
ROUNDTABLE I - AIRPORT NOISE 

Chairman: Robert E. Pendl ey 
Doug1 as Ai  r c r a f t  Company 

David Heal, A i r p o r t  Manager, Westchester County A i r p o r t :  Westchester 
County A i r p o r t  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a  general av ia t i on ,  s m a l l - a i r - c a r r i e r  f a c i l i t y  
l oca ted  40 m i l e s  n o r t h  o f  New ~ o r k  C i t y .  We have th ree  A i r  F l o r i d a  737 de- 
par tu res  a  day, as we l l  as 25 departures per  day by commuter-type a i r c r a f t .  
There a r e  more than 400 a i r c r a f t  based a t  Westchester, and over 100 o f  these 
a re  corpora te  j e t s .  We have t h e  l a r g e s t  concent ra t ion  o f  corpora te  j e t s  
o f  any a i r p o r t  i n  t h e  world. The area surrounding t h e  a i r p o r t  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a  
very  h igh  c lass,  expensive r e s i d e n t i a l  area, and t h i s  i s  t h e  area t h a t  our  
a i r c r a f t  o v e r f l y .  

We l i v e ,  breathe, and may be destroyed by t h e  issue o f  noise. Everyth ing 
we do a t  t h e  a i r p o r t  i s  c o n t r o l l e d  by noise. I f  we f i l l  a  po tho le  on an access 
road, someone i n  t h e  neighborhood w i l l  complain t h a t  we're improving the  charac- 
t e r  o f  t h e  a i r p o r t ,  making i t  more a t t r a c t i v e  t o  users. The problem a t  West- 
chester  i s  n o t  one o f  money; l a s t  year  we generated $1 m i l l i o n  i n  p r o f i t  which 
was re tu rned  t o  t h e  county. The problem i s  n o t  one o f  technology; we be1 i eve  
t h a t  t h e  technology i s  o u t  i n  t h e  f i e l d  and i s  ava i l ab le .  Our problem i s  t h e  
p u b l i c ' s  percept ion  o f  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  a i r p o r t  and what might  be considered t o  
be reasonable no ise  exposure 1  i m i t s  w i t h i n  the  community. The problem i s  a l so  
an apparent l a c k  of  assistance, u n t i l  r ecen t l y ,  from t h e  Federal government i n  
terms o f  doing any th ing  t h a t  i s  cons t ruc t i ve  o r  r e a l l y  h e l p f u l  i n  a s s i s t i n g  us. 

The corpora te  j e t  users a t  our  a i r p o r t s  a r e  g radua l l y  changing t o  the  new 
generat ion o f  q u i e t e r  a i r c r a f t  engines. However, t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  a  g rea t  many 
o f  t h e  f i r s t - g e n e r a t i o n  tu rbo je t - t ype  a i r c r a f t  here (i . e . ,  t he  e a r l y  Lear j e t s ,  
J e t s t a r  1, e tc . ) .  One of our  b igges t  problems i s  w i t h  Grumman's and Gulfstream 
American's l a t e s t  generat ion of a i r c r a f t ,  which i s  t he  62 and 63 ser ies .  Powered 
by t h e  Spey j e t  engine, these a i r c r a f t  generate t h e  l a r g e s t  percentage o f  our  
noise. We have 28 G2's and G3's based a t  our  a i r p o r t ,  and t h e i r  comings and 
goings a r e  c r e a t i n g  a  tremendous problem f o r  us. We a r e  f o r t u n a t e  t o  have had 
t h e  assis tance o f  t h e  FAA, AOPA, NBAA, and o the r  user groups t o  work w i t h  us i n  
the community t o  t r y  t o  develop a  no ise  abatement program and a1 t e r n a t i v e  f l i g h t  
t racks .  They have been very c o n s t r u c t i v e  and have done about as much as they  
can. 

Th is  i s  where we move i n t o  t h e  quest ion o f  p u b l i c  percept ions. We a r e  
o p t i m i s t i c  t h a t  f u r t h e r  steps can be taken. I n  dea l i ng  w i t h  l o c a l  groups, we 
have found t h a t  because o f  t h e  r e s u l t a n t  p o l i t i c a l  and community exposure, t he  
i n d i v i d u a l  corpora t ions  w i l l  n o t  stand up a lone and say "we support t h e  a i r p o r t . "  
Ins tead they  have gathered together  i n  t h e  form o f  a  l o c a l  a i r p o r t  support gnoup, 
o r  have j o i n e d  a  na t i ona l  o rgan iza t i on  such as t h e  AOPA o r  NBAA. These groups 
a r e  the  o n l y  e f fec t i , ve  means we have o f  dea l i ng  w i t h  t h e  var ious  users. Such 
groups, however, a r e  u s u a l l y  d i v ided  by t h e  business, a i r 1  ine,  and p r i v a t e  
i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e  var ious members. As a  r e s u l t  they  a r e  e a s i l y  f r a c t u r e d  and 



defeated. I f  t he  avia t ion community i s  t o  move progressively in to  the  future ,  
the  various avia t ion spec ia l ty  groups must come together and resolve t h e i r  
basic differences.  

E .  H .  Haupt, National Business Aircraf t  Association: The NBAA represents 
over 2600 corporate members of the  general aviat ion community. In corporate 
avia t ion,  we see  more "noise res t r i c ted"  a i rpo r t s  emerging because nearby 
communities have become sens i t ive  t o  a i r c r a f t  sounds. I t  i s  a problem evident 
today a t  a l l  c lasses  of a i rpo r t s .  A t  t he  l a rge  hub  a i rpo r t s ,  the  a i r  c a r r i e r  
a i r c r a f t  usually produce the  g rea tes t  volume of  sound. A t  general avia t ion 
f i e l d s ,  the  business a i r c r a f t  can be the  noise maker, and i f  the  surrounding 
community i s  noisle sens i t ive  around a small non-hub f i e l d ,  the  Cessna 172 may 
be t he  problem. Some elements of the  avia t ion industry do not consider noise 
t o  be a problem, and therefore aviat ion as an industry does not always approach 
a i r c r a f t  sound leve l s  a s  a problem. 

NBAA looks a t  the  a i rpo r t  a s  the  proverbial three-legged s too l .  The a i rpo r t  
s i t s  on top of three  legs:  t he  users-pi lo ts  a r e  one leg,  a i rpo r t  management i s  
another leg ,  and the  surrounding community i s  the  t h i r d  leg.  I f  any of these 
elements ( l egs )  do not function o r  do not understand the  nature of the  noise 
problem, then the  a i rpo r t  does not operate a t  maximum efficiency.  The a i r -  
port users need to understand the  e f f e c t  a i r c r a f t  noise has on people in the  
community and t o  use noise abatement techniques a t  a l l  times. Communities 
need t o  understand the  value of the  a i r c r a f t  and the  a i rpo r t .  This educational 
process does not produce immediate r e s u l t s  b u t  must be continued to  insure 
a i rpo r t  survival .  

We found t h a t  a i r c r a f t  noise problems a t  a i rpo r t s  follow a pattern.  The 
scenario usually begins w i t h  a community group formed a s  an an t i -a i rpor t  noise 
force.  Next t he  pro-airport group ( f r i ends  of the  a i rpo r t ,  p i l o t s ,  e tc . )  is  
e i t h e r  newly formed o r  an exis t ing group activated fo r  the  noise issue.  I f  
both s ides  can s i t  and t a l k  w i t h  each other i n  a ra t ional  manner, then solutions 
do occur. I f  both s i d e s  have become so polarized t h a t  negotiat ions a r e  not 
possible, t he  issue then goes t o  court .  When this happens, we i n  aviat ion 
have l o s t .  The users,  communities, and a i rpo r t  managers need t o  work together 
fo r  a be t te r  understanding of t he  noise problem. 

James E .  Densmore, Federal Aviation Administration: A speech was made 
by the  Administrator of t he  FAA (Helms) a t  the Universsity Air Law Symposium 
t h a t  contained s ign i f ican t  policy re la ted  t o  the subject  of t h i s  workshop. 
Mr. Helms spoke on the  constra ints  t ha t  a i r c r a f t  noise i s  imposing on our a i r -  
c r a f t  t ranspor ta t ion system. I f  allowed t o  continue, the  trend i n  a i r po r t  use 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  such a s  curfews could c r ipp le  our a i r  t ransportat ion system and 
s t i f l  e t h i s  nat ion 's  continued economic development. Despite considerable 
technological progress i n  a i r c r a f t  source noise reduction, the  pol i  t i c a l  rami- 
f i ca t ions  of  the  noise problem have become more intense. Local a i rpo r t  authori-  
t i e s  a r e  under increasing pressure and the  most expedient measures t ha t  keep 
surfacing a r e  curfews and operational r e s t r i c t i ons .  I t  i s  a matter of 
considerable concern, because a i rpo r t s  a r e  a near-fini t e  resource and i t  i s  



essent ia l  t h a t  we squeeze a l l  the  capacity out  of t he  a i rpo r t  system t h a t  we 
can. The needed fu ture  capacity cannot be provided i f  we permit noise use 
r e s t r i c t i ons  t o  go unchallenged. Because of the  r i pp l e  e f f e c t ,  use r e s t r i c -  
t ions  such a s  curfews a r e  not a matter of purely local concern. They not only 
harm the  local economy, but a l so  have an adverse impact a t  the  national level. 
This administration recognizes t ha t  a i rpo r t s  a r e  v i t a l  national asse t s  and 
intends t o  protect  them from unreasonable assau l t .  Our  f i r s t  perimeter of pro- 
tec t ion will involve an attempt t o  intervene posi t ively  when such r e s t r i c t i o n s  
appear. This i s  exactly what we a r e  doing a t  Westchester County Airport.  The 
second mechanism i s  l i t i g a t i o n ;  i n  t he  past ,  the  United S t a t e s  Government 
usually waited u n t i l  a pr ivate  party i n i t i a t e d  an act ion before even consider- 
i n g  involvement. That will no longer be our posture. Our  legal considerations 
include no undue burden on commerce, s a f e  and e f f i c i e n t  use of a i rpo r t s ,  no 
unreasonabl e discrimination, and recognition of the  terms of  federal a i rpo r t  
grants.  Third, t he  FAA i s  draf t ing l eg i s l a t i on  t h a t  would continue to  allow 
local au thor i t i es  to  propose terms they deem acceptable fo r  the  operation of 
an a i rpor t .  However, the  l eg i s l a t i on  would require  FAA review and approval 
pr ior  to  implementation. Under the  b i l l  being drafted,  t he  FAA would consider 
national consequences and determine i f  t he  benefi ts  t o  the  national users would 
be greater  t h a n  the  costs  to  local res idents .  I f  so ,  a proposed r e s t r i c t i o n  
would not be approved. The FAA would propose the  acceptance of the  economic 
consequences of such a judgment, t h a t  is ,  become l i a b l e  fo r  t he  incremental 
d i f ference between a reasonable local viewpoint and a t r u l y  national perspective. 
Thus, we regard a i rpo r t s  to  be a v i t a l  national a s se t ,  and we will take what- 
ever s teps  a r e  necessary t o  protect  them, hopefully w i t h  posi t ive  in teract ion 
w i t h  local  au thor i t i es .  I f  necessary, we will use avai lable  legal mechanisms 
to  protect  these national a s se t s  and i n  t he  long term we intend t o  implement 
a system which places the  i n i t i a t i v e  w i t h  the  l o c a l i t i e s  b u t  which provides 
the  FAA w i t h  the  means t o  r e f l e c t  national needs. 

Considering these  important pol icy statements and t h e i r  imp1 ementation, 
we would p u t  pa r t i cu la r  emphasis on research on time-of-day noise events and 
a l so  on t h e  e f f e c t s  of ambient noise level  on t h e  response t o  a i r c r a f t  noise. 
We a r e  working w i t h  t he  NASA Langley s t a f f  t o  fu r ther  evolve such research. 

Flajor Richard Woodworth, United S ta tes  Air Force, Pentagon: I am from the  
Environmental Division i n  the  Pentagon. Among other  things,  t h i s  Division i s  
responsible for  developing policy and guidelines fo r  quantifying and analyzing 
the  noise environment around our a i r  bases and for  es tabl ishing requirements 
for  considering the  noise environment i n  a i r  base development planning. 

To address t he  f i r s t  question presented in t he  inv i ta t ion  t o  t h i s  workshop: 
Yes, the re  i s  an airport/community noise problem. From the  Air Force perspective 
there  i s  l e s s  of a problem now than there  was 10  years ago. This i s  primarily 
because of  extensive e f f o r t s  to  iden t i fy  and mit igate  noise impacts. Ten years 
ago we were very concerned w i t h  encroachment of pr ivate  development on our 
a i r f i e l d s .  We developed the  Air In s t a l l a t i on  Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 
Program, which combined sa fe ty  considerations and a quant i f ica t ion of noise 



levels  associated w i t h  our f ly ing a c t i v i t i e s .  The noise level values were 
produced using t he  NOISEMAP computer program, which considers a i r c r a f t  oper- 
a t ions  ( a i r c r a f t  type, f l i g h t  p rof i l e ,  power s e t t i ngs ,  time of day of the  
f l i g h t ,  e t c . )  and a i r c r a f t  engine run-ups. These noise level  values a r e  
used to  help both Air Force and local community planners determine land uses 
t ha t  a r e  compatfble with t he  A E r  Force mission. Implementation of the  AICUZ 
Program recommendations by local governments d u r i n g  t he  past  10 years has helped 
control a i r  base encroachment by incompatible 1 and uses. 

However, i n  order to  maintain the c r e d i b i l i t y  of our AICUZ Program, i t  
must be continuqlly refined a s  the  s t a t e  of  the  a r t  of noise analysis  changes. 
Also, we have determined a need f o r  continued research on the  impact of noise 
on humansand on wild and domestic animals. A general consensus on the  impact 
of noise and resu l t ing  land use guide1 ines were pub1 ished i n  June 1980 as a 
r e s u l t  of a Federal Interagency Committee action.  The document, en t i  t l  ed "Guide- 
l i n e s  for  Considering Noise i n  Land Use Planning and Control ," summarizes various 
Federal agencies'  pol ic ies  and guidance on considering noise impact i n  land use 
planning. This i s  a good s t a r t ,  b u t  much work remains. For example, whenever 
t he  Air Force proposes a change t o  i t s  f ly ing a c t i v i t i e s ,  an analysis  of the 
noise impact associated w i t h  the  change i s  made. Part  of t h i s  analysis  includes 
a determination of the  impact of the  noise generated by the  proposed act ion on 
t he  affected area.  We must be sure we consis tent ly  i n t e rp re t  t he  impact of 
the  noise 1 evels and t h a t  our analysis  i s  supported by current  research and 
development work. 

In addit ion t o  t he  deta i led analysis  of  noise impact resu l t ing  from 
a c t i v i t i e s  a t  our a i r  bases, we must a l so  analyze the  impact of a i r c r a f t  noise 
i n  our mi l i t a ry  operating areas  and along mi l i t a ry  tra'ining routes.  A t  times 
supersonic speeds a r e  reached i n  these  a c t i v i t i e s ,  so  we see a need fo r  addi- 
t iona l  research i n to  t h e  e f f ec t s  of sonic booms. 

In response to three other  questions presented: 

1 .  The a i r c r a f t  noise problem does have community-wide impact. The impact 
could be- in  t he  form of land use limitations i f  zoning r e s t r i c t i ons  a re  i n  e f fec t  
o r  i f  I there  a r e  complaints and controversies over continued use of an a i r f i e l d .  

2. The noise problem does impede the  a i r  t ransportat ion system through 
limited routes,  l im i t s  on f ly ing hours, and l im i t s  on operational changes t h a t  
could make t he  overall  system more e f fec t ive .  

3 .  The information needed for  be t te r  decision making i s  a be t te r  understanding 
of t h e  impact, both psychological and medical, of  noise. 

The Air Force has iden t i f i ed  several areas re la ted t o  the a i r c r a f t  noise 
problem t h a t  need deta i led analysis .  Some a re :  

1. Continue t o  update the  acoustic data f i l e  of t he  NOISEMAP Program; 

2. Update t he  NOISEMAP computer program which predicts  noise l eve l s  of a i r  
operations ; 



3 .  E s t a b l i s h  procedures t o  do a  more e f f e c t i v e  j o b  o f  dea l i ng  w i t h  
no ise  compl iance ( i  .e. record ing,  analyzing, responding) ; 

4. I d e n t i f y  and accu ra te l y  assess the  impact o f  no ise  on humans and 
animals; 

5. Determine the  ef fect iveness o f  no ise  suppressors, bush houses, and 
b a r r i e r s  t n  l i m i t i n g  nol'se l eve l s ;  

6. Develop a  b e t t e r  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  compatible w i t h  
var ious  no i se  1  evels. 

I apprec ia te  t h e  oppor tun i t y  t o  observe and discuss the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  
NASA Langley and l ook  forward t o  t h e  d ia logue w i t h  t h e  o the r  workshop 
p a r t i  c i  pants. 

Captain James L. McLaughlin, A i r l i n e  P i l o t s  Associat ion:  ALPA represents 
p i l o t s  o f  most o f  t h e  major a i r l i n e s  i n  t h e  Uni ted States and i s  t he re fo re  
pleased t o  be i n v i t e d  t o  t h i s  workshop by NASA. We a r e  we l l  aware o f  a i r c r a f t  
no ise  and i ' ts  e f f e c t s ,  n o t  o n l y  on the  communities around our  n a t i o n ' s  a i r p o r t s ,  
bu t  on t h e  a?r  c a r r i e r s  as w e l l .  We be l i eve  every a i r p o r t  has a  no ise  problem; 
some j u s t  haven' t  been pub l i c i zed  as much as others.  But what we a r e  most con- 
cerned about i s  t h e  tendency t o  t r y  t o  reduce no ise  by ope ra t i ona l  methods t h a t  
a r e  quest tonable i n  t h e i r  e f f e c t s  and p o t e n t i a l l y  unsafe i n  t h e i r  usage. We 
feel opera t iona l  ways o f  reducing no ise  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  f u l l y  developed i n  today 's  
f l e e t ,  w i t h  o n l y  " f i n e  tuning"  l e f t  as small no ise  adjustments a r e  s t i l l  ava i l ab le .  
We feel c e r t a i n  s a f e t y  c r i t e r i a  should be app l i ed  and enforced n a t i o n a l l y ,  both 
on runway usage f o r  no i se  abatement and on no ise  abatement t a k e - o f f  procedures. 
Without these c r i t e r i a ,  p o t e n t i a l l y  unsafe opera t ing  procedures w i l l  be designed 
by l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  unfami l  i a r  w i t h  a i r c r a f t  operat ions.  The i r  o n l y  concern 

noise .  We a r e  concerned about no ise  and a l s o  about sa fe ty .  We a re  u l t i m a t e l y  
respons ib le  f o r  t h e  s a f e t y  n o t  o n l y  o f  f l i g h t ,  bu t  o f  a l l  those i nvo l ved  w i t h  t h i s  
no ise  issue, and we a r e  genera l l y  t h e  o n l y  ones who f l y  i n  t h e  a i r c r a f t  per forming 
these no i se  abatement maneuvers. If we're expected t o  c o n t i n u a l l y  "do something" 
t o  abate noise, we w i l l  try. But l e t ' s  f l i p  t h e  c o i n  and see i f  t h e  communities 
on t h e  ground c a n ' t  do something also, something l i k e  respons ib le  l a n d  use planning, 
zoning, and buyer awareness programs f o r  those areas impacted by noise. Thank you 
for  i n v i t i n g  us t o  a t tend  t h i s  forum and be heard. 

J. Donald Co l l  i e r ,  D i rec tor ,  Environmental A f f a i r s ,  A i r  Transpor ta t ion  
Associat ion:  I am t h e  D i r e c t o r  o f  Environmental ~ f f a i r s  o f  t h e  A i r  Transport  
Associat ion o f  America, which r e w e s e n t s  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  o f  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  scheduled 
a i r l i n e s .  My comments-today w i l i  be b r i e f ,  and 1 " w i l l  at tempt t o  respond d i r e c t l y  
t o  t h e  quer ies posed i n  M r .  Morgan's l e t t e r  o f  i n v i t a t i o n .  

F i r s t ,  i s  t he re  a  no ise  problem a t  a i r p o r t s ?  This may seem t o  be a  t r i v i a l  
question, because if t h e  answer i s  ttNo," my comments would be b r i e f  indeed! But  
t h e  answer i s  obv ious l y  "Yes" i f  t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  i n k  and paper devoted t o  a v i a t i o n  
no ise  over  two decades i s  any i n d i c a t i o n .  The more pene t ra t i ng  quest ion might  be 
" I s  t h e  no i se  problem o f  t h e  1980's (a )  a  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s  problem, (b )  an economic 



problem, ( c )  an a i r c r a f t  problem, (d )  an engine problem, ( e )  an a i r l i n e  
problem, (.f 1 an a i  rpor t  problem, (g )  a federal transportat ion system problem, 
( h )  a land use problem, o r  ( i )  none of the  above?" 

Second, how does noise a f f ec t  the  a i rpo r t  and the  community? Well, the  
a i rpo r t  i s ,  f o r  one thing,  a place of employment subject  to  workplace noise 
standards. Any noise  problem^'^ a r e  solved by proper use of ear plugs o r  muffs. 
The a i rpo r t  i s  a l so  a transportat ion depot where passengers encounter brief  
exposures t o  a i r c r a f t  noise t ha t  usually i s  well muffled by the  terminal 
s t ruc ture .  There i s  no evidence of any s ign i f ican t  problems i n  t h i s  respect .  
As t o  th.e community, a i rpo r t  noise i s  best characterized as  an i r r i t a n t .  Re- 
searchers have repeatedly attempted to  cor re la te  a i rpo r t  noise w i t h  various 
medical o r  social  maladies. They pr incipal ly  found t ha t  a i rpo r t  noise i s  not 
a primary causal fac to r .  A t  worst, noise i s  an aggravation t o  causal fac to rs  
over which nobody has e f fec t ive  control o ther  than the  exposed individuals.  
We sometimes feel t h a t  aviat ion i s  being made the  scapegoat fo r  the  other 
causal fac to rs .  

Next item: "Does noise impede the  a i r  t ransportat ion system?" We t h i n k  
so. Since t he  enactment i n  1970 of t he  Environmental Protection Act, the  growth 
i n  a i r p o r t  capacity has been brought to a v i r tua l  s t a n d s t i l l .  Many a i rpo r t s  a r e  
even reducing capacity today t h r o u g h  curfews, runway use r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  a i r c r a f t  
type r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  and other loca l ly  imposed i n i t i a t i v e s .  The proper development 
of re l i ever  a f rpor t s  i s  about the  only hope we have today for  capacity gains 
under current  circumstances. I f  we a r e  to  have a national a i r  t ransportat ion 
system, envtronmental planning must be developed by the  national agency respon- 
s i b l e  f o r  t h a t  system, and the  erosive local i n i t i a t i v e s  must submi t .  

What abatement a1 t e rna t ives  a r e  avai lable  to  us? The a i r1  ines have already 
accompl ished o r  s e t  in motion those a1 ternat ives  avai lable  t o  them, pr incipal ly  
the  adoption of noise abatement operating procedure and the  acquis i t ion of new- 
technology engines and a i r c r a f t .  Many people a r e  of the  opinion t ha t  there  a r e  
gains y e t  t o  be made in  loca l ly  t a i lo red  f l i g h t  procedures, but t h i s  position 
f a i l s  t o  appreciate t he  commanding need for  p i lo t s  t o  use standardized procedures 
fo r  a l l  a i rpo r t s .  On the  new-technology f ron t ,  a i r l i n e s  a r e  hungrily awaiting 
qu ie t  new j e t s  t h a t  a l so  o f f e r  eff ic iency gains. We t h i n k  these new a i r c r a f t ,  
once t h e i r  numbers dominate the  f l e e t ,  will r e l i eve  noise such t ha t  o ther  local 
use r e s t r i c t i o n s  can be removed. Of course, the  speed of f l e e t  replacement i s  
impacted by the  economic climate i n  the industry. 

A t h i r d  a l t e rna t i ve  - not a noise reduction a l t e rna t ive ,  b u t  a reduction of 
the  nuisance e f f ec t  of noise - 1 i e s  i n  the  pub1 i c  re la t ions  f i e ld .  Psychologists 
remind us t h a t  "noise i s  i n  the  ear of the  beholder;" thus,  people who l i k e  avia- 
t ion  fo r  i t s  aes the t ic  qua l i t i e s  o r  fo r  the  economic benefi ts  i t  brings will be 
l e s s  i r r i t a t e d  by avia t ion noise than those who do not appreciate those benefi ts .  
Air l ines ,  therefore ,  a r e  persevering i n  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  t u r n  back the  hos t i l e  
a t t i t u d e  fostered by overzealous environmentalists and keep community leaders  and 
t he  public well informed of the  benefi ts  of aviat ion.  

Next i  tem: What information i s  needed for  bet ter  decision making? Who 
would use i t  and how? For s t a r t e r s ,  a i rpo r t  planners need t o  know when aviation 



noise i s  and i s  not a local issue. We have seen the ANCLUC process, for  example, 
create  noise problems where none existed. In such cases, the overzealous and 
sometimes incompetent investigator twi s t s  the publ i c  ' s psycho1 ogical perception 
of the costs and benefits of aviation, a needless interference tha t  benefits 
nobody, l eas t  of a l l  the a i rpo r t  neighbor. 

Another information need, one which NASA might a s s i s t  i n  f i l l i n g ,  i s  a 
method fo r  measuring noise i r r i t a t i o n  t o  individuals. Current methods appear 
to  be adequate to  guide long-range a i rpor t  planning ef for t s .  Methods a l so  ex i s t  
for  describing thresh01 d s  of physiological damage, but nothing sa t i  sfactori ly  
guides the courts,  the regulators, the planners, the a i rpo r t  managers, the a i r -  
port users, the insurers,  and the publ i c  on the matter of when and by how much 
an aviation party incurs a noise l i a b i l i t y  vis-a-vis the a i rpor t  neighbor. 

As I 've  said,  these comments a re  br ief .  We look forward t o  expanding them 
as  appropriate in the work sessions. 

Richard 3.  Linn, American Airlines: I fu l ly  agree w i t h  what 'FAA i s  trying 
t o  do according to  Mr. Helms' address a t  the University Air Law Symposium. 

I don't  think there i s  anyone in the a i r l i n e  business who would not agree 
tha t  there i s  and has been a serious noise problem; however, the seeds for  the 
majority of the cure f o r  tha t  problem have already been planted. In my t ravels  
and discussions with some of the community,groups, there i s  no doubt that  Stage 
I11 airplanes,  such as the DC-10, DC-9-80 and A-300B, a re  coming on l ine  and 
are  bringing a noticeable, measurable improvement in the noise environment a t  
the airports .  Our problem i s  tha t  we c a n ' t  get these airplanes on l ine  f a s t  
enough. We think tha t  the retirement of airplanes such a s  the 707 (58 being 
grounded in the l a s t  year) represents actions tha t  a re  bringing a noticeable 
reduction to  the noise impact i n  the community. The technology i s  available to  
bring a solution sat isfactory to  most of the community. When we get  t o  the 
point where there i s  a 100-percent Stage I11 operation, undoubtedly small por- 
t ions of the comnuni ty  will s t i l l  experience a small impact. I feel t ha t  some- 
where along the l ine ,  someone is going to  have to  say, "Folks, t h i s  i s  i t ;  t h i s  
i s  the best we can do; there i s  no more; and you e i ther  l i ve  with i t ,  or move." 

The reaction of people who have been exposed to  Stage I11 a i r c r a f t  has 
been fan tas t ic .  I think the public 's  reaction i n  California to  the DC-9-80 i s  
well documented a s  being very favorable. The technology i s  there to  bring about 
a tremendous reduction in the noise problem. I wish there were more money to  
ilncrease the f l e e t  of these airplanes. There i s  no doubt tha t  part  of the noise 
problem i s  in the reaction of the community leaders and the i r  lack of effect ive 
land planning. We s t i l l  see i n  par ts  of the country, in footprint  areas that  
a re  deemed t o  be noisy, new private home construction; therefore, part  of the 
problem 1 ies  with the c i t y  fathers .  They a re  not doing t h e i r  jobs. The only 
solution to  the problem i s  tha t  everyone has to  do a f a i r  share. 

From an American Airlines point of view, and cer tainly from an A-21 Committee 
point of view, we would continue t o  support the e f fo r t s  of NASA Langley to t r y  
and understand the dose/response relationships. Also, l e t ' s  see i f  we can 
determine a be t te r  way of doing some of t h i s  footprinting so we can stop some 
of the arguments over the technical aspects of methodology and the research 
tha t  should be done to  perfect time-of-day weighting. 



James P. Muldoon, T h e l o r t  A u t h o r i t y ~ f  New York and New Jersey: One of  -- 
my p r i n c i p a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i s  t h e  management o f  t h e  a i r c r a f t  nodse abatement 
programs conducted by t h e  P o r t  A u t h o r i t y .  I n  i t s  1976 no i se  p o l i c y  statement, 
t h e  FAA est imated the re  were over 2 m i l l i o n  people around ou r  a i r p o r t s  who were 
impacted by a i r c r a f t  noise, t h a t  i s ,  r e s i d i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  NEF contour  equ i va len t  
t o  Ldn 65. Our c u r r e n t  s tud tes  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  by t h e  year  1990 the  number w i l l .  

perhaps, be reduced by one-ha1 f. These s tud ies  a r e  based on a  f l e e t  f o recas t  
t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  100 percent  FAR-36 a i r c r a f t ,  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  federa l  t ime-  
t a b l e .  Our fo recas ts  a l s o  assume a  reasonable percentage o f  Stage I11 a i r c r a f t ;  
however, c e r t a i n l y  n o t  t h e  t o t a l  Stage I11 environment t h a t  Dick L inn  j u s t  men- 
t ioned.  On t h a t  score, I do n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  too  many o f  us here w i l l  l i v e  t o  
see 100 percent  Stage 111 f l e e t  a t  any major  a i r p o r t .  

Large numbers o f  people a re  s t i l l  going t o  be impacted by noise,  and ou r  
p o i n t  o f  v iew i s  t h a t  t he  o n l y  way t o  d e l i v e r  any a d d i t i o n a l  r e 1  i e f  i s  through 
f l i g h t  procedural  means. The Po r t  A u t h o r i t y  i s  proposing a  new no i se  mon i to r i ng  
system a t  t h e  th ree  metropol i t a n  a i r p o r t s  which w i l l  analyze f l i g h t  t r acks  w i t h  
t h e  concomitant no i se  l e v e l s  under and ad jacent  t o  t h e  f l i g h t  t r acks .  The system 
w i l l  pe rm i t  analyses and va lue  judgments t o  be made on t h e  degree o f  conformance 
o f  abatement procedures. The system w i l l  pe rm i t  e x i s t i n g  procedures t o  be improved 
and new procedures t o  be evaluated. We do n o t  see much more t h a t  can be done a t  
major  noise-impacted a i r p o r t s  w i thou t  adversely  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  a i r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
system, and t o  t h a t  ex ten t  we cont inue t o  suppor t  t h e  research o f  NASA and o the rs  
engaged i n  t h e  f i e l d .  

Thomas N. Duffy, Execut ive D t rec to r ,  Nat iona l  6rgani  z a t i o n  t o  Insure  a  
Sound-Control 1 ed Environment (NOISE) : The members h i p  of the  NOISE o rgan i za t i on  
i s  composed o f  representa t i ves  from t h e  l o c a l  qovernments o f  sma l l e r  c i t i e s  and 
count ies  whose r e s i d e n t s  a r e  i n v o l u n t a r y  noise~consumers. These l o c a l  i t i e s  i n -  
c l  ude, f o r  instance,  I n g l  ewood near Los Angel es I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t ,  C o l l  ege 
Park and Fores t  Park i n  A t l an ta ,  S c h i l l e r  Park near OIHare, and Nassau County 
near JFK I n t e r n a t i o n a l .  NOISE and i t s  members a re  bothered by a v i a t i o n  noise. 
We do n o t  condemn a v i a t i o n ;  we a r e  o n l y  t r y i n g  t o  s o f t e n  t h e  impact o f  a v i a t i o n  
n o i s e  on people. 

Most d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e  no i se  problem can be charac ter ized  as secondary 
d e f i n i t i o n s .  Noise i s  n o t  an opera tor  problem, e i t h e r  f o r  t h e  a i r c r a f t  p i l o t  
o r  f o r  t h e  a i r p o r t  operator .  I t  i s  n o t  a  l e g a l  o r  r e g u l a t o r y  problem, nor  i s  
i t  a manufacturer problem. Noise i s  a people problem. I f  noi,se d i d  n o t  impact 
on people 's  ears and nervous systems, none o f  t h e  o the r  groups mentioned here 
would have t o  worry  about i t . As a  mayor o r  c i t y  councilman i n  one o f  these 
a f f e c t e d  l o ~ a l ~ i t i e s ,  y o u ' r e  going Lo be upset  when those people come t o  you and 
ask, "Why a r e  they  doing t h a t  t o  us, and what a r e  you doing t o  s top  i t ? "  You're 
go ing  t o  have t o  do something (1 )  t o  make sure t h a t  t h i s  problem i s  recognized, 
and ( 2 )  t o  reduce t h e  problem. 

As i t  tu rns  out ,  t h e  no i se  problem i s  being reduced, a t  l e a s t  i n  pa r t ,  by 
o t h e r  cons idera t ions .  Fuel - e f f i c i e n t  engines a1 so happen t o  be very  q u i e t  engines; 



thus OPEC has become the  biggest a l l y  t ha t  noise organizations have. NOISE 
and t he  noise consumer a r e  taking more and more s teps  t o  solve the  aviat ion 
noise problem. The organization will approve of and support almost any e f f o r t  
toward t h i s  end. We would l i k e  to  see operational and technology changes t ha t  
cu t  down on noise, and I n  some cases our members have resorted t o  legal solu- 
t ions  t o  noise problems. Many l o c a l i t i e s  a r e  planning solut ions  t h a t  a r e  
e f fec t ive  and t h a t  can work. I t  i s  in te res t ing  to  note, however, t ha t  the  
pub l  i c  re la t ions  aspect of the  noise problem has been la rge ly  ignored. Simply 
going o u t  in to  a community and saying, "We care ,  we're t ry ing t o  do something 
about i t ,  and we'll be ta lking t o  you about i t ,"  can have a s ign i f ican t  impact 
on people. I f  you show people t h a t  you care,  they don' t  feel  a s  badly o r  a s  
aggrieved about what i s  being done to them. 

Leo F. Duggan, Airport Operators Council International  : The membership 
of t he  Airport Operators council International  ( W ) " X K a d e  up  of represen- 
t a t i ve s  from 190' publ ic-owned a i rpor t s .  These a i rpo r t s  a r e  owned by a munici- 
pal i ty ,  county, s t a t e ,  o r  port  author i ty .  Pub1 i c-owned a i rpo r t s  a r e  not p rof i t -  
oriented;  ra ther ,  they have a mission t o  provide a service t o  the  community. 
Recently t he  Administrator to  t he  FAA, Mr. Helms, has given presentations t h a t  
touch upon two of t h e  most serious problems facing a i rpo r t  operations - capacity 
and delay, and environmental issues.  

On January 22, 1982, Mr. Helms introduced t o  t he  avia t ion community the  
FAA's new National Airspace System Plan. In b r ie f ,  he said t ha t  there  is  ade- 
quate a i rspace t o  accommodate forecasted t r a f f i c  i f  t h i s  system plan i s  funded 
and implemented. He noted t h a t  t h e  weak l i n k  i n  the  a i r  t ranspor ta t ion system 
i s  t he  a i rpo r t ;  more runways a r e  needed t o  accommodate projected growth. Air- 
port operators concur in  t h i s  observation and regre t  t ha t  the  system plan does 
not suggest evaluatfon o r  research and development s teps ,  nor does i t  supply 
funding t o  cor rec t  the  def ic iencies .  

Mr. Helms addressed t he  second c r i t i c a l  problem facing a i rpo r t  au tho r i t i e s  
i n  a presentation given be.fore the  Aviation Attorneys Conference a t  Southern 
Methodist University. The subject  of h i s  presentation was a i r c r a f t  noise and 
curfews because of t h e i r  const ra ints  on international  commerce, and expressed 
his view t h a t  noise abatement procedures such as  reducing power on take off  a r e  
a trade-off between noise and safe ty .  He cal led Cal i fornia ' s  noise standards 
unrea l i s t i c ,  and s ta ted t h a t  the  FAA will take whatever s teps  a r e  necessary t o  
prevent such interference w i t h  t he  national transportat ion system. 

AOCI, as  an associat ion of a i rpo r t s ,  s trongly supports the  posit ion t ha t  
the  a i rpo r t  operator has the  proprietary r i g h t  t o  r u n  h i s  a i r p o r t  as  he sees 
f t t ,  but a t  the  same time the  organization recognizes t ha t  sa fe ty  cannot be 
compromised. This makes our position somewhat ambiguous; on one hand, we a r e  
saying t h a t  t h e  a i rpo r t  has t he  r i g h t  t o  establ  i sh  noise abatement procedures, 
including curfews, b u t  on the  other hand we do not favor curfews because of 
t h e i r  e f f e c t  on national and international  commerce. The present s i t ua t i on  
a t  Westchester Airport i l l u s t r a t e s  this point. 



Great s t r i d e s  have been made i n  the  l a s t  decade i n  r ~ d u c i n g  no ise  a t  
t h e  source, b u t  we i n  t h e  fndus t ry  r e a l i z e  t h a t  t he re  i s  a  l i m i t  t o  no ise  
reduc t i on  i n  t h e  a i r c r a f t .  Some arrangement w i l l  have t o  be made t o  i n fo rm 
the community t h a t  a  l i m i t  has Been reached. Pub l ic  r e l a t i o n s  can p lay  la major 
r o l e  i n  t h i s  task. 

I n  t h e  l a t e  19401s, Midway A i r p o r t  was t h e  bus ies t  a i r p o r t  i n  t he  country .  
When the  immediate community complained about t he  noise, i t  was decided t o  
s h i f t  opera t ions  t o  OIHare I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t .  OIHare then became the  
busy a i r p o r t  t h a t  Midway had been, and the  business community a t  Midway evap- 
orated.  I t  was'an economic d i s a s t e r  f o r  t h e  area, and the  communities then 
concluded t h a t  no ise  had n o t  been as b i g  a  problem as they  had thought. 

O'Hare i s  a  major  employer i n  Cook County, Miami I n t e r n a t i o n a l  i s  a  major 
employer i n  Dade County, and Kennedy I n t e r n a t i o n a l  i s  the  l a r g e s t  employer on 
Long I s land .  These and most o the r  a i r p o r t s  which a re  respons ib le  for  no ise  
problems pour m i l l  i ons  o f  d o l l a r s  i n t o  l o c a l  economies. A i r p o r t s  a r e  a  source 
of noise, b u t  they  a l so  l end  tremendously t o  the  v i t a l i t y  o f  the  economy o f  
the  community. We must communicate t h a t  t o  the people who need t o  know. 

Robert E. Pendley, Douglas A i r c r a f t  Company: I am w i t h  t h e  Douglas A i r c r a f t  
Company, where I d i r e c t  t h e  Acoust ics Engineering Group. Th is  group i s  respon- 
s i b l e  f o r  developing t h e  design o f  t h e  no ise  con t ro l  fea tures  i n  our  a i rp lanes .  
The group a l so  provides data f o r  operators o f  our  equipment t o  a s s i s t  them i n  
determin ing how best t o  operate t h e i r  a i rp lanes  a t  a i r p o r t s  w i t h  no ise  exposure 
problems. We a r e  concerned w i t h  several aspects o f  t h e  a i r p o r t  no ise  problem. 
F i r s t ,  we would l i k e  t o  Be con f i den t  t h a t  t h e  design measures we apply i n  our  
a i rp lanes  and t h e  a i r p o r t  no i se  data we f u r n i s h  operators can 1  ead t o  t h e  l e a s t  
p r a c t i c a b l e  d is turbance o f  cornrnuni ti es near a i r p o r t s .  We a r e  n o t  con f i den t  t h a t  
present  a i r c r a f t  no i se  and a i r p o r t  no ise  me t r i cs  guide us as we l l  as they  should 
toward t h a t  o b j e c t i v e .  

Second, we encounter several problems i n  our  e f f o r t s  t o  design e f f i c i e n t  
a i rp lanes  t h a t  can comply w i t h  growing a i r p o r t  no ise  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  A t  some a i r -  
por ts ,  e x i s t i n g  and proposed no i se  1  i m i t a t i o n s  a re  expressed i n  terms o f  s ing le -  
event no i se  1  eve1 1  i m i  t s  and/or cumulat ive no ise  exposure 1  i m i t a t i o n s .  These 
1  i r n i  t s  a r e  so s t r i n g e n t  i n  some cases t h a t  we a r e  unable, through the  1  i m i t a t i o n s  
o f  present  and foreseen a i r c r a f t  and acoust ics  technologies, t o  p rov ide  a i rp lanes  
capable o f  complying w i t h  t h e  no ise  1  i m i  t s  wh i l e  simultaneously s a t i s f y i n g  econom- 
i c a l l y  t h e  f u l l  spectrum o f  capacity,  range, and f l i g h t  frequencies needed t o  
p rope r l y  se rv i ce  t h e  a i r p o r t s .  That p a r t  o f  the  passenger and f r e i g h t  t r a f f i c  
turned away from an otherwise s a t i s f a c t o r y  a i r p o r t  must be t ranspor ted  on the  
ground t o  more d i s t a n t  a i r p o r t s .  This  reduces t h e  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and o v e r a l l  
economy o f  a i r  t r anspor ta t i on .  

Th i rd ,  curfews a re  app l i ed  a t  some a i r p o r t s  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  a i r p l a n e  no ise  
l e v e l .  Needed a i r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  serv ices  a r e  compl e t e l y  c u r t a i l e d  through t h e  
independent e f f e c t s  o f  curfews a t  s p e c i f i c  a i r p o r t s  and through mu tua l l y  exc lu-  
s i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  curfews a t  c i t y  p a i r s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  t ime zones. 



Fi\naIly, we a r e  concerned w i t h  t he  severe res i s tance  a i rpo r t  au thor i t i es  
experi.ence i n  seeking approvals f o r  the  s i t f ng  of new a i rpo r t s  o r  f o r  runway 
improvements needed t o  accommodqte t r a f f i c  demand, We suspect t h a t  much of 
the res i s tance  i s  unreasonable, a t t r i bu t ab l e  perhaps t o  a lack of pub1 i c  con- 
fidence i n  the  noise metrics being used in  the  def in i t ion  of noise impact area.  




