since it is grand-fathered under provisions of
ANCA. However, when this measure was originally proposed the 77 dBA limit was established
as a demarcation between Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft as related to the actual fleet of aircraft
operating at VNY at that time. The intent was clearly to apply only to Stage 2 aircraft.
Therefore, all aircraft under the 77 dBA limit should, by definition, be Stage 3. To the exient that
new Stage 3 aircraft now flying at VNY are now above the 77 dBA limit the application of this
proposed measure to Stage 3 aircraft would require a Part 161 analysis following the
procedures outlined previously. Itis not clear why the proposed measure would only establish a
daytime limit as opposed to all non-curfew hours.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study with the acknowledgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a comprehensive
Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of measure would be
based on the findings of the Part 161 Study.

5) A cap on the number of Stage 3 jets that may be based at VNY should be a major
NCP measure. :

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: The author of this proposed measure suggests that without a cap on the
growth of Stage 3 jets, there will be a huge increase in the noise contour around VNY, which
could overshadow all other noise control measures. This assertion would need to be verified by
quantifiable analysis. On the surface, however, it does not appear to be an accurate reflection.
of the expected growth of Stage 3 aircraft or the real dynamics of noise impacts.

In general, a noise contour is not driven by the number of operations of each type of aircraft as
much as it is by the loudest aircraft. in other words the noise generated by multiple operations
of quiet aircraft can easily be subsumed by one operation of a loud aircraft. By definition Stage
3 aircraft are the quietist aircraft, although there are obvious!y a range of noise profiles within
the broad category of aircraft certified as Stage 3. To impose a cap on all Stage 3 operations
without first targeting specific aircraft types and quantifying the level of benefits would be
shortsighted.

In previous modeling exercises Stage 2 operations were replaced with Stage 3 aircraft, keeping
the same level of operations. The result was to virtually eliminate impacted land uses within the
noise contour. It would probably take a substantial increase in the number of Stage 3
operations to make a measurable difference in the contour size or number of impacted uses.
The actual contours and level of impact areas would have to be demonstrated through a series
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of scenarios that represent increased levels of operations as well as a variety of fleet mixes.
From the results of these scenarios an appropriate limitation could be identified if it was
determined that a cap on Stage 3 operations appeared to be warranted. This whole process
would be best achieved through a Part 161 analysis. o

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure not be pursued because the
resulting economic hardships would be disproportionately higher than any benefits that might be
realized. If the proposed measure is included in the Part 150 Study it should be identified as
one of the items to be referred to a comprehensive Part 161 analysis. A determination on
whether to further pursue this type of measure would be based on the findings of the Part 161
Study. :

6) The Part 150 noise contour should be expanded to include the 60 and 55 CNEL
contours. : _

FAA Comments: This proposed measure involves the depiction of the 60 and 55 Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contours. The Noise: Exposure Maps (NEM) submitted to the
FAA for review and acceptance under Part 150 must depict the 65, 70 and 75 dB CNEL noise
contours pursuant to Part 150 Section A150.101 (eX3). Additional noise contours may be
depicted on the NEMs, or on supplemental’ maps included with-the Part 150 Study
documentation at the city’s discretion. If additional contours are shown on the NEMs, care must
be taken to ensure that the NEMs remain a sufficient scale and quality to discern streets and
other identifiable geographic features. Inclusion of additional noise contours within the Part 150
Study documentation does not itself make mitigation measures within areas exposed to noise
levels of less than 65 dB CNEL eligible for federal financial assistance.

General Comments: The observations made by the author of this proposed measure are that
the current noise model's reliance on the 65 CNEL is grossly inadequate and does not reflect
the potential growth and affected areas that are greatly impacted outside the 65 CNEL.
Reference is made to similar measures being included in the two Part 150 Studies for Chico,
‘CA, and Kansas City, MO.. However, the primary purpose of a Part 150 Study is to address
impacts within the 65 CNEL. There are no statutory provisions for. an airport operator to go
beyond the 65 CNEL within the context of a Part 150 Study. This is not to say that there may be
impacts in the areas beyond this limitation, albeit relatively diminished. But it is simply not the
primary purpose of a Part 150 Study to address those potential impacts. These impacts.
become land use issues that are most appropriately resolved through local land use planning
and controls. ‘

In a related situation the Naples Airport Authorily in Florida recently attempted to establish a ban
on Stage 2 operations to minimize residential land use impacts within the 60 dB DNL (DNL or
day night level is a comimon noise metric used in most parts of the country and is the metric
cited in the Part 150 guidelines; in California the CNEL noise metric, which is more restrictive
than the DNL, is an acceptable substitute). The FAA has indicated that it supports planning and

other actions taken by local governments to establish noise buffer areas beyond the 65 dB DNL.
However, in response to the Naples Authority the FAA stated that “No restriction on access to a
federally obligated airport has ever been based on residential impacts below the significant
exposure level of 65 dB DNL.” The 65 dB CNEL is the federal threshold for compatible
residential use.
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. The approval statements given by the FAA for the City of Chico Part 150 provisions dealing with
contours beyond the 65 dB CNEL consistently indicated that the actions were within the
authority of the local government and were intended to prevent the introduction of new
incompatible land uses. They reflected actions that had been taken by the City, or were
contemplated to be taken by the City, in order to address their Jocal land use concerns. In the
Part 150 Study for Kansas City International Airport the FAA approved in concept a land use
planning measure for airport environs in the 60 dB DNL. In that approval they indicated that this
was a local prerogative for purposes of long range preventative land use planning. They further
stated that the land use compatibility planning scenario map had not been accepted by the FAA
as an official Noise Exposure Map (NEM) meeting Part 150 official map requirements. It was
presented in the NCP as the airport operator's representation as a possible worst case noise
environment for preventive planning purposes to reduce the likelihood of future non-compatible
development.

Consideration of local land use planning measures is within the purview of the City of Los
Angeles Planning Department and Planning Commission. It would be inappropriate to dictate to
the City Planning Department and Planning Commission that a buffer zone or other land use
designation be established within the 55 or 60 dB CNEL without the City first having the
opportunity to determine whether it is feasible and/or desirable. - The Steering Committee may
wish fo forward a recommendation to the City to investigate the feasibility of creating special
zones to protect impacted uses within these areas.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure not be included in the Part
150 Study. However, if it is the desire of the Steering Committee to do so, the Committee may
forward a recommendation to the City Planning Commission to investigate the
feasibility/desirability of establishing land use controls within the 55 andfor 60 dBA CNEL
contour areas with the purpose of minimizing the introduction of future non-compatible land
uses.

7) The NCP should establish “Noise Sensitive Areas” in the list of NCP measures.
FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.
General Comments: Reference is made to the City of Chico Part 150 Study which includes the

definition of noise sensitive areas. The Chico Part 150 states, within the context of a measure
for signs, that informational signs will be developed and posted at the end of runways advising

pilots to avoid noise sensitive areas. The example given is: Residential area immediately .

southeast of the Airport is noise sensitive; Observe published noise abatement procedures. In
the approval statement the FAA admonished that such signs must not be construed as
“mandatory air traffic procedures. It also stated that the content and location of airfield signs are
subject to approval by FAA officials outside of the Part 150 process and would not be approved
in advance by the Part 150 action.

Lacking any more precise definition as to what constitutes noise sensitive areas it is presumed
that the intent is to be analogous to non-compatible uses, which include residential, churches,
schools and hospitals. in action taken by the VNY Part 150 Steering Committee at its
November 8, 2000 meeting the Committee adopted 26 measures to be included in the NCP.

P
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Adopted Measure #17 of the NCP addresses signage by directing the placement of signs on
runways advising pilots to fly quietly and engage in noise abatement procedures. The intent of
the Fly Neighborly Programs, as embodied in adopted NCP measures #15 and 16 and other
measures adopted in November, is also to recognize noise sensitive areas or non-compatible
uses and to practice noise abatement procedures to minimize noise impacts.

Recommendation: In recognition of other existing measures that address the apparent intent of
- this proposed measure it is recommended that no action is necessary with respect to this
measure other than to possibly reinforce or emphasize the language of the adopted NCFP
measure #17.

8) A 10pm to 7am curfew on non-emergency helicopters should be a key NCP measure.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: As suggested by the author of this proposed measure a Part 161 Study
would be required for this measure. ltis not clear whether traffic reporting helicopters would be
considered emergency but presumably they would not. Since most of these are in the air before
6am this proposed measure would likely cause an undue hardship. The result would either be
to not provide this essential public service during the morning rush hour or the operator would
be forced to move its operations to another airport if one is available. The financial ramifications
of this factor, as well as preventing other helicopter operators from being allowed to conduct
business during the proposed curfew hours, would have to be fully evaluated and compared
with whatever benefits might be derived before any action could be taken on this proposed
measure.

. LAWA has established a Helicopter Task Force to address various issues associated with
helicopter operations at VNY and consider possible solutions. [t would seem appropriate fo
refer the proposed measure to this group for further consideration within the context of a varlety
of approaches to resolving helicopter noise problems.
y
Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be ‘included in the Part 150
Study. The Steering Committee should also forward it to the Helicopler Task Force, as an item

that they request should be considered. If the proposed measure is included in the Part 150

Study it would be with the acknowledgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a
comprehensive Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of
measure would be predicated on the findings of the Part 161 Study. Pending the outcome of
the investigation into the feasibility and desirability of the measure by the Task Force the
proposed measure would be subject to further evaluation within the context of the Part 150
Study.

9) A noise-sensitive marketing policy should be adopted for VNY,

FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Reference was made to the City of Glendale, AZ Part 150 Study and the
fact that some airports have established formal marketing policies that discourage the basing of
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noisy aircraft and certain types of training at their airport Assuming the proposed measure
does not contemplate mandatory enforcement of policies to discourage noisy aircraft this would
be a desirable measure to incorporate into the NCP, probably without any further analysis. The
Los Angeles World Airports has numerous programs that are intended to market various
aclivities at each its airports. |deally these could be adapted to incorporate policies and
approaches that would encourage the introduction of quieter aircraft at VNY. However, if the
proposed measure anticipates this marketing to mandate rather than simply encourage quieter
aircraft then it would most likely require a Part 161 analysis.

Recommendation: It is recommended that development of a marketing policy, that will
encourage the voluntary introduction of quieter aircraft into VNY operations and discourage the
use of noisier aircraft as part the NCP, be included in the Part 150 Study.

10} A measure that would equalize departure routes should be adopted as an NCP
measure.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: This proposed measure may actually cause a defrimental impact on noise
mitigation by simply shifting the noise from one area to another. The presumed intent is to
attempt to have everyone receive an equal share of noise impacts - no more and no less than
anyone else. However, this type of measure is really contrary to the minimization of noise
impacts and to the concept suggested in proposed measure number seven. The approach of
equalizing departure routes does not discriminate between affected land uses and essentially
spreads all operational activities evenly over a geographic area without regard to the land uses
impacted below. '

Recommendation: This measure is antithetical to noise mitigation and it is recommended that it
should not be pursued.

4

11) A 1500 to 2000 foot AGL minimum altitude should be required for helicopters.
FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comnments: As indicated previously the Steering Committee adopted 26 measures to
be included in the NCP. Measure # six of the adopted NCP addresses the subject of helicopter
operational altitudes. That measure proposes coordination with the FAA to investigate the
feasibility of raising the approach glidesiope to the Burbank Airport to allow an increase of
approximately 300 feet altitude for helicopter operations in the vicinity of VNY. As suggested,
any desired increase in helicopter altitudes at VNY is directly contingent upon the approach
glideslope used by Burbank Airport. If it is not feasible to increase the Burbank glideslope then
any proposed increase in VNY altitudes would become problematical.

Reference was made to a similar measure being approved in the City of Burbank Part 150

Study. In their approval statement the FAA indicated that the Air Traffic Controliers at Burbank
currently assign higher altitudes to helicopters to the exient feasible considering weather
conditions and traffic flow; this measure calls for further cooperation between FAA and the
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airport to study implementation of minimum operating altitudes; any final determination will be
subject to FAA approval and implementation.

As indicated previously, LAWA has established a Helicopter Task Force to address various
issues associated with helicopter operations at VNY and consider possible solutions. It seems
appropriate to refer the proposed measure to this group for further consideration. Some of the
items to be addressed with respect to this measure would be the fact that current data is
probably insufficient to enforce the proposal and that there are safety issues regarding air
space. One of the questions to be considered would be where the altitude restrictions would be
placed.

Recommendation: It is recommended that adopted NCP measure # six be modified to inciude
the provisions of this proposed measure. The Steering Committee should also forward the
proposed measure to the Helicopter Task Force, as an item that they request should be
considered. Pending the outcome of the evaluation by the Task Force the proposed measure,
and/or adopted NCP measure # six, would be subject to possible further modification.

12) A “top of the runway “ departure policy should be adopted as an NCP measure.
FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: 1t has long been a policy at VNY that intersection departures are not
permitied for jet aircraft. Only small piston powered or turbo prop aircraft use intersection
departures. All jets use the full runway length. It is not clear whether the intent of the proposed
measure was to apply to all aircraft regardless of their noise characteristics or only to the noisier
aircraft such as jets. It appears this type of policy would primarily be applicable to jet aircraft.

Recommendation: 1t is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study as a reiteration of existing airport policy for jet aircraft.

13) The NCP should establish an “Airport Influence Area”. This area would be created to
encompass those communities where noise complaints have been recorded and
includes the area covered by the noise contours for the year 2005. Various specific
land use measures within this area should be implemented.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Reference should be made to comments on proposed measure #6 with
regard to land use issues. The specific land use measures to be pursued within the context of
this measure are not specified. However, as indicated in measure #6 it is the prerogative of the
City Planning Department to define appropriate land uses. In providing guidance to the
Planning Department the Steering Committee would probably want to define a relationship
between the type of complaints, the concentration of complaints, and the location with regard to
what type of land use measures would be appropriate. In general it would seem that the
stringency level of whatever controls is contemplated would be inversely proportionate to the
number and location of complaints. In other words the severity of any potential controls would
become less warranted as the concentration of complaints diminished and the further they are
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from the airport. However, this is a determination that would have to be made by the Committee
if it decided to pursue such a recommendation.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure not be included in the Part
150 Study. However, if it is the desire of the Steering Committee {0 do so, the Committee could
forward a recommendation to the City Planning Commission to investigate the
feasibility/desirability of establishing land use controls within an Airport influence Area as
defined by noise complaints and criteria established to define the relationship of those noise
complaints to commensurate levels of proposed land use controls.

14) Public informational meetings on the progress of the Part 150 Program should be an
NCP measure. The airport should annually monitor aircraft noise levels and the level
of activity at the airport to determine if significant and unexpected changes have
occurred to the base year NEM, and to determine if the Part 150 program is being
successfully implemented. These results should be provided at annual public
information meetings to discuss the progress of the Part 150 plan and to educate
and inform airport users and the affected communities. Discussions with airport

users regarding community complaints associated with airport operations should

also be included in these annual reviews. Recommendations for updating the NEMs

and Part 150 program should be provided if unexpected changes occur before the 5-

year period and significantly affect the land use compatibility situation around the
airport, and/or the noise abatement cost assumptions used in the development of
the current plan.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: The airport currently monitors aircraft noise levels and the level of
operational activities through a permanent monitoring system established at seven monitoring
sites around the airport. The results of this continuous effort is manifested in quarterly noise
reports that are submitted to the Los Angeles County Aviation Division and to the State
Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Division. The data maintained in that program can
be utilized in upgrades to the FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM), which is the proper modeling
vehicle to be used within the context of a Part 150 Study, to demonstrate changes in noise
impact levels. Significant deviations from the assumptions made in the Noise Exposure Maps
(NEM) for the Part 150 Study can be evaluated from this process.

The proposed measure is similar to several of the 26 NCP measures adopted by the Steering
Committee. Adopted NCP Measure #18 will continue the Part 150 Steering Committee acting
as a review board for at least two years to adjust planning such that additional implementation
measures may be recommended over time as they prove technically and economically feasible.
Adopted NCP Measure #20 establishes an automated feedback system to those in the
community who complain such that residents are assured that data is kept on a daily basis, is
accurate, and reliable. And, adopted NCP Measure #21 establishes a formalized tenant
association willing to communicate with violating pilots, to voluntarily comply with the “Fly
Neighborly” programs and procedures established at Van Nuys Airport. All of these measures
address the intent of the proposed measure. :
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In terms of providing a comprehensive approach to addressing noise impacts associated with
an airport a process can be established analogous to the Noise Roundtable that was recently
created at LAX. This format has been successful in bringing the various stakeholders together
to resolve noise related problems. A memorandum of understanding was agreed upon which
commits the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) to pursuing a number of programs to mutually
satisfy the adjoining jurisdictions and communities by mitigating noise impacts. Such a group
format could also be applied to divergent interests represented at VNY.

Recommendation: It is recommended that adopted NCP Measure #18 should be amended to
reflect the establishment of a Noise Roundtable at VNY, in lieu of continuation of the Steering
Committee, to review progress on implementation of the Part 150 Study. The Roundtable would
be charged with holding annual community meetings, and more frequently as warranted, to
discuss the status of the Part 150 program and recommended adjustments.

15) Provisions for a full-time Noise Abatement Officer should be an NCP measure. The
Officer should be responsible for operat:on of the permanent monitoring system,
community liaison regarding noise issues, collection of and response to noise
complaints, implementation of the NCP, and ongoing noise compatibility planning
efforts. The Officer is a critical element of the ongoing implementation and success
of the NCP.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Mr. Steve Zetsche currently serves as the VNY noise abatement officer.
This is a permanent, full-time position at VNY, which receives support from LAWA's
Environmental Management Division in discharging the responsibilities that are suggested in the
proposed measure. In addition, adopted Measure # 23 of the NCP calis for the continuation of
the position of noise abatement officer as part of the Van Nuys Airport Managers Office, who
working with the Airport Security, can continually monitor jet aircraft departures and report them
to the Airport Manager and the Community in terms of amount of noise generated.
3"

Adopted NCP Measure # 23 will also establish the framework for development of a program to
improve formal lines of communication between the FAA, the Airport, and aircraft operators on
noise abatement procedures. In addition to monitoring aircraft noise events, the Noise
Abatement Officer will have primary responsibility to coordinate with aircraft pilots and citizens
and providing written and verbal responses o noise complaints. Aithough it is appropriate for
the Noise Abatement Officer to take the lead in the coordination and implementation of the NCP
it should be realized that this effort will require numerous individuals in the Environmental
Management Division, as well as other LAWA Divisions.

Recommendation: in recognition of current practices, and the intént manifested in adopted
NCP Measure #23, it is recommended that it is not necessary to include this item in the
proposed NCP measures.

16) The VNY noise complaint system should be improved to provide greater feedback to
operators, and link complaints to actual noise reduction measures. The function of
the noise complaint system should be expanded to effectuate reductions in noise
and not merely be used for public relations purposes.

11
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FAA Comments: This proposed measure would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161,

General Comments: Reference should be made to the comments on the preceding two
proposed measures with respect to improving the complaint/feedback system. In particular, the
intent of adopted Measures # 20 and 21 of the NCP is to address the objectives of the proposed
measure and adopted NCP Measure #23 provides a specific means, via the Noise Abatement
Officer, to carry out these objectives.

It is unclear what exactly is meant by establishing a link between the complaints and actual
noise reduction measures. It would probably be unrealistic to expect each individual complaint
to be presented in such a way as to lend itself to be directly related to one particular measure.
Many complaints may simply state that an aircraft was too noisy during departure. Determining
which measure is the most applicable in resolving the noise impact in these types of complaints
would generally be problematical. However, with other complaints there may be a more direct
correlation established, such as a low flying helicopter. In these situations an aggregate
number of similar complaints could be analyzed to evaluate the effectiveness of the related
measure. '

Recommendation: It is recommended that the intent of the proposed measure be incorporated

into adopted NCP Measure #23 to provide added guidance to the Noise Abatement Officer in
communicating with aircraft operators.

17) The NCP should ratify Resolution 13369 passed by the Airport Commission on

October 2, 1982. This resolution clearly stated an operating policy, originally -

established in April 1969 and later reaffirmed, that would enforce a 12,500 Ib. weight
limit on air taxis and charters.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: The primary intent of the Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC) in
adopting the referenced resolution was to prevent the establishment of scheduled commercial
operations and to provide for the operation of unscheduled air taxi operations at VNY. At the
time the resolutions were originally adopted aircraft used for unscheduled air taxi operations
were normally below 12,500 pounds in weight. The 12,500-pound designation was intended as
a definitional characteristic of this type of aircraft. It was not intended to establish a weight limit
for air taxis, simply to define what was considered to be a typical physical characteristic of air
taxis, at that time. Their weight was one of the factors used to distinguish them from the larger
commercial aircraft that were unwanted then and are unwanted now.

Times change and the typical weight of aircraft that perform the same functions as the air taxis
at that time are now heavier than 12,500 pounds. Scheduled commercial aircraft have become
heavier as well. Nonetheless, the intent of the resolution(s) remains the same, which is
scheduled commercial operations are to be prohibited and unscheduled air taxis, regardless of
their current weight, are to be promoted at VNY.

Recommendation: it is recommended that this proposed measure not be pursued.

12
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18) The NCP should include a measure for a total night-time curfew on ALL jet
operations, both arrival and departures (except emergencies). It should be in place
between 10 pm, and 7 am.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161

General Comments: A nighttime curfew has been in effect at VNY for almost 20 years. The
hours of the curfew were recently extended from the original hours of 11 PM to 7 AM to 10 PM
to 7 AM. All non-emergency aircraft that have a departure noise level above 74 dBA are
prohibited from taking off during the curfew hours. The proposed measure would extend the
curfew to ali jet operattons including the quietest ones, at 74 dBA and below. This would
impose an economic burden on those operators that need to depart the airport during the
proposed hours without necessarily providing a demonstrable benefit fo warrant the imposition.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure not be pursued because the
resulting economic hardships would be disproportionately higher than any benefits that might be
realized. -

Proposed measure from Congressman Sherman’s letter, dated 1/9/2001:
19) Cap or phase out the current fleet of helicopters.

FAA Comments: The capping or phasing out of the current fleet of helicopters constitutes an
airport noise and access restriction. Consideration of airport noise and access restrictions in the
Part 150 Study is appropriate pursuant to Part 150 Section B150.7 (b)}(5). Implementation of
any new or.revised, more stringent, noise and access restrictions that are applicable to
operations of Stage 2 and 3 aircraft will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

s
General Comments: Refer to comments under proposed measures 5 and 8.

Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study. The Steering Committee should also forward it to the Helicopter Task Force, as an item
that they request should be considered. If the proposed measure is included in the Part 150
Study it would be with the acknowiedgement that it be one of the items to be analyzed in a
comprehensive Part 161 Study. A determination on whether to further pursue this type of
measure would be predicated on the findings of the Part 161 Study. Pending the outcome of
the investigation into the feasibility and desirability of the measure by the Task Force the
proposed measure would be subject to further evaluation within the context of the Part 150
Study.

Proposed measures from Maurice Laham’s letter, dated 9/21/2000:

20) Possible development of a program to provide financial assistance to residents who
are interested in moving out the noise impact area.

13
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FAA Comments: This proposed measure involves the acquisition of residential property,
Consideration of a residential land acquisition measure in the Part 150 Study is appropriate
pursuant to Part 150 Section B150.7 (b)(1). Implementation of such a program would not be
subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Several levels of financial assistance could be evaluated to determine
which is most cost effective in helping to achieve the goal of reducing incompatible uses. Loan
guarantees by LAWA/FAA might be provided to residents who wish to purchase a home outside
the impacted area, but have trouble securing a loan. Voluntary purchase assurance programs
within the impact area could be established with relocation assistance provided to homeowners
and renters to find new residences outside the noise impacted area. These could include
assistance in finding new housing similar to- a participant’s current housing, moving costs or
subsidizing rental costs for the first few months.

The purchase assurance programs could be established to insure that residents wishing to sell
their home could receive fair market value from LAWA/FAA in the event they were unable to
obtain the appraised value on the open market. This type of program would be voluntary and
not invoive the imposition of eminent domain authority. A revolving fund could be established to
provide an ongoing source of resources by redeveloping noncompatible uses to compatible
uses, selling them, and putting the proceeds into the fund. This type of program could involve
hundreds of millions of dollars if a significant number of residents participated. Therefore,
residences that have commercial and industrial uses adjacent to them and are not readily a part
of an established neighborhood could have the highest priority in receiving the funds to be the
most effective. ‘ :

Recommendation: It is recommended that this measure be included in the Part 150 Study.

21) Amend the NCP to investigate the feasibility of obtaining a noise monitoring system
with real time capabilities. - _
¢
FAA Comments: This proposed measure involves the acquisition of a noise monitoring system.
Consideration of a noise monitoring system in the Part150 study is appropriate pursuant to Part
150 Section B8150.7 (b). implementation would not be subject to the requirements of Part 161
so long as, for purposes of aviation safety, the use of the equipment is for monitoring only and
does not extend to enforcement by in-situ measurement of any pre-set noise thresholds. Use

of the noise monitoring system for enforcement of any pre-set noise thresholds will be subject to ,

the requirements of Part 161 in association with the noise restrictions to be enforced.

General Comments: Such a system would provide for immediate feedback to pilots when they
exceed established noise standards. Adopted Measure #20 of the NCP refers to an ANOMS
- type noise monitoring system with the capability to interface with the FAA’s Automated Radar
Terminal System (ARTS) data. Currently the noise monitoring system at VNY must rely on the
ARTS data to fully identify an aircraft. The FAA requires that ARTS data only be provided after
a delay of several days. A faster response time, ideally as an event occurs {or real time),
should enhance the pilot's direct awareness of the noise problem being created by violation of
the noise regulation, which hopefully would bring about a more positive reaction to mitigate that
noise. Refer to proposed measures #15 & 16 for additional related comments.

14
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Recommendation: It is recommended that this proposed measure be included in the Part 150
Study. It is further recommended, however, that any such noise monitoring system not be used
for enforcement of any pre-set noise thresholds.

22) A system of incentives and disincentives could be established to encourage greater
use of quieter aircraft and less use of noisier aircraft.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Among the approaches that could be considered are to establish a
correlation between rental rates for new leases for hangar space and tie downs with the level of
noise generated by the aircraft utilizing these facilities. Such a system could set rental rates
according to the FAA's Advisory Circular 36 decibel levels cerlified for each aircraft based at
VNY. Refer to comments on proposed measure #1

Differential landing fees could be established with higher fees for the noisier aircraft and lower
fees for quieter aircraft. The noise related landing fees should be based on the single event
noise levels for each aircraft as listed in the most recent version of the FAA’s Advisory Circular
36 to avoid discrimination. Refer to comments on proposed measure #2. A Part 161 Study
would be required for these type of measures.

Recommendation: Refer to, and consolidate with, proposed measures # 1 & 2.

23) Increase fines to have a deterrent effect on aircraft operators who violate existing
ordinances at VNY.

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.
: ¢

General Comments; The current penalties imposed on owners or opefators of those aircraft in
violation of the Van Nuys Noise Abatement and Curfew Regulation were set 20 years ago as flat
rates of $750 for the first violation, $1500 for the second violation with one year of the first one,
and $3500 for the third violation within three years of the first one. With respect to the cost of
maintaining and operating an aircraft this penally structure has a greater proportionate cost
impact on those with lower operating costs than on those with higher operating costs. Refer to
comments in proposed measure # 3. A Part 161 Study would be required for this measure.

Recommendation: Refer to, and consolidate with, proposed measure #3.
24) The curfew provisions currently contained in the Van Nuys Noise Abatement and
Curfew Regulation could be expanded.

'FAA Comments; This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

15
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General_ Comments: The existing Noise Control Ordinance could be amended to prohibit
helicopter operations at the airport from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. the following morning, excluding
emergency operations. Refer to comments in proposed measure #8. The current curfew on
jets exceeding the prescribed decibel level in the noise regulation of 74 dBA could be expanded
to include the prohibition of all jets, excluding emergency operations, from operating between
the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. the following morning. Refer to comments in proposed measure
#18. A Part 161 Study would be required. In addition the FAA would have the authority to
approve or disapprove any action that pertains to Stage 3 aircraft.

Recommendation: Refer to, and consolidate with, proposed measures #8 and #18.

25) Maximum daytime noise limits for aircraft operating at the airport could be
established. -

FAA Comments: This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161

General Comments: The intent could be to either limit the number of operations of such aircraft
or to phase out, over time, their use at all. Refer to comments in proposed measure #4. A Part
161 Study would be required.

Recommendation; Refer to, and consolidate with, proposed measure #4.

26) The existing voluntary Fly Friendly program could be made a mandatory program
with penalties.,

FAA Comments; This proposed measure will be subject to the requirements of Part 161.

General Comments: Currently pilots are asked to voluntarily comply with prescribed noise
levels that have been tailored to actual operating conditions of their particular class of aircraft. i
they exceed the prescribed noise levels the owner and/or operator is sent a letter reminding
them of the program and asking them to make every attempt to comply. This program could be
made mandatory by imposing fines for every exceedance of the prescribed noise level.
Examples of possible fines could be $500 for the third violation, $1,000 for the fourth violation
and $2,000 for the fifth violation. A sixth violation could result in thie aircraft being prohibited
from operating at the airport, either temporarily or permanently. Refer to comments in proposed
measure # 3. A Part 161 Study would be required. .

Recommendation: Refer to, and consolidate witﬁ, proposed measure #3.
Attachments
MZL:DQ:dqg

cc:  R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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Brian Armstrong

Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division

Western Pacific Region

16000 Aviation Boulevard
Hawthorne, CA 90261

Subject: VNY Part 150 Study
Dear Mr. Armstrong:

The Environmental Management Division is in the process of preparing a staff
report to evaluate mitigation measures that have been proposed for inclusion in
the VNY Part 150 Study from three sources. These sources, which are attached,
are a letter dated 12/21/2000 from Gerald Silver, who is a member of the Study
Steering Committee, a memo dated 9/21/2000 from Maurice Laham to the
Steering Commitiee, and a letter dated 1/9/2001 from Congressman Brad
Sherman, whose representative, Lori Fernand, is also on the Steering
Commitiee.

The purpose of the evaluation will be to briefly describe slaff's opinion on the
merits or problems with each measure in terms of various applicable factors,
including aircraft safety, operational effectiveness, cost benefit effectiveness,
legal or other difficulty in implementation, and real or perceived effectiveness on
the mitigation of noise. Hopefully this will provide a clearer direction for the
Steering Committee to facilitate final adoption of the Part 150 Study. We are
asking for your input on each of the measures listed in the attachments, with
emphasis on whether a measure will likely require a Part 161 analysis. If you
would like to comment on the other factors involved that would be appreciated
and welcomed also. This would be considered preliminary input prior to formal
consideration of the NCP measures that will be submitted to the FAA at a later
date. The measures in the 9/21/2000 memo will probably be consolidated with
those in Gerald Silver’s letter in our staff report. However, at this point we would
fike to get your response to each of them separately. If you have no pro or con
opinion on a particular measure please indicate that also.

We will also be asking our City Attorney’s Office for their input on the measures,
as well as the management staff at VNY. Their input, along with yours, will be
incorporated into the staff report. We believe even informal input from the FAA
would be very advantageous in helping to clarify the FAA's position on these
measures to the Steering Committee. it would be appreciated if you could
provide as much detail in your comments as practical including empirical data or
anecdotal evidence to substantiate a position either in support or opposition to a
measure. Please direct your responses by approximately March 15, 2001 to

1 Worid Way P.O. Box 92218 Los Angeles California 90009.2216 Telephone 310 646 5252 Facsimile 310 646 0523 Internet www. lawa.org



Dennis Quilliam phone: (310) 646-7614; fax: (310) 646-0686; emaii;
dquilliam@oci.la.ca.us. Address: Los Angeles World Airports
Environmental Management Division
7301 World Way West, 3" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Thanks in advance for any whatever assistance yOu can provide.

Attachments

cc:. M. Schaffer
R. Johnson
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Gerald A. Sitver
- President .
Homeowners of Encino
P.0O. Box.260205
Encino, CA 91426
Dear Mr, Sliver:
"You recently wrote to me with suggestions related to a proposed leasing policy for Los
~ Angeles World Airponts (LAWA). Your notion that LAWA should attempt to control noise
through Its leasing policy has been considered by the Depaciment. LAWA' s position is
X ‘ that managing aircraft noise through the leasing policy would be counterproductive, as
omtette your proposed initiatives would apply only 1o existing tenants and not provide a means of
Ven Nuye addressing itinerant operations. Inclusion of aircraft noise controls in the leasing policy
Pairsdale ~ would also necessitate conducting @ federally mandated FAR Part 161 Noise Study. As

you know, these studies are extremely time consuming and until resolved, will mitigate
oty ot Los Angeles | AWA’s ability to effectively implement its leasing policy.

Richerd J, Hiordan,
Mayer

Ganrs of Alepart

LAWA's leasing policies were last updated In 1886 and are in need of an administrative

Oommisalonste update. The leasing policy’s rain intent is to establish the business relationship between
sonas. agogis . the landlord and tenant. This requisite policy guidance is long overdue and is needed by

mark £. Schaltes
Yieg Presidam

Leo Kunon Alparl

Prostdant the Department to resolve many aged business issues at the Van Nuys Airport.

The Department recognizes the importance of addressing the noise issues related to the

migdel Gonvenss  V/an Nuys Airport. Existing legal language within the existing standard provisions of

Chrlatopives G, Pl

cnetyt k. Pessreen | AWA's leases requires alf tenants to comply with all faws, rules and regulations, As

warren W, Veldry -

tydin 1. Kannard

such, any noise regulations resulling from the resolution of the City of Los Angeles’ Non-

Ereaiee Diaoor  Addition Rule and Part 150 study will provide the appropriate mechanism necessary fo

address your concens.

The stata of business refations between tenants and LAWA needs to be knproved. The
laasing policy is intended to set a more solid basis for effective relations. Any resulting
noise mitigation ordinances, rutes and/or reguiations will be captured by the existing
contract authority dellneated in the lease documents,

1 encoutage you (o continue working with the Part 150 Steering Committee o address

your proposals.

Presider
Board of Alrport Commissioners

PLG:MS

ce) Lydia H. Kennard
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Los Angeles World Airports

Date: January 2, 2001

Memo To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members
From: - Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman M
Subject: Materials for Meeting on January 11, 2001

A memo, dated December 12, 2000, was sent to each of the Steering Committee members
requesting their comments and suggestions on the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). It was
requested that these comments be sent to Maurice Laham by December 28, 2000. To date
only one letter has been received. This letter was from Committee Member Gerald Silver, which
is attached. One of the primary purposes of the next meeting is to finalize the NCP. in order to
provide sufficient time to review any additional proposed measures you may have, we ask that
you send them to us as soon as possible. We will make every effort to forward any additional
proposed measures we receive to the entire committee hefore the January 11" meeting.

Other materials included in this mailing to be used for the next scheduled Steering Committee
meeting on January 11, 2001 are the agenda and the minutes for the meeting on November 8,
2000. Please review Mr. Silver’s letter and be prepared to discuss possible new measures fo
be added to the NCP from this or other sources.

MES:DQ:eb
Attachments

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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Los Angefes World Airports

Date: December 12, 2000

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Commi.ttee Members
From: Mark Schaffer, Committee Chairman W

Subject:  Next Steering Committee Meeting

First, | want to thank those of you who participated in our last meeting. As you know, that was
my first experience with the Committee and | greatly appreciated your efforts, not to mention
your patience,

At our last meeting, there were some questions raised about how that meeting was noticed.
Attached for your information are proofs of pubiication for the public notices that were included
in local newspapers announcing the time, place and purpose of the meeting. Similar public
notices will be utilized for our next meeting.

Great progress was made in approving the elements of our proposed Part 150 application fo the
FAA at our last meeting. The two Noise Exposure Maps identified as the ones to be submitied
to the FAA were approved and 26 noise mitigation measures were reaffirmed for inclusion in our
Noise Compatibility Program (“NCP”).

The primary purpose of the next meeting, tentatively scheduled for January 11, 2001, will be to
consider for approval our final NCP. In that regard, | am hereby requesting each of you to let us
know if there are any additional mitigation measures you believe should be included in the final
NCP. As you may recall, you have already received materials that describe other possible
mitigation measures. These materials include the following: a letter dated October 12, 2000
from Committee member Gerald Silver, copies of Records of Approval from numerous Part 150
Studies that have been adopted by the FAA, and a memo from Maurice Laham dated
September 21, 2000, which listed possible new measures.

In order to make our next meeting as meaningful and productive as possible; | am asking that
you submit any suggestions for additional mitigation measures in writing, no later than
December 28, 2000, to:

Maurice Laham, Airport Environmental Manager

VNY Part 150 Program Administrator

Los Angeles World Airports

#1 World Way, Environmental Management D:vssmn Room 219
Los Angeles, CA 90045

We will compile all additional measures received and mail copies out to each of you prior to our
next meeting. This will allow you the opportunity to consider them ahead of time and be
prepared to take final action when we nex{ meet. At the same time, we will also send you a
copy of the draft minutes from our last meeting and an agenda for our next meeting.



Finally, at our last meeting a request was made for LAWA staff to prepare, for informational
purposes only, maps indicating noise contour lines displaying the 55 and 60 dB CNEL contours
utilizing aircraft operational figures for the year 2004, Staff has been requested to determine
whether it is feasible to prepare meaningful maps-displaying that information and I will give you
an update on that project at our next meeting.

| want to thank you again for your participation in our last meeting. Have a wonderful holiday
season and 1 look forward to seeing you at our next meeting.

MES:DQ:jpf

cc: R. Johnson

TAENVMGTV200000376DCAPCDOCS #176086 w1




MEMORANDUM

wh
WA

Los Angeles World Airports

Date: Qctober 25, 2000

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members

From: Maurice Laham, Project Administrator
Subject:  Revised fleet mix designations used in fa

Attached is the aircraft operational forecast, dated 9/25/2000, that was used to generate the
Noise Exposure Maps (NEM), dated 9/25/2000, which were sent to the Steering Commitiee
earlier. The only change to this forecast from the one dated 6/20/2000 is that the aircraft
designation for A7 military aircraft was revised to an A3 military aircraft designation. The
operational numbers and forecasted numbers are the same. The change from A7 to A3
designation was necessary because of the most recent update to the FAA’s Integrated Noise
Model {(INM), version 6.0a. :

As stated in the memo dated 9/20/2000, that transmitted the revised NEMs, the INM is
occasionally updated by the FAA with new factors and information which are intended to
improve the accuracy of the noise model. The A3 aircraft designation, which was not available
in previous versions of the INM, more accurately represents the military type of aircraft that are
operated at VNY.

Mr. Gerald Silver, a member of the VNY Part 150 Steering Commiltee, recently submitted a
letter, dated 10/12/2000, which was subsequently distributed to each member of the Steering

. Committee. In that letter he questioned why the revised NEMs, dated 9/25/2000, demonstrated
a 30% increase in the amount of incompatible acreage for the 2004 forecast over the earlier
NEM, dated 7/6/2000. The reason for the increase in acreage was the substitution of A3 aircraft
for what was previously designated as A7 aircraft. The A3 is a noisier aircraft designation and
therefore caused the noise contour to be larger.

As indicated, the A3 substitution was the direct result of the ongoing effort by the FAA to
improve the accuracy of the INM. We do not anticipate any further changes to the INM in the
near future. However, it should be noted that this revision to the INM is advantageous since it
creates a larger noise contour, making more residents eligible for Part 150 programs such as
insulation. No new noise has been created as a result of the revised INM. The existing and
projected noise characteristics are simply more accurately represented.

MZL:DQ:dqg
Altachment

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian

TAENVMGT\200000315DOPCLOCS #174946



Van Nuys Airport - FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study ;

|

9/25/2600

LI

* Forecasted operations were set to zero because the trend analys;s indicated a negative number (below zero).

** These aircraft were set 1o a fixed level of operations after July 2000 as a result of the non-addition rule.

Note: The A7 designation in the forecast dated 6/20/00 was changed to A3 in this version, dated 925100, because of
an update to the INM version 6.0a, with no change in the operational or forecasted numbers. ‘

Existing (1995-1999) and Forecasted (2000-2004) Aircraft Operations
Annual Operations Linear growth, w/ forecasts <0 set io 0.

INM Type 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
707QN" ‘ 6 22 2 2 2 0 0 0] 0 0
727Q15 (727EMT) 150 204 173 172 168 164 154 144 135 125
7373007 39 0 17 0 0 0 G 0 0 G
737400 0 0 2z 0 G 20 60 100 150 200
7376500 18 0 12 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
737GN* 43 32 g g 26 0 0 0 o 0]
757PW 0] 0 ] 3 0 2 2 2 2 3
A320* 11 of 5 2 1 e 0 0 0 §
A3 (military) 95 150 2021 213 297 331 378 425 471 518
BAC111* 138 166 164 57 11 0 0 0 0 0
BAE146 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 2|
CiT3 176 236 424 398 369 485 540 595 649 704
CL600 553 526 527 841 1,018 1,066 1,191 1,315 1,440 1,564
CNAS00 1,234 1,276 1,070 1,445 2,024 1,934 2,109 2,284 2,459 2,634[ v
DCBAN 0 1 0 0 3 2 3 3 4 4
DCoQ9 (DCI3LW) 29 98 113 115 106 134 - 131 128 115 102
FAL20™ 1,768 2,180 2,248 1,748 2,844 2,759 2,759 2,759 2,759 2,759
Glg 2,952 3,870 4,478 4,281 4,479 4,768 4766 4,766 4,766 4,766
GV 995 1,250 1,107 1,321 1,728 1,742 1,896 2,050 2,204 2,358
3A1125¢ﬂ\ 265 511 627 191 117 157 95 34 0 0
LEAR25 <#, 3,025 3,724 3,302 3,788 3,634 3,757 3,757 3,757 3,757 3,757
LEAR35 4,352 4,0341 4,380 6,855 6,721 7,536 8,292 9,048 9,804; 10,560
MD81 276 4 31 41 43 51 47 43 39 36|
MD83* 276 0 0l 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
MU3G01 651 485 458 6821 1,144 1,038 1,155 1,272 1,389 1,506]
Jet Subtotal 17,051 18,778 19,351 22,1571 24,736} 25945/ 27336/ 28726 30,145/ 31,598
BECH8P 61,993| 61,042 65,740 64,182] 61,099 63,2171 63,352] 63,487 63,622| 63,757;
€130 11 6 -9 10 20 18 20 22 24 26
CNA441 34,331 42,686; 41,.856| 47786! 373401 44,135| 45247 46,359 47470 48 582
CVR580 0 0 -0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
DC3 11 - 9 0 18 8 10 10 10 11 : 11}
DHCE 6,873 6,930 7,990 6,686 9,818 9,353 9,918/ 10482F 11,047 11,611}
GASEPF 122,266| 114,094] 106,694| 118,806 155400] 144,754 151,853 158953 166,053] 173,153
GASEPY 63,914| 63,169) 71,710 65481 63,593} 66,074] 66,241, 66,408 66,575 66,742
HS748A 34 4 43 172 228 263 319 374 430 486|
SD330 193 202 129 2,624 2,177 2,982 3,621 4,260 4,900 5,539
SF340 23 0 23 113 268 267 327 387 4481 508
Prop Subtotal | 289,649| 288,142 2941 941 305,880] 329,961} 331,073] 340,909! 350,745| 360,580| 370,416
Touch & Go (est.) | 140,787{ 140,796] 143,611 1489721 161,612] 162,104] 167,086| 172,069} 177,052 182,035
Helis {est.} 52,618| 52,643| 53,750{ 56,066 60,693 61,026] 62,983 64,941 66,898 68,856
BUR ops {est.) 26,072 26,073] 26,595{ 27587, 299281 30,0191 30942 31,865 32,7871 33,710
Grand Total 526177 526,433E 537,501 l 560,662] 606,930) 610,167 629,256| 648,345 667,463| 686,614

|



MEMORANDUM

AN

s

Los Angeles World Airports

Date: ©  October 19, 2000

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members

From: Maurice Laham, Project Administrator @Cﬁ(ﬁafd

Subject: Correspondence from Committee Member(

Attached is a letter from Gerald Silver, a member of the VNY Part 150 Steering
Committee, dated October 12, 2000. Mr. Silver has requested that it be
distributed to the all members of the Steering Committee for review. Mr. Silver
has indicated that he would like 1o discuss the contents of the letter at the next
scheduled meeting of the Steering Committee on Wednesday, November 8, 2000.
Reference is made in the letter to several Part 150 Studies that have been
completed at other airports across the country. Copies of the Records of
Approval by the Federal Aviation Administration for these Studies have also been
included in this transmittal for your review.

MZL:DQ:dq
Attachment

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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Stop the Noite!

# Deadiceted to reducing noisa from Van Nuys Alrport # GERALD A SBVER
President
PO BOX 200208
ENCING, CA 91428
Phone (B18)990.2757

10/12/2000

Mr. Maurice Laham

Environmental Management .
Los Angeles World Airports {LAWA) Committee Meeting: Wed., Nov. 8, 2000
One World Way, PO Box 92216 Location: Airtel Plaza, Van Nuys -~ 7 pm
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216 '

RE: LIST OF POTENTIAL MEASURES THAT SHOULD BE ADDED TO NCP:

Thank you for sending me a letter dated Sept. 21, 2000 in which you list a variety of potential
measures that could be included in the VNY Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). 1
would like to raise several questions regarding the list you submitted, and add several other
measures that should be considered as part of the Part 150 measures,

Changes and modifications need to be made in the outdated Noise Compatibility Program
NCP) before it should be sent to the FAA for approval. These changes should include new
noise abaternent measures such as a phase out of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews and limits
on the number of Stage 3 aircraft that can join the fleet, or fly in as itinerants. Without an
aggressive new NCP, the Part 150 Study will have failed to protect the community and its
residents. '

1. Please explain why there is almost a 30% difference between the data provided to us in your
letter of Sept. 20% and the data previously provided to us on July 6. 1 understand that these
data were prepared using two slightly different versions of the INM---version 6.0 and 6.0a. Yet
the results are very different.

1999 EXISTING CONDITIONS WITH FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES ~ 65 CNEL

Reported on July 6, 2000 - Using INM version 6.0

ACRES DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION
96.4 1338 372 3459
Reported on Sept. 20, 2000 ~ Using INM version 6.0a

104.6 - 1454 392 3510

.085% .086% 053% : 014%  {Percent difference}

’ Participating Orgonrrations
BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., BENEDICT CANYON ASSN, BENEDICT CANYON PROTECTION LEAGUE,
BRENTWOOD COMMUNITY FEDIRATION, BRENTWOC)!) GLEN ASSCC, CAHUI'NG): PASS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN., CAHUENGA
PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN,, CALIFORNIA COUNTRY CLUB HOMES ASSN., ENCINO PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., FEDERATION.
OF HILISIDE AND CANYON ASWS HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSN., HOLI YWOObLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSN., HOLLYWOOD
- ANOLLS COMMUNITY CLUB, HOLMDBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO, LAKE BALBOA
HOMEOWNERS ASSN,, LOQKCUT MOUNTAIN ASSOCIATES, LOS FELIZ OAKS l'!OMEOWNERS ASSN., MOUNTAIN GATE COMMU-
ITY ASSN., NO. HOLLYWOOD RESIDENTS ASSN, NORTHRIDGE CIVIC ASSOC, OUTPOST ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN.,
BIERMAN OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSN., SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER, STUDIO CITY RESIDENTS ASSN., STUDIO VILLACE
AOMEDWNERS ASSN., TARZANA PROPERTY OWNERS ASSN., FOP OF THE CANYON ASSN., VALLEY VILLAOE HOMEOWNERS
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2004 FUTURE CONDITIONS WITII FLY FRIENDLY PROCEDURES - 65 CNEL [

Reported on July 6, 2000 -~ Using INM version 6.0

ACRES  DWELLINGS PARCELS POPULATION |
126.5 1811 480 44709

Reported on Sept. 20, 2000 ~ Using INM version 6.0a ‘
163.7 2081 . 641 5145 l
.294% .149% .335% .149%  (Percent difference) |

These figures represent a substantial increase in the number of acres, dwelling units, parcels
and popu}anon affected by VNY noise. Can this large increase be explained simply because of {
using version 6.0a of the INM? In parncu}ar the difference of almost 30% between versions 6.0 l
and 6.0a when describing the 2004 future acreage conditions raises many questions about the
validity and accuracy of the data being reported. It seems that each time the committee is ,
given data, it is markedly different than that previously reported. Inconsistent data reporting l
makes its very hard for committee members to make valid recommendations.

2. We have several questions regarding the potential mitigation measures that were provided [
to us in your memo of Sept. 21st.

a. Your measure 3a. would establish a correlation between rental rates for leases and i
tie downs with the level of noise generated. You state that “Such a program would most
likely require a Part 161 Study to be conducted.” Can you give the foundation for this '
conclusion, and cite any specific precedents case law or FAA regulations where I
changes in lcase rates corrclated to noise levels required a Part 161 Study?

b. Your measure 3b. would establish differential landing fees with higher fees for noisier ’
aircraft and lower fees for quieter aircraft. You state that *A Part 161 Study would

probably be required for this type of measure.” Can you give the foundation for this
conclusion, and cite any specific precedents, case law or FAA regulations where {
differential landing fees required a Part 161 Study. _ [

¢. Your measure 4. would increase fines for aircraft operators who violate existing
ordinances at VNY. You state that “A Part 161 Study would most likely be required for [
this type of measure.” Can you give the foundation for this conclusion, and cite any
specific precedents, case law or FAA regulations where increased fines for vxolatmg
ordmances required a Part 161 Study. : 1

d. Your measure 6. would establish daytime noise limits for aircraft operating at the ;
airport. You state thal “A Part 161 Study would most likely be required.” Can you give I
the foundation for this conclusion, and cite any specific precedents, case law or FAA -
regulations where grand-fathered noise regulations, proposed prior to ANCA required a -
Part 161 Study. In this regard, it must be remembered that a daytime maximum noise [
limit of 77 dBA was proposed prior to the passage of ANCA. Thjs could easily be applied |
to Stage 2 aircraft since it is grand-fathered.

3. Your list of possible noise control measures would not be complete without consideration of
the many measures.that have been approved by the FAA in other Part 150 Studies. Your list
should also include new mecasures that would address the no:s?a problem, but might require a
Part 161 Study. it has been suggested by the LA City Attorney, that a Part 161 Study could be
- completed in a year or two, well within the current Part 150 study horizon.

2
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We would like to ask that the Steering Committee to investigate the feasibility of the following
additional measures for inclusion in the NCP:

a. A phase-out to Stage 2 jets. This measure was proposed prior to the adoption of ANCA
and should therefore be grand-fathered and implemented without the need for a Part

161 Study.

b. A cap on the number of Stage 3 jets thal can be based at VNY. Without a cap, or some
kind of controls on the growth of Stage 3 jets, there will be a huge increase in the noise
contour around VNY. This increase could easily overshadow all other noise control
measures combined in the NCP. This measure would likely require 8 Part 161 Study,
and should be one of the major recommendations of the Part 150 Study.

¢. Expand the noise study area to'include the 60 and 55 CNEL contours. The current
noise model that relies on the 65 CNEL is grossly inadequate. It does not reflect the
potential growth and affected areas that are greatly impacted outside the 65 CNEL.
Other airports have included measures in their Part 150 Study approved by the FAA.
[see Chico, CA Airport Part 150 Study, Kansas City International Airport, MO, Part 150

Study]

d. Add *Noise Sensitive Areas” to the list of NCP measures. Some Part 150 Studies include
the definition of noise sensitive areas as a key measure to minimize noise. [see Chico,
CA Airport Part 150 Study]

e. Adopt a noise-sensitive marketing policy for VNY. Some airports have established formal
marketing policies that discourage the basing of Stage 2 aircraft and certain types of
training at their airport as part of their Part 150 Study. The FAA has agreed that this

" measure is rationally related to a noise objective, and well within the “authority” of an
airport. [see Glendale, AZ Part 150 Study]

f. Adopt a measure that would equalize departures rontes, This measure was approved by
the FAA for Sky llarbor Airport. [see Sky Harbor Airport, Phoenix, AZ Part 150 Study]

g. Establish a 1500 to 2000 foot AGL required minimum altitude for helicopters. This
measure was approved for the Burbank Airport [see Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena
Airport, Burbank, CA Part 150 Study}] ‘

h. Adopt a “top of the runway” departure policy. Agreements have been reached with
operators that encourage specific points on the runway for departure. By encouraging
flights to begin takeoff at the top of the runway, rather than at midfield, planes would
be mirborne at higher altitudes over residential communities. {see Naples Municipal
Airport, FL Part 150 Study] :

~i. Establish Airport Influence Area. This measure recommends that the airport establish
an Airport Influence Area around the airport. This area is created to encompass those
areas where noise complaints have been recorded and includes the area covered by the
noise contours for the year 2005. Various specific Jand use measures within this area
could be implemented. '

j. Conduct public informational meetings on the progress of the Part 150 Program.
The airport should annually monitor aircraft noise levels and the level of activity at the
airport to determine if significant and unexpected changes have occurred to the base
year NEM, and to determine if the Part 150 program is being successfully implemented.
These results should be provided at annual public information meetings to discuss the

3
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progress of the Part 150 plan and to educate and inform airport users and the affected
communities. Discussions with airport users regarding commmunity complaints
associated with airport operations should also be included in these annual reviews.
Recommendations for updating the NEMs and Part 150 program should also be
provided i unexpected changes occur before the 5-year period and significantly affect
the land use compatibility situation around the airport, and/or the noise abatement
cost assumptions used in the development of the current plan. [see Naples Municipal
Airport, FL Part 150 Study and Kona International Airport, 1l Part 150 Study}

k. Provide a Full-Time Noise Abatement Officer. The Officer should be responsible for
operation of the permnanent monitoring system, community liaison regarding noise
issues, collection of and response to noise complaints, implementation of the NCP, and
ongoing noise compatibility plarming efforts. The Officer is a critical element of the
ongoing implementation and success of the NCP. [see Ft. Lauderdale, FL Part 150

Study]}

Finally all members of the Steering Committee should be informed about the presence of the
official FAA web page that lists and describes in detail the major Part 150 Studies that have
been completed. This valuable resource should be carefully examined before a final list of NCP

measures are recommended or approved.
The URL is: http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr150/RecApp.htm

We again wish to caution you regarding the feasibility of using soundproofing as the principal
measure to reduce noise at VNY. We believe that it is highly unlikely that the “1200 previously
incompatible dwelling units shown as incompatible,” will all be soundproofed. Many of the
residents that we have talked to are insistent that more measures need to be taken to abate
noise. They want a phase out of Stage 2 jets, helicopter curfews, limitg on Stage 3 operat;ons
and the like before they will seriously consider soundproofing their homes. '

‘Thank you for placing these items before the Steering Committee. We would appreciate your
distributing this letter to all Committee members. ' :

Cordijally yours /ML
/(7.

‘ PreandcntHHomeowncrs of Encino, Stop the Noxsc! Coalition

cc: Elected officials, homeowner associations

JPR——




. RECORD OF APPROVAL
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport
Noise Compatibility Program

INTRODUCTION:

The Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena (BUR) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
deseribes the current and future noncompatible land use based upon the
parameters as established in FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility
Planning. The compatibility program recommends eleven (11) noise mitiga-
tion measures as listed in table 2, page 13, to remedy existing noise
problems and prevent future noncompatibilities. These recommended measures
are land use measures. In addition, the NCP includes noise abatement
policies consisting of twelve (12) noise abatement rules already in effect
and eleven (11) other noise abatement measures being implemented or studied

by the Authority.

The Authority specifically requested the FAA to approve the 11 noise miti-
gation measures in the NCP, but not to issue any determinations on the
noise abatement rules or the other noise abatement measures. The buthority
indicated that the rules and other measures were included in the NCP for

information purposes only.

The FAA's position is that ASNA and FAR Part 150 set forth the framework

for a comprehensive noise compatibility program. Quoting from ASNA 108(a),
#Such program shall set forth the measures which such [airport] operator
‘has taken or proposes for the reduction of existing noncompatible uses and
the prevention of the introduction of additional noncompatible uses within
the area covered by the noise exposure map submitted by such operator.”
Similarly, ASNA and Part 150 envision the Secretary's and the FAA's approval
or disapproval of all parts of an airport coperator's nolse compatibility
program. There is no provision for airport operators to select which
measures in the program they wish to receive Federal approval and which

they do not.

The FAA has, therefore, issued determinations on all measures in the BUR
documentation which the Authority has indicated it either is currently
implementing or will implement. At the same time, the FAA recognizes that
many of the measures not identified by the Authority for FAA approval do
not contain the same degree of analysis as the Authority's 11 noise mitiga-
tion measures and do not permit the FAA to make an informed determination
under section 104(b) of ASNA, The Authority is invited to resubmit these
measures with additional analysis for revised determinations.

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport
recommends be taken by FAA. It should be noted that these approvals indi-
cate only that the actioms would, if implemented, be consistent with the
purposes of FAR Part 150. The approvals do not constitute decisions to
implement the actions, Later decisions concerning possible implementation
of these actions may be subject to applicable environmental or other proce-
dures or requirements, '



The recommendations below summarize as closely as possible the airport
operator's recommendations in the noise compatibility program and are
cross-referenced to the program. The statements contained within the sum-
marized recommendations *and before the indicated FAA approval, disapproval,
or other determination do not represent the opinions or decisions of the

FAA,

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES:

Noise'Mitigation Measures--Remedial

1.

' Determine the specific effectiveness of providing residential sales

‘a prerequisite to participation. If after scund insulation (see 3 below)

Determine the specific feasibility and desirability of acquiring property
developed in residential or other incompatible uses in areas exposed to {
aireraft noise CNEL 75+. NCP Page 21, B3 [

Approved. Implementation plan indicates that if the determination is
favorable, assist the city of Burbank in program development (assuming o {
the city of Burbank will operate the program). These actions are

within the authority of the loceal government .

assistance to owners of single~family homes exposed to aireraft noise
of CNEL 70+. NCP page 23, B-10 '

Approved. As described, the program would require sound insulation as

is provided, the owner stills wants to relocate, the airport operator
may assist the owner in the sale to provide a predetermined “fair®
value to the owner and guarantee purchase if necessary. The unit would

remain as residential. l

‘Participate in a scund insultation program for noise-affected residences

and schools, in cooperation with homeowners and local government agen- ,
cies, FEasements would be received in exchange, see 4 below. NCP page 26,B8. ‘

Approved. This item will provide insulation for residences and schools
with greater than CNEL 65. ' ' : {_

Acquire aviation easements on existiﬁg incompatible uses. NCP page 29,
B12. - ¢

Approved. This action is within the authority of the local governments
and would be implemented in conjunction with recommendations 2 and 3, or [

alene if appropriate,

- Work with the cities of Burbank and Los Angelés to identify high noise

exposure areas with potential for rehabilitation or redevelopment, and, W
if appropriate, study the feasibility of assisting in the rehabilita-
tion or redevelopment process. NCP page 30, B5

Approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of Burbank
and Los Angeles. ’




Noise Mitigation Measures--Preventive Measures

6.

10.

11.

Update of general plans: NCP page 31, B16

a. Work with the city of Burbank to update the Noise Element of the
Burbank General Plan.

b. Work with city of Los Angeles to update the North Hollywood and Sun
Valley Community Plans, '

Approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of Burbank
and Los Angeles.

Adopt height/safety and noise zoning overlays. NCP page 32, B18

AEEroved. To the extent that this recommendation involves noilse
zoning.

Require sound insulation of new structures intended for noise-sensitive
uses and located in areas exposed to aireraft noise of CNEL 65+4. NCP

page 33, B 20

approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of Burbank
and Los Angeles.

Require the dedication of aviation easements of new development in
areas exposed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65+. NCP page 34, B21

Approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of Burbank
and Los Angeles.

Work with the California Association of Realtors to clarify the use of
a fair disclosure form. NCP page 34, B21

Approved.

Encourage the continuation of Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and

Veterans Administration (VA) mortgage insurance policies and practices.

NCP page 35, B23

Approved.

NOISE ABATEMENT POLICIES

Noise Abatement Rules., These rules have been in effect prior to March 1,

1988,

1.

All aircraft must comply with aill noise restrictions under Federal
regulation. NCP page 8 '

Approved. This measure is an existing rule which requires conformance
with FAR Part 36. :



Fach commercial jet operaltor will use cperational procedures as defined
in (Case 9A) the Environmental Impact Statement (EI3) approved by the
FAA on September 12, 1977. NCP page 8

Approved. Complies with grant agreement special condition which was a

condition of the approval of the EIS for the dequisition of the BUR.

Existing rule which is approved as a voluntary measure,

All other jet operators (those not covered under Rule #2) will use the
National Business Aircraft Asscociation's noise abatement procedures
which it recommends to minimize aireraft noise. NCP page 8

Approved. This existing rule is approved as a voluntary measure.

If for any reason, an air carrier uses the airport between 10 p.m. and
7 a.m,, it is required to pay for the cost of Crash/Fire/Rescue (CFR)

services.

Disapproved for FAR Part 150 purposes; not noise related. Between the
hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., CFR services are contracted by the
authority to support airline service. The index for BUR is reduced to
an Index A airport during the off hours. This existing rule is in con-
formance with FAR part 139 requirements.

Répealed February 23, 1986,

No Action.

BUR has designated a specific area on the airfield for engine tests and
maintenance run-ups. NCP page §

Approved. Existing rule which is within the authority of airport
operator.

Any air carrier which plans to increase its flight operations, change
aireraft equipment types, or move operations into noise-sensitive hours
must have approval of the Airport Authority. Authority will provide
approval if the change will not exceed the specified noise limit for
BUR. (Possible fine: $1,000 for each operation that ocecurs without

approval.) NCP page 9

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit an informed analysis under section 104(b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended,
This rule requires approval of the Commission for an air carrier to
substitute aireraft types producing higher noise levels for aircraft
already in service or to'substitute aireraft that do not comply with

FAR Part 36 Stage 3 noise standards.




10.

11,

12.

5

Between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., there can be no intersection

' takeoffs, no maintenance engine run-ups, and no flight training opera-

tions. (Possible fine: 1,000 for each violation.) NCP page §

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit an informed analysis under section 104(b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended.
Existing rule which instituted by the authority to comply with grant
agreement special condition on noise (as mentioned above in Rule #2).

A1l gmeneral aviation aircraft that create noise greater than a certain
limit may not use BUR during the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.
(Possible fine: $1,000 for each unauthorized landing or takeoff.)

NCP page 9

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under Part 150 of progran
details sufficient to permit an informed analysis under section 104(b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended. No
information on what the noise limit is or its basis, on effectiveness
of the measure, and the amount of the penalty.

All aireraft that cause noise greater than a certain limit may not use
the airport at any time. (Possible fine: $1,000 for each
unauthorized landing or takeoff.} NCP 10

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit an informed analysis under section 108 (b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended. No
information on what the noise limit is or its basis, the effectiveness
of the measure, and the amount of the penalty.

Airline Fleet Composition. Applies to commercial jet airlines. This
rule governs the type of aircaft to be used in commercial operations.

NCP page 10.

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit on informed analysis under section 108 (b)
of ASNA as amended., Information must be provided regarding the
details of the restrictions, the predicted impact on commerce, and the
basis for the amount of the penalty.

Litigation over rule implementation was filed in Superior Court by the
commercial airlines using turbo-jet aircraft. At the direction of the
court, a cooperative agreement was negotiated. A positive noise
reduction was expected to be achieved, and was incorporated during
preparation of the Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) as a part of this study.

Independence of rules..

No Action. This rule requires no action,

Other Noise Abatement Measures

1.

Study the benefits to all general aviation airport users of the proce-
dures adopted by Ameriflight for preferential runway use, takeoff,
elimbout, and landing, and departure and arrival patterns. Work with
the FAA Burbank Tower and the cities of Burbank and Los Angeles to
determine the feasibility of VFR arrival and departure flight patterns
and minimize aircraft noise over incompatible land uses. NCP page 10
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2.

Submit a resolution to the FAA recommendling a proposed rule to (a)
require noise abatement flight procedures to be approved and incor-
porated in the aireraft flight manual, and (b) include noise abatement
procedures as part of pilot training and reguire pilots to use the
procedures when appropriate. NCP page 10

Disapproved. This recommendation was submitted to the FAA previously.
It was rejected on the basis that the existing standard FAA recommended
noise abatement procedures are adequate. Talloring noise abatement
procedures to specific aireraft and airports could create pilot con-
fusion and would affect aviation safety.

Install signs discouraging intersection btakeoffs. NCP page 11

No fction required at this time. This relates to flight procedures for
the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation Safety and Noise

Abatement Act of 1979. Further study of the feasibility'of this item
must be accowmplished after completion of a taxiway system to accommodate
this procedure.

When the FAA indicates implementation of the Pomona departure as part
of West Coast Plan is feasible, study its impact and modify the noise
compatibility program if appropriate. NCP page 11

Approved. The FAA 1s considering the ELMO 3ID in conjunction with the
current program for the realignment‘of Scuthern California terminal
airspace. If this procedure is implemented, the noise exposure maps
may need to be revised as required by FAR Part 150 to identify any new
or inecrease in noise sensitive areas.

Study the use of microwave landing system (MLS) for noise abatement if
such an MLS is installed at the airport. NCP page 11

Approved, An MLS and its curved approach could have some noise mitiga-
tion benefits, However, this system is several years in the future.

Work with the FAA Burbank Tower to require a minimum altitude of 1,500
to 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL) for helicopter operations in the
vicinity of the airport. The minimum altitude would also be applied

in the San Fernando Valley, through coordination with the FAA Van Nuys

Tower. NCP page 11

Approved. The Air Traffic Controllers at Burbank currently assign
higher altitudes to helicopters to the extent feasible considering
weather conditions and traffic flow. This measure calls for further
cooperation beween FAA and the airport to study implementation of mini-
mum operating altitudes. Any final determination will be subject to
FAA approval and implementation.

Work with the FAA Burbank Tower to determine the feasibility of
establishing a pattern altitude for general aviation operations of (a)
1,000 feet for piston aircraft and (b) 1,500 feet for jet aircraft.




10.

11,

7

Approved. This measure simply calls for a cooperative effort and does
not commit FAA to any changes in operational procedures.

amend the Noise Abatement Rules to prohibit (a) commercial jet airlines
from substituting Stage 2-compliant aircraft for Stage 3-compliant
aircraft currently serving the airport, and (b) charter operators from
operating Stage o-compliant aireraft at the airport. NCP page 11

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit an informed analysis under section 104(b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended.

Amend the Noise Abatement Rules to establish a phase-in of general
aviation jet aircraft meeting FAR part 36 Stage 3 noise standards. NCP

page 11

Disapproved pending submission to FAA under FAR Part 150 of program
details sufficient to permit an inférmed analysis under section 104 (b)
of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 as amended.

tontinue a noise abatement information program for pilots, fixed based
operators, and air traffic controllers. NCP page 11 see No. 11

Approved.

Form a committee after the Noise Compatibility Program has been
approved to review and update the Program as eircumstances require.
NCP page 11 see No. 12 '

Approved,
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
' RECORD OF APPROVAL
FAR PART 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM
Chico Municipal Airport
Chico, California

Back to Main Index

INTRODUCTION:

The Chico Municipal Airport, Chico, California, (CIC) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the current and future noise environment at CIC based upon the parameters as established
in FAR 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. The NCP includes noise control measures. The
city of Chico proposes to continue existing noise mitigation measures and adopt new measures to
enhance the airport's compatibility with the community, improve community relations, and prevent
the creation of future incompatible land uses.

All proposed measures are included in Chapter 111 of the NCP. The recommendations below either
quote or closely summarize the County’s proposed actions. The statements quoted or summanzed
before the indicated FAA approval, or disapproval, do not represent the opinions or decisions of the

FAA.

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport recommends be taken by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals indicate only that the
actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of FAR Part 150. The approvals do
not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later decisions concerning possible
implementation of these actions may be subject to applicable environmental or other procedures or
requirements.

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES

LRetain Measures Existing Prior to Development of Noise Compatibility Program.
(Pages I11-2 through 111-3, NCP; Pages I1-5, I1-6, NCF) '
A.Operational Policies

The city of Chico has established airport management and operational policies
which have served to control the effects of noise from Chico Municipal Airport
operations. These measures are proposed to be retained and are set forth below.

» The standard traffic pattern altitude for most aircraft is 1,500 feet MSL.
Single engine aircraft must observe a 1,000 foot pattern altitude.
Approaching aircraft should maintain as high as possible altitude until
commencement of final descent. ' '

s Posted signs directing, on departure from Runway 13L, high performance
turbojet and heavy propeller driven aircraft to tum to a 080-degree heading
until reaching 3,000 feet MSL (Mean Sea Level) to avoid direct overflight
of central Chico. Similar signs direct aircraft departing Runway 3IR to
climb)straight out until reaching 3,000 MSL before turning. (Exhibit IV-1,
NEM) -

= Approved. Maintaining these existing operational procedures is approved as

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 SO/ROACIC html 10/16/00
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voluntary when air traffic and weather conditions permit.
B.Land Use and Development Controls

The city of Chico can influence the policies of cooperating agencies which play
various roles in the implementation of land use controls. The city of Chico will

- work with the Butte County and Butte County Airport Land Use Commission to
protect Chico Municipal Airport from encroachment by noise sensitive or other
noncompatible land uses. Local agencies will also require avigation easements
from all new noise sensitive development in the airport environs.

Zoning. The city of Chico and Butte County have direct responsibility for the
planning and zoning of the majority of land within the Chico Municipal Airport
environs. As in the past, consideration of such factors as aircraft noise and
overflight will continue to be undertaken when reviewing development proposals
in the airport environs.

Easement dedication. The city of Chico currently requires the dedication of
avigation easements for new noise sensitive land uses within areas impacted by
noise levels of CNEL 55dB or greater. (Exhibit V-1, NEM). The city proposes to
maintain this requirement. In addition, the Butte County Atrport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) has adopted the 1978 Airport Environs Plan, Chico
Municipal Airport as their comprehensive airport land use plan (ALUP) to provide
for the orderly growth of unincorporated areas around the Chico Municipal
Airport. The plan does not currently require the dedication of easements.

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and will result
in the prevention of the creation of new incompatible land uses.

I1.Implement New Noise Abatement Procedures.
A.Periodic Noise Modeling (Pages 11-4, [1]-4, NCP)

The City of Chico should prepare updated noise exposure maps for Chico
Municipal Airport at key air service milestones to reflect changes in aircraft
operational activities and fleet mix.

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and is intended
to prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.

B.Zoning controls (Pages I1-5, I11-4 through I11-8, NCP)

As forecasted noise impacts are less than those forecasted during the development
of the 1978 Airport Environs Plan, land use restrictions imposed by said plan will
be modified to reflect impact areas as identified in the Noise Exposure Map
‘Report. Specifically, that land use compatibility standards contained in Table 1 of
FAR Part 150 will be modified to reflect the relatively low ambient noise levels in
the Chico area and be applied to the appropriate noise impact areas. The modified
compatibility standards utilize the 60dB CNEL noise contour to determine
compatibility as opposed to the 65dB noise contour utilized in FAR Part 150. Said
standards are reflected in Table I11-1 and implementation areas are depicted in

- http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/1 4cfr1 SO/ROACIC. htmi ' 10/16/00
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Exhibit 1I-1.

In response to concerns regarding overflight activity, the development of new
residential uses will be prohibited in the area defined in Exhibit IlI-1 as Zone A.
This is the area subject to most low altitude overflight activity. Existing residential
uses shall be permitted to remain in Zone A, and infill of the existing residential
area would be allowed only in the area designated Zone Al (outside of the CNEL
55dB contour). The area defined as Zone B is subject to less intensive overflight
activity. In Zone B, no new single family residential uses will be permitted. Any
approval of multiple family residential uses in Zone B shall contain conditions
requiring the dedication of avigation easements to the airport operator and
notification of potential tenants of overflight activity. Zone A and Zone B together
represent the defined Overflight Protection Zone (OPZ).

The City of Chico and the Butte County ALUC have adopted the Land Use Plan
depicted in Exhibit I11-1 and the standards reflected in Table IlI-1 as the official
Airport Land Use Plan for the Chico Municipal Airport (CNEL 60dB as the local
deviation from the Federal table contained in 14 CFR Part 150).

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and 1s intended
to prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.

C.Easement dedication (Pages -5, HI-8, NCP)

While overall noise impact areas are forecasted to be less than predicted in 1978,
the areas subject to overflight remain constant due to the lack of change in flight
track geometry. Even though these areas may be impacted to a level less than
CNEL 55dB, aviation easements will be secured for new noise sensitive uses
located in areas subject to overflight. As such both the city of Chico, Butte
County, and the Butte County ALUC will adopt policies that require the granting
of avigation easements for new noise sensitive land uses beneath both Zones A
and B of the defined Overflight Protection Zone depicted in Exhibit HI-1. The
policy will require that the proponent dedicate an easement combined with a non-
suit covenant that attaches to property title as a perpetual deed restriction.

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and is intended
to prevent the introduction of new noncompatible land uses.

D.Height restrictions (Pages I1I-8, Exhibit III-2, NCP)

Although not a component of the Noise Compatibility Program, the height of
objects around airports is a concern that should be addressed. As such, the city of
Chico, Butte county and the Butte County ALUC have adopted the FAR Part 77
surfaces, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, as the height limit criteria for the
airport environs. These restrictions have also been adopted as part of the Butte
County ALUC Airport Land Use Plan for Chico Municipal Amrport. These surfaces

. are depicted in attached Exhibit I1I-2.

Disapproved for the purposes of Part 150, Hcfght restrictions are addressed
under 14 CFR Part 77. FAA’s decision not to include the height restriction portion

of this element in the Part 150 approval does not indicate FAA’s disapproval of the
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measure for Part 77 purposes or reflect on the effectiveness of the height
restriction for purposes of aviation safety.

E.Requirement for Notice of Airport Noise (Pages 11-5, 11-6, [11-8, I1-9, NCP)

Local planning agencies will encourage the Butte County Board of Realtors to
adopt a fair disclosure réquirement for the sale or lease of homes or other noise
sensitive real property within the Airport Influence Area (AJA) boundary.
Whenever such property is offered for sale, rent or lease, the seller, lessor, broker,
or agent will notify the prospective owner or tenant that the property is located in
an area subject to potentially high levels of aircraft noise. Appendix C contains a
sample form of real estate disclosure statement.

Approved. T his action is within the authority of local government and will
contribute to buyer awareness of noise levels.

F.Requirement for Acoustical Studies Within Areas Subject to Aircraft Noise
Levels of CNEL 55dB and Above (Pages I11-10, NCP; Exhibit I-2})

The purpose of this measure is to ensure that all proposed new noise sensitive land
uses Jocated within the CNEL 55dB noise contour (see Exhibit I-2) will be
compatible with both California Noise Insulation Standards and local noise
standards. ‘

Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations specifies that proposed new hotels,
motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family
dwellings within the CNEL 60dB noise exposure area are required to have an
acoustical analysis showing that the structure attains an interior noise level of
CNEL 45dB.

Local agencies will supplement the provisions of Title 25 by requiring acoustical
analyses for single-family detached dwellings within the CNEL 55dB noise
contour. Through this process, builders and contractors will be notified early that

- an acoustical analysis will be required for all new noise sensitive land uses,

including single-family homes, as a condition of building permit approval in areas
exposed to airport noise levels of CNEL 55dB and above as set forth in the 1997
noise exposure map -- Exhibit I11-1.

Approved. This action is within the authority of the local government. This
measure is intended to ensure that new residential development exposed to CNEL
55dB and above will be provided with an interior environment of CNEL 45dB or
less.

Exhibit I-2 identifies areas within the CNEL 55 dB where this supplemental
provision to Title 25 would be implemented.

G.Preferential Approach and Departure Fiigh)‘t Tracks (Exhibit IV-1, NEM;
Page 1I-6, I1I-11, NCP)

10/16/00
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Runway use patterns, driven by meteorological factors, including winds, establish
the fact that the great majority of departures occur to the northwest utilizing
Runways 31L/R. The area beneath the departure track is sparsely developed with
scattered rural residential uses.

Currently, under Visual Flight Rules (VFR) conditions, turbojet and large
propeller aircraft departing Runway 13L are requested to turn left to a heading of
080 degrees (magnetic) to avoid overflights of central Chico. This procedure
benefits residents along the runway heading who would otherwise be routinely
overflown by large aircraft. This procedure cannot be used during Instrument
Flight Rule (IFR) conditions due to a lack of required terrain clearance to the east
of the airport.

Approved. This action is approved as a voluntary measure when air traffic and
weather conditions permit.

H.Flight Procedures (Pages I1-7, 11-11, NCP)

Correspondence received during the preparation of the Aircraft Noise Exposure
Map Report suggested modification to the VOR approach to Runway 31R.
Specifically, it was suggested that the glide slope angle of the approach be raised
to keep aircraft at higher altitudes during the approach, thus lessening noise
impacts. While it must be noted that VOR approaches utilize a series of step-
downs rather than a continuous glide slope angle, the idea of raising the altitudes
of the various approach segments does have merit. Whether or not this can be done
while maintaining the clearance standards required for instrument approaches must
be determined by the FAA.

Currently most traffic pattern activity is located east of Highway 99. Notices will
be published in various aeronautical guides either encouraging or restricting traffic
pattern activity to that area east of Highway 99. This will insure that overflights at
pattern altitudes do not occur west of the highway. .

Disapproved pending submission of sufficient information to make an
informed analysis. Insufficient information is présented in the NCP to evaluate

. the effectiveness of these measures.

LEstablish Interagehcy Coordination Procedures/Maintain Public
Information (Pages 11-10, [lI-12, NCP)

The city of Chico will take the lead in formulating an ongoing working
relationship with local and regional planning agencies. The Airports Commission
should serve as the forum for such procedures.

Approved. This action is within the authority of Jocal government.

J.Signs (Pages II-10, HI-12, NCP)

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 50/ROACIC html 10/16/00
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The Airport will post informational signs at the takeoff end of Runways 13L/R of
Runways advising pilots of noise abatement procedures and to avoid noise

sensitive areas, per the following example:
NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS

Residential area immediately southeast of Airport 1s noise sensitive.
Observe published noise abatement procedures.

Approved. Approval of informational signs can improve community relations and
reduce overflights of noise sensitive areas; however, such signs must not be
construed as mandatory air traffic procedures. The city should work with local Air
Traffic personnel to establish mutually acceptable signage. The content and
location of airfield signs are subject to specific approval by appropriate FAA
officials outside of the Part 150 process and are not approved in advance by this
action. -

K.Noise Abatement Advisories (Pages 11-10, 111-12, NCP)

The Airport will update and distribute noise abatement information to pilots, flight
instructors, and fixed base operators consistent with current publications.

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government and will
improve noise awareness in the airport user community.

L.Flight Training/Compliance (Pages 11-10, lI-11, I1I-12, NCP}

All Chico Municipal Airport flight schools should continue to include noise
abatement techniques in their curricula, and the Airport should continue to ensure
familiarity with such procedures and the location of noise sensitive areas through
frequent coordination with FBOs and flight schools.

Approved. This action is approved as a voluntary measure and will increase

~ airport user awareness of noise sensitive areas.

4

M.Increased Pilot Awareness (Pages [1-11, [11-12, NCP)

The Airport will inform users of the impostant noise abatement procedures in
effect at Chico Municipal Airport.

Approved. This action is within the authority of local government.

10/16/00
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RECORD OF APPROVAL
FT. LAUDERDALE EXECUTIVE AIRPORT
FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA

" The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport recommends be taken by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals indicate only that the
actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of Part 150. The FAA has provided
technical advice and assistance 1o the airport to ensure that the operational elements are feasible (see
14 CFR 150.23(c)). These approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later
decisions concerning possible implementation of measures in this ROA will be subject to applicable
environmental or other procedures or requirements.

The operational and land use control measures below summarize as closely as possible the airport
operator's recommendations in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) and are cross-referenced to
the program. The statements contained within the summarized operational and land use control
measures and before the indicated FAA approval, disapproval, or other determination do not
represent the opinions or decisions of the FAA.

OPERATIONAL MEASURES

3.2.1 Revised Measure: Informal Nighttime Preferential Assignment of Runway 26 to All Aircraft.

It is recommended that the existing nighttime (10 p.m. through 7 a.m.) preferential use of Runway 26
by turbojet aircraft be extended to be applicable to all aircraft to reduce overflight of the populated
areas closest to.the airport. This measure results in a reduction of 31 people within the 65 dB Ldn
noise contour and operates in conjunction with the noise abatement flight path for Runway 26
departures (turn to a heading of 3100) discussed below. (pgs. 20, 49, 50 and 52; Figures 5.1 and 5.2;
and Tables 3.2, 3.5, 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5). - ‘ :

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.

http:/fwww.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 50/roafxe html _ 10/16/00
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3.2.2 Existing Measure: Voluntary Restriction of Jet Use of Runway 13/31.

-~ Itis recommended that the existing voluntary restriction of jet use of Runway 13/31 be continued.
The elimination of this measure would dramatically increase direct jet overflights of the close-in
residential areas under the extended centerlines of runways at the airport, in areas where jet

. operations currently are rare. Increased jet use would almost certainly result in a vigorous community
reaction. (pgs. 20 and 50; Tables 3.2, 3.5, 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3; and Appendix C).

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.

3.2.3 New Measure: Relax Runway 08 Departure Altitude Restriction.

Because of air traffic transiting the airspace around Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport (FXE) (largely
from Fort Landerdale-Hollywood International), the FAA currently restricts initial climb altitudes on
departure from FXE to 2,000". This measure recommends eliminating or relaxing this restriction.
{pgs. 20,21 and 56; Tables 3.2, 3.5, 5.3 and 5.7; and Figure 5.4).

FAA Action: Disapproved for purposes of Part 150. The Air Traffic Control Tower commented that
this procedure is already done to the maximum extent possible. Both FXE and Miami Tower
personnel make every effort to climb aircraft to their cruising altitude as soon as traffic conditions
permit. To eliminate the restriction, or to further relax it beyond current airport traffic capabilities,
would impact air traffic efficiency and is therefore disapproved.

31.2.4 Revised Measure: Noise Abatement Pattern Procedu;es.

This measure proposes to raise the propeller pattern altitude from 1,000' to 1,200', extend the upwind
leg for Runway 31 departures out to the turnpike, and extend the approach leg for Runway 13 arrivals
out to the turnpike. This measure would result in a reduction of 30 people within the 65 dB Ldn noise
contour. (pgs. 21, 22 and 54; Tables 3.2, 3.5, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.6; and Figure 5.3).

FAA Action: Approved in part as a pilot request, voluntary measure, with respect to the propoéai to
extend the upwind leg for Runway 31 departures out to the turnpike. The measure is disapproved in

http:/fwww.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr] 50/roafxe.html
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part for the proposals to raise the propeller altitude and extend the approach leg for Runway 13
arrivals out to the turnpike. Raising the propeller altitude would have a severe impact on wraffic at
FXE and on traffic transiting into the Ft. Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, or working
with Miami Approach Control overhead Ft. Lauderdale Executive Airport. The Air Traffic Control
Tower (ATCT) expressed concern that the Runway 13 arrival change would create at leasta 2 1/2
mile longer pattern, more delays and a safety hazard due to the distance from the tower, and limited
visibility for the ATCT at that distance.

5.7.3 Existing Measure: Voluntary Use of National Business Aircraft Association and Manufacturers'
Procedures.

This measure recommends continuation of an existing voluntary measure where pilots are requested
to use National Business Aircraft Association (NBAA) recommended noise abatement procedures
developed for corporate jet pilots or individual aircraft manufacturer developed aircraft-specific

- abatement procedures. The program recommends use of the "standard" departure procedure. Airport
signs notify pilots. (pgs. 58 and 114; Tables 3.2, 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3; and Appendix C).

FAA Action: Approved ag a voluntary measure.

3.2.5 Revised Measure: R/W 26 Departure Heading; Initiate Turns After Crossing NW 31st Avenue.

The original Noise Compatibility Program included a turn to a heading of 2800 for nighttime turbojet
departures off of Runway 26. This procedure was implemented as a furn to 3100. It was extended to
apply to fixed wing aircraft departing on this runway 24 hours per day. This measure recommends
modifying the existing measure so the noise tumn for aircraft departing Runway 26 would be initiated

- after crossing NW 31st Avenue for VFR guidance. Under instrument conditions, pilots should use the
Runway 08 ILS approach middle marker for guidance. This measure reduces the population within
the 65 dB Ldn noise contour by 631 people. (pgs. 22, 63 and 65; Tables 3.2, 3.5, 5.3, 5.9 and 5.10;
and Figures 5.8 and 5.9). ‘

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.

3.2.6 Existing Measure: Runway 08 Departure Headings.

http:/fwww.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfrl 50/roafxe.html ' -10/16/00
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This measure recommends continuation of a noise abatement departure turn to the north, along 1-95,
for jets departing on Runway (8. The procedure requires all jets with destinations other than
eastbound to be assigned a heading of 3300, with turns to be initiated "abeam of 1-95". A}l eastbound
departures, regardless of aircraft type, are assigned to a heading of 0900. Propeller-driven aircraft
with non-eastbound destinations are assigned a heading of 3000. Emergency flights and medical "life
flights" are exempt. The elimination of this procedure would approximately double the population
within the 65 dB Ldn contour. (pgs. 22, 58 and 59; Tables 3.2 and 5.8; Figures 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7; and
Appendix C).

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.

3.2.7 New Measure: Voluntary Use of Runway 08 "Quiet One” Departure Procedure.

This measure recommends continuation of the current "Quiet One" departure procedure for nighttime
(10 p.m. through 7 a.m.) eastbound jet departures on Runway 08. The procedure applies to visual
meteorological conditions only and is initiated at pilot request only. The procedure is published as a
climbing left 3600 turn to 0900 then commence a standard rate turn so as to remain within 5 nautical
miles of FXE and north of Runway 8 centerline until on assigned heading. This procedure provides a
reduction in single event noise levels over residential areas east of the airport, including
approximately 400 people within the 65 dB Ldn noise contour. (pgs. 23 and 67; Tables 3.2, 3.5 and
5.3; and Figures 5.10, 5.11 and 5.12).

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.

3.2.8 New Measure: Voluntary Restriction of Nighttime (10 pm - 7 am) Touch-and-Go Operations. |

This measure includes only a request that pilots and Fixed Base Operators limit all touch-and-go
activity, particularly nighttime operations, on a voluntary basis. This measure reduces the number of
people from within the 65 dB Ldn noise contour. (pgs. 24 and 76; and Tables 3.2, 3.5 and 5.3).

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.
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3.2.9 Existing Measure: Support of Airport Perimeter Development as Noise Barrier.

The program recommends continuation of an existing measure calling for the City to promote
development of property on the airport perimeter in such a manner that the structures can act as noise
barriers for neighboring residences. (pgs. 24,87 and §8; Tables 3.2 and 5.2; Figure 5.18; and
Appendix C).

FAA Action: Approved.

3.2.10 Existing Measure: Aircraft Engine Runup Time and Location Restrictions.

This recommends continuation of an existing restriction on the timne and location of maintenance

* runups which is included in the Fort Lauderdale City Code. No maintenance runups are allowed
between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and are limited to a location designated by the Air Traffic Control
Tower. The designated runup area is at the compass rose as shown on figure 5.19 in the NCP
document. The City Code will be revised to depict the location of the compass rose as the only site .
for maintenance runups unless the City authorizes alternate locations and the Airport Rules and
Regulations manual will be revised to reflect the City Code. These existing restrictions have largely
eliminated citizen complaints related to engine runup noise. (pgs. 25 and 88; Tables 3.2 and 3.5;
Figure 5.19; and Appendix C).

FAA Action: Approved.

LAND USE MEASURES

3.3.1 Existing Measure: Corrective Land Use and Zoning Changes.
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/

It is recommended that the City continue monitoring of land use and zoning requests in its environs
to encourage appropriate changes to more compatible categories for vacant and developed land and to
discourage inappropriate changes. Where changes could result in noncompatible land use but cannot
be prevented, other corrective measures provided at the expense of the applicant should be pursued to
maintain compatibility. The City will transmit the approved Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) to each
local government with jurisdiction over land surrounding FXE along with a written request that they
maintain land use compatibility and notification that no federal/airport funding will be available for
corrective measures associated with any new non-compatible development within the noise contours
depicted on the NEM. (pgs. 26, 101 and 102; Tables 3.3, 3.6, 6.1, 6.2 and 6.5; and Figures 4.1 and
4.2).

FAA Action: Approved.

3.3.2 Existing Measure: Preventive Development Controls.

It is recommended that the Airport staff continue consultation with City and County planning,
building, zoning and legal staff to explore the feasibility of enacting site plan and building code
measures to minimize the potential for notse impacts. (pgs. 26, 107 and 108; and Tables 3.3, 3.6, 6.1,
6.2 and 6.5).

FAA Action: Approved.

3.3.3 Existing Measure: Preventive Fair Disclosure.

It is recommended that the existing measure for fair disclosure primarily by NEM publication be
continued. Dissemination and explanation of the Airport Master Plan and NEM to realtors and local

- government staff are recommended to ensure that potential residents are aware of the airport and its
operations. This measure will protect both the airport and potential property owners. (pgs. 26 and
108; and Tables 3.3,3.6, 6.1, 6.2 and 6.5).

FAA Action: Approved.

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfri1 50/roafxe html
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3.3.4 New Meagure: Monitor to Determine Exact Extent of Contour into Residential Area.

It is proposed that the City install one of the permanent noise monitors off the western end of
Runway 08/26 within or close to the Village Park Mobile Home Park to measure actual noise levels.
This will allow the City to fine tune implementation of the procedure to have pilots delay the
initiation of the Runway 26 departure heading until they cross NW 31st Avenue so as to eliminate or
reduce the encroachment of the contours into the property. Therefore, this measure would assist in the
implementation of other measures. (pgs. 27, 110 and 115; and Tables 3.3, 3.6, 3.7 and 6.5).

FAA Action: Approved.

CONTINUING PROGRAM MEASURES

3.4.1 Existing Measure: Noise Abatement Advisory Committee.

This will continue the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) which was established in the original
Part 150 study to meet with FXE and other City staff throughout the year, as required, to discuss
issues related to aircraft noise. The CAC provides a formal mechanism for ongoing dialogue with the
community on noise issues. {pgs. 29, 113 and 114; and Tables 3.4, 3.7 and 7.1).

FAA Action: Approved.

3.4.2 Existing Measure: Noise Abatement Officer.

This will continue a full-time Noise Abatement Officer position which was established in the original
Part 150 study. The Officer is responsible for operation of the permanent monitoring system,
community liaison regarding noise 1ssues, collection of and response to noise complaints,
implementation of the NCP, and ongoing noise compatibility planning efforts. The Officer is a
critical element of the ongoing implementation and success of the NCP. (pgs. 29, 113 and 114; and

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr150/roafxe html 10/16/00



SAMPLE MEMORANDUM | Page 8 of 10

Tables3.4,3.7and 7.1}

FAA Action: Approved.

3.4.3 Existing Measure: Permanent Nolse Monitoring System.

It is proposed that the City expand the existing npoise monitoring system by adding a minimum of
four new permanent noise monitors, a minimum of two compatible portable noise monitors, and
expanded central database management capabilities. The monitoring system provides the City with
objective and accurate information to use in implementing NCP elements, monitoring the ‘
effectiveness of the NCP, and responding to citizen inquiries. (pgs. 29, 114, and 115; Tables 3.4, 3.7
and 7.1; and Figure 3.1 of the NEM document).

FAA Action: Approved. FAA participation in monitors will be limited to an additional four
permanent monitors and two portable monitors unless FAA later specifically determines additional
noise monitors are needed on a case-by-case basis.

3.4.4 Existing Measure: Public Information Program.

This will continue a public information program by the Airport staff through verbal and written
briefings to the CAC, Aviation Advisory Board (AAB) meetings, briefings to City Commission
meetings, and presentations to outside organizations, such as homeowner associations. This measure
is a critical component of the ongoing dialogue with outside parties, to ensure that the NCP operates
efficiently and effectively. (pgs. 29, 113 and 114; and Tables 3.4, 3.7 and 7.1).

FAA Action: Approved.
3.4.5 New Measure: Airfield Signs.

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfri 50/roafxe html - 10/16/00
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It is proposed that the City install four additional signs on the airfield that inform departing pilots of
the key noise abatement procedures to insure that all relevant locations have signs. (pgs. 30 and 114;
and Tables 3.4, 3.7 and 7.1). ‘

FAA Action: Approved. Signs must not be construed as mandatory air traffic procedures. The
content and location of airfield signs are subject to specific approval by appropriate FAA officials
outside of the Part 150 process and are not approved in advance by this determination.

" 3.4.6 New Measure: Pilot Manual Insert.

The city has arranged for the printing of a full color informational insert on FXE in a format that is
compatible with the Jepson Sanderson manual which includes a notice on the Runway 08 departure
procedures. It is also recommended that the City reprint inserts prepared by the City that addresses

the Runway 08 departure procedures. (pgs. 30 and 114; and Tables 3.4, 3.7 and 7.1).

FAA Action: Approved.

3.4.7 Existing Measure: NCP Review and Revision.

This measure continues provisions for continuing review and evaluation of proposed changes to the
NCP between overall updates as proposed in the NCP. This provides for amendment to the details of
the NCP, to ensure its continued efficiency and effectiveness. (pgs. 30, 31, 113 and 114; and Tables
34,3.7and 7.1). ‘ ' :

FAA Action: Approved.

3.4.8 Existing Measure: NEM and NCP Updates.

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr150/roafxe html | 10/16/00
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The NCP recommends that the City update the NEM every five years, or as required by changed
conditions, pursnant to FAA guidelines. Should the revised NEM indicate that changed conditions
have diminished the effectiveness or efficiency of the NCP, the City will evaluate the NCP and
update it as required. This will keep the NEM and NCP up to date. (pgs. 31, 113 and 114; and Tables
3.4,3.7 and 7.1).

FAA Action: Approved.

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfi150/roafxe html 10/16/00



RECORD OF APPROVAL
Glendale Municipal Airport
Noise Compatibility Program

INTRODUCTION

The Glendale Municipal Alrport (GEU) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) describes the current
and future noncompatible land uses based on the parameters as established in FAR Part 150,
Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. The noise compatibility program inciudes six {6)
recommended noise abatement elements, seven (7} land use management elements, and three
{3) program management elements. This measures are summarized in Table 7C on page 7-20
and 7-21 of the NCP.

The approvals listed herein inchude approval of actions that the alrport recommends be taken by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 1t should be noted that these approvals indicate only
that the actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of FAR Part 150. The
approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later decisions concerning
possible implementation of these actions may be subject to applicable environmental or other
procedures or requirements.

The recommendations below summarize, as closely as possible, the airport operator’s
recommendations in the noise compatibility program and are cross-referenced to the program.
The statements contained within the summarized recommendations and before the indicated FAA
approval, disapproval or other determination do not represent the opinions or decisions of the
FAA. '

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES:

A. NOISE ABATEMENT ELEMENTS:

1. Encourage right turns on upwind leg of Runway 1 local traffic pattern.

Description of element. Under this measure, the airport ménagement would encourage airport
users to use a Right-hand traffic pattern for Runway 1 local traffic. Specifically pilots would be
encouraged to initiate a right turn to a heading of 040 degrees at the end of the runway for the
upwind leg. The measure continues to have pilots turn the crosswind leg as appropriate, fly a
short crosswind leg, then turn the downwind leg west of 99th Avenue. This measure would help
to reduce noise exposure to airport neighbors. This measure is proposed by the airport as a
voluntary measure when traffic and safety permit. The benefit of this procedure is shown in
Exhibit 5C, which shows the 55 DNL contour shifting to the east away from the housing areas and
toward the compatible comridor along the Aqua Fria Expressway. {NCP pages 5-24-26, 7-3,
Table 7C, Supplemental Information Letter).

Approved as a voluntary measure only.
2. Encourage straight-out VFR departures from Runway 19,

Description of element: This measure provides for a procedure that would have itinerant aircraft
departing on Runway 19 to fly the rupway heading to indian Schoo! Road before turning east as
shown in Exhibit 7A. This measure would reduce the low overflights over most residential areas
near the afrport and would redirect them over the Agua Fria River basin. This basin is an
undeveloped corridor east and south of the airport. It is the intent of the city of Glendale to have
this procedure published via a pilots guide distributed by the airport management, and the local



Fixed Base Operator and in the Airport/Facifity Directory. (NCP Pages 7-3, 7-4, Exhibits 5D and
7A, and Table 7C).

Approved as a voluntary measure only.

3. Encourage right turns for VFR departures from Runway 1.

Description of element: The New River basin and the Agua Fria Expressway offer a noise
abatement corridor for air traffic north of Glendale. This measure would encourage itinerant
departures over this corridor to avoid overflights of the residential land uses directly north of the
airport. (NCP Pages 5-33, 7-4, Table 7C.)

Approved as a voluntary measure only.

4. Establish informal north flow preferential runway use program.

Description of efement: This measure would designate Runway 1 as the calm wind runway. This
would have the effect of having north flow approximately 60 percent of the time. The current and
future residential development patterns around the airport suggest that the areas south and
southeast of the alrport are likely to develop for residential uses in contrast to areas to the north
which are planned for commercial and industrial uses. (NCP Pages 5-32, 5-33, 7-4, 7-5, Table
“7C)

Approved as a voluntary measure only. informai designation of Runway 1 as the calm wind
runway would help to reduce the alrcraft noise impacts over noise-sensitive land uses located to
the south and southeast of the airport.

5. Encourage the use of AOPA Noise Awareness Steps for propeller aircraft and NBAA
noise abatement departure and arrival procedures.

Description of element: This measure would encourage quiet and neighborly flying of alrcraft in
the vicinity of the airport by using generalized noise abatement procedures promoted by the
Aircraft Owners and Pilols Association and the National Business Aircraft Assoclation (NBAA).
The NBAA procedures provide specific profiles for departures and Visual Flight Rules (VFR) and
instrument Flight Rule (JFR) arrivals near noise-sensitive locations. The use of the NBAA
procedure is voluntary and is proposed to reduce loud single event noise which may be disruptive
to local residents. The complaint history at Glendale Municipal Airport indicates that there is
serious concern in the community about aircraft noise even outside the 55 DNL contours (NCP
Pages 7-6, 7-6, Table 7-C, and Suppiemental Information Letter)

Approved as a volunt'arv measure only. The decision to use these procedures remains with the
pilot-in-command of each aircraft operating at Glendale Municipal Airport.

6. Adopt noise-sensitive marketing policies.

Description of element: This measure recommends that the City of Glendale estabiish marketing
policies that discourage the basing of large airfine pilot training schools and Stage 2 aircraft at the
airport. The City would avoid marketing the airport to operators of large airline pilot training
schools and encourage corporate jet operators to use Stage 3 aircraft. The airport would be
made available to users in these categories should they approach the City. In response to FAA
comments, the City provided a supplemental information letter dated November 7, 1995, to clarify
that its intent is to not actively seek out these users in promoting and marketing the airport. (NCP
Page 7 6, 7-7, Table 7C, Appendix F and Supplemental Inforrmation Lelter.)



Approved. This measure js considered to be within the authorily of the City of Glendale. The
airport sponsor has stated that the operation of a large pilet training school was the primary cause
of the City deciding to prepare a Part 150 study in response to concerns of residents about
overflight noise in the surrounding community. In the circumstances, the policy seems rationaily
related to a noise objective. Stage 2 aircraft are louder than Stage 3 aircraft within the limited
category of aircraft served by the airport, small business jets and turboprops.

B. LAND USE MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS:

1. Preserve existing General Plan designations for compatible land uses (industrial,
commercial, office, open space) in the airport influence area,

Description of element: This measure recommends that the City of Glendale preserve current

. commercial, industrial and open space designations in the airport influence area. The measure
also recommends that this land should be rezoned in the future for only those compatible fand
uses. This measure also recommends that the policy recommendations of the NCP be given the
same weight as other land use policies. This measure also encourages the cities of Avondale,
Peoria and Phoenix to preserve current commercial, industrial, and open space designations
within their jurisdiction in the airport influence area. (NCP Page 7-11, Table 7-C).

Approved. This measure is considered to be within the authority of the cities of Glendat_e;,
Avondale, Peoria, and Phoenix. This measure would help reduce the intreduction of new noise-
sensitive land uses around the airport.

2. Retain existing compatible use zoning within the airport influence area.

Description of element: This measure provides for the city of Glendale to retain, and encourages
the cities of Avondale and Peoria to retain, current commercial and industrial zoning designations
in the vicinity of the airport, as shown on Exhibit 7E. In addition, this measure recommends that
these jurisdictions strongly discourage rezoning for residential and other noise-sensitive land uses
that are not consistent with the General Plan. This measure also recommends that the city of
Glendale adopt the NCP as part of its general plan. {NCP Page 7-12, Exhibit 7E, Table 7C).

Approved. This measure is considered to be within the authority of the citiés of Glendale,
Avondale and Peoria. This measure would help reduce the introduction of new noise-sensitive
land uses around the airport.

3. Encourage Flood Control District to include impact of airport noise in priority-setting
system for flood control projects, and encourage natural floodplain preservation in areas
impacted by aircraft noise.

Description of element: The Flood Controi District of Maricopa County currently utilizes numerical
guidelines for determining the priority of constructing and funding flood control improvements.

The city of Glendale should coordinate with other airpoit operators in the Phoenix Metropolitan
area to encourage the Flood Control District to revise its existing priority-setting system for flood.
control projects. Flood controt projects which would encourage residential development in airport .
noise-impacted areas should be given a lower priority than other projects. Ideally, these projects
would not be constructed or funded by the District. This measure would modify existing flood
control policy to encourage the preservation of natural floodplains in areas adjacent to airports or
impacted by airport noise and frequent low overflights. This measure also recommends that the
city of Glendale adopt the NCP as part of its general plan. {NCP Page 7-12, Table 7C).



Approved. This measure is considered to be within the authority of the city of Glendale and the
Maricopa County Flood Control District. This measure would help to prevent the introduction of
new noise-sensitive non-compatible fand uses into the vicinity of the airport.

4. In the unincorporated part of airport influence area, discourage the rezoning of Rural-43
areas to higher density residential zones,

Description of element. Maricopa County’s existing zoning ordinance provides for rural, low-
density residential development in the vicinity of the airport (Rural-43 zoning district). The
ordinance also suggests that where "governmental facilities and services, public utilities and street
access are available, or can be reasonably made available, applications for change of this zoning
district will be given favorable consideration.” This would permit allowing greater housing
densities than is permitted in the Rural-43 district. The city of Glendale should adopt a formal
policy discouraging or prohibiting the higher density single family residential development in the
airport influence area. This measure also recommends that the city of Glendale adopt the NCP as
part of its general plan. {NCP Page 7-13, Table 7C)

Approved. This measure is considered to be within the authority of the city of Glendale.
5. Encourage fair disclosure of airport impacts to potential future property owners.

Description of element: The City of Glendale should enact a program of fair disclosure
procedures within the airport influence area. The City should also encourage Avondale, Peoria,
Phoenix, and Maricopa County to adopt fair disclosure procedures. This measure also
recommends that the city of Glendale adopt the NCP as an element of its General Plan. (NCP
Page 7-14, Table 7C).

Approved.

6. Through the rezoning process, prohibit homes in the 65 DNL and “runway approach
areas.” Require fair disclfosure agreements and covenants in airport influence area.

Description of element: This measure would use the rezoning process fo attach land use
compatibility stipulations to property in the airport influence area. The measure would also have
the City of Glendale encourage the cities of Phoenix, Peoria, Avondale and Maricopa County to do
the same. This measure would also provide for fair disclosure to future property owners of the
proximity of Glendale Municipal Airport. This measure also recommends that the city of Glendale
adopt the NCP as part of its general plan. (NCP Page 7-15, Table 7C).

Approved. Implementation of this measure is considered to be within the authority of the cities of
Glendale, Phoenix, Peoria and Avondale, and Maricopa County.

7. Acquire homes and undeveloped land in the 65 DNL noise contour, based on 1999
noise with the Noise Compatibility Plan.

Description of element: The City of Glendale should purchase the residences located within the
abated 1999 65 DNL noise contour, as illustrated on Exhibit 7F. These inciude one {1) -
conventional home and three (3) mobile homes. The City also should buy the undeveloped land
within the 65 DNL contour that is presently zoned “Agricuiture.” This zoning permits a very limited
amount of residential development. After the acquisition, the airport should hold the property for
futire approach protection. (NCP Page 7-16, Exhibit 7F, Table 7C).

Approved. Itis noted that the Agriculture zoning classification would permit residential land use.
Consequently, acquisition of the vacant property under this zoning would be consistent with the



ot

/ purposes,FAR Part 150 in reducing the amount of incormpatible land uses and preventing the

tntroductlon of new incompatible land uses within the 65 DNL contour. Acquisition of vacant land
for noise compatibility purposes is subject to a demonstration that noncompatible development is
imminent. The acquisition of land with federal grant funds is subject to the requirements of the
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Act {49 CFR Pait 24). '

C. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ELLEMENTS:
1. Maintain system for receiving and responding to noise complaints (City of Glendale).

Description of element: This element would continue the existing system for the city of Glendale,
as owner/operator of the airport to receive and respond to aircraft noise complaints. This element
would also help to identify any geographical pattern of complaints. This would permit the airport
management to investigate and, if possible, seek corrective action. (NCP Page 7-17, Table 7C}.

Approved

2. Review Noise Compatibility Plan implementation {City of Glendale).

Description of element: The City of Glendate would maintain communications with planning
officials of other local governments to follow their progress in implementing the relevant measures
of the Land Use Management Element. The airport management would also monitor compliance
with the Noise Abatement Element through checking periodically with the air traffic control
manager regarding compliance with the preferred visual flight tracks and the informal preferential
runway use program. Where appropriate, the airport management also should check with airport
users. It may be necessary from time to time to arrange for noise monitoring, noise modeling, or
flight track analysis to study issues that may arise in the future. (NCP Page 7-18, Table 7C.)

Approved.

3. Update Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program (City of Glendale).

- Description.of element: The airport management should review the NCP and consider revisions

and refinements as necessary. Every five (5) to eight (8) years the program would be updated to
respond to the changing conditions in the local area and in the aviation industry, (NCP Page 7-18,
7-19, Table 7C).

Approved. If the runway extension, which is incorporated into the forecast 5-year map, does not
occur, revised NEMs may be required (14 CFR 150.21).
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CORD OF APPROVAL

KANSAS CITY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

Back 10 Main Index

INTRODUCTION

Kansas City sponsored an Airport Noise Compatibility Planning Study for Kansas City International
Airport in compliance with Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150. The Noise Compatibility
Program (NCP) and its associated Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) were developed concurrently and
submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for review and approval. The NEMs were
found to be in compliance with applicable requirements of FAR Part 150, effective February 9, 1996.
The FAA formally received Kansas City International Airport NCP and began the formal review
period on that date.

The airport operator, in accordance with provisions in Part 150, Table 1, has presented a local ‘
deviation to the Federal guidelines by selecting the DNL 60dB contour as its area of marginal impact
on residential, schools, hospitals and nursing homes, churches and places of public assembly. The
airport operator has determined that within the DNL 60dB contour it will discourage further
development (page 4-8, NEM). A variety of noise abatement and noise mitigation measures have
been proposed by Kansas City for inclusion in the Kansas City NCP. The Noise Compatibility
Program includes three elements. The Noise Abatement Element includes those actions that the
airport operator proposes to reduce the extent of aircraft noise exposure through changes in aircraft
operational procedures. The Land Use Management Element includes those actions that would
minimize the impact of aircraft noise in affected communities and neighborhoods through
comprehensive planning and application of local land use controls, acquisition and relocation,

. acoustical treatment, avigation easements, fair disclosure, and other measures directly applicable to
specific neighborhoods. The Program Management Element includes a continuing effort to monitor
compliance with the Noise Compatibility Program and to identify new or unanticipated problems and
changing conditions. These program measures were developed by Kansas City on the basis of input
and evaluations by the project consultant, Kansas City, airport users, the FAA, the affected
comununities, and the public-at-large.

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport recommends be taken by the
FAA. It should be noted that these approvals indicate only that the actions would, if implemented, be
consistent with the purposes of Part 150. These approvals do not constitute a decision to implement
the actions. Later decisions concerning possible implementation of these actions may be subject to
applicable environmental or other procedures or requirements. ‘

The recommendations below summarize as closely as possible the airport operator’s
recommendations in the NCP and are cross-referenced to the program. The statements contained
within the summarized recommendations and before the indicated FAA approval, dlsapproval or
other determination do not represent the opinions or decisions of the FAA.

PROGRAM ELEMENTS

http:/fwww.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 S0/ROAMCLhtml] | 10/16/00
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Noise Abatement Measures (Chapter 7, Pages 7-2 - 7-14, NCP)

1. Establish informal preferential runway use program to favor north flow. The
airport management will work with the FAA Air Traffic Control Tower to adopt an
informal preferential runway use program. The Tower Manager would issue a Tower
Order to reflect the procedure. This procedure will reduce notse exposure over populated
areas by dispersing the louder departure operations to the north over less densely
populated areas around the airport. Use of this procedure depends on winds at satellite
airports in the area. It is necessary to coordinate flow at MCI with the flow at these other
airports for safety and efficient use of the airspace. Thus, this procedure can only be used
at MCl when winds permit a north flow on a systemwide basis.

APPROVED as voluntary. This measure was analyzed in Chapter 5 as Alternative 3
and was combined with Alternatives 1 and 2 (which are submitted as a combined Noise
Abatement Measure 2, immediately below) and evaluated as Scenario C. The Chapter 5
analysis indicates that, for Scenario C, Overall population impact reductions are better
than those for any of the individual alternatives. The DNL 60-65dB contour shows a
reduction by 1,613 people and the DNL 65-70dB contour shows a reduction by 95
people. There is an increase within the 70-75dB contour of 3 people and no people are
impacted above DNL 75dB.

2. Establish a nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 6:00 2.m.) informal preferential runway use
program involving landings on Runways 1L and 19L and takeoffs on Runways
1Ror 19R. The airport management will work with the FAA Air Traffic Control Tower
to establish this nighttime informal preferential ranway use program. In order to
minimize current and future exposure to nighttime noise, a segregated preferential use
program is recommended. The program can be surmmarized as land on the left ranway,
depart on the right runway in either direction. This procedure will primarily affect
nighttime cargo traffic at MCI thereby reducing noise impacts to noise-sensitive areas.

APPROVED as voluntary. This two-part measure was separately evaluated in Chapter
5 as Alternatives 1 and 2, and combined with Noise Abatement Measure 1, above, as
Scenario C in that chapter. Benefits are described above under the FAA approval
paragraph, above.

Land Use Management Element (Chapter 7, Pages 7-7 -- 7-28, NCP)

1.Define Noise contours for a land use compatibility planning scenario to use as
thebasis for land use planning in the airport environs (Kansas City, Platte County).
Kansas City has prepared contours for a land use compatibility scenario, which define
the outer limits of the area which is expected to experience cumulative aircraft noise
above DNL 60dB, 65dB, 70dB and 75dB. This will be used as a guide for future land use
planning in the airport environs. This will be reflected in appropriate planning :
documents and regulations as specified in detail in the recommendations below. Kansas
City will also encourage Platte County to use the land use compatibility planning
scenario for its airport environs planning activities.

APPROVED in concept. This measure is approved in‘concept as a local prerogative for
.purposes of long-range preventative land use planning. The land use compatibility
planning scenario map has not been accepted by the FAA as an official Noise Exposure

http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 50/ROAMCLhtml 10/16/00
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Map meeting Part 150 official map requirements. It is presented in the NCP as the airport
operator’s representation of a possible worst-case noise environment for preventative
planning purposes to reduce the likelihood of future noncompatible development.

2. Retain the GP Planned Development District designation for the MCI environs
(City of Kansas City). Within the GP district, the City has special authority to review
and approve development proposals. This authority is used to require the dedication of
aviation easements and the filing of fair disclosure agreements and covenants regarding
potential airport noise impacts. This method of compatible land use planning has proven
effective in Kansas City and will be continued in the future. This will be a continuation
of existing procedures.

APPROVED. This preventative land use planning measure is within the authority of the
local land use planning jurisdictions

3, Within DNL 60dB, maintain future compatible land use designations according to
MCI General Development and Land Use Plan (City of Kansas City). To ensure that
areas now planned for compatible use remain planned for compatible use, the city will
preserve the compatible land use designations in the MCI General Development and
Land Use Plan (Exhibit 1-9 in NEM) for all areas within the DNL 60dB contour, based
on the land use compatibility planning scenano. Adoption of the Noise Compatibility
Program by Kansas City will be sufficient to implement this policy.

APPROVED. This preventative land use planning measure is within the authority of the
local land use planning jurisdictions.

4 Expand the MCI General Development and Land Use Plan to include land south
of Barry Road (City of Kansas City). A strip of land south of Barry Road is currently
outside the limits of the MCI General Development and Land Use Plan. This area will be
included in the MCI General Development and Land Use Plan and be designated for
agricultural and residential use. By adding this property to the Plan, the city can ensure
that any development of the area will be subject to special review requirements of the GP
district. The city typically requires the dedication of an aviation easement and the signing
of a fair disclosure agreement and covenant for development within any GP zone. The
City Council will adopt an amendment to the MCI General Development and Land Use
Plan making this change. This amendment will have to be adopted by ordinance.

APPROVED in part. This preventative land use measure is within the authority of the
responsible local land use jurisdictions. It would extend special review requirements to
areas not currently included in the MCI General Development and Land Use Plan. This
approval does not extend to noncompatible development which may still be permitted in
accordance with zoning in this area. Sound attenuation and/or easements at the time of
construction are encouraged by the FAA to be incorporated into local planning for this
proposal. -

5.Maintain existing commercial, industrial, and airport-related zoning within DNL
60dB contour based on land use compatibility planning scenario (Kansas City and

http://www faa.gov/arp/app600/1 4cfr1 50/ROAMCIL html | “ 10/16/00
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Platte County). Within the DNL 60dB contour, areas zoned for commercial, industrial
and airport-related use will be preserved for future compatible land use. The intent is not
to lock into place all detailed zoning designations that might exist today. Changes from
one kind of compatible zoning district to another are acceptable. The intent is to preserve
in some kind of compatible zoning all areas that are so designated today. Adoption of the
Noise Compatibility Plan by Kansas City will be sufficient to implement this policy in
the city. Kansas City will also encourage Platte County to adopt the same policy.

APPROVED. This preventative land use planning measure is within the authority of the
local land use planning jurisdictions.

6.Maintain existing rural residential zoning within DNL 60dB contour based on
land use compatibility planning scenario (Platte County). Kansas City will encourage
Platte County to establish this policy. It would be appropriate for Platte County to adopt
such a policy in its updated land use plan for southern Platte County.

DISAPPROVED for purposes of Part 150. This measure has been recommended by
the airport operator as a means to reduce the number of possible future noncompatible
structures. However, rural residential zoning would still allow the introduction of
additional noise sensitive land uses. This measure, therefore, does not meet the Part 150
criteria of preventing the introduction of additional nencompatible land uses. The FAA
understands that this may be the best available local option for airport-land use
compatibility within the DNL 60dB contour, and it is within the authority of the
responsible land use jurisdictions to cairy it out as a local measure outside of the Part
150 process. Sound attenvation and/or easements at the time of construction are
encouraged by the FAA to be incorporated into local planning.

7.Maintain existing AG Agricultural zoning within DNL 60dB (Platte County).
Kansas City will encourage Platte County to retain this zoning within the DNL 60dB
contour, based on the land use compatibility planning scenario. It would be approprate
for Platte County to adopt such a policy in its updated land use plan for southern Platte
County. -

APPROVED. This measure is within the authority of the responsible local land use
jurisdictions to carry out. This approval is limited to maintaining compatible agricultural
zoning consistent with Table 1 of Part 150, including recommended sound attenuation
and/or easements in accordance with that Table.

8.Rezone land acquired by Kansas City Aviation Department to GP-8, Airport and
Conservation (Kansas City). The city will rezone for airport-related use any land
acquired by the Aviation Department. Permitted uses include airports and aviation
facilities, supporting commercial and industrial activities, and various park and open
space uses. After the land is purchased, the Aviation Department will initiate a rezoning
application with the City Development Department. The action requires review of a
zoning map amendment by the Planning Commission and approval by the City Council.

APPROVED.
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9 Change Southern Platte County Land Use Plan south of 76th Street and west of I-
435 to rural residential rather than single family residential (Platte County). It
would be desirable if these areas could be reserved for lower density residential
development to minimize the number of potential future residents within the noise
contours. Redesignating the areas to rural residential rather than future single-family
residential would promote this objective. Kansas City will encourage Platte County to
implement this measure by adopting an amendment to the Southern Platte County Land
Use Plan. This would be done by a resolution of the County Court.

DISAPPROVED for purposes of Part 150. This measure has been recommended by
the airport operator as a means to reduce the number of possible future noncompatible
structures by rezoning from single family residential to rural residential. However, rural
residential zoning would still allow the introduction of additional noise sensitive land
uses. This measure, therefore, does not meet the Part 150 criteria of preventing the
introduction of additional noncompatible land uses. The FAA understands that this may
be the best available local option for airport-land use compatibility in this area, and it is
within the authority of the responsible land use jurisdictions to carry it out as a local _

. measure outside of the Part 150 process. Sound attenuation and/or easements at the time
of construction are encouraged by the FAA to be incorporated into local planning.

10.Rezone areas from RMD, Multi-family, to R-80 or RE rural residential within
the DNL 60dB contour (Platte County). Six areas that are currently zoned for multi-
family residential should be rezoned for rural residential development, either R-80 or
RE, One Family Residential. The R-80 district requires a minimum lot size of 80,000
square feet and the RE district a minimum of five acres. By rezoning these areas for
large-lot residential use, the maximum number of potential future residents within these
noise-impacted areas can be reduced. Kansas City will encourage Platte County to
implement this measure. Platte County would have to rezone the land by an amendment
to the Zoning Order. This requires review and recommendation by the Planning
Commission and approval of the amending order by the County Court. A public hearing
before the Planning Commission is required. ‘

DISAPPROVED for purposes of Part 150. This measure has been recommended by
the airport operator as a means to reduce the number of possible future noncompatible
structures by rezoning six areas currently zoned for multi-family to R-80 or RE rural
residential. However, rural residential zoning would still allow the introduction of
additional noise sensitive land uses. This measure, therefore, does not meet the Part 150
criteria of preventing the introduction of additional noncompatible land uses. The FAA
understands that this may be the best available local option for airport-land use
compatibility in this area, and it is within the authority of the responsible land use
jurisdictions to carry it out as a local measure outside of the Part 150 process. Sound
attenuation and/or easements at the time of construction are encouraged by the FAA to
be incorporated into local planning.

11.Rezone area at 1-435/M-152 interchange to commercial or industrial (Platte
County). This land should be rezoned for industrial or commercial use. It is now zoned
for multi-family residential, although it is designated in the Southern Platte County Land
Use Plan for industrial, commercial, and office development. Kansas City will encourage
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Platte County to implement this measure. Platte County would have to rezone the land
by amending the official zoning map. This requires review and recomnendation by the
Planning Commission and approval by the County Court. A public hearing before the
Planning Commission is required.

APPROVED. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.

12 Establish airport neise and land use compatibility performance standards
(Platte County). Kansas City will encourage Platte County to amend the Platte County
Zoning Order to provide for airport noise and land use compatibility performance
standards (listed in Table 7.3 of NCP), which would apply within the DNL 60dB contour
based on the land use compatibility planning scenario. The standards would apply to all

- applications for special use permits and planned unit developments within the DNL
60dB contour. Special uses and planned unit developments are actions requiring specific
- review and approval by the Platte County Planning Commission. The County Court of
Platte County would have to adopt an order amending the Zoning Order. The amendment
would be reviewed by the Planning Commission before being forwarded to the County
Court for action. A public hearing before the Planning Commission is required.

APPROVED. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.

13.Amend subdivision regulations to require dedication of aviation easements and
recording of fair disclosure agreements for new subdivisions (Kansas City, Platte
County). Kansas City now requires the dedication of aviation easements for all new
developments in the airport area. Kansas City also requires an agreement for noise
disclosure. This agreement, which is a covenant running with the land, requires the seller
to show the buyer a copy of the airport’s most recent noise exposure map before closing
the sale. The buyer must sign a statement acknowledging receipt of the information and
agreeing not to file for noise damages. This requirement will be included in the
subdivision regulations, applying it to the area within the GP Planned Development
District. Platte County subdivision regulations require the recording of plat notes and the
dedication of aviation easements for subdivisions within the DNL 65dB contour and
along the extended runway centerline. Kansas City will encourage Platte County to
revise this requirement to reflect the updated noise analysis and so that it applies within
the DNL 65dB contour based on the land use compatibility planning scenario. Kansas
City and Platte County will start the ordinance review and approval process after the
approval of the Noise Compatibility Program by the City Council of Kansas City.

APPROVED. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.

14.Adopt performance standards describing sound insulation requirements for
noise-sensitive buildings within the DNL 65dB based on the land use compatibility
planning scenario (City of Kansas City). Any new noise-sensitive developments shall
be required to provide for sound insulation as described in the standards of Table 7.4 of
the NCP. The developer will be required to provide evidence at the time of plan approval
that the building as planned is capable of achieving the required level of noise reduction.
The developer will also be required to provide evidence that the building as constructed
achieves the required level of noise reduction. Adoption of the Noise Compatibility
Program by the City Council is sufficient to implement this measure.
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APPROVED. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.
The FAA beleves that the prevention of additional residential land uses within the DNL
65dB contour is highly preferred over allowing such uses even at lower densities-and
combined with sound attenuation. The airport operator and local land use jurisdictions
are urged to pursue all possible avenues to discourage new residential development

within these levels of noise exposure.

15. Work with Kansas City Metropolitan Board of Realtors to develop voluntary
and informal ways to disclose airport impacts to prospective buyers of property in
airport area (City of Kansas City). This measure provides a means for the disclosure of
noise impacts on property developed before the current fair disclosure requirements were
imposed. Voluntary and informal means of ensuring fair disclosure will be pursued by
the City. The Aviation Department will work with Kansas City Metropolitan Board of
Realtors to develop voluntary ways of disclosing airport impacts, such as the five
suggested measures listed on page 7-22 of the NCP. After the City has established
satisfactory objectives and defined a specific process, appropriate City representatives
will initiate consultations with the Board of Realtors. The City will begin efforts to
promote informal and voluntary fair disclosure after approval of the Noise Compatibility
Program by the City Council. ,

APPROVED. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.

16.Adopt discretionary project review guidelines for subdivision, rezoning, special -
use, conditional use, and variance applications (Kansas City, Platte County). Kansas
City will establish informal guidelines for community development proposals and
applications for subdivision, rezoning, special conditional use, and vanance applications.
The City also intends to encourage Platte County to adopt similar guidelines. The zoning
ordinances will detail the uses that are acceptable or unacceptable m the noise-impacted

“area. Adoption of the Noise Compatibility Program by Kansas City is sufficient to
implement this measure in the City. Platte County would need to implement this through
an amendment to the Southern Platte County Land Use Plan.

APPROVED.

17.Acquire ten homes south of airport within DNL 65dB based on 1998 Noise
Compatibility Plan (Kansas City). Kansas City will initiate a voluntary program to
acquire existing homes within the DNL 65dB contour, based on the 1998 Noise
Compatibility Plan. Ten homes are proposed for acquisition. This totals 371 acres. The
homes are now, and will continue to be, impacted by noise, particularly since several of
the homes are off the extended centerline of the runway. It would be best if the property
directly off the runway ends be reserved for non-intensive open space uses. If the lands
are used in the future for park lands, the Aviation Department will clearly retain the right
to the use of the land in the future if the need for some unanticipated aviation-related
need should arise. The land acquisition will be subject to the requirements of the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act (49 CFR Part 24).
The acquisition program will be managed by the City Aviation Department. Kansas City
Aviation Department can start this acquisition program after approval of the Noise
Compatibility Program by the FAA.
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APPROVED. This measure is based on the 1998 Noise Exposure Map determined in

compliance by the FAA on February 9, 1996.

18.Acquire undeveloped land south of airport within DNL 65dB contour based on

1998 Noise Compatibility Plan (Kansas City). Kansas City will acquire such property
to prevent the possibility of future residential development. This element involves four

parcels of land directly south of the airport along the extended centerline of

Runway 11L-19R, that are impacted by noise above DNL 65dB, and three parcels within
the DNL 65dB directly south of Runway [R-19L. These areas total approximately 281
acres and are currently zoned GP-7 Agricultural Residential. These parcels were
recommended for purchase because they are likely to come under increasing pressure for
residential rezoning. Thus, to ensure future land use compatibility in this high-noise area,
the land should be acquired. The land acquisition will be subject to the requirements of
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act (49 CFR Part 24).
The acquisition program will be managed by the City Aviation Department. Kansas City
Aviation Department can start this acquisition program after approval of the Noise
Compatibility Program by the FAA.

DISAPPROVED pending submission of additional information to make an
informed analysis. Extibit 1-8 depicts the parcels as undeveloped, with the exception of
scattered homes, and the 1998 NEM determined in compliance by the FAA in February
1996 depicts the parcels as Undeveloped or Compatible Use with the exception of the
homes which are proposed for acquisition in Land Use Management Element 17, above. -
It has not otherwise been shown that local controls are inadequate to prevent
noncompatible development nor that the parcels are in imminent danger of being
developed noncompatibly.

19.Acquire aviation easements over three residences within DNL 65dB, based on
1998 NCP, north and east of airport (Kansas City). Kansas City will acquire aviation
easements over three homes within the DNL 65dB contour. These homes are impacted
by aircraft noise and will continue to be through the future. Because they are separated
from the airport by Interstate 29, outright acquisition would present property
management difficulties and the property would be of little benefit to the airport. Thus,
easements will be acquired over the homes and the surrounding area equivalent to a city
lot. Acquisition of these easements is a voluntary measure. Easements will be purchased
only from property owners who wish to sell voluntarily. Easement acquisitions will be
subject to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Act (49 CFR Part 24). The acquisition program will be managed by the City
Aviation Department. Kansas City Aviation Department can start this acquisition
program after approval of the Noise Compatibility Program by the FAA.

APPROVED.

" Program Management Element (Chapter 7, Pages 7-28 -- 7-30, NCP)

1.Maintain system for receiving and responding to noise complaints (Kansas City
Aviation Department). The airport has a well organized system of recording and-

| http://www.faa.gov/arp/app600/14cfr1 50/ROAMCLhtml 10/16/00



RECORD OF APPROVAL ‘ Page 9 of 9

responding to noise complamls The staff will periodically analyze the complaint
records. If the geographic pattern of the complaints, or the causes of complaints, indicate
that consistent problems exist, the airport management will investigate, and, if possible,
seek corrective action. This is an ongoing activity that will be contmued No special
implementation efforts are required.

' APPROVED.

- 2.Review of Noise Compatibility Plan implementation (Kansas City Aviation
Department). The airport management will take steps to monitor compliance with the
NCP. It will maintain communications with local planning officials to follow their
progress in implementing the Land Use Management Element. The airport management
will also monitor compliance with the Noise Abatement Element. To verify compliance
with preferential runway use programs, the airport management will periodically
coordinate with the air traffic control manager to study runway use procedures. No
specific actions are required to implement this action. This is an ongoing activity that
will continue as soon as the Noise Compatibility Program is approved by the City
Council.

APPROVED.

3.Update Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program (Kansas City
Aviation Department). Kansas City will periodically review the NEM and NCP and
consider revisions and refinements as necessary. Kansas City will plan to update the
NEM approximately every five years, or more often if equivalent operations levels
change significantly from forecast conditions.

APPROVED.
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RECORD OF APPROVAL
KONA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The Kona International Airport (KOA) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) describes the
current and future noncompatible land uses based upon the parameters as established in
FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. The program recommends one (1)
noise abatement measure, (1) noise mitigation element, and three (3) program
management measures. These measures are summarized in Chapter 7, Recommended
Noise Compatibility Program, pages 7-1 through 7-5 of the NCP,

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport recommends be
taken by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals
indicate only that the actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of FAR
Part 150. These approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later
decisions concerning possible implementation of these actions may be subject to applicable
environmental or other procedures or requirements.

The recommendations below summarize as closely as possible the airport operator’'s
recommendations in the noise compatibility program and are cross-referenced to the
program. The statements contained within the summarized recommendations and before
the indicated FAA approval, disapproval, or other determination do not represent the
opinions or decisions of the FAA.

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES:

1 - NOISE ABATEMENT ELEMENTS:

In order to reduce single event noise levels in the airport sideline areas,
Mitigation Option T6 was recommended for inclusion in the FAR Part 150 plan.
(page 7-1) Use Runway 35 (68 percent of the time) instead of Runway 17 when -
winds are light during the nighttime period. In addition, when winds are light
during the nighttime period, use Golf intersection for Runway 17 departures
during the nighttime period. {(pages 6-8 and 6-9}.

Description of element: Overflights of the developed areas of Keahole Point occur when
aircraft departing from the threshold of Runway 17 execute quick right hand turns.
Normally, use of Runway 17 is preferred during calm and light wind conditions to minimize
air traffic control conflicts offshore and northwest of the airport. However, during the
nighttime hours when air traffic activity is lower, departures toward the north on Runway 35
are preferable from a noise abatement standpoint to minimize the possibility of overflights of
Keahole Point and the resulting high single event noise levels. Nighttime departures will not
be possible whenever aircraft approaching the airport elect to use Runway 17 for landing.
The final decision for runway selection remains with the aircraft’s pilot. During those
nighttime periods when departures from Runway 17 are required due to wind or air traffic

- conditions, the use of Golf intersection instead of Runway 17’s threshold can also reduce
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the likelihood of overflights of Keahole Paoint by the noisier jet aircraft. The reason for this is
that the departing aircraft’s start-to-roll threshold position, and a sharper right hand turn will
be required to overfly Keahole Point after takeoff from Golf intersection. The noise
reduction results are summarized in Table 6-1 and Figure 6-3.

FAA Action: No action required at this time: This measure relates to flight procedures for

the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.
Additional review by FAA Air Traffic Control is necessary to evaluate the operational safety
and feasibility of these proposals. Additionally, for Part 150 purposes, there is insufficient
information to determine whether this measure would result in a net noise benefit. No
information is provided on whether impacts might occur on other populated areas, or
numbers of people impacted and benefitted. ‘

2 - NOISE MITIGATION ELEMENTS:

Sound attenuation treatment of impacted residences or noise sensitive
developments. (page 7-4) '

Description of Element: At the present time and through CY 2001, sound attenuation
treatment of noise sensitive structures is not required.

a. If future airport improvements are predicted to result in new incompatible land uses, the
State DOT should then initiate an application to FAA for grant monies which would be used
to provide sound attenuation treatment of structures housing noise sensitive uses which are
expected to be located within the 60 DNL contour. :

b. If future noise sensitive developments must be located within the airport's 60 DNL
contour, sound attenuation measures should be applied by the land developer or land
owner.

FAA Action:

a. Disapproved for purposes of Part 150 pending submission of additional information to
make an informed analysis. This measure is speculative. The NCP states that there are no
noise-sensitive uses within the DNL 60dB noise contour and that this program is consistent
with the draft master plan which states that no new airport development is planned. Should
circumstances change, the Noise Exposure Maps should be revised accordingly, and a
program update may be submitted, providing more specific information. The FAA believes
that the prevention of additional residential land uses within the DNL 65 dB contour is highly
preferred over allowing such uses even with sound attenuation. The airport operator and
local land use jurisdiction are urged to pursue all possible avenues to discourage new
residential development within these levels of noise exposure.

b. Approved. A local requirement for land developers or land owners to incorporate sound
attenuation standards as a preventive noise mitigation measure for new construction within
the DNL 60 dB contour is approved. However, FAA strongly encourages the use of all
available means to prevent the introduction of new noise sensitive land uses.

FAA emphasizes that, while preventive sound insuiation incorporated in new construction
by land developers or land owners is approved, FAA would not approve under Part 150 a
recommendation for the airport proprietor to provide remedial sound insulation at a later
date if developers or owners construct new noise sensitive structures with inadequate
sound treatment. This is consistent with the FAA policy announced in the April 3, 1998,
Federal Register (63 FR 16409) to emphasize that remedial measures are appropriate to
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address existing noncompatible land uses only.
3. - PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS:

Publication and implementation of an informal preferential runway use program.
(pages 7-3 and 7-4) '

Description of element: The State DOT should draft its proposed informal preferential
runway use program and send it to the FAA for its modification and/or approval. If the
program is approved by the FAA, the State DOT should adopt it in its Airport Rules and
Regulations. The proposed runway use program (weather, safety, and traffic conditions
permitting): should request that all fixed wing aircraft utilize Runway 35 for departures
during calm wind conditions and at night when traffic is light; should request use of Golf
intersection for departures whenever feasible if nighttime winds dictate use of Runway 17
instead of Runway 35; should advise airport users that areas east and west of the Keahole-
Kona International Airport are noise sensitive; and should request that overflights of noise
sensitive areas and repetitive training operations over these noise sensitive areas be
minimized. The locations of noise sensitive areas in relationship to the airport should also
be shown on a map and published with the informal preferential runway use program.

FAA Action: No action reguired ai this time: This measure relates to flight procedures for
the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.
Implementation of this measure depends on approval of the Noise Abatement Element,
above.

Monitoring of development proposals in the Keahole-Kona International Airport
environs, disclosing airport Noise Exposure Maps 1o the community. (page 7-4)

Description of element: The State DOT should monitor development proposals which may
be impacted by airport noise and frequent flyovers by aircraft operating at the airport.
Appropriate responses and disclosures should be provided by the State DOT during the
tand reclassification or rezoning process. In addition, the State DOT should provide
updated NEMs, as they are available, to all interested parties. If the broader public interest
requires that new noise sensitive land uses be located within the airport noise contours, the
State DOT should insure that all measures (sound attenuation treatment, easements,
adequate disclosures, etc.) are taken to minimize future land use incompatibilities and
acgerse noise impacts, potential litigation, and additional noise mitigation costs to the State
DOT. '

FAA Action: Approved. This preventative measure is a local prerogative, and may serve to
minimize noncompatible development within the airport’'s NEM contours. However, the FAA
strongly encourages the airport operator and local land use jurisdiction to pursue all
available means to prevent the introduction of new noncompatible development within the
DNL 65 dB contour. :

Annually monitor aircraft noise levels and operations at the airport and conduct
pubiic informational meetings on the progress of the Part 150 Program. (pages
7-4 and 7-5) -

Description of element: The State DOT should annually monitor aircraft noise levels and the
level of activity at the airport to determine if significant and unexpected changes have
occurred to the base year NEM, and to determine if the Part 150 program is being
successfully implemented. These results should be provided at annual public information
meetings to discuss the progress of the Part 150 plan and to educate and inform airport
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users and the affected communities. Discussions with airport users regarding community

complaints associated with airport operations should also be included in these annual [
- reviews. Recommendations for updating the NEMs and Part 150 program should aiso be E

provided if unexpected changes occur before the 5-year period and significantly affect the ‘

tand use compatibility situation around the airport, and/or the noise abatement cost

assumptions used in the development of the current plan. {

FAA Action: Approved. I

. ' |
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RECORD OF APPROVAL
NAPLES MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

NAPLES, FLORIDA

Back to Main Index

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport recommends be taken by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals indicate only that the
actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of 14 CFR Part 150. The FAA has
provided technical advise and assistance to the airport to‘ensure that the operational elements are
feasible (see 14 CFR 150.23(c)). These approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the
actions. Later-decisions concerning possible implementation of measures in this Record of Approval
(ROA) may be subject to applicable environmental or other procedures or requirements.

The operational, land use and continuing program measures below summarize as closely as possible
the airport operator's recommendations in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) and are cross-
referenced to the program. The statements contained within the summarized measures and before the
indicated FAA approval, disapproval, or other determination do not represent the opinions or
decisions of the FAA.

OPERATIONAL MEASURES

7.2.1 Preferential Runway.

It is recommended that the existing preferential runway measure to maximize the use of Runway 4
for departures and Runway 22 for arrivals for aircraft with departure noise levels exceeding 76.4
EPNAB be continued in order to take advantage of the low sensitivity to noise of the
commercial/industrial development located northeast of the airport. Implementation is based on pilot
education and preferential runway assignment by the air traffic controllers when the tower is open.
(pages 3-3 to 3-8 and 7-1; Tables 3-1 to 3-3, 3-16, 7-1 and 7-2; and Figures 3-1 and 3-2).

FAA Action: Approved.

7.2.2 Flight Procedures.

This measure recommends elimination of the existing restriction to initial climb altitudes on .
departure from Naples Municipal Airport (APF) to 2,000" above sea level (ASL). (pages 3-12, 3-13,
and 7-3; Figure 3-4; and Tables 3-6, 3-16 and 7-2).

FAA Action: Disapproved. This measure will not have a significant noise reduction. In addition, it
could interfere with air traffic safety and efficiency because the altitude limit is imtially necessary to
ensure separation from other traffic in the area and is removed by the controller when the aircraft is
“radar identified and separation 1s assured.
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7.2.3 Flight Paths.

Revised Visual Flight Rules (VFR) noise abatement departure flight paths have been proposed for
each runway at the airport to reduce noise by moving traffic away from developed areas.

Runway 4 - early left tumn. Aircraft would fly just to the east of Airport-Pulling Road and would
avoid the residential communities 1n the area.

Runway 22 - ri‘ght turn. Aircraft would move away from the majority of the residential dwellings
which are located southwest of the airport.

Runway 13 - early left turn. This track turns aircraft just north of Davis Boulevard, away from the
residential development south of Davis.

Runway 31 - the existing departure, with a right turn, would impact the least number of people due to
the fact that the aircraft do not overfly the coastline with its densely packed residential units.

The FAA must also develop procedures which allow the pilots to fly these preferred flight paths. This
is typically accomplished through SIDs or STARs, which are departure or arrival paths defined by
radio navigation aids. Current systems such as the VOR, located on and off the airport, already
provide this capability, but newer technology has even greater promise. Two newer systems, the
Global Positioning System (GPS) and Transponder Landing System (TLS) could be used to define
complex curved approach or departure paths which could be used to keep aircraft away from densely
populated residential areas. The NAA has applied for state grants to install the TLS system by the end
of fiscal year 1997. ‘ ‘ ‘

(pages 3-16 to 3-31, 7-3 and 7-4; Ta_bieé 3-8 to 3-1 1, 3-16 and 7-2; and Figures 3-5 to 3-15).

FAA Action: Approved in part as a voluntary measure. The recommended noise abatement
departure flight paths are approved as voluntary.

The measure is disapproved in part, for purposes of Part 150, for that portion of the proposal
which recommends use of the GPS and TLS to define complex curved approach and departure paths,
pending submission of additional information describing the noise benefits of these techniques when
technology becomes available.

7.2.4 Helicopters.

It is recommended that the existing noise abatement measures for helicopters be continued including
modification of take-off areas to implement common centralized departure areas and education of
helicopter pilots. Helicopter pilots have agreed to depart from midfield, rather than runway ends, in
order to obtain as much altitude as possible before departing the airport and helicopters will follow
the fixed wing routes on the crosswind runway. The Naples Airport Authority (NAA) will maintain
contact with pilot operators to modify these procedures, if necessary, and work out additional issues
as they arise. (pages 3-31, 3-32 and 7-4; and Tables 3-7, 3-16, 7-1 and 7-2).

- FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure.
7.2.5 Use Restrictions.

The fo,llowing measures were adopted by ordinance effective May 15, 1996, and are proposed for
FAA approval in this Part 150 document. The measures include:
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a. nighttime elimination of Stage 1 aircraft use of the airport;
b. voluntary curfew of Stage 2 and 3 jets during nighttime hours;

c. future nighttime elimination of Stage 2 aircraft after the beginning of the year 2000, which is the
target for the federal phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft weighing greater than 75,000 pounds.

These restrictions would not apply to emergency flights, medical or government flights, or other
flights which are for the benefit of public health, safety, and welfare. A Part 161 study may be
appropriate or required. (pages 3-32 to 3-42 and 7-4; Tables 3-12 to 3-14, 3-16 and 7-4; and Figures
3-16 and 3-17; supplemental information submitted from NAA by letter dated July 31, 1997).

FAA Action:

a. Approved, with respect to the Stage 1 ban. The airport operator has submitted supplemental
information by letter dated July 31, 1997, which has been made part of this ROA, to support that
Stage 1 operators have been successfully able to comply with this measure. The NCP states that this
measure would reduce the population impacted within the DNL 65dB noise contour from 158 to 0 for
the 5-year time frame. This measure has been in effect since May 1996 with no apparent concern by
affected operators regarding undue burden on interstate or foreign commerce (see supplemental

* information submitted by airport operator). However, should impacts on air commerce occur which
cannot be foreseen at the time of this approval, the FAA will reevaluate this determination 1n view of
new factual information to ascertain whether it still meets the standards for Part 150 approval or
whether approval should be withdrawn in accordance with section 150.35(d)(6). C

b. Disapproved for purposes of Part 150 pending submission of sufficient information to make
an informed analysis with respect to the voluntary curfew of Stage 2 and Stage 3 jets during
nighttime hours. although noise benefits of the voluntary curfew may be "intuitive”, the NCP does
not provide noise benefits for this measure. Truly voluntary operational measures affecting Stage 2
and Stage 3 aircraft are not subject to 14 CFR Part 161. However, any changes to the method of
implementation which may affect whether this measure is voluntary would be subject to applicable
procedures contained in 14 CFR Part 161.

c. Disapproved with regard to the mandatory Stage 2 phaseout to begin the year 2000, pending
satisfactory compliance with 14 CFR Part 161, and pending submittal of additional
information to make an informed analysis. The Federal phaseout applies to aircraft weighing
greater than 75,000 pounds. The NCP states that "Significantly less than 1 percent of all corporate jet
operations at APF are in aircraft with maximum gross takeoff weights over 75,000 pounds.” Part 161
requires separate analysis of restrictions on Stage 2 aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds; in
addition, the burden on commerce has not been presented nor are the noise impacts versus the
benefits of this measure presented.

7.2.6 Ground Noise.

It is recommended that the existing ban on nighttime (between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.)
maintenance runups, effective May 15, 1996, and the designated locations and orientations
recommended for maintenance and pre-flight runups for turboprop aircraft be continued. Operators
may request permission from airport management to conduct a maintenance runup during the
restricted hours under exceptional circumstances. For example, an operator may require the aircraft
for an early morning departure, which would have to incur a substantial delay if the runup could not
be conducted until after 7:00 a.m. For such approval, management may set limits on exactly when
and where the runup would be conducted, and limit duration of the runup and the power settings
used. Maintenance or pre-flight runups for turboprop aircraft should be conducted at one of the
locations shown on Figure 3-19 in the NCP document and, as wind conditions permit, should be
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oriented to the north or northeast. This will abate ground noise levels in the community, especially at
times when background noise levels are very low. (pages 3-43 to 3-45; Tables 3-16, 7-1 and 7-2; and
Figures 3-18 and 3-17).

FAA Action: Approved. FAA approval is given in consideration of the exceptions available to
aircraft operators. This measure has been in effect since May 1995. New information which may
become available to the FAA which demonstrates that this measure could impact total number or
hours of Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft operations may make this measure subgect to applicable
requirements of 14 CFR Part 161.

LAND USE MEASURES

7.3.1 Land Acquisition.

This measure recommends land acquisition in Rock Creek Campground and residential or vacant
uses in the Naples Villas area to develop a compatible buffer when no other land use strategy is
appropriate. (pages 5-2 to 5-5 and 7-5; Tables 5-2 and 7-3; and Figures 4-2 and 5-1).

FAA Action: Approved under 14 CFR Part 150 with respect to noncompatible land uses within
the noise contours of the official noise exposure maps as provided in the Aviation Safety and Noise
Abatement Act and 14 CFR Part 150. Some of these areas may be outside of the noise contours, in
which case they would be outside the parameters of this Part 150 approval. However, the FAA would
encourage local government o exercise its prerogative to establish noise buffers that meet locally
determined needs. Vacant Jand 1s deemed compatible under 14 CFR Part 150 unless it is
demonstrated that there is imminent danger of 1t being developed noncompatibly.

7.3.2 Easements.

This measure recommends the purchase of easements for homes in the Naples Villas area and the
consideration of easements for Rock Creek Campground to provide an adequate buffer of compatible
uses around the airport. (pages 5-7, 5-8 and 7-5; Tables 5-2 and 7-3; and Figures 4-2 and 5-1).

FAA Action: Approved under 14 CFR Part 150 with respect to noncompatible land uses within
the noise contours of the official noise exposure maps as provided in the Aviation Safety and Noise
Abatement Act and 14 CFR Part 150. Some of these areas may be outside of the noise contours, in
which case they would be outside the parameters of this Part 150 approval. However, the FAA would
encourage local government to exercise its prerogative to establish noise buffers that meet locally
determined needs. Vacant land is deemed compatible under 14 CFR Part 150 unless it is
demonstrated that there is imminent danger of it being developed noncompatibly

7.3.3 Zonmg/Land Use Planning.

The NAA has adopted the DNL 65dB noise contour as the threshold of incompatibility for residential
areas, but for zoning and land use planning this measure recommends that the area within the DNL
60dB noise contour apply the same standards as Part 150 recommends for the DNL 65dB noise
contour as a buffer to ensure that residential and noise sensitive uses are not developed too close to
the Airport. (pages 5-10 to 5-12 and 7-5; Tables 5-2 and 7-3; and Figure 5-2).

FAA Action: Approved. This is within the authority of the local land use planning jurisdictions.

7.3.4 Fair Disclosure
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It is recommended that a Fair Disclosure Program be developed to educate potential home buyers of
the airport and its flight paths through voluntary cooperation from realtors, lenders, property
managers, and local government staff so all potential residents who would be located along the flight
paths for the runways would be aware of their location. This measure includes the development,
publication and distribution of information regarding airport noise and operations. (pages 5-13, 5-14
and 7-5; and Tables 5-2 and 7-3).

FAA Action: Appreved.

CONTINUING PROGRAM MEASURES
" 7.4.1 Noise Abatement Officer.

It is recommended that the Noise Abatement Officer position currently being filled by staff with
additional responsibilities at the Airport be continued. This person's responsibilities include oversight
of the implementation of all noise abaternent/land use compatibility programs as well as investigation
of noise complaints. (pages 2-3, 6-1 and 7-6; and Table 7-4).

FAA Action: Approved.
7.4.2 Noise Compatibility Advisory Committee.

This measure recommends the implementation of a noise compatibility advisory committee with
membership consisting of representatives of airport users and tenants, local offictals, area businesses,
area residents, and Airport management. This will be an advisory committee to provide feedback
regarding noise issues and represent all interests on and around the airport. (pages 6-1 and 7-6; and -
Table 7-4}.

FAA Action: Approved.
7.4.3 Noise Monitoring Program.

This measure recommends the implementation of a noise monitoring program and the purchase (or
rental) of a portable noise monitor and associated computer software and hardware. Residents
surrounding the Airport can assist the noise abatement officer. by providing sites for noise
monitoring. (pages 6-2 and 7-6; and Table 7-4).

FAA Action: Approved.
7.4.4 Public Information Program.

The development and implementation of a public information program is recommended to provide
the public with information which makes them aware of the efforts of the Airport management to
address their concerns. One measure which would continue is the newsletter which is routinely
published by the NAA. (pages 6-2 and 7-6; and Table 7-4).

FAA Action: Approved.

7.4.5 NCP Review, Evaluation, and Revision.
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This measure recommends that the Noise Compatibiiity'Program be reviewed and evaluated on a
regular basis to measure performance against goals. The Part 150 will be updated every five years or
sooner if applicable. (pages 6-2 and 7-6; and Table 7-4).

FAA Action: Approved.
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RECORDU OF APPROVAL
NAPLES MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

. Revision |
NAPLES, FLORIDA

Back 1o Main Index

The approval listed herein includes approval of an action that the airport recommends be taken by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). It should be noted that this approval indicates only that the
action would, if implemented, be consistent with the purposes of 14 C.F.R., Part 150. .

The operational measure below summarizes as closely as possible the airport operator’s
recommendation in the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) Update and is cross-referenced to the
program. The statements contained within the summarized operational measure and before the
indicated FAA approval do not represent the opinions or decisions of the FAA.

Background

In February 1997, the Naples Airport Authority (NAA) submitted to the FAA an Update to the Part
150 Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) for Naples Municipal Airport (APF). The Update consisted
of 15 measures, one which would allow operations by Stage 1 aircraft (weighing less than 75,000)
only between the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. The FAA approved the nighttime curfew and most.of the
other measures submitted by the airport sponsor. In March of 1998, the NAA submitted a second
Update to its Part 150 NCP. In that Update, the NAA proposed extending the current Stage I curfew
to a full, 24-hour ban, thereby prohibiting the operation of any Stage I aircraft weighing less than
75,000 pounds at APF. :

On September 18, 1998, the FAA published a notice in the Federal Register announcing that it would
be reviewing the NCP submitted by Naples and requesting comments. 63 FR 49942, The FAA
received one letter, from the National Business Aviation Association (NBAA), dated March 27, 1998.
That letter indicated that it supplemented its earlier May 28, 1997, comments on the 1997 NCP for
Naples, objecting to restrictions on Stage 1 aircraft operations. The March 27 letter summarized
NBAA's earlier comments, objecting to the Stage 1 ban. As grounds for its objection, the NBAA
argues that: (1) the terms of the 24-hour ban deprives public access on unfair and unreasonable terms,
(2) the terms of the ban are unjustly discriminatory, and (3) the ban is preempted by federal law. In
July of 1998, the NAA provided additional clarification through its consultant, Harris Miller Miller
and Hanson, Inc. (HMMH), in response to issues raised during FAA's preliminary review. The
analysis and July supplement include evidence of the noise benefit that will accrue to neighboring
communities as a result of the ban, statistics on the number of Stage I aircraft operating nationally as
well as the number operating at Naples, and information about the existence of other nearby airports
available for use by Stage I operators.

OPERATIONAL MEASURES
1. Extend Existing Nighttime Stage 1 Use Restriction to 24 Hours.

The Naples Airport Authority (NAA) requests that the FAA approve extension of the existing
nighttime curfew on operations by Stage I aircraft (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) to a 24 hour ban. "Emergency,
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medical, or government flights or other flights which are for the benefit of public health, safety, and
welfare would be exempt from the ban.” (NCP Update, February 1998; Amendment to NEM and -
NCP prepared by HMMH, Report 295500, July 24, 1998).

APPROVED. The NCP demonstrates that the recommended Stage 1 ban provides a noise benefit
both in the short term and in the five year planning timeframes. In 1998, the Stage I ban is predicted
to reduce the number of residential dwelling units within the 65 dB DNL from 184 to 77 dwelling
units, and to remove 120 individuals from the 65 dB DNL contour. In 2003, the number of residences
significantly impacted by noise would be reduced from 185 to 146, and the number of individuals
impacted would be reduced by 156. In addition, the ban is reasonable because there are no Stage I
aircraft based at the Airport and less than two operations per day are affected by the ban. There are
seven companies operating Stage I aircraft at APF; two companies use the aircraft primarily for
ambulance services, two other companies have alternate non Stage 1 aircraft they can utilize, two
companies operating only Stage I aircraft offered no objection to the ban, and only one company
indicated that the ban would impose an inconvenience but not a ﬁnancm] hardship. For those who do
not own alternative aircraft, the impact will be minimal because there are two other airports located
within 30 miles of the city of Naples that can accommodate the affected aircraft.

As a matter of policy, FAA does not consider the use of aircraft stage designations to be unjustly
discriminatory per se. Moreover, the ban is not unjustly discriminatory because Stage 1 aircraft are
the loudest type of aircraft operating at Naples.

The exemptions to further public health, safety, and welfare, which were applied mn 1997 to the Stage
1 nighttime curfew, are being extended to this 24-hour ban. The FAA commented if September 1997
that the exception of emergency medical flights is a justifiable exception.

The ban on operations by Stage 1 aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds is not federally
preempted because the scheme of federal regulation of Stage 1 aircraft is not so pervasive as to make
reasonable the inference that FAA left no room for airport proprietors to supplement it. The FAA’s
interest in Stage 1 aircraft is not so dominant that the federal system should be assumed to preclude
enforcement of local rules on the same subject, and because the goals of FAA regulation and
obligations imposed by FAA do not reveal any purpose to preclude the exercise of State authority.
See Rice v, Santa Fe Elevator Corp., 331 U.S. 218, 230 (1947). See Pacific Gas & Electric Co. v.
State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Comm’n, 461 U.S. 190, 203-204 (1983).

By stating 1ts intent to conduct further study and actions as may be appropriate when 1t required the
gradual elimination of operations by Stage 1 aircraft weighing more than 75,000 pounds, FAA did.
not intend or ordain complete preemption of regulations of operations by all Stage I aircraft. In the
preamble of the final rule that phased out operations by Stage 1 aircraft weighing more than 75,000
pounds, FAA stated "...operating noise limits for turbojet airplanes weighing 75,000 pounds or less
cannot be adopted in a manner consistent with the constraints in...the Act. However, the FAA is
expanding its comprehensive analysis of the public impact of aircraft noise. As the results of this
study become available over the next two years, FAA will undertake such actions as may be
appropriate.” 41 FR 56055 (December 23, 1976). Since 1976, the FAA has not conducted the
contempiated study and has not undertaken further action, with the result that the use of such aircraft
is being gradually eliminated through attrition. Although FAA Advisory Circular 150-5020-1,
Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, dated August 5, 1983, and the 1976 Department of
Transportation Aviation Noise Abatement Policy warn about conflicts between local atrport rules and
the federal scheme concerning deadlines for retrofit or replacement of Stage 1 aircraft, when these
statements are read in context it is clear that the FAA is speaking only about Stage 1 aircraft
weighing more than 75,000 pounds. These guidance documents are silent about Stage 1 aircraft
weighing less than 75 OOO pounds. Neither document clearly manifests FAA intent to supersede the
exercise of proprietary power.

Given FAA’s exercise of a detailed and supervisory role over Stage 1 aircraft weighing more than -
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75,000 pounds, FAA’s silence in these circumstances should not be presumed to be or construed as a
barrier to action by Naples Airport Authority to establish requirements as to the pernmissible level of
noise created by Stage 1 aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds using its airport. Based upon the
small number of such aircraft left in the total U.S. fleet, estimated by NAA’s reported research as less
than 50, FAA has determined that further action is not appropriate because there are no federal -
concerns requiring national regulation. There do not appear to be any appreciable risks of disruption
in traffic to and from airports or economic distress among carriers that require a federal policy to
balance the goal of noise reduction with economic and technological difficulties.

Additionally, this is not a case where preemption results from actual conflict between state and
federal law. As there is no federal requirement concerning the pace of elimination of operations by
Stage 1 aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds, aircraft operators may comply with this local ban
on such operations. Based upon the record before us, it does not appear that the Stage 1 ban at Naples
Airport would stand as an obstacle to the accomplishment and execution of purposes and objectives
of Congress and the FAA. The small number of such aircraft, the fact that none are based at or used
by air carriers at the airport, and the role of Naples Airport indicate that the ban would impose a
minimal burden on interstate commerce. Should impacts on air commerce occur which are
unforeseeable at the time of this approval, or should the FAA receive significant new information
such as that the exemptions are granted in an unjust manner, the FAA will reevaluate this
determination upon receipt of new information to ascertain whether it still meets the standards for
Part 150 approval.
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. RECORD OF APPROVAL
PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTERNATIONAL AJRPORT
"REVISION NO. 2 TO APYROVED :
NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM Co o

_INTRODUC I'ION,

The FAA approved Noise Compahbxhty Program (NCP) prepared by the Cxty of Phoemx, Arizona for Phoenix
Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX)) describes current and future noncompanb]e Jand uses, based on Lhe '
parameters eslablzshed in FAR Part 150, Axrport No1se Companbmty Planning. The NCP recommended i
noise abatement measures, five (5) land use management measures and three (3) contiming prografi
measures. Ope land use management measure was added to the approved NCP by Revision No. 1. ‘These
measures are summanzed begmmng on page one of the proposed second revision to the approved NCF.

The MEasure hsted herein is oné that the City of Phoemx recommends It should be. noted that the Federal L

. * Aviation Administration’s (FAA) approval indicates only that the measure would, if unplemenzed, be consistent -

with the purposes of Part 150 This approvai does not consnmte a decision to implement the weasure.” Later

~ decisions conceruing poss:bie uuplemematlon of this action may be subject to apphcable environmental

procedurés or other requircments, . This récord of approval pertains to the revision item only, and does not m

Vany way charge the decisions made by the FAA in the record of approvai for the NCP dated April 2, 1 990, and

* for Revision No. 1 dated August 14 1992 The followmg measure is identified as an, adchnon to SBCHOH IH

] Contmumg I’rogram ‘ . ‘

- lII ‘ Commumg Program i

" Prowswn for estabhshment of a permanent noxse and ﬂlght tradc monitoring system. Nine, (9) sites "
. lecated arom}d PHX are eqmpped W]th portable noise monitors for a period of seven to ten days four (4) times
per year: Thesc temporary monitors record noise. Iechs and aircraft operations during this sampling period. ,
. ‘I‘hls measure would replace the' portabie eqmpment w.lth a permanent system and prcmde COanuous real Dme e
' Doise and flight track momtonng-‘data. (Page 5 of Rev:smn No 2to Approved NCP}

‘ Appreved Thxs measure, would enab}e the Clty of Phoemx‘to lmprove xts abxhty to momtor ‘the- effeetweness Qf
" the approved Noise Compabbxhty Program- and to more precasely identify land uses that are not compat:ble

. with noise levels of greater than 65 DNL, This measure would provide continuous mrcraft noise and flight track

data to the airpost operator and the people that are affected by aircraft noise emanating from PHX. Approval
of this measure does not obhgate the FAA to partxe:pate in funding lhe acquisition or installatior of the

' permanent noise monitoring system. Note, for the purpose of aviation safety, this approval does not extend to
the use of momtormg equipment for enforcement purposes by in-situ measurement of any pre-set noise, C
\ thresholds (The FAA notes that Revision No2 to the approved NCP ‘doés not include any such thresholds)

e



_ RECORD OF APPROVAL
PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
REVISION TO APPROVED NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

Introduction

The approved Noise Compatibility Program {NCP)} prepared by the City of
Phoenix, Arizcna Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport (PHX)
describes the current and future noncompatible land uses based upen the
parameters established in FAR 150, Airport Noise Compatibility
Planning. The NCP recommended eleven (11) noise abatement measures,
five (5} land use management measures and three (3) continuing program
measures. These measures are summarized beginning on page 1 of the
revision to the approved NCP.

The approval listed herein includes the approval of actions that the
City of Phoenix recommends be taken by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion (FAA). It should be noted that these approvals indicate only that
the actions would, if -implemented, be consistent with the purposes of
Part 150. These approvals do not congtitute decisions to implement the
actions. Later decisions concerning possible implementation of these
actions mav be subject to applicable environmental or other procedures
or requirements. This record of approval is for this revision item and
does not in any way change the decisions made by the FAA in the record
of approval for the NCP dated April 2, 1990. The following item is
identified as an addition to Section IY, Land Use Management Plan.

II. Land Use Management Plan

6. Reimbursement of approximately $34,000,000 for land which the City
of Phoenix Aviation Department previously purchased for noise abatement
purposes. This measure recommends continued reimbursement for acquired
Yand located within the West Approach Land Acquisition (WALA) area
located on the west gide of the airport. Page 4, of Revision to
Approved NCP.

Approved. This measure will continue FAA reimbursement for land that
the City of Phoenix previously acquired for noise compatibility =~
parposes. To date, the City has received approximately $38 wmillion of
572 million that is eligible for FAA reimbursement. The Airport and
Airway Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1987 limited the continued
funding of noise abatement projects to no later than June 30, 1989
unless the project was included in an approved NCP. This measure is
intended to include the reimbursement for this land into the NCP for
the airport. Approval of this measure does not obligate the FAA to
participation until such time as the project is included into a grant
agreement.




RECORD OF APPROVAL
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport
Noise Compatibility Program

INTRODUCTION

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP} for Phoenix Sky Harbor Interna-~
tional Airport {PHX), Phoenix, Arizona, describes the current and
future noncompatible land uses based upon the parameters as established
in Federal Aviatjion Regulation (FAR) Part 150, Airport Noise Com-
patibility Planning. The compatibility program recommends eleven {11)
noise abatement measures, five (5) land use management measures and
three {(3) continuing program measures. These measures are summarized
beginning on page 7-5 of the Noise Compatibility Plan.

The- approvals listed herein include approvals of actioms that the
airport recommends be taken by the Federal Aviation Administration
{FAA). Tt should be noted that these approvals indicate only that the
actions would, if implemented, be consistent with the purpose of FAR
Part 150. The approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the
actions. Later decisions concerning possible implementation of these
actions may be subject to appliecable environmental or other procedures
or requirements.

The recommendations below summarize -as closely as possible the airport
operator's recommendations in the noise compatibility program and are ~
cross-referenced to the program. The statements contained within the
summarized recommendations and before the indicated FAA approval,
disapproval, or other determination do not represent the opinions or
decisions of the FAA.

. NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM MEASURES:
SHORT TERM NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES

1. Continued runway egualization of departure operations to the east
and west for day and night operations. NCP Pages 7-5, 7-9, 7-10
and 7-35.

Approved. This informal runway uge procedure is approved as a
voluntary measure when air traffic and weather conditions permit.

2, Request airlines use FAA Advisory Circular 91-53 or equivalent
replacement noise abatement departure procedures for jet air
carrier ajrceraft. Request that low bypass ratio jet engines
reduce thrust to 1.7 EPR or less. NCP Pages 7-5, 7-10, 7-11, 7-35
and 7-36.

Approved as a voluntary measure.



Request the use of the National Business Aircraft Association
{NBAA) "close-in" or comparable departure procedures by general
aviation business jet aircraft when departing all runways. NCP
pages 7-5, 7-11, 7-35 and 7-36. ' -

Approved as a voluntary measure.

Implement a left turn by all jets and large propeller aircraft
departing Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees upon crossing the
middle marker for Runway 8R approaches. Assign Runway 26L to
aircraft using left-turning or straight-out 8IDs and Runway 26R to
aircraft using right-turning SIDs. NCP pages 7-5, 7-11 and 7-36,

No Action required at this time. This relates to flight
procedures for the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Av1at10n
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.

Implement a departure route procedure that overfly the Salt River
to a position one (1) mile west of the SRP VORTAC for all jets and
large propeller aircraft departing Runways 8R and 8L. NCP pages
7-5, 7-11, 7-12 and 7-36.

No Action required at this time. This relates to flight
procedures for the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation
Safety and Noise Abateméent Act of 1979.

Standardize initial departure and final approach routes for
helicopter traffic at Phoenix Sky Harbor Internatiomnal Airport. NCP
Pages 7-5, 7-12, 7-36 and 7-37.

No Action required at this time. This relates to flight
procedures for the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation

‘Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.

Continue existing runup policies. NCP pages 7-5 and 7-12.

Approved. This policy prohibits engine maintenance runups between
the hours of 11:00 pm and 5:00 am. This existing measure is not
congidered to induce am undue burden on the air commerce and would
continue to provide relief from nighttime aviation noise impacts.
The policy also restricts runups to the compass rose located south

" of Runway 8R/26L: or at the America West maintenance facility.

This measure also recommends that any engine runups performed at
the new America West facility be directed toward the center portion
of the airport away from off-airport property.




Encourage airlines to utilize Stage III aircraft, especially for
late night departures. NCP pages 7-5, 7-8, 7-%9, 7-12 and 7-37.

Approved as a voluntary measure.
Encourage use of egstablished published visual approaches during
VFR conditions, traffic permitting. NCP page 7-5, 7-12 and 7-13.

Approved as voluntary measure, when weather and air traffic
conditions permit.

LONG TERM NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES

The following two measures are to be implemented upon the commissioning
of a proposed third parallel runway {8R/26L).

10.

11.

Implement turns by all jets and large propeller aircraft departing
new Runway 26L to a heading of 245 degrees upon c¢rossing the
middle marker for Runway S8R approaches. If no middle marker is
constructed, the turn location should be defined relative to the
SRP VORTAC. Maintain that heading until reaching 13 DME from the
SRP VORTAC. NCP pages 7-6, 7-13, 7-14, 7-37 and 7-38.

No Action required at this time. This relates to flight proce-
dures for the purpose of Section 104(b)} of the Aviation Safety and
Noise Abatement Act of 1979. This measure is contingent upon the
construction of the proposed third parallel runway to be con-
structed south of the existing Runway 8R/26L. Further study of
the feasibility of this item must be done after the parallel
runvay is constructed, in use and its impact on operations
demonstrated.

Implement a departure route procedure that overfly the Salt River
to a position one (1} mile west of the SRP VORTAC for use by all

jets and large propeller aircraft departure Runway BR. NCP page

7-6, 7-14, 7~37 and 7-38.

No Action required at this time. This relates to flight proce-
dures for the purpose of Section 104(b) of the Aviation Safety and
Noise Abatement Act of 1979. This measure is contingent upon the -
construction of the proposed third parallel runway to be con-
structed south of the existing Runway 8R/26L. Further study of
the feasibility of this item must be done after the parallel
runway is constructed, in use and its impact on operations
demonstrated.



II,

LAND USE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Noise Overlaying Zoning. This measure would create a noisze
overlay zone around Phoenix Sky Harbor International delineating
the £5-70 Ldn, 70-75, and the 75+ Ldn noise exposure areas to be
adopted by both the cities of Phoenix and Tempe. NCP pages 7-25,
7-26, 7-38 and Exhibit 7F.

Approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of
Phoenix and Tempe. The restrictive provisions of this measure
will apply to new construction only.

Fair Disclosure Policy. This measure is divided into a formal
and informal fair disclosure requirement. The formal measure
requires the c¢ities of Phoenix and Tempe to jointly seek spomsor-
ship of new legislation to permit a local fair disclosure rule.
The informal measure requires airport management and the two
cities to inform the public, government officials, real estate
people, and lenders about the airport and the need for land use
compatibility in the area. NCP pages 7-26, 7-27, 7-31 and 7-38.

Approved. This action is within the authority of the cities of
Phoenix and Tempe.

Comprehensive Planning. This action proposes that the cities of
Phoenix and Tempe adopt the final FAR Part 150 Study as a part of
their general plans. NCP pages 7-31 and 7-38.

Approved. This measure is considered to be within the authority

‘of the cities of Phoenix and Tempe.

Planning Commission. This measure recommend certain guidelines

to be used by planning and zoning commissions for review of
proposed land uses that may not be addressed by the noise overlay
zone in Land Use measure No. 1. This measure addressges the
location of noise sensitive activities with respect to zoning
ordinances in relation to the airport. NCP pages 7-31, 7-32, 7-38

. and 7-39.

Approved. This measure will require that Land Use Measure No. 3

be adopted by the cities of Phoenix and Tempe before implementa- .
tion is possible and is considered to be within the authority of

the cities of Phoenix and Tempe.




Soundproofing of residences, schools, hospitals, nursing homes,
and churches. This measure also recommends that an avigation

easement and an nonsuit covenant be secured as a condition of

receipt of soundproofing. NCP pages 7-32, 7-33, 7-34, 7-39 and

Approved. This measure applies to residences and schools located
within the 65 Ldn contour. The homes targeted for sound proofing
are limited to those that are structurally sound and meet all
applicable building codes, and where a reasomable expectation
existg, that interior noise levels of 45 Ldn can be achieved.

Noise Monitoring and Contour UYpdating. This medsure recommends
that the airport operator monitor noise levels using city owned
equipment on a quarterly basis. Results of this monitoring would
be used to determine if the noise contowr maps required revision.

Approved. This action is approved for evaluation only.

Complaint Response, This measure would continue the monitoring
and response to citizen complaints concerping aircraft noise. NCP

Approved. This action is within the authority of the airport

5.
Exhibit 7-6.
III. CONTINUING PROGRAM.
1.
NCP pages 7-44 and 7-45.
2.
page 7-45.
operator.
3.

Plan Review and Evaluation. This measure provides for the
monitoring and refinement of the FAR Part 150 Plan and suggest
that a complete update be ipitiated in 1992. This measure also
suggests the publication of an annual report on the progress of
the plan. NCP pages 7<45 and 7-46.

Approved. The preparation of responses to citizen noise com-
plaints and review of the effectiveness of the plan ig in within
the authority of the airport operator. The costs of publication
of an annual report is the responsibility of the airport operator.
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Los Angeles World Airports

October 3, 2000

To All Members of the VNY Part 150 Steering Committee

Re: FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Steering Committee Meeting

LAX

ontaric Dear Committee Member:

Van Huys

P;m ;::3 f would like to take this opportunity to introduce myself. My name is Mark Schaffer

and | have been appointed to the Board of Airport Commissioners (BOAC) by Mayor
city of Loa angetes  RIChard Riordan. As you may know, Leland Wong has resigned from the BOAC and
wiohars 1. miocasn, | NA@VE been appointed to take his place as the Chairman of the Van Nuys Part 150
Mayor Steering Committee. | look forward to working with you to process this very

Board of Rirport important project. Hopefully, there will be an early completion so that we can begin

Commissioners . s . . . . . .
ermesIoners implementing the various noise mitigation measures identified.
John § Agoglia

President ’

patriciaMary schnege 1 1€ National Business Aviation Association (NBAA) is meeting between October FO"
Vice Presicent and October 12", Because of this, several of the Steering Committee Members will
biguel ggzn@;g; not be able to attend the meeting as scheduied. Therefore, | am hereby changing
Leland Wong the committee meeting currently scheduled for October 10, 2000, to Wednesday,

Lydiz H. Kennard November 8, 2000, at 7:00 p.m., in the Airtel. Enclosed for your reference is a

Executive Directlor

revised agenda.

I look forward to meeting all members of the Steering Committee who have been
working so effectively to make the airport and surrounding community mutually more
compatible.

Sincerely,

Mark E. Schaffer

Vice President

Board of Airport Commissioners
- MES:MZL:jpf

Enclosure

cc: R. Johnson

1 World Way BO. Box 92216 Los Angsies California 200092216 Telephone 310 548 5252 Fascimile 210 848 0523
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Los Angeles World Airports

Date: September 25, 2000

To: Interested Parties

From: Maurice Laham /2¢(2

Program Administrator

Subject: VNY Part 150 Study

In 1992 the Board of Airport Commissioners adopted a Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility
Planning Program for Van Nuys Airport (VNY), commonly known as a Part 150 Study. A
primary component of that Study is the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP), which contains
mitigation measures intended to address noise impacts at the airport. Attached are 28 noise
mitigation measures that were in the NCP of the VNY Part 150 Study adopied in 1992.

The attached NCP has been updated with certain word amendments and format adjustments to
reflect basic changes that have occurred over the past few years, such as the Department of
Airports now being referenced as the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA). However, the
substance of each measure is essentially the same in this attachment as it was in 1992.

The current VNY Part 150 Steering Commitiee will be considering the measures in the NCP to

either reaffirm them or amend and reaffirm them. Public input is welcome during this process.
Comments may be directed to LAWA's Environmental Managernent Division.

MZL:DQ

Attachments

TAENVMGT20000002880D QWP CHOCS #173844 v1



VNY PART 150

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM
{Updated May 15, 2000 from September 15, 1992)

LAND USE:

1) ALUC Plan

2} Insulation

3) Additional Development
Within Impact Area

Adopt an Airport Land Use Compatibility (ALUC) Plan for VNY
and environs reflecting the provisions of the VNY Part 150 plan.
Ongoing monitoring and implementation.

Lead Agency/Action: Los Angeles County Planning to develop
plan

Reference/Analysis: Technical Committee meeting minutes of
7-13-89

Cost/Benefit: Siate mandated study costs; long term benefits,
quantification dependent on planning variables.

Source of Funding: Los Angeles County/State of California

1) Undertake and validate an acoustical insulation program and
estimate representative housing types within 70 CNEL.

2) Once validated, establish eligibility for residential acoustical
insulation in the greater Van Nuys Airport areas subject to
impacts of 65 CNEL or greater. The initial target area wili be
the households within the 70 CNEL.

3) Expand eligibility program to include the 65 CNEL. If any
portion of a lot lies within the 65 CNEL then it should be
included. Continue acoustical insulation program untii all
houses impacted are insulated.

Lead Agency/Action: Los Angeles World Airports {LAWA), FAA
to implement program

Reference/Analysis: Section 5 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Land Use Compatibility

Cost/Benefit: Approximate Cost: $20,000,000; benefit of interior
noise levels made compatible

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

1) Adopt measures to restrict the introduction of new housing
within the projected 65 CNEL, unless such property is

soundproofed and an avigation easement granted in favor of.

the airport. Maintain and monitor General Plan over time to
assure airport/community compatibility.

2) Encourage owners of undeveloped land to voluntarily
develop the property consistent with State Noise Standards.

Lead Agency/Action: L. A. City Planning Dept. to initiate General
Plan revision

Reference/Analysis: Steering Commitiee meeting minutes of 4-

25-89 (Volume 2 of Background Appendix} and 12-2-91;

‘Technical Committee meeting minutes of 7-13-89 and 7-16-91;
Section 5 of Volume 1 of Background Appendix, Land Use
Compatibility.

Cost/Benefit: Planning costs indeterminable; quaniification of
benefits dependent on planning variables



4) Construction and
Capital improvement

HELICOPTER
QOPERATIONS:

5) VNY Helicopter Policy

6) Raising Burbank
Glideslope

Source of Funding: Los Angeles City Planning Department
LAWA

1) Construct airfield improvements shown on the current
airport layout plan o improve safety and convenience.

2) Provide the means to develop neighborhood
enhancement projects with a focus on noise mitigation
(e.g. sound walls, landscaping).

3) Construct a Hush House on the airfield to suppress jet
engine maintenance noise, with the location to be
determined after further study.

Lead Agency/Action. LAWA fo construct improvements

Reference/Analysis; Steering Commiltee meeting minutes of
4-25-89 (Volume 2 of Background Appendix), 12-2-91, and
12-9-91: Technical Committee meeting minutes of 7-13-89
and 7-16-91; Section 5 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Land Use Compatibility

Cost Benefit: Five year costs of airfield improvements
$6,500,000; Hush house approximately $1,000,000; benefit
from substantial reduction of maintenance related noise 1o
adjacent neighborhoods

Source of funding: LAWA, FAA

Formulate and adopt local plans and ordinances as necessary {o
regulate the establishment and operation of new helicopter
landing facilities in the general area. Monitor, maintain, and
adjust Plans and Ordinances over time.

Lead Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to coordinate development

Reference/Analysis: Section 2 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Community Opinion Survey, Section 4 of Volume
1 of Background Appendix, Helicopter Study

Cost/Benefit: Costs dependent on extent of new facilities,
primary benefil to reduce single event noise

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Continue coordinated research with FAA to investigate the
feasibility of raising the approach glidesiope to Burbank to allow
an increase of approximately 300 feet altitude for helicopter
operations. Ongoing monitoring and implementation to be
maintained.

iLead Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study

Cost/Benefit; Costs would inciude adjustments to ILS system
and navigational aids, primary benefit to reduce single event
and overflight noise

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA



7) West Side Operations

8) Helicopter Training
Facility

9) Improve Use of
Established Routes

10) Flood Basin Operations

11) Stagg Route Operations

Investigate whether to encourage helicopter pilots operating west
of VNY to increase their altitude 200 feet which may be
accommodated under the existing Burbank glideslope.

Lead AgencyfAction: FAA, LAWA to coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study ‘

Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal to implement; primary benefit to
reduce singte event and over flight noise

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Conduct testing and research to determine whether a helicopter
training facility would be appropriate on the Bull Creek Site.
Such a facility would preclude the need for helicopters to leave
the airport to train elsewhere. Any such facility would be limited
in the number of operations allowed as determined by furlher
study.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA, FAA to coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study

Cost/Benefit: Costs would depend upon structures and facilities
necessary; primary benefit to reduce single event and
overflight noise '

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Develop a program to require helicopter operators to fly along
established routes, in particular Stagg instead of Saticoy, and be
encouraged to maximize operations over the least noise
sensitive areas such as the industrial development to the east
and the Flood Conirol Basin to the south.,

Lead Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to coordinate program

ReferencefAnalysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study.

Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal to implement; primary benefit to
reduce single event and overflight noise

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Analyze the feasibility of requiring the tour operator and all
others, exciuding emergency flights, to use the Flood Basin for
arrivals or departures after 9:00 p.m., weather, traffic and tower
workload permitting. C

Lead Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study.

Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal to implement; primary benefit to
reduce single event and overflight noise

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Determine the effectiveness of an east/west helicopter flight
track over industrial development between the airport and the




12) Bull Creek Route to
Balboa

13) Public Service Fleets

{former) General Motors Plant (as a beacon marker) prior to the
southeast/northwest leg to and from City Hall. This route would
not eliminate north/south Traffic over the San Diego Freeway,
but would avoid many residents to the east and southeast of the
airport. The existing Helicopter Information Chart Distributed to
pilots should accurately delineate the recommended routes east
of the San Diego Freeway. Also, the FAA's letter of agreement
between the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) Control Tower and
individual VNY helicopter operators wouid need to be revised {o
reflect any revised routes.

Lead Agency/Action. FAA, LAWA, and Helicopter Operators to
coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study

‘Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal to implement; primary benefit to

reduce single event and overflight noise
Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Investigate the feasibility of moving the Buli Creek rouie to the
west, over Balboa Boulevard, lo reduce noise over residents in
the Creek area. Surface Traffic on the Balboa Boulevard route
shouid mask some of the noise from helicopters. This
recommendation should be considered, but careful evaluation is
needed by local residents and pilots.

Lead Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study

Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal to implement; primary benefit to
reduce single event and overflight noise

Source of funding: FAA, LAWA

It is suggested an Ordinance be enacted that would require City-
owned helicoplers to maintain specified altitudes (depending on
fixed-wing conflicts), except when a mission requires a lower
altitude or an orbiting maneuver. Under FAA regulations,
helicopters must now be at 500 feet aititude within the Van Nuys
Airport Traffic Area (ATA), which extends five miles in all
directions from the airport. The Ordinance would require
helicopters within and outside the Van Nuys ATA to maintain
sufficient altitude to not be a nuisance to local residents,
particularly when they are fransiting an area. The sufficient
altitude would be determined during the development of the
Ordinance, but at a minimum would maintain the 500 feet
altitude currently flown in the ATA.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA, City Attorneys’ Office to Prepare
Ordinance

Reference/Analysis: Section 4 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Helicopter Study

Cos{/Benefit: Costs nominal to implemnent; primary benefit to
reduce overflight noise '

Source of Funding: LAWA, City of Los Angeles



14} Improved

Communications

AIRPORT OPERATION:

15) Establish noise

abatement and
departure techniques
for all aircraft departing
VNY.

16) Adopt Scenario No. 9 of

the Part 150 scenarios
‘as the NCP, based on
reduced take-off thrust
power settings within
safety levels for all jet
departures and prohibit
aircraft having Part 36
takeoff noise levels in
excess of 74 dBA
{excluding emergency
flights), between the
hours of 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m.

Befter communication between the airport, the FAA, helicopter
operators, and residents could reduce the impact of helicopters
and negative perceptions of helicopters. One such mechanism
is to improve the use of the community response/complaint
phone line. Residents would be encouraged to provide as much
information as possible regarding helicopter infringements,
increased follow-up by the airport, and more self-policing by the
helicopter operators and individual pilots

Lead AgencyfAction: LAWA, FAA, and helicopter operators to
coordinate program

Reference/Analysis: Sections 2 and 4 of Volume 1 of
Background Appendix, Community Opinion Survey and
Helicopter Study ]

Cost/Benefit: Costs nominal; benefit to enhance the
effectiveness of other helicopter measures

Source of Funding: LAWA, FAA

Initiate immediately. Modified or reduced noise takeoff
procedures would vary according to aircraft type, size, and
weight. Some aircraft might be required to fy a steeper takeoff
profile while others would find it necessary to use a more shallow
profile. The takeoff parameters for aircraft would be established
through continuous measurement of individual aircraft noise
levels using approved manufacturers or NBAA procedures.

Lead Agency/Action; FAA, LAWA to develop database, program
criteria, and initiate monitoring of operations

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of 1-
9-91, 11-4-91, 1-27-92, and 3-24-92; Tables #6 and 7,
Cost/Benefit Analysis, of NCP Report; Impact Analyses
associated with Figures 3 and 4 of NCP Report; Section 3 of
Volurne 1 of Background Appendix, Economic Impacts

Cost/Benefit; costs nominal if at all; benefits of up to 76%
reduction in noise impacted housing

Source of Funding: LAWA, FAA, aircraft owners/Pilots

Formally continue as soon as the Steering Committee, the Board
of Airport Commissioners, and the FAA approve the Part 150
NCP.

Lease Agency/Action: FAA, LAWA to develop database,
program criteria, and continue monitoring of operations

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of 1-
9-91, 11-4-91, 1-27-92, 2-24-92, and 3-24-92; Tables #6 and
7, Cost/Benefit Analysis, of NCP Report; Impact Analyses
associated with Figures 3 and 4 of NCP Report; Sections 1
and 3 of Volurne 1 of Background Appendix, Alternative
Noise Control Scenarios and Economic Impacts

Cost/Benefit: Primary cost would include lost revenue resulting
from extending the curfew; benefits of up to 7% reduction in
noise impacted housing

Source of Funding: LAWA, FAA, aircraft owners/pilots



17} Re-sign the airport at

every departure
point/intersection of
both runways with signs
that can be read both
day and night that
provide the following:
1} Please Fly Quietly
2) Departing South:
No Turns Before
the Flood Basin
3) Departing North:
No Turps Before
1,800 MSL.

On intersection signs
only, the following:

Intersection
Departures Are Not
Allowed Between
10:00 p.m. and 7:00
am.

18} Continue with the Part

150 Steering Commiltee
to adjust planning,
which is a continual
process, such that
additional
implementation
measures may be
recommended over time
as they prove
technically and
economically feasible in
an effort to make the
airport and community
more compatible.

19) Noise Management

Monitoring System — .
Establish a noise
management monitoring
and flight tract system
with software and
database that feature
the ability to positively
identify all aircraft.

Implement immediately with larger, clearer signs being posted at
every run-up area describing recommended noise abatement
procedures, including altitudes and locations at which turns
should be initiated after departure, and noise sensitive areas to
be avoided. Maintain over time ‘

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA FAA; LAWA to construct signs in
coordination with FAA on messages

Reference/Analysis: Technical Committee meeting minutes of 2-
19-91: Steering Committee meeting minutes for 2-24-92 and
3-24-92 -

Cost/Benefit: Costs included in $6,500,00 capital improvement
costs; benefits dependent on ltems 15 and 16

Source of Funding: LAWA, FAA ’

The Steering Committee will continue to act as a Review board
for at least two years after the recommendations of Scenario No.
12 {the Ad Hoc Committee recommendations incorporated within
Measures 15, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, and 25) and Scenario No. 9 are
fully implemented, with the understanding that the Part 150
Study would be continued.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA to coordinate with Steering
Commiitiee

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Nominal staffing costs; benefits of enhanced
‘effectiveness of measures

Source of Funding: LAWA

Establish, maintain and update over time, an automated data
systemn that will provide the following information for turbo jet and
turbo fan aircraft operations (arrivals and departures):

Aircraft “N” number sorting by types of jets,

Aircraft Type, Owner, and Pilot

Part 36-3F (most recent edition) listed noise departure level,
NBAA, or aircraft manufacturer’s noise abatement operation
level, and -

o Actual operation noise level recorded by VNY noise
monitors.

* & ¢ @



20} Establish an automated

feedback system to
those in the community
to who complain such
that residents are
assured that data is
kept on a daily basis, is
accurate, and reliable.

21) Establish a more
formalized tenant
association willing to
communicate with
viplating pilots, o
voluntarily comply with
the “Fly Neighborly”
programs and
procedures established
at Van Nuys Airport.

Contract with an acoustical consultant to calibrate VNY noise
microphones to permit accurate and consistent “real time”
monitoring of noise abatement jet aircraft departures.

Install, with permission of the FAA, a radio receiver with

dictaphone capabilities that will identify airport tower clearance

“N” number and “real time” operation information.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA to acquire monitoring system,

coordination with FAA on installation and LAWA noise

abatement officer at VNY to manage system through

coordination with FAA and VNY Airport Manager.

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
2.27-91, 2-24-92, and 3-24-92; Technical Committee

meeting minutes of 7-16-81

Cost/Benefit: cost of system is estimated at $300,000; Benefits
are tied directly to action ltems 15 and 16, noise abatement
procedures

Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Acquire ANOMS, or a similar system, that has the capability to
interface with ARTS 3 data, track aircraft by altitude, provide a
hard copy of individual flight information characteristics, and
provide automated noise monitoring correspondence
capabilities. Maintain and upgrade over time

Lead Agency/Action:. LAWA to acquire monitoring system,
LAWA noise abatement officer at VNY to manage system
through coordination with FAA and VNY Airport Manager

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
2-27-91, 2-24-92, and 3-24-92; Technical Committee
meeting minutes of 7-16-81

Cost/Benefit: Cost of system is included in item 19; Benefits are

tied directly to action items 15 and 16, noise abatement

procedures
Source of Funding: FAA, LAWA

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA, VNY Tenant Association
coordination

Reference/Analysis: Section 2 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Community Opinion Survey; Steering Committee
meeting minutes of 2-24-92 and 3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Minimal staff costs; benefits to enhance
effectiveness of noise abatement procedures

Source of Funding: LAWA

e,




22) Request that the FAA, a

partner in this project,
change its regional
policy to aflow local
control towers to add a
brief “Fly Quietly”
message lo its
Automatic Terminal
Information System
{ATIS)

23) Continue the position of

noise abatement officer
as part of the Van Nuys
Airport Manager's
Office, who working with
the Airport Security, can
continually monitor jet
aircraft departures,
report them to the
Airport Manager and the
Community in terms of
amount of noise
generated on departure.

24) Compile available

information on noise
abatement procedures
from manufacturers,
pitots, and noise offices
at other GA airports fo
be made available to
pilots operating at VNY.

25) Discuss with the FAA

the ability to raise the
glide slope for Burbank
arrivals. If feasible,
practical, and safe, this
could raise air space
over VNY by as much
as 300 feet.

Provide a message on the ATIS systemn that states, “Due to
excessive aircraft noise levels, aircraft operating at VNY shaould
fly in a friendly manner,” utilizing NBAA or manufacturer’s noise
abatement procedures. Maintain over time

Lead Agency/Action: FAAto implement based on input from
LAWA

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
2.24-92 and 3-24-92

Cost/Benefitt Minimal costs; benefits to enhance effectiveness
of noise abatement procedures

Source of Funding: FAA

Develop a program to improve formal lines of communication
between the FAA, the Airport, and aircraft operators on noise
abatement procedures. Continue the position of a VNY Noise
Abatement Office that would report directly to the Van Nuys
Airport Manager, with primary responsibilities of monitoring

aircraft noise events, coordinating with aircraft pilots and citizens
and providing written and verbal responses to noise complalnts.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA 1o coordinate noise abatement
office through VNY Airport Manager

Reference/Analysis: Section 2 of Volume 1 of Background
Appendix, Community Opinion Survey, Technical Commitiee
meeting minutes of 2-19-91; Steering Committee meeting
minutes of 2-24-92 and 3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Annual salary and benefits of noise abatement
officer approximately $90,000; benefit of improved
communication and noise abatement management

Source of Funding: LAWA

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA obtain and manage data

Reference/Analysis. Technical Commitlee meeting minutes of
2-19-91; Steering Committee meeting Minutes of 2-24-92
and 3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Minimal costs; benefits to enhance effectiveness
of noise abatement procedures

Source of Funding: LAWA

The Department of Airports should request the Federal Aviation
Administration to conduct a study resulling in increasing the glide
slope angle for Burbank Airport’s Runway 7iLS approach to the
maximum practicable, so that operational altitudes at VNY can
be raised without conflict: with Burbank Airport Traffic.

Lead Agency/Action: FAA to initiate feasibility analysis with
LAWA coordination

Reference/Analysis. Steering Committee meeting minutes of
2-24-92 and 3-24-92 , : ‘

Cost/Benefit: Costs associated with study should be lirnited,
benefits to include single event and cumulative noise level



26} Recommend that it be
a policy of the Board of
Airport Commissioners
to add to any future new
leaseholders a
requirement that they
only station (base)
Stage 3 aircraft at Van
Nuys Airport.

27) Request the FAA to
upgrade the VNY Air
Traffic Control Tower
from a level 3towerto a
level 4 tower.

28) Recommend {o the FAA
that larger “N” numbers
be required on aircraft.

PCDOCS #158638 v1

reductions commensurate with amount of increase in
glideslope
Source of Funding: FAA

New leaseholders being defined as Fixed Based Operators
(FBO's) who are not currently on this airport but who wish to
move onto the airport in the future. The requirement would only
apply to based aircraft and not to itinerant aircraft. Based aircraft
are defined as any aircraft which is parked, hangared, or tied
down at VNY for more than 30 days.

Lead Agency/Action: LAWA to adopt Board Resolution

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
4-25-89 and 3-24-92; Volume 2 of Background Appendix,
Report on Public Workshop of 4-25-89; Table 6 of NCP
Report, Cost/Benefit Analysis.

Cost/Benefit: Cost burden on new leaseholders would be
dependent on requisite replacement of aircraft within their
fieet; benefits include incremental reduction in noise impacts
commensurate with rate of turnover of aircraft

Source of Funding: New tenants

Increased tower personnel on duty to support the
recommendation that the tower be operated 24 hours a day.

Lead Agency/Action: FAA to establish upgrade

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Cost dependent on amount of increase in
manpower and associated resources; benefit of enhanced
effectiveness of measures

Source of Funding: FAA

Larger “N” numbers on aircraft, particuiarly on the bottom side of
wings, would enhance a citizen’s ability to identify an aircraft,
thereby better enabling utilization of the noise complaint
procedures.

t.ead Agency/Action: FAA to instigate policy with coordination
from aircraft owners and manufacturers

Reference/Analysis: Steering Committee meeting minutes of
3-24-92

Cost/Benefit: Costs would be significant to existing aircraft
owners collectively; benefit to promote identification of errant
aircraft

Source of Funding: Aircraft owners and manufacturers




MEMORANDUM

A\

Los Angeles World Airports

A

Date:  September 21, 2000

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members

From: Maurice Laham, Project Administrator

Subjeci: Steering Committee Meeting for October 1f

At previous Steering Committee meetings members of the Committee asked staff for
information on the capacity of the airport and for a list of potential additional measures
that could be added to the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). The purpose of this
memo is to provide a response to those inquiries.

With respect to aircraft operational capacity of the airport there are a number of ways this
determination can be approached. In reviewing past operational levels the busiest day '
on record at the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) control tower was reported to be
approximately 2,400 operations. The tower chief has indicated that this figure is fairly
close to capacity, and agrees that a figure of around 2,500 daily operations may
represent a realistic day-to-day maximum capacity. This estimate assumes that there
would be no variations in the day-to-day and day-of-week operations. Using this
approach the capacity would be approximately 912,000 operations annuaily.

For comparison, the current daily average at VNY is 1571 aircraft operations, which

equates to 573,415 annual operations. The daily tower traffic ranges from a low of 414 to

a high, as indicated previously, of 2,400. The range of operations also varies significantly

from year to year. Whereas, in the late 1970’s the operations were over 600,000 a year,

dropping to 469,000 operations in 1988 and then to approximately 577,000 operations

last year (excluding 30,000 Burbank Airport related fly-overs that are reported by the VNY
- lower).

Following is a list of potential measures that could be added to the NCP:

1) Possible development of a program to provide financial assistance to residents who
are interested in moving out the noise impact area. Several levels of financial
assistance could be evaluated to determine which is most cost effective in helping to
achieve the goal of reducing incompatible uses. Loan guarantees by LAWA/FAA
might be provided to residents who wish to purchase a home outside the impacted
area. Voluntary purchase assurance programs within the impact area could be
established with relocation assistance provided to homeowners.

2} Amend the NCP to investigate the feasibility of dbtaining a noise monitoring system
with real time capabilities. Such a system would provide for immediate feedback to
pilots when they exceed established noise standards. ‘

3) A system of incentives and disincentives could be established to encourage greater
use of quieter aircraft and less use of noisier aircraft. Among the approaches that
could be considered are:
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a)

o)

6)

7)

a) Establish a correlation between rental rates for new leases for hangar space and
tie downs with the level of noise generated by the aircraft utilizing these facilities.
Such a system could set rental rates according to the FAA’s Advisory Circular 36
decibel levels certified for each aircraft based at VNY. Such a program would
most likely require a Part 161 Study o be conducted.

b) Differential landing fees could be established with higher fees for the noisier
aircraft and lower fees for quieter aircraft. The noise related landing fees should
be based on the single event noise levels for each aircraft as listed in the most
recent version of the FAA’s Advisory Circular 36 to avoid discrimination. A Part
161 Study would probably be required for this type of measure.

increasing fines can have a deterrent effect on aircraft operators who violate existing
ordinances at VNY. Currently, the penalties imposed on owners or operators of those
aircraft in violation of the Van Nuys Noise Abatement and Curfew Regulation were set
20 years ago as flat rates of $750 for the first violation, $1500 for the second violation
with one year of the first one, and $3500 for the third violation within three years of '
the first one. With respect to the cost of maintaining and operating an aircraft this
penalty structure has a greater proportionate cost impact on those with lower
operating costs than on those with higher operating costs. A Part 161 Study would
most likely be required for this type of measure.

The curfew provisions currently contained in the Van Nuys Noise Abatement and
Curfew Regulation could be expanded as follows:

a) A helicopter curfew could be added to the existing Noise Control Ordinance that
prohibits helicopter operations at the airport from 10 p.m. to 7a.m. the following
morning, excluding emergency operations. A Part 161 Study would most likely be
reguired.

b) The current curfew on jets exceeding the prescribed decibel level in the noise
regulation of 74 dBA could be expanded fo include the prohibition of all jets,
excluding emergency operations, from operating between the hours of 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m. the following morning. A Part 161 Study would most likely be required.
In addition the FAA would have the authority to approve or disapprove any action
that pertains to Stage 3 aircraft.

Maximum daytime noise limits for aircraft operating at the airport could be
established. A Part 161 Study would most likely be required.

The existing voluntary Fly Friendly program could be made a mandatory program with
penalties. A Part 161 Study would most likely be required

MZL:DG

cc: R. Johnson

P. Depoian
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MEMORANDUM

Los Angeles World Airports

Date: September 20, 2000
To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members

From: Maurice Laham, Project Administrator

Subject: Steering Committee MeetinW 7

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee is scheduled to meet on Tuesday,

" QOctober 10, 2000. The Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) for the Study will be

considered at that meeting. The Committee was previously sent a memo dated
July 6, 2000 with five NEM's which were generated using the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) Integrated Noise Model (INM). The INM is occasionally
updated with new factors and information to improve the accuracy of the model. -

In July INM version 6.0 was used to produce the contour maps that were sent to
the Committee. Since that time the FAA has come out with an INM version 6.0a,
which was used fo generate five new contour maps for the VNY Part 150 Study.
These new maps, which are attached, were generated using the same aircraft
operation levels as with the previous version. Please discard the previous maps
(dated July 5, 2000) that were sent to you and only refer to the attached maps.

There will be five NEM's under review. As indicated in previous correspondence,
two of these will be the official maps that are submitted to the FAA for their
approval as required by the Part 150 guidelines. The remaining three maps are
being included in the review to provide comparative references.

The FAA has indicated a preference to having the NEMs submitted prior to
submittal of the Noise Compatibitity Program (NCP) to expedite their review
process. Therefore, after the Steering Committee has acted on the NEMs it is
expected that they will be forwarded to the FAA while the Committee continues to

consider the NCP.
Foilowing is a brief description of each of the five NEMs:

1) Baseline NEM (for 1999) with noise profile adjustments taken from the Fly
Friendly Program and incorporated into the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model
(INM), which is the primary aircraft noise simulation model required to be
used in a Part 150 Study.”

2) Baseline NEM (for 1999) without adjustments for the Fly Friendly Program, to
be used for comparative purposes.



3) Forecast NEM (for 2004) with noise profile adjustments from the Fly Friendly
Program incorporated into the INM, and with measures from the Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) applied to the impact analysis.*

4) Forecast NEM (for 2004) with adjustments from the Fly Friendly Program and
without NCP measures applied, to be used for comparison.

5) Forecast NEM (for 2004) without adjustments for Fly Friendly Program and
without NCP measure applied, to be used for comparison.

*items (1) and (3) would be the formal NEM’s to be submitted to the
FAA in compliance with Part 150 requirements.

MZL:DQ:dq
| Attachments

cc: R. Johnson
P. Depoian
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Van Nuys Part 150 Land Use Analysis

1999 | Noise Impact Area - VNY 1999 With Fiy Friendly |
| CNEL 6508 and Above CNEL 7608 and Above | CNEL 75dB and Above i
Dweliing ) Dwelling Dwelling

Land Use Acres  Units  Parcels Population] Acres  Units  Parcels Popuiationj Acres  Unils  Parcels Pepulation
Single Family 68.4 329 330 203 16 Q 11 23 Q ¢ O o]
pulti Family 36.1 1125 B2 2607 0.3 g 3 24 0 0 0 o)
Mobile Horme v 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 s;
Schools 0 0 0 0 0 © o 0 0 o [+ o
Chuiches 0 0 o 0 o O 0 0 0 [¢] ¢] s
Hospilals D 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 G 0 0 4]
Tolal Incompalitte] 104.8 1454]  392] 3510 1.9 18} 12} Y 0! 0 of 0

Noise lmpact Area - VNY 1999 Without Fly Friendly

1999

| CNEL 65dB and Above i CNEL 70dB and Above i CNEL 75d8 and Above
Dwelling Dwelling Dwelting

Land Use Actes  Unils  Parcels Population] Acres  Unils  Parcels Poputation] Acres  Units  Parcels Population
Single Family 264.1 13g0] 1333 3678] 30.1 166 167 408] 16 9 11 23]
Multi Famity 74.3 2442 178 5580] 337 1224 63 3020 0 0 0 0
Mobile Home 0 0 0 0 0 O ] 0 0 o} 0 O
Schooks 4.2 0 b4 0 0 0 o} 0 0 0 0 of,
Churches 6.2 0 3 0 0 O . D 0 o o] [¥] o)
Hospitais 0 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Tolal Incompatiblel 2487]  3ezz] 1518} 9257] 63.8 1as0] 230 aqzel 1.6 sl 11 23

Noise lmpact Area - VNY 2004 With Fly Friendly {1200 Units Insulated) ]

2004

[ CNEL 55d8 and Above CNEL 70dB and Above ] CNEL 75d8 and Above I
Dwedling Dwelling Dweldling

Land Use Acres  Upits  Parcels Populationf Acres  Units  Parcels PopulalionfAcres Units  Parcels Population
Single Family 57.8 287 284 785 0| 0 ¢l 0 o] 0 0 &
Multi Family 165 594 32 1413 G ¢! 8] Q G o b 0
Mobile Home O o] O 8] ¢ [y o] 0 ¢ o] o) o
Schools 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o) 0 O 0 o
Chutches a 0 0 & 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0
Hospitals 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0 G [ 0 0 0
Tolal Incompatible] 74.3 881 316 2198 0 ) of of o o 0 o

Noise Impact Area - VNY 2004 With Fiy Friendly

2004

| CNEL 6508 and Above CNEL 7008 and Above i CNEL 76dB and Above
Dweilting Dwelling Dwelling :

Land Use Acres  Units  Parcels Population] Acres  Units  Parcels Populationf Acres  Units  Parcels Population
Singte Family 110.6 547 545 i487] 26 12 34 31 0 0 0 [
Mulli Famiy 484 1534 94 3648 3 105 B 244 0 0 0 0
Mobile Home 0 o 0 ¢ 0 0 o O 0 ¢! G 0
Schoots 01 O 1 O O 0 3 O 0 [+ G O
Charches E o 1 0 0 3} 0 s/ 0 e [t 0
Fospials 0 O 0 0 & 0 0 g 0 O] 0
Tota Incompalible . . 117} 22]

2004 | Noise Impact Area - VNY 2004 Without Fly Friendly
{ CNEL 65d8 and Above CNEL 76d8 and Above | CNEL 7508 and Above
_ Dwelling Dwelling ) Dweling

Land Use Acres  Units  Parcels Population] Acres  Units  Parcels Population] Acres  Units  Parcels Foputation
Single Family 321 1675/ 1623 44565 424 222 222 587 1.6 @ i1 23
Multi Family B2.3 2649 208 BO73] 44.4 1442 74 3342 1.5 62 4 131
Mobite Home 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [y )
Schools 4.2 o 2 0 0 0] o 0 0 0 o,
Chuiches 6.2 0] 3 0 O 0 0 D) 0 0 O
Hosphals D) 0] 0 9l 5 0 0 0 0 9] 0
Total ncompatible] 413.7]  4324] 1834 10520] 86.8]  1664]  296] 3910] 3] 71 15 544
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J< I 1 tl: T £ 1 =
l n G NEE IRV VNY Part 150 Existing Conditions
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Los Angeles World Airports

August 28, 2000

Members of the Steering Committee for the
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at Van Nuys A:rport (VNY)

The last meeting of the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at VNY was held on July

12, 2000. During discussion of the Noise Compatibility Pregram (NCP) a request

was made by Steering Committee Member Gerald Silver to make spedific FAA

materials related to the Study available to all of the Steering Cormmittee members.

These materials included the following documents: '

e FAA Advisory Circular 150/5050-4, Citizen Participation in Airport Planning,
dated September 26, 1975;

e [FAA Advisory Circular 150/5020-1, Noise Control and Compatibility Piannlng for
Airports, dated August 5, 1983; and

+  FAA Report No. FAA-EE-90-03, Community Involvement Manual, dated August
1990.

In addition, requests were made for copies of the Part 150 regulatlons promulgated

by the FAA to oversee review of the Study, and an FAA overview of the Part 150

program. These materials are enclosed for your consideration.

Since the last meeting Commissioner Leland Wong has resigned from the Board of
Airport Commissioners and as chairman of the VNY Part 150 Steering Commiftee.
Mayor Riordan has appointed Mr. Lee Kanon Alpert, a resident of Northridge, to fill

_the vacancy crealed by the resignation of Mr. Wong. Mr. Alpert’s appointment has

been confirmed by the City Council. Mr. Mark Schaffer has also been appointed.
Currently, it is not known which Commissioner will assume the Chairmanship of the
VNY Part 150 Steering Commitlee. As soon as this delermination is made a
Steering Committee meeting will be scheduled.

Please refer any questions to myself or Dennis Quilliam at {310) 646-7614.

Sincerely,

_Enclosures

MZL:DQudq

co: R. Johnson
P. Depotan
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MEMORANDUM

A\\\\

R

Los Angeles World Airports

Date: July 6, 2000

To: VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members
From: Maurice Laham, Project AdministratoW. ﬁ
Subject: Steering Committee Meeting '

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee is scheduled to meet on Wednesday, July 12, 2000
at the Airtel Plaza. An important item on the July 12" agenda is consideration of the Noise
Exposure Maps (NEM). There will be five NEM's under review, copies of which are
enclosed. As indicated in previous correspondence, two of these will be the official maps
that are submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration for their approval as required by
the Part 150 guidelines. The remaining three maps are being mncluded in the review to
provide comparative references.

Foi]owing is a brief descn'ption of each NEM:

1) Baseline NEM (for 1999) with noise profile adjustments taken from the Fly Friendly
Program and incorporated into the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM), which is the
primary aircraft noise simulation model required to be used in a Part 150 Study *

2) Baseline NEM (for 1999) without adjustments for the Fly Friendly Program, to be used
for comparative purposes.

3) Forecast NEM (for 2004) with noise profile adjustments from the Fly Friendly Program
incorporated into the INM, and with measures from the Nmse Compatibility Program
{NCP) applied to the impact analysis.*

4) Forecast NEM (for 2004) with adjustments from the Fly Fnendly Program and without
NCP measures apphed to be used for comparison.

5) Forecast NEM (for 2004) without adjustments for Fly Frlendly Program and without
NCP measure applied, to be used for comparison.

*1tems (1) and (3) would be the formal NEM’S to be submitted to the
- FAA in compliance with Part 150 requirements.

MZL:DQ:eb

cc:  P.Depoian
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Van Nuys Part 150 Land Use Analysis

1999

Noise Impact Area - VNY 1999 With Fly Friendly [

et o

Total Icompahb!e

CNEL 65dB and Above i CNEL 7008 and Above Il CNEL 75dB and Above ]
Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling
Land Use Acres Units  Parcels PopulationfAcres Units  Parcels PopulationfAcres Units  Parcels Population
Single Farmily 8§3.7 309 844 1.6 : [4]
Multi Family 32.7 2616 0 o]
Mobile Home 0 L1} 0 )
Schools 0 o o 1]
Churches 0 4] o 1]
Hospitals 4 ¢ 0 o

1

& ;.“'-.

1999 { Noise Impact Area - VNY 1999 Without Fly Friendly
| CNEL 65d8 and Above i CNEL 7048 and Above i CNEL 75dB and Above

. Dwetling Dwelling Dweliing
Land Use Acres Units Parcels PopulationfAcres Units  Parcels PopulationfAcres  Units  Parcels Population
Single Family 258.2 1350 1303 35921 Z28.6 161 162 393 1.6 g by 23
Multi Farmily 743 2442 178 55801 33.1 1196 62 3020 o 0 o )
Mobile Home [ o G o 0 0 [ o 0 0 o [4]
Schodls 4.2 4] 2 0 g 4] o o 0 4} 0 e}
Churches 6.2 0 3 o 0 4 G ¢ ¢ o 0 [4]
Hospilals 4 0 al. 0 0 [ 4 4 0 0 0 0

2004 |

] Noise Impact Area - VNY 2004 Without Fly Friendly (1200 Units Insulated) l

{ CNEL 65dB and Above I CNEL 70d8 and Ahove il CNEL 7548 and Above
Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling .

Land Use Acres Units  Parcels Population] Actes  Units  Parcels PopulationAcres  Units  Parcels Population
Single Family 20.8 104 ) 0
Multi Family 17.6 807 4
Mobile Home 1] 0 4]
Schools 0 0 o
Churches o 0 G

4] 0 4

2004 ] Noise Impact Area - VNY 2004 With Fly Friendly
[ CNEL 65d8 and Above | CNEL 70dB and Above i CNEL 7508 and Above
Dwelling Pwelling Dwelling )

Land Use Acres Unis Parcels Population]Acres Units  Parcels PopulationfAcres Units Parcels Population
Single Family 82.3 404 102 : 0
Mulfi Family 44.2 3378 4]
Mobile Home a 0
Schools [ 0
Churches 0 4]
Hospitals o 3]

2004

Noise Impact Area - VNY 2004 Without Fly Friendly

Hspia.'s

| CNEL 65dB.and Above | CNEL 70d8 and Above il CNEL 75dB and Above
: Dwelling - Dwelling Dwelling
fand Use Acres Units Parcels Population] Acres  Units  Parcels PopulationjAcres Units Parcels Popuolation
Single Family 295.1 1504 4144
Multi Family 79
Mobile Horme 0
Schools 4.2
Churches 6.2
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MEMORANDUM

A\\\Y

R

Los Angeles World Airports

Date: June 30, 2000

To: ~ VNY Part 150 Steering Committee Members

From:  Maurice Laham, Project Administrator, .~

Subject:  Steering Committee Meeting

The VNY Part 150 Steering Committee is scheduled to meet on Wednesday, July 12,
2000 at the Airtel Plaza. Enclosed in this package is an agenda for the meeting,
minutes from the meeting held on April 24", and correspondence from a committee
member, Gerald Silver. The first items on the agenda refer to consideration of the
Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) portion of the Part 150 Study. A package of
materials was sent to all committee members on June 20™ that describes the content
and status of the individual measures in the NCP. The discussion on July 12" will
primarily focus on these materials.

Another item on the July 12" agenda is consideration of the Noise Exposure Maps
(NEM), which is the other primary component of the Part 150 Study. As reflected on the
agenda there will be five NEM's under review. Two of these will be the official maps
that are submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration for their approval as required
by the Part 150 guidelines. The remaining three maps are being included in the review
to provide comparative references. We had hoped to provide all five of the maps to the
committee in this mailing. Unfortunately, the maps are still being refined and are not yet
available. We will send them to the committee as soon as they are available, hopefully
before the meeting on July 12",

MZL:DQ:jpf
- Attachments

cc: P. Depoian

TAENVMGT2000M00180DO\PCDOCS #171332
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Lydia H. Kennard
Executive Birector

Los Angeles World Airports

June 15, 2000

Members of the Steering Committee for the
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at Van Nuys Airport (VNY)

Dear

The Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study at VNY was recently reinitiated with a
meeting on April 24, 2000 in the Airtel Plaza Hotel. As the newly appointed
Chairman of the Steering Committee, | want to take this opportunity to thank
you, on behalf of the Board of Airport Commissioners, for your participation in
this important endeavor to address noise concerns.in the community
surrounding VNY.

A fundamental objective of the Committee at this point is to amend certain
elements of the Study to make it acceptable to the Federai Aviation
Administration (FAA). At the meeting on the 24", the first step was taken in
that direction by adopting revised aircraft operational forecasts to be used in
producing noise contours. We also discussed a number of other issues to be
resolved so that we can satisfactorily resubmit the Part 150 Study to the FAA.
The purpose of this letter is to apprise you of the efforts underway by city staff
and the FAA to address those issues.

One of the primary areas of concern by committee members was to have a
better understanding of the elements of the Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP) before making any endorsement of the measures that were originally
contained in that Program. To this end we have attached two items to this
letter for your consideration. The first is an updated copy of the NCP that was
submitted to the FAA in 1992, By updated, we mean certain word
amendments and format adjustments were made to reflect basic changes that
have occurred over the past few years, such as the Department of Airports
now being called the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA). However, the
substance of each measure is essentially the same in this attachment as it was
in 1992. The second attachment is a brief overview of the status of each
measure, to reflect the various efforts that have been pursued to implement
specific measures, prior to approval of the NCP. '

The Commitiee also expressed interest in consideration of other measures, in
addition to the 28 listed in the NCP.. A member of the Steering Committee,
Gerald Silver, provided a letter dated April 20, 2000, which suggests five
possible noise mitigation measures. This letter, along with LAWA's response,
was distributed at the April 24™ meeting and is also attached here for your
review. The following summarizes these five measures: '

1. Improve the noise complaint system with greater feedback and linkage.

1 World Way P.O. Box 92216 tos Angeles Cakifornia 90009-2216 Telephone 310 646 5252 Fascimile 310 848 0523
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2. Convert the “Fly Neighborly” program from a voluntary participation by
aircraft operators to a mandatory one with citations and fines for
violations.

3. Establish maximum daytime noise limits for jets with penalties.

4. Establish a nighttime curfew on all jets with emergency operations
exempt.

5. Establish a nighttime curfew on helicopters with emergencies exempt.

The first suggested measure, on improving the noise complaint system, is one
that LAWA is continuously pursuing. In our attempts to improve the system, we
listen closely to input from the community and periodically survey other
airports’ procedures. Under any circumstances, we expect to continue striving
toward a more effective noise complaint system.

With respect to the other four measures suggested, we have consuited with
the City Attorney’s Office and the FAA and concluded that their implementation
would require extensive analyses to comply with provisions of the Airport Noise
Capacity Act (ANCA) adopted by Congress in 1990. Under Part 161 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations, which implements ANCA, any noise or access
restrictions effecting Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft are subject to approval by the
FAA based on findings that require lengthy studies. Itis doubtful that such
measures would be approved and implemented within the five-year horizon of
the Part 150 process.

A primary objective of the Steering Comimittee is to expedite the approval of
the Part 150 by the FAA, and the inclusion of measures requiring a Part 161
process would negate this objective. | therefore recommend that consideration
of these types of measures be done outside the scope of the Part 150 Study.
Federal funding for insulation or projects like the hush house to mitigate noise
would thereby not be unnecessarily delayed.

The other fundamental issue to address is the generation of noise contours
and associated impact analyses. In 1999, LAWA contracted with the consulting
firm Landrum & Brown, who has successfully developed numerous Part 150
Studies for airports throughout the country, to make adjustments to the FAA's
Integrated Noise Model (INM) that would simulate the modified in-flight
procedures that are employed in the Fly Neighborly Program. Landrum &
Brown recently completed a report justifying these modifications, and that
report has been submitted to the FAA for review. We would like to receive
FAA’s approval of the methodology used in the modifications before we
generate the base case and future case noise exposure maps (NEM) for the
Part 150.

At the last Steering Committee meeting a motion was 'passed to use the
adopted forecasts to prepare the noise contours for review by the Committee.
We had hoped to have the next meeting within 30 days to do this. However,
because of our ongoing discussions with FAA, we now expect o have the next
Steering Committee meeting on July 12, 2000. We will be sending you an
agenda along with the noise contours before the meeting. 1look forwardto
seeing you then. :
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Please direct any comments or questions to Maurice Laham, Airport
Environmental Manager, at (310) 646-7614.

Sincerely,

8

Leland Wong
Board of Alrport Commjssioners

LW:DCrdg

cc: P Depoian
S Birk

Enclosures

TAENVMGT2000\00123DCPCDOCS #158018 V1
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Los Angeles World Airports

April 24, 2000

Mr. Gerald A. Silver

President - Homeowners of Encino, Stop the Noise! Coalition
P. O. Box 260205

Encino, California 91426

Subject: Van Nuys Part 150 Agenda ltems
Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for your effort that went into your letter of April 20, 2000. This
communication is o provide Los Angeles World Airporis’ (LAWA)
response to the issues raised in your letter on the above-referenced
subject. A copy of your letter is attached for the benefit of those who did
not receive it.

LAWA, as the proprietor of Van Nuys Airport (VNY) intends to submit an
updated Part 150 Study (Study) for VNY to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). The Study's Steering Committee will meet on
April 24 as part of the public consultation process for the Study. LAWA's
goal is to receive input from the Committee on three specific items to be
updated: a forecast of aviation operations, a Noise Compatibility
Program (NCP), and an appropriate set of Noise Exposure Maps based
on the forecast and NCP.

In your letter you suggest several issues for inclusion in the Noise
Compatibility Program. Several of these that you suggest wouid require
that an FAR Part 161 Study be completed prior to implementation:
enforcement of a 12,500 weight limit policy, addition of financial
penalties in the "Fly Neighborly” program, establishment of maximum
daytime noise limits, increase in the scope of the nighttime curfew, and
establishment of a helicopter curfew. Also, bear in mind that the FAA
also must formally approve all measures that would restrict Stage 3
aircraft. it is certainly within the Committee’s prerogative to consider one
or more recornmendations to the Board of Airport Commissioners
(BOAC) that they authorize a Part 161 Study, but this would be the limit
of the Committee’s authority relative to your specific recommendations.

In addition to the Part 161 issues, | wouid like to respond to the 12,500
weight limit policy that you raised. Please keep in mind this BOAC policy

A P AAATE f e Ansalas Califarpia QRNNA2216 Telechohs 310 A46 5252 Fascimile 330 646 0523
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was adopted over 30 years ago and does not have the power of an
Ordinance in enforcement. The BOAC may adopt subsequent policies
that are functional exceptions to prior BOAC policies. An example, in
this case, would be the BOAC's approval of a lease with a tenant that
operates or services aircraft over 12,500 pounds. In addition, the
reference to "12,500 pounds" in the existing policy dates back to a time
when that weight was a regulatory limit applicable to air taxi services.
The purpose of the BOAC policy was to emphasize the level of use
intended at VNY by service class, and VNY’s status as an airport
without scheduled commercial service.

A final NCP-related matter mentioned in your letter is that of noise
complaints. As you are well aware, this issue has been discussed at
length at the State Noise Variance Hearings, at the Citizens Advisory
Council, and in the press. Noise complaints have provided and will
continue to provide valuable, informative feedback to LAWA regarding
its programs. Complaints work in conjunction with other, objective
criteria (e.g., the decibel level, flight path, or altitude of an aircraft) in
providing LAWA staff with the tools to implement its noise programs.

We anticipate that BOAC Commissioner Leland Wong will serve as
Commitiee Chair and that the appointment of Vice Chairs will not be
necessary.

Again, thank you for the time and energy you spend in helping the
airport operate more quietly. By continuing to work together, we can
make the airport and community mutually more compatibie.

Sincerely,

MZL:MA

Attachmeni

cc: Part 150 Committee Members
Part 150 Appointing Authorities

PCDOCS #157213 v1
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Los-Angéles World Airports

April 7, 2000

To All Interested Parties
Re:  Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Steering Committee

The Los Angetes World Airports (LAWA} wil reconvene the Van Nuys Airport
(VNY) Part 150 Study Steering Committee (Committee) at 7 p.m. on Monday, April
24, 2000. This meeting will be held at the Airtel Plaza Hotel, 7277 Valjean Avenue
in Van Nuys. The meeting will be held in the Concorde Room at the Airtel.

The VNY Part 150 Study was adopted by the Board of Airport Cormmissioners in
October 1992 and subsequently submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA). The FAA later declined to approve the submittal on the basis that the
forecasts for aircraft operations, used in the Study, were not justified. The
forecasts are used to generate noise contours projected five years in the future,
which are a required element of the Part 150 Study, along with a noise contour for
existing conditions. Because the future noise contours establish the geographic
limits for projects authorized for funding by the FAA, they are a crucial element of
the program.

An example of a primary advantage of adopting a Part 150 Study is to receive
federal funding for such noise mitigation programs as insulation of homes or
acquisition of incompatible property. Consequently, the aircraft forecasts used to
generate those future contours must be predicated on a defensible methodology.

‘The forecasts we will be presenting to the Committee for their consideration are

generated from a regression analysis that estimates a linear projection based on
the actual aircraft operations over the past five years.

The FAA never began its review of the approved Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP), which is another primary element of the Part 150 Study. We will be asking
the Steering Committee to reafiirm its earlier position on the NCP. However, the
main focus of the Committee should be to endeavor to modify the Study so that it
will meet with the FAA's approval. The Committee will be co-chaired by Airports
Commissioner Leland Wong and VNY Citizens Advisory Council Chairman Sandor
Winger.

1 World Way P.O, Box 92216 Los Angeles California 900092216 Tetephone 310 646 5252 Fascimile 310 646 0523
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As indicated the Committee is being reconvened at this time primarily to
consider revised forecasts for VNY aviation operations. Based on the growth
forecast and NCP, LAWA staff will prepare noise contours that illustrate .
present- and future-year noise estimates. To this end, there will be three items
for consideration at the April 24 meeting:

» discussion of aircraft operations and their relationship to noise contour
development, along with discussion of the Study’s Noise Compatibility
Program {(NCP},

» review and adoption of aviation operation forecasts for VNY, and

> reaffirmation of NCP elements for VNY.

We have attached an agenda for your information. Please feel free to direct
any questions to me, or Dennis Quilliam with LAWA's Environmental
Management Bureau, at (310) 646-7614.

Sincerely,

Maurice Z. %
Airport Enr ental Manager

MZL:MA
Attachments

cc: L. Wong
S. Winger
L. Kennard
P. Depoian
M. DiGirolamo
- 8. Birk
M. Albers

TAENVMGT200000081DQWPCDOCS ##156385 vi
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Since 1849

March 20, 2001

Mr. Scott Tatro

Environmental Management Burean
Los Angeles Department of Airports
One World Way

Los Angeles, California 90045

RE: VNY Part 150 Noise Analysis — Final Report
Dear Mr. Tatro,

Landrum & Brown is pleased submit the attached report which presents our final documentation of the noise
modeling work conducted for the Van Nuys FAR Part 150 update. Please note that each copy of the report
contains our full submission of the modified departure profile data used in the analysis along with FAA's
approval of those profiles.

As noted in the report and in our previous electronic communications, we have provided the full INM input
and output files associated with this work effort. It's beena pleasure working with you and the LAWA staff on
this assignment. We look forward to serving you in the future as your needs arise.

If you have any questions or need any further information please do not hesitate to contact us at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

=7 EW_ -

LANDRUM & BROWN
Scott D. Carpenter
Senior Consultant, Environmental Planning

Chicago « Cincianati * Detroit + Los Angeles 11011 King Street, Suite 108
Kansas City » Hong Kang Overland Park, Kansas 66210
Phone: 913+451+3311 Fax: B313-451+5767
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Van Nuys Airport FAR Part 150 Update
Noise Modeling Report

Introduction

The information presented in this report documents the efforts undertaken to develop the
noise modeling for the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) FAR Part 150 Update project being
conducted by Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) staff. Noise analysis for the current
conditions (1999) and for the future 5-year (2004) conditions were developed using the
FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM) version 6.0. The detailed fleet mix and operational
data used for the evaluation was provided by LAWA staff and incorporated into the
modeling effort.

The subsequent paragraphs provide a summary of the input data along with a description
of the modeling effort. Theresults of the analysis are also presented in tabular form. The
digital files associated with the INM modeling are included as an attachment to this
report. These files provide the requisite information to facilitate graphical mapping of the
resulting noise contours.

Operations and Fleet Mix

The basic operational assignment data was drawn largely from the initial 1™ Quarter 1999
INM files supplied by the LAWA Noise Management Bureau. The operations files were
modified to reflect local pattern traffic usage and helicopter usage information reported to
us through conversations with Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) staff. These operations
levels were finally adjusted to the Ievels presented in LAWA's Aircraft Operations Table
for 1999 and 2004 as attached to the LAWA letter of June 26, 2000. Exhibit A presents
a copy of the LAWA letter while -

Exhil?it B pr;sents _ the}L Table A

[ at
32?2(}1;{:6\(;&?18 o1 operationa Average Daily Local Pattern Operations by Aircraft

Van Nuys Airport

Discussions with LAWA staff 1999
indicated  that the pattern | jAircraft Day Evening Night Total
operations  were  conducted | {GASEPF 301.37 5285 000 35422
approximately 90 percent of the | I53erpy §0.42 §.14 0.00] 8856
time by single engine aircrafi.
Also, VNY restricts local touch | [Lotal 381.78 60.99 0.00 442.77
and go  operations from 2004
hours. Table A presents a ||GASEPV 90.58 9.17 0.00 99.74
summary of the pattern traffic ||qoo 330.03 5870 2.00 79872

distribution assigned to specific
aircraft types for the 1999 and 2004 conditions.

Landrum & Brown 1
March, 2001
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JUN.2E.2008  2:51PM LAMA-ENY MANAGEMENT 31B-646 2655 MNO.SB4 P23
o les World Ai
¥ Los Angeles World Airports
= ' '
June 26, 2000
Jon Weotward
Direclor, Environmenta! Planning
XX Landrium & Brown
oatarie 11011 King Street, Suite 108
Vary Nuys Overland Park, Kansas 86210
Paimasia Re: Operations Data for Use in the VNY Part 150 Study
- CHy of Los Angelss ) .
Richurd J. Rlordan, Dear Mr. Woodward:
Mayar o
Boacd af Alrport Aftached to this letter are the operations figures to be used In the INM
Jomm 1 Acoglin funstream that you are developing for LAWA's VY Part 150 Study, These
prosiet t numbers wars daveloped by LAWA'S Nofse and Environmental ‘
Putricln Mary Schnage Management Bureaus, and have been reviewsd and approved by the VNY
Vica Frosident Part 150 Steering Committee. Please praceed with development of the two
gyt okt sets of nolse contours: two contours each for existing condition {1896) and
Letand Wong the five-year future condition, with and without the Inclusion of quiet fiying
Lydin H. Hennasd me&dU]’eS. :
Exactiilva Dirsatod .
Sincerely, .
Maurice L. Laham : -
Adrport Envirepmentat Manager :
MZLSMTpf
Attachment
TABNVMGTO0 G TASM OO 802 1T
1 Warld Way #.0. fow $2I18 Los Andoles Calfernla BOCO3.2716 Telsthons 310 BAR 055 Fanalmlla 3140 Hdk N3
Exhibit A
LAWA Letter Presenting VNY Operations
Landrum & Brown 2
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TN 26,2808 2:S1PM LAn-ERN MANACEMENT 318-646 8686 NO_ S84 P.33
Van Nuys Alrport - FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study | i i 61202000
Existing (1995-1899) and Forecasied (2000-2004) Aircraft Operations
‘ Annual Gperations. |Linear arowth, wi forecasts <Dsetto 0.
INM Type 1895] - 1996 1987 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
TOTQN B 22 2 2 2 ] 5] 4] 0 0
T2TQ5 (T27EM) 150 204 173 172 168 164 154 144 135 125
737300° 39 4] 17 O 0 0 ] 3] ¢ 0
737400 o] 0 2 0 0 20 60 100 150 200
TITECOY - 18 o] 12 H] 4] 0 0 0 [ 3]
737QN" 43 32 ] 1] 26 0 0 0 0 0
T57TPW ) 0 ¢] 1} 3 0 2 2 2 2 3
A320* 11 1] [ 2 1 0 0 0 0 ]
ATD 95 150 202 213 267 331 a7a 425 471 518
BACI11” 138 168 164 57" 11 1 o 0 i [i]
BAE146 i i ] 2 0 i 1] 1 Z 2
CIT3 176 236 424 a8 369 485 540 595 649 704
CLe00 553 526 527 841 1,018 1,086 1,181 1,315 1,440 1,564
CNASGD 1,234 1,276 1,070 1,445 2,024 1,834 2,109 72,284 2,459 2,634
DCBAN [ 1 0 0 3| 2 3 3 4 4
nCceqe (DLW 29 EL] 113 115 108 134 131 128 115 1072
FALZD"" 1,768 2 160 2248 1,748 2,844 2,759 2759 2,759 2,759 2759
GiB™ 2,852 3,870 4,478 4,284 4478 4,768 4,766 4,708 4,786 4,766
Giv ) 985 1,250 1,107 4,321 1,729 1,742 1,B86 2,050 2,204 2,358
1A1125™ 265 511 627 191 17 157 85 34 o] G
LEAR25 3,025 3,724 3,302 3,768 3634 3,757 3,757 3,757 3,757 3,787
LEAR3S 4 352 4,034 4 380 6,855 g,721 7,536 8,252 9,048 85,8041 10,560
MD81 . 276 4 31 41 43 51 47 43 29 35
MD83* 276 0 ] 2 0 0 0 o 0 0
MUZ001 B85 495 458 682 1,144 1,038 1,155 1,272 1,389 1,506
Jot Subtotal 17,081  48,778] 18,351 22157 24,736] 25845 27336 28,7268] 30,145 31,508
BECHBP 61,993 61,042| 6574D] 64,962 61,089f 63,217 63,352] 63487 63,622} 63,757
C130 11 6 ] 10 20 18 20 22 24 26
CNA441 34,331 42,885] 41,856] 47,786] 87,3407 44,135 45247| 45358 47470] 48582
CVRSBO a 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
[ilex] 11 g 0 18 8 10 10 10 11 11
DHCS 6,873 6,830 7,990 5,686 9,818 9,353 9,918] 104821 11,047 11611
GASEPF 122,266] 114,004| 1066941 118,8081 155409 144,754! 151,853 156,953 166,053| 173,153
GASERY 63,914 63,169 71,710; B5481; 53,593] 66,074] 86241 66,408] 66,575 66,742
HET48A 34 4 43 172 228 263 319 374 430 486
5330 193 21002 128 2,524 2177 2,582 3,621 4,260 4,900 5,539
SF34p 23 M) 23 113 268 267 Ja7p~ 387 448 508
Prop Subtatal 280.648| 288,142! 204194] 305880) 329,961) 331,073] 340,508] 350,745 360,580! 370,416
Touch & Go {est.) | 140,787 140,795 143,611] 148,972] 161812) 162,104] 167,086 172,089] 177,082] 182,035
Helis {est) 52.818]° 62543| 53,750| 56,066 606931 61,026 62,9831 64.941] 66,898] 65,856
BUR ops (est) 26,072] 28073] 26,595 27587 20928F 20018] 30,942 31.865) 32,767 33,710
Grand Total 526,177| §26433] §37,501] SB0&62] 606,930] 610,187| 629,256| A48345] 6567 463| 686,614
~ Forecasted operations were sef bo zero because the trend analysis indicated a negative number {below zera),
™ These aircraft were set fo o fixed level of operations after July 2000 as a result of the non-addition rule,

Exhibit B

.

VNY Operations & Fleet Mix Table

Landrum & Brown 3
March, 2001
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Runway Use

In general the runway use patterns depicted in LAWA's initial 1-Q-'99 INM input file
was carried for throughout the 1999 and 2004 analysis. The ATCT staff indicated that
approximately 90% of all local pattern operations take place on Runway 16L-34R (with
the remainder on 16R-34L). With the exception of the operations modifications
occasioned by this information, the operations distribution of the 1-Q-'99 INM "ops-flt"
file was generally used as provided. Table B presents a summary of the Runway Use
assignments used for both the 1999 and 2004 conditions.

Table B
Runway Use Percentages for 1999 and 2004
Van Nuys Alrport
Runway
16L 16R 34L 34R
Departures
Jetsf 0% 80% 20% 0%
Props| 17% 83% 12% 8%
Artivals
Jets| 0.0% 82% 18% 0%
Props] 17% 65% 15% 3%
Touch-n-Go's
Propsf 73% 8% 2% 17%

-Flight Tracks

Flight tracks used by turbojet aircraft in the 1-Q-'99 INM "ops-fit.dbf" were converted as
appropriate to a series of newly defined flight tracks provided LAWA staff for turbojet
aircraft, based on an assessment of radar data. The operational distributions were
adjusted to the new flight tracks based on the relationship between old track locations and
the new track locations. Tables C, D, and E present the resulting operational
assignments to specific flight tracks for takeoffs, landings, and pattern flights
respectively.

Landrum & Brown 4
March, 2001
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Table C
Takeoff Proportions by Flight Track - 1999 & 2604
Van Nuys Alrport
Takeoffs
Runway Flight Track BPay Evening Night Total
10 THE 3.0% 0¢.2% 0.1% 3.3%
161 TI4L 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% G.1%
16L TI5L 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
16L Ti6L G.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2%
161, Ti7L 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5%
161 Ti8L 0.9% 0.0% 0.1% 1.0%
16L ~TI9L 2.6% 0.1% 0.1% 2.8%
16L T20L 4.0% 0.4% 0.3% 4.7%
161 T21L 1,2% 0.0% 0.1% 1.3%
161 T22L 1.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.4%
161 T23L 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
16L T24]. 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
161 T25L 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 04%
161, T26L 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
16R T15R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16R TI6R 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
16R L TIIR 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
16R TISR 1.0% 0.1% 0.1% 1.1%
16R TI9R 2.5% 0.2% 0.0% 2.7%
16R T20R 2:.7% 1.6% 9.9% 24.2%
16R TZIR 15.4% 0.4% 0.5% 16.4%
16R T22R 2.7% 0.2% 0.1% 3%
16R T23R 1.2% 0.2% 0.1% 1.5%
16R T24R 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
16R T25R 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
16R TERA 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8%
16R T6RB 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8%
16R T6RC 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
16R T6RD 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
16R T6RE 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
17 THN 1.4% 0.1% 0.1% 1.5%
17 THNW 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
17 THS 5.7% 0.3% 0.3% 6.3%
17 THSW 2.1% 0.1% 0.1% 2.4%
17 THW 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
341 TIL 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7%
’ 341 T2L 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0-0%
341 T3L 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.7%
341 F4l, 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.6%
34L T4LA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
34L T4LB 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
341 T4LC 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6%
34L T5L 0.9% 0.0% 0.1% 1.0%
34L - TéL 1.9% 0.1% 0.1% 2.0%
34L T7L 2.7% 0.3% 0.2% 3.1%
4L TS8L 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
34L TOL 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
34R TIOR 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34R TI1ZR 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4R TiR 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% G.1%
34R T2R 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
34R, T3R 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 3.2%
34R T4R 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
J4R, T5R 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3%
4R T6R 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%
34R TR 1.8% 0.1% 0.1% 2.0%
34R T8R 1.4% 0.1% 0.1% 1.7%
34R TOR 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Total 89.6% 58% 4.6% 100.0%
Landrum & Brown 5

March, 2001



Van Nuys Airport Noise Modeling Report Final
Table D
Landing Proportions by Flight Track - 1999 & 2004
Van Nuys Airport
: Landings
Runway Flight Track Day Evening Night Total
{61, LI10L 0.4% 0.0% 6.0% 0.4%
161, LIIL 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
161, P12L 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5%
161 L13L 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
161, LIL 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16L L2 0.1% .0% 0.0% 0.1%
16L L3L 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
I6L 1A4L 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
18L LS 0.1% 0.0% (.0% .1%
16L L6L, 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
161 L7L 7.1% 1.0% 0.6% 8.6%
16L L8L 2.1% 0.1% 0.0% 2.3%
16L LoL 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5%
16R Li0R 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
16R LI1R 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
16R. E12R 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% G.4%
16R . LIR 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7%
16R TL2R 1.0% 0.0% 2.1% 1%
16R L3R 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.6%
{6R L4R 0.3% G.1% 0.0% 0.4%.
i6R L3R 0.4% 1% 0.0% 0.5%
[6R SR 2.8% 0.6% 0.1% 3.5%
16R L7R 37.6% 5.0% 2.9% 45.4%
16R L3R 2.1% 0.1% 0.0% 2.3%
16R LIR 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7%
17 TAN i.3% 0.2% 0.1% 2.1%
17 TANW [.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.4%
17 TAS 1.i% 0.1% 0.1% 1.3%
17 TASW 1.4% G.4% 0.2% 4.1%
17 TAW 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5%
28 THAE 4.4% 0.6% 0.2% 3.2%
34L Li4L 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34L LI3L 0.3% 0.0% 04.0% 0.3%
4L L1oL 1.1% .0% 0.0% t1%
34i. L20L 8.7% 1.5% 0.8% 11.0%
341 L21L 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
34L L22L 0.1% ¢.0% 0.0% 01%
341 L24L 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34R L14R 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
34R Li5R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34R L17R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34R LI18R 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
34R L19R 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7%
34R L20R 1.0% 0.2% 0.1% 1.3%
34R L2IR 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
34R L23R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 83.7% 10.8% 5.5% 100.0%
Table E
Pattera Operation Proportions by Flight Track - 1999 & 2004
Van Niiys Airport
Patern Flights
Rurnivvay Flight Track Day Evening Night Total
161 16LTGO 63.7% 9.8% 0.0% 73.4%
16R TG6R 7.1% 1.1% 0.0% 8.2%
34L TG4L 1.5% 0.3% 0.0% 1.8%
34R TG4R 13.9% 2.6% (0% 16.6%
Total 86.2% 13.8% 0.0% 100.0%
Landrum & Brown 6
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Modifications of Aircraft Performance Information

As part of the preparation of NEMs for current and projected conditions, it was necessary
to contact with the manufacturers of each of the turbojet aircraft contributing a significant
amount of total noise to the contour pattern. Unfortunately, most chose not to assist in
the definition of flight performance profiles that are representative of the actual
procedures used at VNY. Information was, however, made available for the aircraft
types that contribute most significantly to noise levels under the unmodified condition --
the Learjet 25 and 35 and the Gulfstream 2, 2B and 3 aircraft. Flight profile data for the
Gulfstream noise abatement procedure was obtained from the manufacturer, while the
management of Clay Lacy Aviation provided information on the Learjet procedures used
at VNY. The modification of takeoff procedures to reflect the thrust reductions included
in the profiles used by these aircraft results in significantly smaller noise contours than
the unmodified condition. FAA requires that any modifications to the INM standard
profiles be reviewed and approved by the FAA's Office of Environment and Energy in
- Washington D.C. Appendix A contains the profile review submittal prepared for this
project along with a copy of FAA's approval letter.

Additional modification to procedural profiles include: the inclusion of a standard 5-
degree approach for small general aviation aircraft on visual approach routes; definition
of an IFR approach with a 3.2 degree approach slope to Runway 16R; the preparation of
helicopter approach and departure profiles in accordance with the guidance provided by
the INM users manual; and the inclusion of pattern tracks for training operations with
variable pattern altitudes on the east and west side of the runways. '

Noise Modeling Resulfs

CNEL noise contours for the 1999 conditions were computed both with and without the
modified INM profiles. Without the modified INM profiles the noise pattern includes
nearly 3 square miles within the 65 CNEL contour. In contrast, the-use of the quiet flying
profiles show a considerable reduction in overall contour size, reducing the 65 CNEL
contour to just under 1.5 square miles for the current condition. A similar relationship 1s
found between the two cases for the 2004 conditions. Table F summarizes the areas
within the 1999 noise contours for both the INM standard profile case and the modified
profile case. Similar information is presented in Table G for the 2004 conditions. The
resultant noise contours were provided in digital format for mapping by LAWA staff.

Table F
Acreage within 1999 Contour Levels
Van Nuys Airport

Noise Exposure Level INM Standard Profiles __ Modified INM Profiles |
65-70 CNEL 991 531
70-75 CNEL 428 183
75+ CNEL 353 244
65+ CNEL 1772 958
Landrum & Brown 7
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Table G

Acreage within 2004 Contour Levels

Van Nuys Airport

Noise Exposure [evel INM Standard Profiles

66-70 CNEL 1061 612

70-75 CNEL 472 241

75+ CNEL 396 282
65+ CNEL 1929 1135

Noise Measurement Comparison

Of additional interest is the comparison of the noise levels measured at the seven
permanent momnitor sites in the airport environs to the noise levels computed by the INM.
A comparison of the measurements to the results of both INM assessments indicates a
much closer correlation between the modified takeoff procedures noise levels projected
for the monitor sites than that provided by the standard INM procedures. Note that the 1-
Q-'99 measured noise levels are used for comparison as the historic measurements at the
various sites indicate that little deviation from the previous levels would be expected.

Table H : :
Comparison of Measured and Computed Noise Levels
Average Daily CNEL
Van Nuys Airport
Standard INM Profiles Modified INM Profiles
Level Level
First Quarter '99 INM Deviation INM Deviation
Monitor Site | Measured Level | Computed | from Msmt. Computed | from Msmt.
Vi 65.3 69.9 4.6 67.3 2.0
V2 63.8 68.8 5.0 65.2 1.4
V3 67.0 74.8 7.8 70.4 ' 3.4
V4 63.6 66.9 33 63.3 -0.3
V5 66.2 73.2 7.0 68.0 1.8
V6 63.7 696 59 64.1 0.4
V7 65.9 71.4 5.5 66.6 0.7
Average Deviation - 5.6 -- +1.3

Measured noise levels at the four sites most effected by takeoff activity (V1, V5, V6 and
V7) are closely correlated to the computed levels of the Modified INM Profiles scenario.
The sideline levels found for Sites V4 and V3 are inconsistent in that west of the airport
(V4), the computed noise level is very close to the computed level, while east of the
primary runway at Site V3, the computed level is 3.4 CNEL louder than measured. This
may be a function of the close proximity of a number of buildings to the site. In fact, a

Lahdmm & Brown 8
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review of the airport layout reveals that these buildings effectively screen the microphone
from all takeoffs on Runway 34L as well as the initial takeoff roll from aircraft departing
Runway 16R. This shielding effect would tend to reduce the recorded levels at the site
and provides some explanation of the large difference between the measured values and
the INM's calculations.

Landrum & Brown 9
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Appendix A

- FAA Profile Submittal And Approval

Fandrum & Brown
March, 2001

10



A

U.S.Department
of Transportation 800 Independence Ave., S.W.

Federal Aviation Washington, D.C. 20591
Administration

JN 28 AW

Scott Carpenter

Landrum and Brown

11011 King Street, Suite 108
Overland Park, KS 66210

Dear Mr. Carpenter:

The Office of Environment and Energy has completed its review of the profiles submitted for
use in the F. A R. Part 150 Study for the Van Nuys Airport (VNY) in Los Angeles,
California. This submissionrequests modification of the departure profiles for the Lear
25/35 and Gulfstream G-IV/G-I1 aircraft.

Our office approves of the use of these profiles for the Part 150 study at Van Nuys Airport,
However, this approval is based solely on the concurrence of the operator or manufacturer
that the profiles submitted are representative of a published procedure and are based on
actual flight operations. Elements of the submittal that cite noise-monitoring systems as
justification for profile selection are not applicable to our review. In addition, the SEL -
comparisons of INM standard profiles with user-defined profiles are misleading.
Specifically:

1) The comparisons were done at significantly different aircraft weights, which can have a
large®effect on SEL value, (47,000 1bs. vs. 60,000 Ibs.). A comparison of the two profiles
at similar aircraft weight would be more appropriate. It is expected that the quiet flying
procedures will still produce significantly lower SEL values thaa the INM profiles, just
not to the extent suggested in the analysis.

2) Utilization of the lower weight was justified based on noise monitored data. Noise
monitored data is very sensitive to factors such as aircraft cutback, local atmospherics
and local terrain. It is often unclear how the results of a monitor are representative of
conditions near the monitor or positions the monitor is intended to represent. There are
also issues related to how noise monitors identify and accumulate aircraft events. Our
office does not regulate, nor is it in a position to verify the accuracy of, the Van Nuys
noise monitored data and is therefore not in a position to accept this data as justification
for utilizing the submitted procedures. Correct representation of procedure utilization is
the responsibility of the consultant and should be based on interviews and confirmation
from the operators.

The benefits claimed through the use of the revised procedures are much higher than those
typically reviewed by our Office. It is therefore critical to insure that the submitted profiles
were indeed reviewed by industry and that their use is truly reflective of actual operations.



In conclusion, the profile submissions should be limited to the accuracy of the data as it
applies to INM data development criteria. This office does not routinely regulate issues of
utilization, which 1s the responsibility of the airport sponsor and consultant.

Approval for use of these profiles is specific to the current F A R. Part 150 study at

Van Nuys. Use of modified profiles for Federally sponsored studies either at Van Nuys

or at another airport, will require a separate submission and a separate approval.

Sincerely,

fon sy

John Gulding
Operations Research Analyst, Noise Division
Office of Environment and Energy
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Since 1949

LandrumeBrown

April 25, 2000

Mr. John Gulding

Noise Division AEE-100

Office of Environment and Energy
Federal Aviation Administration
800 Independence Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Gulding:

The accompanying materials are provided in support of our development of airport-
specific departure procedures to represent those actually flown by users of three business
jet aircraft types at Van Nuys Airport in Los Angeles, California. They were developed
for use in a Part 150 Update Study sponsored by the Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA). The package includes information developed in accordance with the FAA
Profile Review Checklist provided in Appendix B of the INM Version 6.0 Users Manual.

“'The package includes information typical departure procedures as developed by

Guifstream Inc. and by the predominant user of Lear 2x and 3x aircraft at VNY. The
profiles developed from the information were used to model each of the identified aircraft
in the current and five-year CNEL noise contour analysis. Comparisons were made
between the resulting INM CNEL levels and the measured annual CNEL data for each of
the seven permanent noise monitoring sites around VNY. These comparisons were
developed both using the INM standard profiles and using the modified user profiles.

The comparison indicates that the user defined profiles are effective at reducing the
INM’s over-prediction of noise around VNY.

We would be pleased to discuss this submittal at your earliest convenience, since the

praject schedule calls for presenting the noise contours to the public within the next few
months.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
LANDRUM & BROWN

v D =

Scott D. Carpenter, Sr. Consultant
Environmental Services

Chicago « Cincinnati « Detroit « Los Angeles 110711 King Street, Suite 108
Kansas City = Hong Kong Overland Park, Kansas 66210
Phone: 813+451+3311 Fax: 913+451-5767
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INTRODUCTION

The mformation presented in this submittal
documents  the  technical  analysis
conducted to develop alternative INM
departure profiles for two general aviation
jet aircraft that commonly frequent Van
Nuys  Airport (VNY) in Los Angeles,
California. The alternative profiles were
developed under the auspice of the current
F.A.R. Part 150 study being conducted at
VNY. The intention of the effort is to
more accurately model the key Stage 2
business jet aircraft that are the major
contributors to the CNEL noise levels
around the airport.

The subsequent sections of this document
present the technical analysis conducted to
develop the alternative departure profiles.
The sections are organized in accordance
with the FAA Profile Review Checklist,
which is presented in Appendix B of the
INM 6.0 Users Guide.

SECTION 1 - Background

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) has
recently initiated the development of an
F.AR. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study
Update for Van Nuys Airport. This effort
was undertaken as an update to their
previous Part 150 study that was
completed in 1992.

Since the completion of the previous Part
150 study, LAWA has intemnally
developed  annual  noise  contour
assessments for VNY in accordance with
California State requirements.  These
efforts utilized the INM as a basis for the
contours, however, the INM output was
post-processed to facilitate alignment with
the annual CNEL noise levels as measured
at the airports seven permanent noise
measurement sites. This post-processing
effort to adjust the INM noise contour

G4/25/00 G:\SDC-DATA\MSWMDocs\L&B\VAN\VNY__prf__rpt.doc

output to match the measured levels is a
requirement of the State of California. The
results of this effort over the past 8 years
have shown that the INM consistently
over-predicts the CNEL values around the
airport by as much as 3 to 5 dB CNEL.

- ®ince post-processing of INM noise

contours to match noise measurements is
not typical. in Part 150 Studies, and is
generally not endorsed by FAA, it was
necessary to refine the INM input for the
Part 150 noise analysis so that the most
accurate  noise  contours could be
developed without the need for post-
processing.  This effort included the
development of airport-specific departure
procedures for two key stage 2 business jet
aircraft that are common at VNY.

- Pg. lof9



SECTION 2 - Statement of Benefit

As previously mentioned, the annual noise
contour analysis developed by LAWA
over the past years has shown the INM to
over-predict CNEL values around VNY.
In order to ensure the most accurate and
consistent noise contours for the Part 150
Study it was necessary to include the most
detailed information possible in the INM
input. In addition to detailed fleet mix data
and flight track data that was provided by
the VNY noise monitoring system
(including radar flight track data), it was
necessary to identify the noise abatement
departure procedures used by the operators
at the airport. —

While it wasn’t practical to identify and
develop specific departure procedures for
each combination of aircraft type and user
at the airport, the evaluation of the
operations and fleet data revealed that the
Stage 2 Gulfstream (G-11/G-III) and l.ear
2x were key contributors to the cumulative
noise  exposure at the  airport.
Consequently, it was determined that the
development of airport-specific departure
procedures for those aircraft would
facilitate a more accurate INM analysis,
resulting in contours that more accurately
reflected the long-term measurements
around the atrport.

For the Gulfstream  aircraft the
manufacturer was able to provide several
specific INM departure profiles based on
published: Gulfstream noise abatement
procedures that are typically used by
operators of Gulfstream Stage 2 aircraft.
These procedures were provided in the

form of INM “points” profiles and were -

originally developed for use in a recent
FAR. Pat 150 Study at Burbank,
California. Appendix A presents the full
Gulfstream submittal for the Burbank
study along with the approval letter from
FAA AEE. Discussions with Gulfstream’s

04/25/00 GASDC-DATAYMSW Docs\L&BYWVANWNY _prf._mpt.doc

technical staff indicated that the profiles
used for the Burbank study should be
applicable for use at VNY. Given the
adequate runway length at both airports
(8,000” at VNY & 6,886” at BUR), the fact
that they are at essentially the same
elevation, and that they are located within
approximately 10 miles of each other, this
1s a reasonable conclusion. After further
research, the Gulfstream staff was able to
confirm the applicability of the profiles at
VNY.

Based on this confirmation, the various
Gulfstream profiles were tested in the INM
and SEL values were compared to
measured SEL values at several of VNY’s
permanent noise monitoring stations. The
INM values were only compared to
measured values that were correlated to G-
1l departures from the radar flight track
data. This evaluation revealed that the
“Flex Procedure” (which is Gulfstream’s
recommended normal departure procedure)
for the 47,000 Lb. G-I takeoff weight
correlated best with the measured SEL
values. Consequently, this profile was
chosen to represent the G-II operations in
the VNY noise modeling.

For the Lear2x aigcraft a predominant user
of this aircraft type was identified and
consulted with to provide typical departure
procedures for refined noise modeling.
Since the user also indicated that the exact
same procedure was used for the Lear 3x
aircraft, and that they were responsible for
the majority of Lear 3x operations at VNY,
the procedure was also used to model the
Lear 3x operations.

The use of these modified profiles along
with the detailed fleet and flight track data
resulted in the computation of INM CNEL
contours for the baseline case (1999) that
were within 2 dB CNEL of the measured
values at all but one of the permanent noise
measurement sites. This is in contrast to

Pg. 20f9



the same INM run using the INM’s
standard profiles for the indicated aircraft
which resulted in CNEL values ranging
from 3 to 7 dB CNEL higher than the
measured values. It should be noted that
the measured values at. the seven
permanent noise monitor locations around
VNY are based on a full year of data and
the measurements are correlated with radar
flight tracks so that only aircraft events are
included in the CNEL computation. This
reduces the risk of contamination of the
measurements form other sources. It is
clear that the use of these profiles for the
key noise-contributor aircraft results in a

more accurate noise contour analysis at
VNY.

——

04/25/00 G:\SDC»DATA\MSW_DOCS\L&B\VAN\VNYmprf_rpLdoc
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SECTION 3-Analysis Demonstrating
Benefit

This section presents the results of the
technical analysis conducted to determine
the benefits of using the modified profiles
for the noise analysis at VNY. Since only
departure profiles have been developed in
this effort, noise analysis of arrival
operations is not included. In order to
evaluate the noise effects of the modified
profiles, the results of a tabular grid point
analysis are presented in conjunction with
graphs of the data. Also, a comparison
between actual measured annual CNEL
values and INM predicted CNEL values
with and’ without the modified profiles is
presented.

In accordance with the FAA Profile
Review Checklist, a series of grid points
were identified under the flight track at 0.5
nautical mile increments.  These grid
points were extended to a distance of 10
nautical miles from the start of takeoff roll.
Due to the generally homogeneous nature
of the residential development around
VNY, it was not necessary to evaluate
specific flight corridors in the vicinity of
the airport. A simple straight-out flight
track was evaluated as representative of the
flight corridors over residential areas near
the airport.

The grid point analysis presents the SEL
noise levels at each of the 21 grid points
identified beneath the flight track. This
analysis was conducted for the INM
standard profile and the alternative
modified profile for each aircraft type.
The following pages present the results of
this analysis, A negative value in the
difference column indicates that the
alternative “user ” profile was quieter at
this location.

At the end of the section a comparison of
measured versus INM. computed CNEL

04/25/00 GASDC- DATAMSW_Docs\L&BWAMNVNY _pif_mpt.doc

values is presented. A photo exhibit of the
VNY airport and surrounding area has also
been included to illustrate the location of
the noise monitors.

Conclusion

As the grid point analysis and the footprint
comparisons indicate, the user profiles
provide varying degrees of noise reduction
to areas very near the airport. These
reductions range from zero to as much as
5.2 dB for the Lear 2x aircraft. The G-II
aircraft profile generated larger reductions
within 4 miles of the airport ranging from
5 to 13 dB. The analysis reveals even
higher reductions for all of the aircraft,
however, these occur where the aircraft is
still on the runway or just rotated. This
phenomenon is a result of the slightly
shorter takeoff rolls associated with the use
of modified profiles and only occurs on the
runway. While, the data does not indicate

“an error int the analysis, the noise benefit is

not relevant to the evaluation in a practical
sense.

The final table presents the analysis
comparing the cumulative CNEL values
computed by the INM to the measured
values. As the table indicates, even with
an extensive detailed fleet mix and detailed
flight tracks, the INM standard profiles
result in a significant over-prediction of the
cumulative noise levels around VNY. The
average difference between the INM
predicted values and the measured values
is 5.0 dB CNEL. When the user profiles
are included, the results compare much
more favorably with the measured values.
In this case the average difference is
reduced to a mere 0.8 dB CNEL with the
INM within 2 dB CNEL at all but one
monitor location. The comparison clearly
Hlustrates the effectiveness of the use of
the . user-defined profiles in terms of
reducing the over-prediction generated by
the standard INM profiles.
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VNY GRID POINT ANALYSIS

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
TiIO WEIGHT: 13,500 AIRPORT: VNY

TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799' MSL

SEL (dB} ) ’
GRIDPOINT | DISTANCE | STANDARD INM | USER DEFINED | DIFFERENCE
{Nmi) PROFILE PROFILE
Ti 0.0 123 Agis 123.4 0.0
T2 05 136.8 150 08
T3 1.0 121.7 1116 101 !
T4 15 1125 107.3 5z I
15 20 107.7 104.6 -1
T8 75 1649 102.3 26
77 30 101.4 100.5 0.9
78 a5 98,8 988 0.0
i) ) 57.1 §7.2 0.1
Tio 4% 95.8 6.7 0.9
T - 50 %456 ' 678 30
Ti2 55 93.5 96.5 30
ISEN 50 92.3 95 3 30
Ti4 6.5 511 938 28
T15 70 859 926 27
X1 75 38,9 K 2.2
Ti7 8.0 a7 89.7 18
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VNY GRID POINT ANALYSIS | Learss

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abalement Dep,
TIO WEIGHT: 17,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799° MSL

100 : : u SEL Comparison

SEL (dB)
GRIDPOINT DISTANCE | STANDARD INM | USER DEFINED | DIFFERENCE
{Nmi) PROFILE PROFILE
Tt 0.0 1126 1126 0.0
T2 0.5 $19.3 © 113.8 5.5
T3 1.0 105.0 47 0 8.0
T4 1.5 98,1 90.7 74
15 2.0 ‘ 94.1 87.8 6.2
T6 2.5 g1.0 95,6 54
T7 30 86.7 838 28
T8 35 84.6 82.2 24
T9 4.0 630 80.8 2.2
T10 4.5 616 §0.4 1.2
T41 5.0 60.4 82.5 31
Ti2 55 754 82.5 31
T13 6.0 78.3 811 2.8
T34 6.5 77.2 79.8 2.6
T15 7.0 76.1 78.4 2.3
Ti6 . 7.5 75.1 Tia . 23
117 N 80 743 76.3 2.0
T18 85 735 782 1.7
T19 8.0 727 747 15
T20 35 751 733 1.2
T21 10.0 714 75.4 10
Lear 35 ;
: i
|

i 1350 4o

i 1300 -

1280 |-

1200 |~

1150 1.

1100 |

1050 |

1060 o

95.0 -F-

SEL Value (dB]

90.0

85.0 | Al

800 |-

| 750
700 |-

! 650 |-

0.0

Tt T2 T3 T4 T5 kL] Tr 8 T2 T ™ T2 T13 Ti4 Ti5 Y16 mr T18 T1% T20 T
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VNY ~ GRID POINT ANALYSIS

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
TIO WEIGHT: 47,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 79¢ MSL }
{
SEL {dB) 5
GRIDPOINT | DISTANCE | STANDARD INM | USER DEFINED | DIFFERENGE ]
(Nmi) PROFILE PROFILE \
T 0.C 1248 @ 6.2 8.6
T3 05 1379 733 Yy !
T3 1.0 1255 104.4 183 ]
Ta 15 1145 100.7 38 ]
T5 20 410,2 98.4 -11.8
T 25 107.5 968 0.7
T 30 103.4 954 77
T8 35 100.7 54.2 66
T9 4.0 49,2 §3.2 -6.0
T10 4.5 897.9 92.3 -5.6
i 50 96.5 §15 £
RE 55 96.0 30,8 51 [
T13 60 950 50.2 48 ;
T14 6.5 94.0 89.5 4.5 |
¥i5 70 §3 891 =Y
i 5 7.5 g2 825 36
17 80 914 860 4 {
T18 a5 506 876 30 |
19 - 9.0 89.8 87.2 -2.6 d
T30 58 ) 558 Y] I
T 0.0 885 864 EX )
!
‘ f.
GliIB

50,0

SEL. Comnariso‘r_l

135.0

i 130.0

1250

—— e,

120.8

115.0

110.0 &

105.¢

100.0

SEL Value (dB}

85.0 |-

90.0 L

.‘ Tt T2 13 T4 15 Té 17 T8 Ta T10 ™ Ti2 T3 T14 Ti5 T8 Y Ti8 Ti9 T20 T2%
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CNEL MEASUREMENT COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: NIA MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
IO WEIGHT: NIA AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799' MSL
INM STANDARD PROFILES INM USER DEFINED PROFILES
MEASUREMENT | *MEASURED| STANDARD | DIFFERENCE.] USER DEFINED [*DIFEERENCE:
SITE CNEL PROFILE CNEL | INM-MSMT. | PROFILE CNEL |~ INM~MSHM
M1 65.3 £9.4 s AR 6.4
m2 63.8 £8.9 : £5.6
M3 87,0 74.8 7¢.8
M4 83.6 86.7 63.2
M5 86.2 73.1 68.C
Mé 63.7 69.3 639
M7 65.9 71.0 66.1
AVERAGE DIFFERENCE

* Based on 12 months of measurements.
** Monfer 3 i located in a positian where it is shielded from 3 sides Trom ine-of-sight to the runway.
Conseduently, screening effects reduce the noise exposure at sile 3 lor most takeofl operalions.

VNY NOISE MONITOR LOCATIONS
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SECTION 4-Concurrence on Aircraft
Perfermance

As required in the FAA Profile Review
Checklist, this section presents evidence
that indicates that the procedures used as a
basis for the development of the modified
INM profiles are in fact reasonable
representations of the actual procedures
flown by the operators of each aircraft type
at VNY.

The development of the Gulfstream profile
was based on discussions with the
acoustics staff at the Flight Sciences
Department at Guifstream. As previously
indicated, the Gulifstream profile used for
this analysis is the same as one of the
Gulfstream profiles previously approved
for the recent F.AR. Part 150 study at
Burbank, California.  Enclosed in this
section is a letter from Guifstream
confirming the application of the Burbank
profiles for use at the nearby Van Nuys
Airport. Appendix B includes a full copy
of Gulfstreams submittal for this effort.

The analysis of the fleet mix/operations
revealed that a single operator, Clay Lacy
Aviation, was responsible for the majority
of the Lear 2x aircraft operations at the
airport.  As a result, the Director of Flight
Operations was consulted to identify the
typical departure procedure for the Lear 2x
aircraft.  As previously indicated, this
discussion revealed that the same
procedure was used for the Lear 3x

aircraft. A summary of the Clay Lacy

procedure was developed which included
our resulting interpretation of the
procedure into INM format. The Director
of Flight Operations at Clay Lacy reviewed
and signed the summary as documentation
of concurrence for this submittal.

The remaining pages of this section present
copies of the documentation of
concurrance on aircraft performance. A

04/25/00 GASDC-DATAMSW _Docs\L&BWANWVN Y_prf_mt.doc

summary of the Clay Lacy procedure is
included along with a signature of
concurrence from the Director of Flight
Operations. Also included is a letter from
Gulfstream confirming the applicability of
their profile at VNY.

&5
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Van Nuys Lear 2x/3x Departure Profile Analysis

Van Nuys Airport Part 150 Study Update 3/24/00

The FAA's Office of Environment and Energy requires the submission and approval of
documentation supporting the use of any alternative aircraft profiles used in INM noise
modeling for F.A.R. Part 150 Noise Studies. The "Rrofile Review Checklist" includes a
section identified as "Concurrence on Aircraft Performance”. This section indicates that

satisfactory verification of aircraft performance can be achieved through either of the

following:

1. "A description of the performance characteristics of the aircraft, such as a
profile description copied from a flight manual."

or

2. "A statement by the operator or manufacturer certifying that the proposed
profile falls within.reasonable bounds of the aircraft's performance for the

modeled airport location.”

In order to facilitate a comparison of the procedures and our interpretations, a summary
of the procedures is provided below. The attached page presents both a tabular and

graphical representation of the INM profile.

Clay Lacy Procedure Description

INM Procedure Description

Takeoff with Max Power {100% from book} with

Takeoff with Max Takeoff Power and Flaps 20,

flaps @ 8-10 {INM won't compute prefile for flaps 10 procedure)
Accelerate/Climb to 160 kis (about Climb to 500 feet AGL at Max Tzkeoff Power
V2+30/40).

They are shoating for 160 kts by between the end of
Rwy and Vanowen Street. They are typically at
about 1300° - 1800" MSL, by this point.

Reduce power to about 90% RPM's or about 50%
thrust. (Maybe slightly more for Lear3x aircraft)

Gradually reduce power while accelerating to 160 .
Kis at cutback thrust of 1,800 -1,400 Lbs. Initiate
flap retraction.

Climb at about 1000 ft/min at reduced thrust to
3500 MSL.

Climb at reduced power {1,400 Lbs.} to 3,000 AGL
{3,800 MSL)

Clean up, set climb thrust, and accelerate to 250,
Kts.

Flaps-0, Set Climb power and accelerate to 250 Kis

Climb on to enroute altitude.

Climb out at climb power.'




Van Nuys Lear 2x/3x Departure Profile Analysis
van Nuys Airport Part 150 Study Update

3124100

Lear 25 INM Doparture Profile

{Altitutie}
6,000
Resulting INM Computer Model Procedures: "
I ¥akeot! 3t Max 5)
INM Procedures £.000 Lol takeoff thrust : g:::zxwzfz N
Lear 25 INM Departure Profife - Clay Lacy i I;’;".f;’,‘;f‘ ?ﬁaps
Step |Segment |Flaps Thrust  [Altitude |Speed |CHmb Rate &
11Takeot 26 ax Takeof] 0.0 - - 7 400 3
2{Chimb 20 ax Takeof  500.0 - - ¢
3jAccel. 10 1800.0 -~ 150.0 700.0 £ 2000
4| Accel. 10 1400.0 -l 1600 700.0 &
5[Climp 10 1400.0 800.0 - - £
8IClimb ZERQ 1400.0 30000 - - 2 5000 |
71Accet, ZERO Max Climb --| 2500 1060.9
8iClimb ZERQ Max Cimb]  8500.0 - -
3[Climb ZERO Max Climb|  7500.0 - — 1.000
10| Climb 2ERQ Max Climb| 10000.0 - -
¢ - ¥ o ;
) hoo 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,600
m Distance from Brake Release
Resulting INM Profile Paints: —_— Lear 25 INM Departure Profiie
; ({Thrust)
Point | Distance | Altitude | Speed | Thrust
1 0 0 356! 2833 4,000
2 2.978 0 180.3] 2,537
3 5.003 5G0 151.4] 2526 3,500
4 5,166 508 153.5] 1,800
5 6,791 £82 163.90 1,400 3.000 .
3 9,938 200 164.7] 1,400 Sat Cimb Power [f
7 27.481 3,000 169,89 1,400 2500
8 28,491 3,048 178.6; 2,238 ¥
g 38,729 3,534 2676f 2073 < 2000
10 49,863 5,500 275.8] 2,088 E
T 62,315] 7,500, 2844| 2,112 E L 500
12 79,502 10,000 295.8] 2168
1,000
500
¢

20,600 30,000
Distdfice from Brake Releass

50,000

The procedures depicted on this sheet provide a reascnably accurate
representation of the typicat depariure procedures used by Clay Lacy
Lear2x/3x aircralt operating at Van Nuys Airport.

KvassAy Clay Lacy Aviation

Speed {Kis)

Lear 25 INM Departure Profilg
(Speed)

20,000 30,000
Distance from Brake Release

40,000

50,000




'-c APR. 24,2000 1:44PM GULFSTREAM AEROSPACE ' NO. 58%& P |
¥

LI |
N

Gulfstream’

AEROSPACE CORPORATION

April 24, 2000

%

Mr. Scott Carpenter
Landrum & Brown

11011 King Street, Suite 108
Overland Park, KS 66210

Dear Mr. Carpenter:

Guifstream Aerospace Corporation has developed an operational technique for its Spey
powered aircraft (GII, GIIB and GII) which has been named “Quiet Flying”, The
techniques are presented in a Quiet Flying Manual specific to each type of aircraft. These
techniques have been the recommended normal procedures for routine operations since
1981].

The profile points defined for the GII and GIII are based on the same climb performance
database used to define the FAA approved Flight Manual and the Quiet Flying Manual.
The profiles are the same ones sent to Burbank Airport for use in their Part 150 Study and
are appropriate for Van Nuys Airport Part 150,

The profile points are in standard INM “profile point” format. The altitude is above the
field elevation (of runway) in feet, the speed is true airspeed in knots and the thrust
settings are provided in corrected net thrust (Fn/delta).

Gulfstream Aerospace recommends that these takeoff profiles be used in the INM for the
Van Nuys Part 150 study.

Attachment C contains the Noise-Power-Distance (NPD) database as defined in GAC-
CR-101. This report is the basis for the FAA approved Noise data which results from the
use of Quiet Flying by the Spey powered Guifstream fleet with Stage 2 Hushkit. The
thrust values in the NPD are also defined in corrected net thrust (Fn/delta), thus consistent
with INM recommend procedures.

Gulfstream respectfully submits this data for your approval for the Van Nuys 150 study.
Best Regards

(Dl S5

Charles L. Etter

P‘O.'Box 2206, Savannah, Georga 51402-2208, Telephone: 912.985-3000



SECTION 5 ~ Certification of New
Parameters

This section presents information that
confirms that the procedures and profiles
submitted in this document have been
correctly translated into INM compatible
procedures. The procedures developed for
the Lear 2x/3X aircraft are in the
“procedure steps” format. The procedures
were developed using the INM v6.0s
“procedure steps ‘“development tools”.
Consequently, the data conforms to all
rules and conventions specified in the INM
User’s Guide.

The Gulfstream profile is presented in the
“profile points” format. The details of the
Gulfstream data packet confirm that the
proper units of the modified profile
conform to the units for the Gulfstream
NPD curves in the INM database.

04/25/06 GASDC-DATAMSW_Doos\L&B\WANWNY _prf _rpt.doc

Pg. 6 of 9



SECTION 6 — Graphical and Tabular
Comparisons

This section presents a tabular and
graphical comparison  between the
modified profiles and the INM standard
profile for each aircraft type. The data was
exported from INM v6.0 as profile points
in .DBF file format and then imported into
Microseft Excel for graphing and
presentation.

There are three sheets of data for each
aircraft in the remainder of this section. In
addition to the profile comparisons, each
sheet indicates the aircraft type, stage

length, and aircraft weight. The first sheet

presents a companson of the profiles in
terms of altitude versus distance. A line
graph compares both the standard INM
profile and the user defined profile on the
same axis while the tabular data for each

profile is presented below. The second

sheet presents a speed profile comparison
while the third sheet illustrates the thrust
versus distance comparison.

04/25/00 GASDC-DATAWMSW Docs\L&BWANWNY _prf_1pt.doc
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ALTITUDE PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH:
T/O WEIGHT:

13,500

MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.

AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60.0
ELEVATION: 799' MSL

Altitude vs. Distance
12,000
10,000 |
8,000 -
J
@
=
56.000
T
£
b
<
4,000
2,000
O e e v - -
2 16,000 26,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 90,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll {ft.}
\_ } e INM Standard Profile =& =User Defined Profile; y,
PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profife
ACFT ID| OP TYPE| PROF_ID1 | PROF_ID2 | PT_NUM ] DISTANCE[ ALTITUDE} ACFT ID] OP TYPE FROF 1| PROF ID2 1 PT NUM| DISTANCE! ALTITUDE
LEARZS [N STANDARD 1 1 - - LEARZS D USER 5 1 - -
LEARZS D STANDARD 1 2 3.676.2 - LEARZS D USER 5 2 29782 -
LEARZE 3] STANDARD 1 3 5.937.9 240.0 | LEARZS D USER 5 3 5.005.0 500.0
LEARZS D STANDARLD 1 4 12,4816 1,500.0 | LEAR2S 8] USER 5 4 5.167.2 5077
LEAR2S & STANDARD), 1 5 16,320.3 1,854.6 | LEARZS [+] USER 5 5 5,79286 582.3
LEAR2S %] STANDARDS 1 6 17.320.3 2.047.4 | LEARZS 8] USER 5 6 9,839.8 900.0
LEARRS 5] STANDARD 1 7 22,2693 3.000.0 | LtEAR2S D USER 5 7 27,4928 3,000.0
LEARZ2S »] STANDARD 1 8 7,174 .9 4,343.0 | LEAR2S D USER 5 8 28,4926 30475
LEARZS [¥] STANDARD 1 g 44 9577 5500.01 LEAR2S D USER 5 g 38.730.8 358340
LEARZS D STANDARD 1 10 £95282 7.500.0 1 LEAR2S D YSER 5 10 49,864.9 6,500.0
LEAR25S »] STANDARD 3 11 78.7182 10,0000 § LEAR2S B USER 5 11 52,3165 7.5000
LEAR2S 2] USER 5 12 79,5031 1G,000.0

|
!
!




SPEED PROFILE COMPARISON  ERTITYE

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
TO WEIGHT: 13,500 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799" MSL

Speed vs, Distance
350
300 -
250 -
8200 -
x
ke
@
@
H150 -
100 +
50 .
0 10,000 26,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60.000 70,600 80,000 90.000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll (ft.)
\_ ' F e INM Standard Profile =8 -User Defined Profile; y,
PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profite )
ACFT ID1OP_TYPE| PROF_ID1| PROF_IDZ| PT_NUM]| DISTANCE SPEED| ACFY_ID| OF_TYPE| PROF ID1] PROF_ID2| PY_NUM| DISTANCE SPEED
LEARZS D STANDARD 1 1 - 35.0] LEAR2S 8] USER 5 1 - 350
LEARZS D STANDARD 1 2 3676.2 158.4} LEARZS 5] USER 5 2 2,879.2 150.3
LEARZS [5) STANDARD) 1 3 5937.9 174.3] LEAR25 D USER 5 3 50050 1514
LEAR2S D STANDARD 1 4 12,4816 177.6] LEARZS D USER 5 4 5167.2 153.5
LEARZS D STANDARD) 1 5 16,3203 204 6] LEAR2S D USER 5 5 87925 163.8
LEARZS D STANDARD) i 6 17,3203 205.2| LEAR2S D USER 5 6 89398 164.7
LEARZS [¥] STANDARD) 1 7 22,259.3 208.1] LEAR2S 5] USER 5 T 27,4928 169.9
LEARZS D STANDARD) 1 8 37,174.9 270.9] LEAR2S o] USER 5 8 28,492.6 1785
LtEARZD D STANDARD 1 9 44,9677 275.8] LEAR2S 8] USER 5 g 38.730.8 267.6
LEARZS D STANDARD) i 10 59,528.2 28441 LEARZS [5) USER 5 10 49.864.9 258
LEARRS 5] STANDARD) 1 1 79,715.2 295.8 LEAR25 D USER 8 1 623185 2844
LEAR25 [¥) USER [ 12 78.503.1 2958




THRUST PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
TIO WEIGHT: 13,500 ‘ AIRPORT: VNY

TEMPERATURE: 80 I

ELEVATION: 799" MSL. i
4 . o
Thrust vs. Distance - ) I
3,000 ]

2
2,500 ‘

{
2,000 ’

3 |
= 1,500 |

2 ,

o

i |

1,000 I
500
0 : : s e . e J
v 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 £0,000 70,000 80,000 90,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll (ft.}
i ——+— INM Standard Profile —O User Defined Profile | ' f

PROFILE POINTS

INM Standard Profile : User Defined Profile
ACFT ID| QP TYPE{ PROF_IDT PROF_ID2[ PT_NUM DISTANCE THRUST] AGFY 1D| OP TYPE | PROF |01 PROF 102 | #T NUMi DISTANCE THRUST]
LEAR25 D STANDARD) 4 1 - 2.833.38 [ LEAR2S i) USER 5 1 - 283379
LEAR25 D STANDARD 1 2 3676.2 251529 | LEAR2S 8] USER 5 2 2.879.2 2.531.62
LEARZS. ] STANDARD, 1 3 5837.9 248183 | LEAR2S D LISER ) 3 5,005.0 2,525 582
LEARRS 3] STANDARD] 1 4 12,4816 246957 | LEARDS D USER 5 4 5.167.2 1,800.00
'_E—E_AR25 4] STANDARD| 1 5 16,3203 2,416.57 { LEAR2S D USER 3 S 67928 1,400.00
LEAR2S ] STANCARD 1 6 17,3263 2,174.95 | LEAR2S o USER_ 5 1] 88358 1.4460.00
LEARZS D STANDARD 1 7 222583 217214 | LEAR2S 5] USER 4] 7 27,4928 1,400.00
LEAR2S D STANDARD) i 8 37,1749 2076.30 § LEAR2S D USER 5 3 28,4926 2,238.21
LEARZS 0 STANDARD) 1 ] 44.987.7 2,084.77 § LEARZS B LSER 5 9 38,730.8 2.873.40
LEARZS 8] STANDARD) 1 10 59.528.2 211179 | LEARZS o USER 5 i) 49,864 9 2.084.77
LEAR2S o STANDARD 1 11 74,715.2 2,167.60 | LEARZS 4] USER ) 11 62.316.5 211179
LEARZS D USER s 12 79,5031 2.167.60




ALTITUDE PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep,
TIO WEIGHT: 17,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 80.0
ELEVATION: 799" M3,

Altitude vs. Distance
12,000 —
10,600
8,000
0
]
=
£
s 6,000
k-
2
<
4,000
2,600
0 A FEe Ly ; ; : s
0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 90,000 100,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roli {fi.) .
i —+—|NM Standard Profile —8 ~User Defined Profile;
. - - J
PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profite -
ACFT ID[ OF TYPE] PROF ID1] PROF IDZ | PT_NUM[ DISTANCE| ALTITUDE| ACFT_ID] OP_TYPE PROF DA PROF D21 PT NUM| DISTANCE| ALTITUDE
LEARIS D STANDARD 1 1 . - LEAR3S5 D USER 5 1 - -
LEARIS D STANDARD, 1 2 2.580.9 - LEAR3S D USER 5 2 23216 -
LEAR3S D STANDARD] 1 3 4,6082.8 212.8 | LEAR3S D USER 5 3 44428 500.0
LEAR3S ] STANDARD 1 Ll 11.669.7 1.500.0 | LEAR3S o] USER 5 4 54426 5493
LEAR3S ) STANDARD) 3 5 15,602.2 1,843.8 | LEAR3S D USE Rua 5 5 7.017.8 521.5
LEARS3S 2} STANDARD] 1 & 16,602.2 2014.1 | LEAR3S 9] USER 5 ) 9,764 5 860.0
LEAR35S o) STANDARD) 1 7 22.388.0 3,000.0 | LEAR3S D WSER 5 7 28,392 5 3.000.0
LEAR3E o STANDARDY 1 3 434249 4.589.9 { LEAR3S o USER 5 8 29,3925 3.047.4
LEARIS 8] STANDARD 1 9 50,915.3 5.500.0 1 LEAR3IS D USER 5 g 43.070.0 3,686.3
LEAR3SE C STANDARD 1 10 68,817.5 7.500.0 | LEAR3S v USER 5 10 £6,164.0 5,500.0
LEAR3S ¥ STANDARD 1 1% 93,8120 10,000.0 | LEAR3S O USER 5 11 72,0889 7.500.0
LEAR]S D USER 5 12 04,2265 10.000.0




VNY

SPEED PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: 1 ) MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ, Noiss Abatement éep

TIO WEIGHT: 17,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799" MSL

4 N\
Speed vs. Distance
350 -
300
250
B 200 -
=
°
€
4
@ 150
100
50
v . : : - -
0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 76,000 80,000 80,000 100,600
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll (ft.}
\_ { ——INM Standard Profile —8 -User Defined Profile} )
i PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profile :
ACFY ID|OP TYPE{ PROF_{D1| PROF_ID2 | PT_NUM| DISTANCE SPEED] ACFT [B] OP TYPE| PROF 1D1{ PROF_IDZ] PT NUM| DISTANCE SPEED
LEARS3S 3] STANDARD) 1 1 - 3501 LEAR3S D USER 5 1 - 35.0
LEAR35 D STANDARDY 1 2 2,580.9 145.6F LEAR3S 3] USER 5 2 2,221.0 140.3]
LEAR3S D STANDARDY 1 3 46828 181.6f LEARS3S D USER 5 3 4,442.8 1414
LEARIS D STANDARDH i 4 11,669.7 164.1F LEAR3S o USER 5 4 54426 153.6
LEAR3S D STANDARD t 5 15,602.2 191.0f LEAR3S o] USER 5 5 70178 164.0;
LEAR3S o} STANDARD ki 3] 16,602.2 191.581 LEAR3S > USER ] 6 9,764.5 164.7
LEARIS 8] STANDARDY 1 7 22,388.0 184.3} LEAR3S %] USER 5 7 28,3925 168.9
LEARDS b [STANDARD 1 B 43,4240 2720} LEAR3S o USER 5 [ 293925 1766
LEARIS [n} STANDARD 1 9 50,915.3 275.8F LEAR3S 0 USER 5 9 43.070.0 268.3)
EEAR3S D STANDARD, 1 10 88,817.5 284,41 LEARIS 0 USER 5 10 56,164.0 275.8
LEAR3S D STANDARD 1 11 93 8920 205.8| LEARIS D USER 5 11 720899 284 4
LEARIS D USER 5 12 94,226 6 295.8

{

/
f




THRUST PROFILE COMPARISON LEAR35

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MORIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ, Noise Abaterment Dep.
FO WEIGHT: 17,000 AIRPORT: VRY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799 MSL

Thrust vs. Distance
4,000 -
3,500
3.000 -
2,500 -
w
a8
% 2,000 -
S
[
£
-
1,500
1,600
500
[ 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,0060 50,000 60,000 70,000 B80,00G 90,000 0,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll (ft.)
\_ . F e INM Standard Profile  ——User Defined Profile i J
PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profile
ACFT ID{ OP_TYPE | PROF_ID1]| PROF_ID2 | PT _NUM] DISTANGE THRUST] ACFT |10 | OP TYPE ! PROF_ID1} PROF_ID2 | PT _NUM]| DISTANGE THRUST
LEAR35 D STANDARD] 1 1 - 3,400.66 | LEAR3S [v] USER 5 1 - 3.408.68
LEAR3S 5] STANDARD! i 2 25808 2.852.22 | LEAR3S [5] USER 5 2 2.221.0 281236
LEAR3S o STANDARD) 1 3 4,682.8 279501 { LEAR3S 5] USER 5 3 4,442 8 2,875.00
LEAR35 [} STANDARD) 3 4 11,669.7 279552 | LEARIS D USER 5 4 5,442.6 2,250.00
LEAR3S &) STANDARD| 1 5 15,682.2 2,699.82 | LEARAS o USER 5 5 70176 1,780.00
LEAR3S D STANDARD) H [ 16.602.2 2,429.86 | LEAR3S 5] USER 5 6 9,764.5 1,700,060
LEARSS D STANDARD) 1 7 22.388.0 243581 | LEAR3S 4] USER [ 7 28.382.5 1,700.60
LEAR3S [3) STANDARD 1 8 43.424.8 2,215.25 ] LEARIS D USER 5 8 29,362.5 2,516.09
LEAR3S D STANDARD) 1 g 50,8153 2,226.31 | LEARIS [§] USER [ o 43,0700 2,206.42
LEAR35 D STANDARD)] 1 10 68,817.5 2,258.83 | LEAR3S D USER & 10 56,164.0 2.226.31
LEAR3S D STANDARD 1 11 938120 2.315.33 | LEAR3S D USER 5 11 72089.9 2,258,983
LEARIS [3) USER $ 12 94,2266 2,315,233




ALTITUDE PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Depk
T/O WEIGHT: 47,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60.0

ELEVATION: 799 MSL 1

4 ) ™
Altitude vs. Distance
12,000 - - l
10,000 ,
8,060 -
o~ [
5 [
2 i
=
£
@ 6.000
b+ ]
2
<
4,000
2,000
o a . R . N o
0 G000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 90,000 100,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll {ft.)
r i .
i —+—INM Standard Profiie —& ~User Defined Profile; :
N mmailan Lol DEE TITE J
PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile . User Defined Profile
ACFT_ID]OP TYPE| PROF 1D1 ] PROF ID2: PT_NUM| DISTANCE! ALTITUDE] ACFI_ID] OF TYPE | PROF_ID1] PROF D3 PT NUM| DISTANCE! ALTITUDE
Gl 5} STANDARD! 1 1 - - GiB D F 1 1 . -
Gl i} STANDARD 1 2z 3.687.4 - GilB [ F 1 2.312.0 -
GliB D STANDARD) 1 3 58035 226.9)  GiB [} F 1 3 2510.7 35.0
GIB D STANDARD! 1 4 12,2241 1,500.0¢F Qs 3] F 1 4 3597.2 148.5
Gilg D STANDARE) 1 5 16.269.4 1,876.7 1 GHB 3] F o 1 5 4.598.1 356.9
Glig D STANDARD] 1 8 17,269.4 204491 GEB D F 1 [ 53540 4876
GliB D STANDARD 1 7 229501 30000 Ghin D F 1 7 10,2132 1,120.7
clig D STANDARD 4 8 40,870.4 43907 | cia D F 1 8§ $5,117.0 1.748.2
clg D STANDARD] i g9 42.571.8 5,500.0 GHg D F 1 9 20,592.9 24502
Gi8 ) STANDARD) 1 10 86,8180 7500.01 Gl [») F 1 10 25,2809 3.050.0
GilB 3} STANDARD] 1 11 S1,8764 §  10,00001 GIB [3) F i 11 352124 4,319.2
GiiB 6] F 1 12 450113 5569.4
- GiiB D F 1 13 550019 6.841.9
GHB 5] F 1 14 65,1936 8,137.5
Gus [% £ 1 15 75,0125 9,3834
Glig D F 1 16 78,230.9 9.791.3
Gl [#) F E 17 79,879.0 | 10.000.0




SPEED PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH: 1 MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.
T/IO WEIGHT: 47,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799' MSL
( Speed vs. Distance )
)
=
2
'
Q.
7
0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,600 60,000 70.000 80,000 90,000 160,000
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll {ft.)
\_ Y Standard Profile ~8 lser Defined Profite | y
iy PROFILE POINTS
INM Standard Profile User Defined Profile
ACFT ID| OF TYPE | PROF_ID1 | PROF_ID2 | PT NUM [ DISTANCE SPEED} ACFT_ID| OP_TYPE | PROF_ID1 | PROF ID2 | PT_NUM]| DISTANCE SPEED
GliB o STANDARD 1 1 - 35.0f  GiB D F 1 1 - 35.0
Glig D STANDARD 1 2z 36874 154.6]  GHB D F 1 2 23120 138.0
Gig i) STANDARD 1 3 5,803.5 17021 GiB 5} F 1 3 26107 143.1
' GluB o} STANDARD) 1 4 12,2241 173.4]  GIB 5} Fom 1 4 3,897.2 150.6
GiB o] STANDARD 1 5 16,269.4 2005]  GIB [5) F 1 5 4,598.1 1516
Gip D STANDARD 1 6 17,2694 2010]  GHB o F 1 [ 5,354.0 152.0
GlB D STANDARD 1 7 22,9501 2039] GuB 5] F 1 7 10,2132 153.4
GiB D STANDARD 1 8 40,970.4 212 Gis i} F 1 8 15,1170 154.8
GliB D STANDARD 1 g 49,571.8 27581 GIB 5 £ 1 g 20,592.9 156.5
Gl 3] STANDARD; 1 10 66.818.0 2844]  GIB s} £ % 10 25.280.8 157.9
Gig D STANDARD 1 11 91,8764 2958]  GIB D F 1 11 352124 160.9
GHB D F 1 12 45,0113 1840
GUB [} F 1 13 55,001.9 7.3
GilB D F 1 14 65.193.6 170.7
GiB D F 1 15 750125 174.1
GliB D F 1 16 78,230.9 175.2
GhB D F 1 17 79,879.0 175.8
!




THRUST PROFILE COMPARISON

STAGE LENGTH:

1

MODIFIED PROCEDURE TYPE: Typ. Noise Abatement Dep.

TIO WEIGHT: 47,000 AIRPORT: VNY
TEMPERATURE: 60
ELEVATION: 799' MSL
'd \ I
Thrust vs. Distance
12,006
10,060 ,
L
8,000 I
8
4% 6.000
2
£
-
4,000
2,000
!
0 ~ ‘ |
0 10,600 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 0,000 70,000 86,000 95.000 100,000 [
Distance from Start of Takeoff Roll {ft.)
\_ i--vmiNM Standard Profile ~0— User Defined F’rofileg y, ! |
PROFILE POINTS {
INM Standard Profile . User Defined Profile (
ACFT_ID| OB _TYPE! PROF_ID1] PROF 02| PT_NUM| DISTANGE THRUST| ACFT_ID] OP_TYPE| PROF_ID1] PROF_IDZ] PT. NUM| DISTANGE THRUST
GilB D STANDARD) 1 1 . 11,150.25 [ Ghg D F 1 1 - 7.800.00
GilB 5 STANDARD 1 2 3.687.4 10,130.33 | GIB 5 F 1 23120 7.508.00
GilB D STANDARD) 1 3 5.803.5 10,026.14 | Gl D F 1 3 2.610.7 7.859.00
ang D STANDARD 1 4 12,2241 9897711 o D F 1 4 3,597 .2 7.834 80+
GitB 5} STANDARD) 1 5 16,269.4 8821781 Gli8 ) F e 1 5 4,598.1 7.869.80
GHB 3] STANDARD, 1 3 17,2694 8.843.13 QB D F 1 B 53540 5,401.80
GiIB D STANDARD i 7 229501 862105 |  GiB D F 1 7 10,213.2 5,526,10
Gla 0 STANDARD! 1 8 40,9704 825154 [ ¢uB D F 1 8 15,117.0 5,654.90
GIg i} STANDARD 1 9 49,571.8 8229801 GiuB ) F 1 g 20,592.9 5.802.80
[E) D STANDARD 1 10 $6,818.0 819059 |  GIB [ F 1 10 25,280.9 5,833.10
GliB D STANDARD) 1 11 91,8764 8141451 GuB 5} F 1 13 35.212.4 622030
Glig 0 £ 1 1z 450113 6.519.60
Ghis D £ 1 13 550018 6,841.80
Gl D £ 1 14 65,193.6 7.189.80
Ghig ] F 1 15 750125 7.544 40
Gl D F 1 16 78,230.9 7.665.00
GlIg D F 1 17 79.879.0 7.727.60
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U.S. Department 800 Indspendsenocs Ave., S.w,
of Transportation Washington, D.C. 20591 ’
David Fitz

federal Aviation

Administration

Coffman Associates

237 N.W. Blue Parkway, Suite 100 )
Lee’s Summit, MO 64063 =

June 18, 1998

Dear Mr. Fitz,

The Office of Environment and Energy has completed its review of the profile review package
submitted as part of the F.A.R Part 150 Study for the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport
(BUR). This submission requests modification for the departure profile of the Gulfstream Il
which is currently modeled using the INM GIIB as a substitution. Our office approves the use of
the revised profile with the understanding that:

1} Mr. Charles Etter of Gulfstream has reviewed and approved the profile for use
in the INM and has determined that it is within the bounds of performance for
the Gulfstream II and that the units of the profile are appropriate for inclusion
into the INM and

2) Coffman & Associates has verified with the operators that they do ja fact fly the
procedure being modeled.

Please und¥rstand that this approval for use of the modified departure profile for the Gulfstream
I is limited to Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport only. Any additional projects or non-
standard INM input for Burbank or the use of this profile at another-airport will require separate
approval.

Sincerely,

?/L%r

Jake A. Plante, Ed.D.
Ma;xager, Analysis and Evaluation Branch
Office of Environment and Energy

S ;
- AUN-24-1993  p9:33 8165242575 g7 p.@2




Gulfstream’

AZHOSPACE CORPORATION

January 14, 1999
FS-A/V-99-001

&
i

Mr. Tom Greer

Executive Director

Burbank Glendale Pasadena Airport Authonty
2627 Hollywood Way

Burbank, California 91505-9989

Reference 1 Letter from Dr. Jake Plante to Mr. E. H. Haupt dated November 30, 1998,

———

Dear Mr. Greer:

As you know, | previously sent Coffman & Associates some depariure profiles for use in the
Burbank Part 130 Study. Attachment A & B contain these same departure profiles extended 1o an
altitude of 10,000 ft (See Reference 1). I am sending you this information so that any future noise
studies can modet the Gulfstream 11 and 1l appropnately.

Additionally, I am sending both FLEX and Min EPR departures for both daytime and nightume
operations. In the first version I only sent a FLEX for nighttime departure. FLEX (reduced power
initial selting) is the recommended normal departure procedure.  An alternate procedure which can
be used is the Min EPR (full power initial setting) departure. Both procedures call for an carly
aerodynamic clean up and thrust cutback to. Quiet Climb EPR at about 200 to 400 ft above the
ground. Both are provided so that either, or both, can be chosen for a Part 150 revision, follow up
evaluations, and/or a Part 161 Study.

Previously, for various reasons, only one departure profile was sent to the FAA for approval and
the Noise Curves developed from FAA approved noise certification testing for the Spey powered
Gulfstream aircraft was not used. This has always concerned Gulfstream, but we agreed to allow
the existing SP511L8 noise curves in the INM to be used.

These attachments contain noise contours/level comparisons based again on the original noise
curves sent to Coffrnan & Associates (the profiles have simply been extended to 10,000 fi
altiude). Gulfstream maintains that these noise curves are appropriate for the Guifstream 11 and HI
and should be used for any subsequent studies. With this stated, 1 agree that the current Noise
Curves in the INM labeled SP5118 are simitar, but given the same departure profile, the SP5118
noise curves tends 1o extend the noise contour by about 15 - 20%. Since the enclosed curves were
developed based on FAA approved noise testing, Gulfstream still recormmends these be used for all
modeling.

Al Burbank, the Guifstream 1I and I have no restrictions during the duytime operation provided
Quict Flying is used. At night, Quiet Flying is also required and takeoft weight is limited to
47.000 ib. and 55,500 Ib. for the Guifsirearn IF and I} respectively.

Previously, the GII was nol modeled as requested due to the differences in the Learjel Noise
Curves and the Guifstream Noise Curves, namely the thrust parameter. With Reference L, this s
no longer a problem.



FS-A/V-99-001

Page two

Regardless of the noise curves used (Gulfstream’s or SP3118 in the INM), all the deparure
profiles (Tables A-1 through A-4, and B-1 through B-4) as enclosed shouid be submitted 1o the
FAA for approval. In this manner both the nmighttime and daytime altematives can truly be
evaluated using the appropriate profiles. P

To this end, Guifstream is submitting the following two (2) recommendations:
1) Use Quiet Flying Procedures appropnate for daytime and nighttime operations.
2} Use the Noise Curves appropriate to the Gulfstream [ and Ul

The following pages present takeoff profiles consistent with the above, and consistent with your
Part 150 Swudy assumed conditions (temperature, pressure, wind, runway gradient).

Gulfstream respectfully submits this data for your use in modeling the Guifstream 1] and Gl from
Burbank Airport.

Best regards,

Dk, e

Charles L. Etter

cu: Dr. Jake Plante, AEE
Mr. Tom Connor, AEE
Mr. Mark Johnson, Coffman & Associates
Mr. E. H. Huupt, NBAA




LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

&5

A) Guifstream 111 Takeoff Quiet Flying Profiles and 95 dB SEL Noise Contours
Gulfstream I vs INM Default (Gulfstreamn 11B)

B) Gulfstream I Takeoff Quiet Flying Profiles and 95 dB SEL Noise Contours
Gulfstream 1I vs INM Default (Gulfstream IB)

) Noise Curves Gulfstream I & HI (with Hushkit)

Gulfstream
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GULFSTREAM 11®
AND
_ GULFSTREAM [®
QUIET FLYING PROFILES
| FOR

BURBANK GLENDALY. PASADENA AIRPORT

Gulfstream®
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ATTACHMENT A

GULFSTREAM 111
TAKEOFF QUIET FLYING PROFILES
AND
95 dB SEL NOISE CONTOURS

GHI vs INM DEFAULT (GIIB)

Gulfstream”®



Gill, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 60,000 LB

DISTANCE (FT) [ALTITUDE (FT) [KTAS  JFN/DELTA (LB}
G3QFLe 1D U 1 1 0.0 G.0 16.0 10200.0]N
G3QFLE D U 1 2 2526 2 00 134 0 10197 71N
G3QFLe |D U 1 3 2967 .8 350 1450 10197 7iN
G3QFLE |D u 1 4 39726 141.1 1538 10180.0iN
G3QFL6 |D U 1 5 42336 1656 156.4 13169.0|N
G3QFL6 [D U 1 6 5287 5 369.6 1599 10192 5|N ]
G3QFL6 |D U 1 7 6084 § 5111 160.2 5590 8|N
G3QFLe |D 1] 1 8 7702.0 675.8 160.6 5624 41N I
G3QFLE6 D U 1 9 1013511 9236 1612 3675 5|N
G3QFL6 |D u 1 10 150283 1421.6 162.4 5779.8IN
G30FLs |D U 1 11 20233 1 1950.9 1637 5893 4N T
G3QFLE6 |D U 1 12 25202.3 2456.0 164.9 6004 2IN
G3QFLE D U 1 13 31050.6 3050.0 166 4 6137 6N
G3QFLE D U 1 14 31327 4 30781 166 5 6144,0|N
G3QFL6 D U 1 15 349739 34482 167.4 6229.0[N
G3QFL6 D ] 1 16 45180.0 4483 1 170.1 6474 41N
G3QFLE D U 1 17 54969 1 5474.3 1727 6720 2IN
G3QFL6 |D U 1 18 649093 64793 1753 6980.8|N
G30QFLE D u 1 19 750053 7498 5 1781 7257 B|N
G3QFLE 1D U 1 20 84961.9 8501.8 180.9 7542 BIN
G3QFL6 |D U — 11 21 95076 .6 95154 183.9 7845 9{N 1
G3OFL6 D U 1} 22 99858.8 100000 1852 7994 OIN
G”[MSGO Table A"1 1”4!’99 .




Glit, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 60,000 LB

DISTANCE (FT) |ALTITUDE (FT} |KTAS FN/DELTA (LB)
GaQrL7 |D U 1 1 6.0 00 16.0 7500 OIN
GI0OFL? |D U 1 2 3492 6 0.0 1361 7874 4[N
G3QFL7 1D ¥ 1 3 4104 7 350 1417 7874 4|N
G3aFL7 D u 1 4 48783 99,8 145 0 7866 8IN
G3GFL7 D U 1 5 53220 1372 1482 7850 9IN
G3OFLY {D 1] 1 6 8082.3 1990 1527 7830.2IN
G3GFL7 1D U i 7 7131.7F 296.3 1591 7803 6|N
G3aFLy |D U 1 8 8198 4 462.8 1601 6257 3|N
G30FL7 D o 1 9 100849 656.2 1606 5620.4|N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 10 152205 1180.0 161.8 5729 0|N
G3GFL7 |D U 1 11 201415 1679.8 163.0 5835.0|N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 12 250905 2163.0 164 3 5944 0[N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 13 30077 1 2669.7 1655 6056.2|N
G3OFLT D U 1 14 351019 31959 166 8 6171.8|N
G3QFLT D U i 15 44984 5 4202.4 1693 6406.7 N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 16 550206 5215.0 172.0 5655 8|N
GAQFLY D Y] 1 17 65215 1 6250.0 1747 6920 3[N
G3QFL? D U i 18 752760 7268.0 1775 7193 3|N
G3IQFL? 1D ¥ 1 19 85195 2 8266.0 180.3 7474 6|N
G3IQFL7 D { ! 20 94964 5 G249.3 1831 7764 0N
G3QFL? D U 1 Z1 102433.6 10000.0 1851 7883 1IN
GIIFB00 Table A-2 1/14/99



Gii, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 55 500 LB

DISTANCE (FT) [ALTITUDE (FT) [KTAS FN/DELTA (LB)
G3QF10 D 7] 1 1 £.0 0.01" 16.0 10250 01N
G30F10 D u 1 2 21092 0.0 1281 10250 0|8
G30F10 D U 1 3 27270 591 1433 16222 9IN
G3QF10 D u 1 4 34692 1438 1511 10202 581N
G3QF10 |D U 1 5 37226 183.2 1531 10202 21N
G3QF10 D U 1 3 44740 3807 1535 10241 4N
G3QF10 D U 1 7 49819 485.4 153.8 6189 7N
G3GF10 D U 1 8 7570.2 751.0 154 4 5218.6|N T
G30QF10 |D U 1 g 10688 1016.3 1550 5269 4[N
G3QF10 D u 1 10 15134.7 1523.0 156.1 B3GR 1IN
G3QF10 D u 1 11 20138.4 2033.2 1573 5469.8|N
G3QF10 D Y] 1 12 251805 2547 1 158 6 5574 4]N
G3QF10 |b Y] 1 13 30261.9 3064.6 159 8 5682 31N
G3QF10 D u 1 14 351128 3558 4 161.0 5787 5N
G3QF10 |D U 1 15 4437586 4500.3 163.3 5894 6N
G3QF10 |D 1] 1 16 54330.4 55114 1658 6226.9|N
G3QF10 D 1] 1 17 65008.6 6594.3 168.6 6487 7IN
G3QF10 D u 1 18 75004.4 7606.5 1713 6743 3|N
GaQF16 D ] 1 19 85160.3 86333 1741 7014 91N
G3QF10 D ] 1. 20 8951854 96452 176.9 7295 4N
G3QF10 D U 1 21 9R762 2 10000.0 1779 7396.9[N
G550 Table A-3 1/14/99



GHl, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 55 500 LB

DISTANCE (FT) TALTITUDE (FT) [KTAS FNIDELTA (LB)
GaoF11 |D U 1 1 0.9 0.0 16.0 8000.0]N
G3QF11 D U 1 2 2810.2 0.0 130.4 8000.0IN ]
G3QF1T D U 1 3 36756 55.8 1386 7905 61N
G3QF1t D U 1 4 41468 101.0 141.5 7893.4|N
G3QF11 [D u 1 5 43863 1222 1431 7885 6|N
G3QF11 D U 1 6 5375.7 207.7 150.5 7848 6N
G3QFi1 |D U 1 7 5630.2 232.1 152.2 7840 8|N
GaaFtt |D ] 1 8 63937 369.5 153.5 7858 8N
G3IQF11 D U 1 9 6648.3) 419.0 153.6 7597 9[N
G3QF1t D U 1 10 7420.8 516.2 153.8 5174 1N
G30QF11 D U 1 11 100104 7806 154 4 5224 3iN
G3QF11 ID ] 1 12 12349 7 1019.4 155.0 5270.0IN
G3QF11 (D u 1 13 152203 1312.3 1587 5326.8|N
G3aaF11 |D U 1 14 20208t 1821.1 156.8 5427 21N
G3QFi1 D U 1 15 24968.8 "2306.4 158.0 5525 1[N
G3QFt1 D U 1 16 30031.7 28222 159.2 5631 41N
G3QF1t D U 1 17 35134 3 33417 160.5 5741.0iN
G3QF11 D U 1 18 45187 .5 4364 .3 163.0 5964 2N
G3QF11 D ] 1 19 551215 5373.4 16855 6194 6N
G30F11 D U 1 20 652115 63959 168 1 6439.21N
G30Fi1 D U 1]~ 21 751766 74063 170.8 6691 8|N
GaaFi1 |D U 1 22 85009.0 84007 173.4 6952 3N
GIOF11T D U 1 23 8952933 94392 176.3 7237.3[N
G3IOF11 D U 1 24 970733 9518.8 176.8 7287 9N
G3QF1Y 1D U 1 25 100852 1 10000.0 177.9 7395 41N
GINF550 Table A-4 1714499



SEL Comparison of Standard INM GIIB Profile to Guifstream Il Profiles

Grid Point | Distance From| Standard | GHIFLEX | G Min EPR | GIIt FLEX { Gl Min EPR
Takeoff Roll INM GlIB 55500 b 55500 b 60000 Ib 80000 tb

{nm) {SEL) (SEL) {SEL) {(SEL) {SEL)
1 0.5 150.0 131.4 128.2 1411 1316
2 1.0 125.8 1145 104.8 117.0 108.0
3 1.5 116.1 1003 98.5 105 .4 101.%
4 - 2.0 1111 97.8 96.4 100.7 989
5 25 108.1 95.9 ‘4 94 .8 98.7 97.2
6 3.0 104.9 94.3 93.5 96.9 95.8
7 35 101.2 932 g2.4 95.7 94.8
8 4.0 99.5 921 91.5 947 93.8
9 45 98.1 911 80.5 935 92.8
10 5.0 97.1 90.4 89.9 827 92.0
11 55 961 897 88.3 918 81.2
12 8.0 95.2 89.2 88.8 911 80.5
13 6.5 84 4 88.6 88.3 90.4 89.9
14° 7.0 93.4 88.3 88.0 89.9 89.4
15 7.5 == © 925 B87.9 875 89.3 88.9
16 B.0 916 87.3 86.9 88.7 88.3
17 85 90.9 86.9 86.6 88.3 87.9
18 9.0 0.1 BB.5 86.2 879 87.5
19 95 £9.4 86.0 85.7 B7.4 871
20 10.0 88.7 856 85.4 87.0 B6.7

INM Req Sub Pts - Gl Table A-5 1/14/99
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Gill, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 60,000 LB

Altitude (1)
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Glil, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 60,000 LB
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Giit, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW =5
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ATTACHMENT B

GULFSTREAM 11
TAKEOFF QUIET FLYING PROFILES
AND
95 dB3 SEL NOISE CONTOURS

GII vs INM DEFAULT (GIIB)

Gulfstream”



GH, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 55,000 LB

GIIMS50

DISTANCE (FT) JALTITUDE (F7) JKTAS FN/DELTA (LB)
Saris 1o U i 1 0.0 00 16.0 10200.01N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 2 7454 3 0.0 1480 10147 6iN
G2QFL3 D U i 3 2776 3 350 1515 16147 6|N
GoQFL3 |D W] 1 4 38301 1534 162.0 10120.0|N
GZOFL3 D U 1 5 46376 3306 163.9 10157 0[N
G3QFL3 |D U i 6 51767 457 8 164 2 8636 8|N
GI30FL3 |D U 1 7 54506 502.0 1643 6710.6|N
G20FL3 1D U i 8 6552 7 642 6 164.6 8355 1|N
G2QFL3 {D U P g 8210 af 8540 1652 6404 41N
G2QFL3 D U 1 10 10150.6 1101 7 1658 6462 5|N
G20FL3 |D i) 1 11 15173.3 17419 167 4 6616 O|N
G2GFLA D U 1 12 202445 23877 166.0 6775 2|N
G2GFL3 D U 1 13 25450 1 3050.0 1707 6943 31N
G2QFL3 |0 U 1 14 35177 7 42860 1735 7270.4]N
G2QFL3 D U i 15 45179.9 5554.6 1773 7625 4|N
G2QFL3 |D U i 16 55077.7 68072 180.8 7956 41N
GIOFL3 1D U 1 17 65171.5 8082.1 184 4 8396 21N
G2GFL3 D U 1 18 75155 4 93403 188.0 8814 3N
GZQFL3 |0 U i 19 80399 8 10600.0 180.0 9043 41N
Table B-1 1/14/99

[



GH, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 55,000 LB

DISTANCE (FT) [ALTITUDE (FTy IKTAS {FN/DELTA (LB)

G2QFL4 (D U 1 1 00 0.0 16.0 7900.0|N
G2QFL4 (D u 1 "2 31828 0.0 150.0 7800.9|N
G2QFL4 D u 1 3 35049 35.0 1515 7800.9IN
G2OFL4 D u 1 4 4533 G 142.6 156.4 7751 7N
G2QFlL4 D U 1 5 53393 217.0 160.7 T776.0{N
G2QFL4 D J 1 5 6430.2 3599 163.9: T780.9iN
G20FL4 1D U H 7 69763 454 0 164.2 7057 4N
G2QFL4 (D Y 1 8 72511 4922 164.3 6320.4 N
G2QFL4 1D U H 9 8353 Gu: 6328 164 .6 6352 81N
GzZQFL4 |D U 1 10 10G10.3 844.3 165.1 6402.01N
G2QFi4 D U 1 1 150137 1482.2 166.7 6553.2IN
G2QFL4 1D u 1 12 200651 21257 168.3 6710, 1N
G2QFL4 D ¥; 1 13 273285 30500 170.7 6943 3N
G20FL4 D U 1 14 34938.6 40171 1732 T1897.7iN
G2QFL4 (D U 1 15 4514853 - 5318.4 176.7 7557 8iN
G2QFL4 D U 1 16 550568 B8567.0 1801 7923.6IN
G2QFL4 D U 1 17 651126 78376 183.7 8317 7N
G2QFL4 1D U 1 18 750579 a091.5 187.3 8729 7N
G2QFt4 D U 1 19 822781 10000.0 180.0 9043 .4{N .
GHF550 Table B'z 1/14/99



Gii, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 47,000 LB

DISTANCE (FT) |ALTITUDE (#7) IKTAS EN/DELTA (LB)
G2GFLE |D U 1 1 0o 0.0 16.0 10220.0[N
G2QFLe D U 1 2 1814 0 0.0 140.0 10202 5N
G2QFLE 1D u 1 a 2357 0 618 146 6 10202 5N
G2QFL6 D U 1 4 0843 236.3 151 4 10235.3]N
G2QFLE |D ] 1 5 3582.0 392.0 151.7 10256 4{N T
G2QFLE D U 1 6 3828.2 4631 151.9 256G 4{N
G2QFLe D U 1 7 43354 5306 1521 5410.1IN .
G2QFL6 D U 1 8 4590 4 569.9 1621 5416.0{N
GZQFLE D U H 9 5610.8] . 700.7 152 4 5441 9]N
G2QFL6 |D 7] 1 10 51704] 10289 153.2 5507 BN
G2QFLe |D u 1 11 12033.3 1524 0 154 3 5608.3IN
G20FLG (D u 1 12 15144 3 1922.5 1552 5691 11N
G2QFL6 D u 1 13 201084 2558.0 156.7 5826.01N
G20FL6 |D U 1 14 258120.4 3189.1 1582 5968 0[N
G2QFLe D U 1 15 35022 2 44643 1613 6254 2|N
G2QFLE D u 1 16 45118.6 5752 2 164 5 8564.7 N
G20FL6 D U 1 17 551378 7027.9 167.8 8890 6IN
G2QFLE |D 4 1 18 65072 6 8290.6 171.1 7232 3N
G2QFL6 D U 1 19 75207.8 95763 174.6 7601 2|N
G2QFLE 1D u 1 20 785525 10000.0 1758 7727 6N
GlIM470 Table B-3 1114199
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Gll, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 47,000 LB

, DISTANCE (£7) JALTITUDE (F1) [KTAS FN/DELTA (LB)
G2QFLZ D ] 1 1 0.0 0.0 16.0 7900.0]N
G2GFLZ 1D U 1 7 2312.0 0.0 138.0 7800 01N
G20FL2 D U 1 3 26107 350 143.1 7859 01N
G2QfL2 |D U 1 4 35972 1485 1506 7834 8|N
Ga0FL2 |D 0 1 5 25981 3568l 1516 7869 8|N
&2aFL2 D U 1 6 5354 0 4378 152.0 5401.8[N
G7aFt2 |0 U 1 7 162132 11207 1534 55961 (N
GIOFL2 D U 1 8 181170 17492 154 8 5654 8|N
G2QFL2 1D U 1 9 20592.9§; 245(.2 156.5 5802.8IN
G2GFL2 1D U 3 10 252809 30500 157.9 2933 1[N
G2QFL2 1D §] i 11 35212.4 43192 160.9 6220 3N
G2GFLz |D U i 12 450113 5568.4 164.0 6519.6IN
G2QFLZ |D U 1 3 55001.9 £8419 167.3 6841.9IN
G2QFL2 D U 1 14 651936 81375 170.7 7189 81N
G2QFL2 (D &} 1 15 750125 9383.4 174.1 7544 41N
G20FL2 D U 1 6 782309 97913 1752 7865 0[N
G2aFL2 D U 7 17 79879.0 76000.0 1758 7727 61N
GHE4T0 Table B4 1/14/99



SEL Comparison of Standard INM LEAR25 and GIIB Profites to Gulfstream ll Profiles

Grid Point | Distance From{ Standard Standard GILFLEX | GH Min EPR} GHFLEX | Gl Min EPR
Takeoff Roll {INM Lear 251 INM GliB 47000 b 47300 550060 Ib 55000 I

{nm}) (SELY {SEL) (SEL) (SEL) (SEL) (SEL)
1 0.5 143.0 150.0 121.0 1242 140.2 128.4
2 1.0 124.9 1258 102.7 1014 114.0 107.3
3 1.5 114.6 116.1 99.2 98.0 104.6 1026
4 2.0 109.0 1111 968 86.G 1016 100.1
5 25 1056 108.1 5.1 94 5 99 4 98.3
6 3.0 102.9 104.9 93.7 93.1 976 96.7
7 3.5 99.6 101.2 92.5 92 1 96.2 95.4
8 4.0 97.6 99.5 916 T 912 94.9 94.3
9 4.5 96.1 98 .1 90.7 90 .4 940 93.4
10 5.0 950 97 1 90.0 886 93.0 g2.5
11 55 93.9 96.1 89.4 §8.0 92.3 $92.0
12 6.0 §2.9 95.2 886 88.3 91.6 91.2
13 6.5 91.7 G4.4 87.8 876 90.9 905
14 7.0 90.4 93.4 87.4 87.2 90.4 a0 1
15 7.5 B9 40 92.5 86.9 86.7 839 89.6
16 8.0 88.3 91.6 863 86.2 89.4 892
17 8.5 B7.4 90.9 86.0 85.8 89.0 88.8
18 8.0 86.4 901 856 85 4 88.7 88.5
19 95 856 8G.4 85.2 850 B8.3 88.1
20 10.0 846 88.7 848 84.7 88.1 87.9

INM Req Sub Pts - Gif Table B-5 1/14/99
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Gll, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 55,000 LB
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GliM470

Gll, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 47,000 LB
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GUF470
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ATTACHMENT C
GULFSTREAM II & III
— " (WITH HUSHKIT)

NOISE CURVES

Gulfstream”



GH & Gl HUSHKIT - NPD

EPNL
Distance (f1) 1000 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 <== Fn/della
200 89.0 94 .1 1043 110.3 1173 123.9
400 85.1 g90.2 100.4 106.4 113.4 120.0
630 821 87.2 97 .4 1034 110.4 117.0
1000 78.7 83.8 940 1000 1070 113.6
2000 72.9 78.G 882 942 101.2 107.8
4000 66.4 71.5 81.7 87.7 947 7 1013
6300 61.7 66.8 77.0 83.0 80.0 96.6
10000 56.5 616 718 778 84.8 91.4
16000 50.9 55.0 662 722 79.2 85.8
250060 452 50.3 60.5 66.5 735 801
SEL
Distance (ft) 1000 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 <== Fn/della
200 89.4 935 101.7 111.8 147.3 123.9 ‘
400 855 89.6 978 107.9 113.4 120.0
830 82.5 86.6 94.8 1048 110.4 117.0
1000 79.1 832 914 1015 107.0 113.6
2000 733 77.4 856 957 101.2 107.8
4000 686.8 709 791 88.2 94.7 101.3
6300 62.1 662 74.4 84.5 30.0 96 .6
16000 56.9 61.0 69.2 79.3 848 91.4
16000 513 554 636 73.7 79.2 85.8
25000 456 497 57.9 88.0 73.5 801

The above NPD is presented in the same form as defired in the INM.

Gulfstream

Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation
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Gulfstream Data Packet Submittal for the Van Nuys Part 150
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APR. 24,2000 1:44PM GULFSTREAM AEROSPACE NO. 5898 P |

Gulfstreamr

ACROSPACE CORPORATION

April 24, 2000

H

Mr. Scott Carpenter
Landrum & Brown

11011 King Street, Suite 108
Overland Park, KS 66210

Dear Mr, Carpenter:

Guifstream Aerospace (Snd;poration has developed an operational technique for its Spey
powered aircraft (GI, GIIB and GIIl) which has been named “Quiet Flying”. The
techniques arc presented in a Quiet Flying Manual specific to each type of aircraft. These

techniques have been the recommended normal procedures for routine operations since
1981.

The profile points defined for the GII and GIII are based on the same climb performance
database used to define the FAA approved Flight Manual and the Quiet Flying Mannal.
The profiles are the same ones sent to Burbank Airport for use in their Part 150 Study and
are appropriate for Van Nuys Airport Part 150,

The profile points are in standard INM “profile point” format. The altitude is above the

field elevation (of runway) in feet, the speed is true airspeed in knots and the thrust
settings are provided in corrected net thrust (Frn/delta),

Gulfstream Aerospace recommends that these takeoff profiles be used in the INM for the
Van Nuys Part 150 study,

Attachment C contains the Noise-Power-Distance (NPD) database as defined in GAC-
CR-101. This report is the basis for the FAA approved Noise data which results from the

use of Quiet Flying by the Spey powered Guifstream flest with Stage 2 Hushkit. The
thrust values in the NPD are also defined in corrected net thrust (Fr/delta), thus consistent
with INM recommend procedures. ‘

Guifstream respectfully submits this data for your approval for the Van Nuys 150 study.
Best Regards

T

Charles L. Etter

PO, Box 2208, Savannah, Georgig 81402.2208, Teleghone: 912-865-3000
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General Considerations;
The Quiet Flying departure can be performed using@a “Min EPR” or “Flex™ technique.
The Flex technique is a reduced thrust takcoff based on an “assumed temperature
method”, while the “Min EPR” technique using maximum thrust. Both techniques reduce

thrust to a level of Quiet Flying “Climb EPR” which will produce at least a 1.2% climb
gradient in the event of an engine failure without advancing the power.

Assumptions:

] Elevation:  775.0

2) Temperature 64.7 degrees F

3)  Pressure: 29,92 inHg

4) Wind: 8 knt (Head Wind)

5) Gl TdW = 85%*(64,800) = 55,000 Ibs
6) GII TOW = 85%*(69,700) = 60,000 Ibs

List Of Attachments

A) GIII Takeoff Quiet Flying Profiles
B) GII Takeoff Quiet Flying Profiles

C)  Noise Curves for GII & GIII (with Hushkit)

Gulfstream’
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_ATTACHMENT A

- GHI
TAKEOFF QUIET FLYING PROFILES

Gulfstream’
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Glil, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 60,000 LBS

ACFT ID COP TYPE PROF_ID1 PROF 1D2 PT _NUM DISTANCE ALTITUDE SPEED THR_SET CURVE TYPE

G3QFL6 _|D U 1 1 0.0 0.0] _ 16,0] 10200.00]N
G3QFL6 |D U 1 2| 25762 0.0]_134.0] 10197.70|N
G3QFL6 [D U 1 3l 2967.8 35.0[_145.0] 10197.70|N
GaGFL6 |D U 7 4] 36726] _ 141.1] 163.8] 10180.00]N
G3QFL6 D U 1 Bl 42338] __ 165.6] 156.4] 10160.00{N
G3QFLS D U 1 Bl 5287.5]  369.6] 150.9] 10192.60|N
G3QFL6 |D U 1 7] 6084.9] _ 531.1] 160.2] 5590.80|N
G3QFLG |D U 1 B 7702.0] _ 675.8] 160.6] 5624.40|N
G3QFL6 |D U 7 9] 101351 _ 923.6| 161.2] 5675,50|N
G3QFL6 [D g 1 10] __15028.3] _ 1421.6] 162.4] 5779.90|N
G3QFLG D U 7 1] 202331 __1950.8] _168,7]  5893.40|N
G3QFL6 |D U i 12| 25202.3] _ 0456.0| _164,8] 6004.20|N
G3QFL6 |D U 7 13| 31050.6] _ 3080.0] 166.4] 6137.60|N
G3QFL6 |D U 1 4] 31327.4]  3078.1] 166,5] 6144.00|N
G3QFLe |D U - 15| 34073.8] 34482 167.4] 6228.00|N
G3QFL6 |D U 7 16| 45180.0] _ 4483.1] 170.1] 6474.40|N
G3QFL6 |D. U 1 17] _ 64960.1] 54743 172.7] 6720.20|N
G3QFL6 |D U 3 18] 64000.3] _ 6476.3] 175.3] 6980.80|N
G3QFLE |D U 1 18] 75006.3] _ 7498.5] 178.1] 7257.60|N
G3QFLE |D U 1 20| 84961.0]  6501.8] 180.9] 7542.80|N
G3QFLE |D U 1 21] 05076.6|  0510.4] 183.8] 7845.90|N
G3QFLE |D U 1 72| __00858.8] 10000.0] 185.2] 7984.00|N
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Glit, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 80,000 LBS
ACFT ID OP TYPE PROF _[D1 PROF ID2 PT NUM DISTANCE ALTITUDE SPEED THR SET CURVE_TYPE

G3QFL7 |D U 1 1 0]~ 00]_ 16,0 7600.00]N
G3QFL? _|D U 1 2| 34928 0.0] 136.1] 7874.40N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 3| 41047 35.0] 141.7] 7874.40[N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 4 4873 99.8] 145.0] 7866.80|N
GaQFL? |D U 1 S| 63220]  1377] 14a82| 7850.90|N
G3QFL7_|D U T 6] 60823  190.0] 152.7] 7830.20|N
G30FL7 |D U 1 7| 71317 2963| 158.1| 7803.60|N
G3QFL7 D U 7 8] _B1984] 4628] 160.1] 6257.30|N
G3QFL7_|D U 1 o] 100840/~ 656.2] 160.6] 5620.40|N
G3QFL7 [D U 1 10} 15229.5]  1180.0{ 161.8] 5720.00|N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 11]__ 201415 "1670.8] 163.0] 5835.00[N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 12] _25080.5] —2183.0| 164.3] 5944.00|N
G3QFL7 D U 1 13] _ 30077.1f 2688.7] 166.6] 6058.20|N
G3aQFL7 b U 4 14] 35101.9] ~ 3180.8] 166.8] 6171.60|N
G3QFL7 D U 1 15] ~44984.8]  42024] 169.3] 8406.70|N
G3QFL7 D U 1 18] 650206] 5219.0] 172.0] 6655.80|N
G3QFL7 D U 7 17] 8521571 ~ 6250.0] 174.7] 6920.30]N
G3QFL7 |D U 1 18] 76276 0] 7266.0] 177.5] 7193.30|N
G3QFL7 D U 1 19] 85195.2] 8266.0] 180.3] 7474.60|N
G3QFL7 [O U 1 20] D49645] ©6249.3] 183.1] 7764.00|N

D U 1 N

G3QFL7

21] 102433.6f 10000.0{ 1851 7883.10
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Gll, FLAPS 20, MIN EPR, TOW = 55,000 LBS

ACFT ID OP‘TYPE PROF‘iD‘I PROI'-:- 1D2 PT _NUM DISTANCE ALTITUDE SPEED THR _SET CURVE TYPE

GzQFL3 D U T 1 0.0 0.0[ _ 16.0] 10200.00]N
G2QFL3 D U 7 2| 24543 0.0] _148.0[ 10147.60|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 3] 27769 35.0]_151.5] 10147 60|N
G2QFLY [D y 1 4 " 3BIA]  151.4] 162.0] 10120.00|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 5] 4637.6]  3306| 163.8] 10157.00|N
G2QFL3 |D U i 6] 5176.7]  457.8] 164.2] BB36.80|N
G20F3 |D U 1 7| 54506]  502.0] 164.3] 6710.60|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 8] _ 65527|  ©42.8] 164.8] 6355.10|N
GZ0FL3 [D U 1 S| 82102  8542] 165.2] 6404.40|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 10| 10150.8]  1101.7| 165.8] 6462.50|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 1] 161733 1741.0] 167.4] 6616.00[N
G2QFL3 [D U 1 12]” 20244.5] 2387.7] 169.0] 6775.20|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 13| 25450.1]  3050.0/ 170.7] 664330
G2GFL3 |D U 1 14| 35177.7] 4286.0] 173.9] 7270.40|N
G20FL3 [D U 1 18] 45178.8] " 5654.5] 177.3] 7695.40]N
G2GFL3 [D U i 16] 65077.7|  8807.2] 160.8] 7996.40|N
G2QFL3 [D U 7 17| _65171.5]  8082.1] 184.4] B396.20|N
G2QFL3 |D U 1 18] 75156.4]  ©6340.3| 168.0] B814.30|N
G2QFL3 [0 U 1 18] 80399.8] _10000.0] _180.0] 9043.40[N
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Gll, FLAPS 20, FLEX, TOW = 55,000 LBS

ACFT D OP_TYPE PROF_1D1 PROF D2 PT_NUM DISTANCE ALTITUDE SPEED THR_SET CURVE TYPE
2QFL4 D U 1 1 0.0 0.0 16.0{ 7800.00{N
G2QFLd |D U 1 2 3182.8 0.0] 150.0{ 7800.00|N
G2QFL4 1D U 1 3 3504.9 35.0 151.5] 7800.90|N
G2QFL4 |D U 1 4 45399 142.6f 156.4| 7781.70|N
G2QFL4 ID U 1 S 5338.3 217.0] 160.7] 7776.00{N
G20FL4 |D U 1 8 64302 359,0] 163.9] 7780.80IN
G2QFL4 |D U 1 7 6976.3 454.01 164.2| 7057.40|N
G2QFL4 1D U 1 8 7251.1 482.21 164,31 632040|N
G2QFL4 |D U 1 8 B353.0 632.8| 164.6] 8352 8OIN
G2QFL4 1D ) 1 10] 100103 844.3] 165.1] 6402,00IN
G2QFL4 1D U 1 11 15013.7 1482.2] 188.7] 6553.20IN
G2QFL4 D Y 1 12] 20065.1 2125.7] 168.3f B8710.10|N
G2QFL4 1D U 1 13f 27328.5 3050.0;  170.7] ©6943.30|N
Gg2Qrl4 1D U - 14f 34838.8 4017.1] 173.2] 7187.70|N
G2QFL4 D U 1 18]  45195.3 5318.4] 176.7] 7557.80|N
G2QFL4 D U 1 16| 55066.8 6567.0] 180.11 7823.60IN
G2QFrL4 1D U 1 17 651128 7837.6] 183.7] B317.70|N
C2QFL4 D u 1 18]  78057.9 908161 187.3{ 8728.70|N
G2QFL4 |D U 1 190 82278.1] 10000.0] 180.0] 9043.40iN
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(WITH HUSHKIT)

NOISE CURVES
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EPNL
Distance (%)
200
400
530
1000
2000
4000
6300
10000
16000
25000

SEL
Distance (ft)
200
400
630
1000
2000
4000
8300
10000
16000
26000

[:46PM

1000
89.0
85.1
821

78.7

72.8
6.4
81.7
£6.5
50.9
45.2

1000
89.4
-85.,5
82.5
78.1
733
66.8
62.1
56.8
51.3
45.6

GULFSTREAM AEROSPACE

2000
94.1
80.2
87.2
83.8
78.0
71.8
66.8
61.6
56.0
50.3

2000
93.5
89.6
B5.6
832
77.4
70.9
86.2
61.0
55.4
49.7

Gil & Gl HUSHKIT - NPD

4000
104.3
100.4
§7.4
94.0
88.2
81.7
77.0
71.8
66,2
60.5

4000
101.7
97.8
04.8
81.4
85.8
79.1
74.4
69.2
63.6
§7.9

6000
110.3
106.4
103.4
100.0
842
87.7
83.0
77.8
72.2
66.5

6000

111.8
107.9
104.9
101.5
95,7
89.2
84.5
79.3
73.7
68.0

8000
117.3
113.4

_ 110.4

107.0
101.2
84.7
50.0
84.8
79.2
735

8000
117.3
113.4
110.4
107.0
101.2

84.7
80.0
B4.8
79.2
73.6

The above NPD is presented in the same form as defined in the INM.

Gulfstream
Gulifstream Aerospace Corporation

NO. 5698

10000 <== Fn/delta
123.8
120.0
117.0.
113.6

107.8
" 101.3

868.6
- 91.4
85.8
80.1

10000 <== Fr/delta
123.9
120.0
117.0
113.8

- 107.8

A01.3
86.6
91.4
85.8
80.1

P,
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