
Meeting No. 327
Wednesday, October 7, 2020 - 7:00 p.m.

BY VIDEO

*BY VIDEO CONFERENCE ONLY*
Please click the link below to join the webinar:

https://smcgov.zoom.us/j/96132999328 
Or Dial in:

US: +1(669)900-6833 Webinar ID: 961 3299 9328

Note:  To arrange an accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act to participate in this public
meeting, please call (650) 363-4220 at least 2 days before the meeting date.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:
Written public comments can be emailed to info@sforoundtable.org, and should include specific
agenda item to which you are commenting. Spoken public comments will also be accepted during the
meeting through Zoom.

**Please see instructions for written and spoken comments at the end of this agenda.

AGENDA

Call to Order / Roll Call / Declaration of a Quorum Present
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson

Public Comment on Items NOT on the Agenda
Speakers are limited to two minutes. Roundtable members cannot discuss or take action on any matter raised
under this item.

Action to set Agenda and to Approve Consent Items
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson

CONSENT AGENDA

All items on the Consent Agenda are approved/accepted in one motion. A Roundtable Representative can make
a request, prior to action on the Consent Agenda, to transfer a Consent Agenda item to the Regular Agenda. Any
items on the Regular Agenda may be transferred on the Consent Agenda in a similar manner.

1. Airport Director’s Reports

a. May 2020 through August 2020 pg. 8 

2. Minutes from the August 5, 2020, Regular Meeting                                                                       pg. 28   

Meeting Announcement 
Regular Meeting 
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3. Establishing Regular 2021 Roundtable Dates pg. 33 
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson 

PRESENTATIONS 

4. Chairman’s Update
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson 

a. Michele Rodriguez Introduction pg. 35 
b. Aviation Noise & Emissions Symposium 2021 pg. 36

5. Presentation from FAA
Sky Laron, Community Engagement Officer, Federal Aviation Administration 

a. Noise Portal pg. 38
b. NIITE/HUSSH Update

6. Report from San Francisco Airport Commission
Ivar Satero, Airport Director, San Francisco International Airport 

7. Presentation from Noise Office
Bert Ganoung, Aircraft Noise Office Manager 

a. Ground-Based Augmentation System (GBAS) Update
b. New Noise App

REGULAR AGENDA 

8. Roundtable Budget  pg. 51 
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson 

a. Review Four Year Budget FY 2019-2024
b. Adopt Annual Budget FY 2020-2021
c. Budget Authorization to complete Ground-Based Noise Study

9. Appoint Strategic Plan Ad-Hoc Committee
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson 

a. Develop a Roundtable Strategic Plan (FY20-24) and Annual Work Plan (FY20-21)                           pg. 54

REPORTS

10. General Aviation Noise Issues Update

a. FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, Section 188: Evaluating Alternative Noise Metrics
i. Letter from Members of Congress – September 23, 2020   pg. 58

ii. Letter from FAA Administrator – April 14,2020  pg. 63    
b. HMMH

iii. IFP Gateway  pg. 87
iv. Noise Newsletter  pg. 89    
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11. Member Communications / Announcements
Roundtable Members & Staff 

12. Adjourn
Ricardo Ortiz, Roundtable Chairperson 

Correspondences / Additional Reports 

a. SFO Press Release Zero Emission  pg. 96 
b. SFO Airport Commission 50th Anniversary  pg.  98 
c. N.O.I.S.E. Federal Update  pg. 124 
d. Airport Noise Report - September 2020    pg. 126  

**Instructions for Public Comment during Videoconference Meeting 

During videoconference meetings of the SFO Airport/Community Roundtable, members of the public 
may address the Roundtable as follows: 

Written Comments: 
Written public comments may be emailed in advance of the meeting. Please read the following 
instructions carefully: 

1. Your written comment should be emailed to info@sforoundtable.org.
2. Your email should include the specific agenda item on which you are commenting.
3. Members of the public are limited to one comment per agenda item.
4. The length of the emailed comment should be commensurate with two minutes customarily

allowed for verbal comments, which is approximately 250-300 words.
5. If your emailed comment is received by 7:00 pm on the day before the meeting, it will be

provided to the Roundtable and made publicly available on the agenda website under the
specific item to which comment pertains. The Roundtable will make every effort to read emails
received after that time but cannot guarantee such emails will be read during the meeting,
although such emails will still be included in the administrative record.

Spoken Comments: 
Spoken public comments will be accepted during the meeting through Zoom. Please read the following 
instructions carefully: 

1. The October 7, 2020 SFO Roundtable regular meeting may be accessed through Zoom online
at https://smcgov.zoom.us/j/99653398354. The meeting ID: 961 3299 9328. The meeting may
also be accessed via telephone by dialing in +1-669-900-6833, entering meeting ID: 961 3299
9328, then press #.

2. You may download the Zoom client or connect to the meeting using the internet browser. If you
are using your browser, make sure you are using current, up-to-date browser: Chrome 30+,
Firefox 27+, Microsoft Edge 12+, Safari 7+. Certain functionality may be disabled in older
browsers including Internet Explorer.

3. You will be asked to enter an email address and name. We request that you identify yourself by
name as this will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your turn to speak.

4. When the Roundtable Chairperson calls for the item on which you wish you speak click on
“raise-hand” icon. You will then be called on and unmuted to speak.

mailto:info@sforoundtable.org
mailto:info@sforoundtable.org
https://smcgov.zoom.us/j/99653398354
https://smcgov.zoom.us/j/99653398354
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5. When called, please limit your remarks to the time limit allotted.

Note:   Public records that relate to any item on the open session Agenda (Consent and Regular Agendas) for a Regular Airport/Community 
Roundtable Meeting are available for public inspection. Those records that are distributed less than 72 hours prior to a Regular 
Meeting are available for public inspection at the same time they are distributed to all Roundtable Members, or a majority of the 
Members of the Roundtable. The Roundtable has designated the San Mateo County Planning & Building Department, at 455 County 
Center, 2nd Floor Redwood City, California 94063, for the purpose of making those public records available for inspection. The 
documents are also available on the Roundtable website at: www.sforoundtable.org. 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Ahsha Safaí

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR’S 
OFFICE
Edward McCaffrey (Appointed)

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO AIRPORT
COMMISSION REPRESENTATIVE
Ivar Satero (Appointed)
Alternate: Doug Yakel

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Dave Pine
Alternate: Don Horsley

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMITTEE (ALUC)
Carol Ford (Appointed)

TOWN OF ATHERTON
Elizabeth Lewis
Alternate: Rick DeGolia

CITY OF BELMONT
Davina Hurt
Alternate: Tom McCune

CITY OF BRISBANE
Terry O’Connell
Alternate: Madison Davis

CITY OF BURLINGAME
Ricardo Ortiz

CITY OF DALY CITY
Pamela DiGiovanni
Alternate: Rod Daus-Magbual

CITY OF FOSTER CITY
Sam Hindi
Alternate: Sanjay Gehani

CITY OF HALF MOON BAY
Harvey Rarback
Alternate: Adam Eisen

TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH
Alvin Royse
Alternate: Shawn Christianson

CITY OF MENLO PARK
Cecilia Taylor
Alternate: Cathy Carlton

CITY OF MILLBRAE
Ann Schneider
Alternate: Anne Oliva

CITY OF PACIFICA
Mike O’Neill
Alternate: Deirdre Martin

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY
Ann Wengert
Alternate: Craig Hughes

CITY OF REDWOOD CITY
Janet Borgens
Alternate: Giselle Hale

CITY OF SAN BRUNO
Marty Medina
Alternate: Rico Medina

CITY OF SAN CARLOS
Adam Rak
Alternate: Mark Olbert

CITY OF SAN MATEO
Eric Rodriguez
Alternate: Diane Papan

CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO
Mark Addiego
Alternate: Mark Nagales

TOWN OF WOODSIDE
Thomas Livermore
Alternate: Richard Brown

ROUNDTABLE ADVISORY MEMBERS

AIRLINES/FLIGHT OPERATIONS
Captain James Abell, United Airlines

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
Thann McLeod, NORCAL TRACON
Tony DiBernardo, FAA Sierra-Pacific District

ROUNDTABLE STAFF
Michele Rodriguez, Roundtable Coordinator
Linda Wolin, Senior Legislative Assistant
Angela Montes, Roundtable Administrative Secretary
Gene Reindel, Technical Consultant (HMMH)
Justin Cook, Technical Consultant (HMMH)
Adam Scholten, Technical Consultant (HMMH)

SFO AIRPORT NOISE OFFICE STAFF
Bert Ganoung, Noise Office Manager
David Ong, Noise Systems Manager
Anthony Carpeneti, Noise Abatement Specialist
Anneliese Taing, Noise Abatement Specialist

Member Roster 
September 2020 
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The Airport/Community Roundtable is a voluntary committee that provides a public forum to address
community noise issues related to aircraft operations at San Francisco International Airport. The
Roundtable encourages orderly public participation and has established the following procedure to help
you, if you wish to present comments to the committee at this meeting.

• You must fill out a Speaker Slip and give it to the Roundtable Coordinator at the front of the
room, as soon as possible, if you wish to speak on any Roundtable Agenda item at this meeting.

• To speak on more than one Agenda item, you must fill out a Speaker Slip for each item.
• The Roundtable Chairperson will call your name; please come forward to present your

comments.

The Roundtable may receive several speaker requests on more than one Agenda item; therefore, each
speaker is limited to two (2) minutes to present his/her comments on any Agenda item unless given
more time by the Roundtable Chairperson. The Roundtable meetings are recorded. Copies of the audio
file can be made available to the public upon request. Please contact the Roundtable Coordinator for
any request.

Roundtable Meetings are accessible to people with disabilities. Individuals who need special assistance
or a disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, or who have a
disability and wish to request an alternative format for the Agenda, Meeting Notice, Meeting Packet, or
other writings that may be distributed at the meeting, should contact the Roundtable Coordinator at
least two (2) working days before the meeting at the phone or e-mail listed below. Notification in
advance of the meeting will enable Roundtable staff to make reasonable arrangements to ensure
accessibility to this meeting.

Welcome 
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The Airport/Community Roundtable was established in May 1981, by a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), to address noise impacts related to aircraft operations at San Francisco
International Airport (SFO). The Airport is owned and operated by the City and County of San
Francisco, but it is located entirely within San Mateo County.  This voluntary committee consists of 22
appointed and elected officials from the City and County of San Francisco, the County of San Mateo,
and several cities in San Mateo County (see attached Membership Roster). It provides a forum for the
public to address local elected officials, Airport management, FAA staff, and airline representatives,
regarding aircraft noise issues. The committee monitors a performance-based aircraft noise mitigation
program, as implemented by Airport staff, interprets community concerns, and attempts to achieve
additional noise mitigation through a cooperative sharing of authority brought forth by the airline
industry, the FAA, Airport management, and local government officials. The Roundtable adopts an
annual Work Program to address key issues. In 2020, the Roundtable is scheduled to meet on the first
Wednesday of the following months: February, April, June, August, October and December.  Regular
Meetings are held on the first Wednesday of the designated month at 7:00 p.m. at the David Chetcuti
Community Room at Millbrae City Hall, 450 Poplar Avenue, Millbrae, California unless noted.
Special Meetings and workshops are held as needed. The members of the public are encouraged to
attend the meetings and workshops to express their concerns and learn about airport/aircraft noise and
operations. For more information about the Roundtable, please contact Roundtable staff at (650) 363-
4220.

POLICY STATEMENT

The Airport/Community Roundtable reaffirms and memorializes its longstanding policy regarding the
“shifting” of aircraft-generated noise, related to aircraft operations at San Francisco International
Airport, as follows:

“The Airport/Community Roundtable members, as a group, when considering and taking 
actions to mitigate noise, will not knowingly or deliberately support, encourage, or adopt
actions, rules, regulations or policies, that result in the “shifting” of aircraft noise from
one community to another, when related to aircraft operations at San Francisco
International Airport.”   
(Source:  Roundtable Resolution No. 93-01)

FEDERAL PREEMPTION, RE:  AIRCRAFT FLIGHT PATTERNS

The authority to regulate flight patterns of aircraft is vested exclusively in the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). Federal law provides that:

“No state or political subdivision thereof and no interstate agency or other political agency of two 
or more states shall enact or enforce any law, rule, regulation, standard, or other provision
having the force and effect of law, relating to rates, routes, or services of any air carrier having
authority under subchapter IV of this chapter to provide air transportation.”
(Source: 49 U.S.C. A. Section 1302(a)(1)). 

About the Roundtable 
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Images used by SFO are Rights Managed Images and have 
speci�c usages de�ned. Please see photography usage 
guidelines document for more information and only use 
approved images on SFO Widen Media Collective.

Presented at the October 7, 2020 
Airport Community Roundtable Meeting

Aircraft Noise Abatement Office
May 2020

Airport Director’s Report
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Aircraft Noise Levels
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Site City

Noise
Events
(AVG
Day)

CNEL
(dBA)

SEL
(dBA)

LMax
(dBA)

 CNEL
(dBA)

1 San Bruno
2 San Bruno
3 SSF
4 SSF
5 San Bruno
6 SSF
7 Brisbane
8 Millbrae
9 Millbrae
10 Burlingame
11 Burlingame
12 Foster City
13 Hillsborough
14 SSF
15 SSF
16 SSF
17 SSF
18 Daly City
19 Pacifica
20 Daly City
21 San Francisco
22 San Bruno
23 San Francisco
24 San Francisco
25 San Francisco
26 San Francisco
27 San Francisco
28 Redwood City
29 San Mateo

6579916759
617182455
587283468
5876896239
5975876043
5574865934
587180372
6372865431
577384459
577184426
547287478
5771825670
587187392
5872835426
5970814827
5671825325
5771835321
5973865832
5573845520
587382332
586877332
6073845013
617081405
597182362
546475323
596881342
566979332
507085393
567387444
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Significant Exceedances

Year
2017

2018

2019

2020
Note: Site 2 online starting 11/20/2019

Noise Monitor’s CNEL values (top) are derived from actual
measured events and are used to validate the 65dBA CNEL
noise footprint. Aircraft and Community monthly CNEL
average for each monitor site are provided, along with
daily average aircraft counts with the average Sound
Exposure Level (SEL) and Maximum Level (LMax).

The map shows 29 aircraft noise monitoring locations that keep
track of noise levels in the communities around the airport. Image
centered on SFO airport shows quartlerly aircraft noise levels (dBA)
exposure. The green zone marks 65dBA Community Noise Exposure
Level (CNEL). The CNEL metric is used to assess and regulate aircraft
noise exposure in communities surrounding the airport.

The graph below shows
aircraft noise events that
produced a noise level
higher than the maximum
allowable decibel value
established for a
particular monitoring site.

 May 2020

 Aircraft         Community
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Daily Aircraft Operations
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Arrival Route
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C. NIITE
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Departure Route

     Major Arrival and Departure Routes (West Flow)

West Flow is depicted in the above image
and is a predominate flow at SFO.

West Flow
97%

Operations May 2020

Arrivals

Departures

Date
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Runway Usage and Nighttime Operations
Monthly Runway usage is shown for arrivals and departures, futher categorized by all hours and nightttime hours. Graph at the bottom of the
page shows hourly nighttime operations for each day. Power Runup locations are depicted on the airport map with airlines nighttime power
runup counts shown below. Percent [%] is rounded to the nearest whole number.

Arrivals Departures
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Hourly Nighttime Operations

A power runup is a procedure used to test
an aircraft engine after maintenance is
completed. This is done to ensure safe
operating standards prior to returning the
aircraft to service. The Aircraft power
settings range from idle to full power and
may vary in duration.

Hour 12 AM 1 AM 2 AM 3 AM 4 AM 5 AM

80%20%

Night (10pm-7am)

Alaska Airlines         1
American Airlines       3
United Airlines         1

Nighttime Power Run-Ups
10pm-7am
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10 L/R

19 L/R
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Noise Reporters Location Map

Noise Reports
May 2020
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     Noise Reporters / Noise Reports

Noise Reporters           Operations

Notes: Address validation Relies on USPS-provided ZIP Code
look up table and USPS-specified default city values.

97%  of noise reports correlate to a flight origin/destination airport.

Source: SFO Intl Airport Noise Monitoring System
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Images used by SFO are Rights Managed Images and have 
speci�c usages de�ned. Please see photography usage 
guidelines document for more information and only use 
approved images on SFO Widen Media Collective.

Presented at the October 7, 2020
Airport Community Roundtable Meeting

Aircraft Noise Abatement Office
June 2020

Airport Director’s Report
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Aircraft Noise Levels
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Site City

Noise
Events
(AVG
Day)

CNEL
(dBA)

SEL
(dBA)

LMax
(dBA)

 CNEL
(dBA)

1 San Bruno
2 San Bruno
3 SSF
4 SSF
5 San Bruno
6 SSF
7 Brisbane
8 Millbrae
9 Millbrae
10 Burlingame
11 Burlingame
12 Foster City
13 Hillsborough
14 SSF
15 SSF
16 SSF
17 SSF
18 Daly City
19 Pacifica
20 Daly City
21 San Francisco
22 San Bruno
23 San Francisco
24 San Francisco
25 San Francisco
26 San Francisco
27 San Francisco
28 Redwood City
29 San Mateo

6678916672
627181435
687182458
5976886145
6075866054
5774865840
607181382
6570855672
567385458
567185435
607491549
5871825691
557186341
6371835430
5970815041
5871825226
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Note: Site 2 online starting 11/20/2019

Noise Monitor’s CNEL values (top) are derived from actual
measured events and are used to validate the 65dBA CNEL
noise footprint. Aircraft and Community monthly CNEL
average for each monitor site are provided, along with
daily average aircraft counts with the average Sound
Exposure Level (SEL) and Maximum Level (LMax).

The map shows 29 aircraft noise monitoring locations that keep
track of noise levels in the communities around the airport. Image
centered on SFO airport shows quartlerly aircraft noise levels (dBA)
exposure. The green zone marks 65dBA Community Noise Exposure
Level (CNEL). The CNEL metric is used to assess and regulate aircraft
noise exposure in communities surrounding the airport.

The graph below shows
aircraft noise events that
produced a noise level
higher than the maximum
allowable decibel value
established for a
particular monitoring site.

 June 2020

 Aircraft         Community
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     Major Arrival and Departure Routes (West Flow)

West Flow is depicted in the above image
and is a predominate flow at SFO.
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Runway Usage and Nighttime Operations
Monthly Runway usage is shown for arrivals and departures, futher categorized by all hours and nightttime hours. Graph at the bottom of the
page shows hourly nighttime operations for each day. Power Runup locations are depicted on the airport map with airlines nighttime power
runup counts shown below. Percent [%] is rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Hourly Nighttime Operations

A power runup is a procedure used to test
an aircraft engine after maintenance is
completed. This is done to ensure safe
operating standards prior to returning the
aircraft to service. The Aircraft power
settingsrange from idle to full power and
may vary in duration.
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United Airlines         7
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148,494
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18

New Reporters

Palo Alto
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Top City
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Report

8

Reports per
SFO Operation

E75L
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A320 12.5%

19.6%
31.4%

Top Aircraft
Types

CAL5107
AAR284
DAL2564

Top Flight
Numbers

© 2020 Mapbox © OpenStreetMap

Noise Reporters Location Map

Noise Reports
June 2020

other
3%PAO

15%
SFO
60%

OAK
9%

SQL
9%

SJC
5%

     Noise Reporters / Noise Reports

Noise Reporters           Operations

Notes: Address validation Relies on USPS-provided ZIP Code
look up table and USPS-specified default city values.

99%  of noise reports correlate to a flight origin/destination airport.

Source: SFO Intl Airport Noise Monitoring System
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Images used by SFO are Rights Managed Images and have 
speci�c usages de�ned. Please see photography usage 
guidelines document for more information and only use 
approved images on SFO Widen Media Collective.

Presented at the October 7, 2020 
Airport Community Roundtable Meeting

Aircraft Noise Abatement Office 
July 2020

Airport Director’s Report
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Aircraft Noise Levels
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Site City

Noise
Events
(AVG
Day)

CNEL
(dBA)

SEL
(dBA)

LMax
(dBA)

 CNEL
(dBA)

1 San Bruno
2 San Bruno
3 SSF
4 SSF
5 San Bruno
6 SSF
7 Brisbane
8 Millbrae
9 Millbrae
10 Burlingame
11 Burlingame
12 Foster City
13 Hillsborough
14 SSF
15 SSF
16 SSF
17 SSF
18 Daly City
19 Pacifica
20 Daly City
21 San Francisco
22 San Bruno
23 San Francisco
24 San Francisco
25 San Francisco
26 San Francisco
27 San Francisco
28 Redwood City
29 San Mateo

7479926864
627181425
667189577
5877896241
6376876147
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567287361
6472835427
6170815149
5971825222
5871825222
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Significant Exceedances

Year
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2020
Note: Site 2 online starting 11/20/2019

Noise Monitor’s CNEL values (top) are derived from actual
measured events and are used to validate the 65dBA CNEL
noise footprint. Aircraft and Community monthly CNEL
average for each monitor site are provided, along with
daily average aircraft counts with the average Sound
Exposure Level (SEL) and Maximum Level (LMax).

The map shows 29 aircraft noise monitoring locations that keep
track of noise levels in the communities around the airport. Image
centered on SFO airport shows quartlerly aircraft noise levels (dBA)
exposure. The green zone marks 65dBA Community Noise Exposure
Level (CNEL). The CNEL metric is used to assess and regulate aircraft
noise exposure in communities surrounding the airport.

The graph below shows
aircraft noise events that
produced a noise level
higher than the maximum
allowable decibel value
established for a
particular monitoring site.

 July 2020

 Aircraft         Community
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Departure Route

     Major Arrival and Departure Routes (West Flow)

West Flow is depicted in the above image
and is a predominate flow at SFO.
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Runway Usage and Nighttime Operations
Monthly Runway usage is shown for arrivals and departures, futher categorized by all hours and nightttime hours. Graph at the bottom of the
page shows hourly nighttime operations for each day. Power Runup locations are depicted on the airport map with airlines nighttime power
runup counts shown below. Percent [%] is rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Hourly Nighttime Operations

A power runup is a procedure used to test
an aircraft engine after maintenance is
completed. This is done to ensure safe
operating standards prior to returning the
aircraft to service. The Aircraft power
settingsrange from idle to full power and
may vary in duration.

Hour 12 AM 1 AM 2 AM 3 AM 4 AM 5 AM

89%11%

Night (10pm-7am)

Alaska Airlines         1
American Airlines       6
United Airlines         3

Nighttime Power Run-Ups
10pm-7am
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SFO Operation
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© 2020 Mapbox © OpenStreetMap

Noise Reporters Location Map

Noise Reports
July 2020

other
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5%

     Noise Reporters / Noise Reports

Noise Reporters           Operations

Notes: Address validation Relies on USPS-provided ZIP Code
look up table and USPS-specified default city values.

99%  of noise reports correlate to a flight origin/destination airport.

Source: SFO Intl Airport Noise Monitoring System
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Images used by SFO are Rights Managed Images and have 
speci�c usages de�ned. Please see photography usage 
guidelines document for more information and only use 
approved images on SFO Widen Media Collective.

Presented at the October 7, 2020 
Airport Community Roundtable Meeting

Aircraft Noise Abatement Office
August 2020

Airport Director’s Report
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Site City

Noise
Events
(AVG
Day)

CNEL
(dBA)

SEL
(dBA)

LMax
(dBA)

 CNEL
(dBA)

1 San Bruno
2 San Bruno
3 SSF
4 SSF
5 San Bruno
6 SSF
7 Brisbane
8 Millbrae
9 Millbrae
10 Burlingame
11 Burlingame
12 Foster City
13 Hillsborough
14 SSF
15 SSF
16 SSF
17 SSF
18 Daly City
19 Pacifica
20 Daly City
21 San Francisco
22 San Bruno
23 San Francisco
24 San Francisco
25 San Francisco
26 San Francisco
27 San Francisco
28 Redwood City
29 San Mateo

6678916776
627181414
6070814810
5976896244
6075866048
5774865938
597080414
6570855793
5871824715
577284426
5774885118
58718358140
587489362
5871835428
5970815041
5770815125
5770825222
6074855736
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Note: Site 2 online starting 11/20/2019

Noise Monitor’s CNEL values (top) are derived from actual
measured events and are used to validate the 65dBA CNEL
noise footprint. Aircraft and Community monthly CNEL
average for each monitor site are provided, along with
daily average aircraft counts with the average Sound
Exposure Level (SEL) and Maximum Level (LMax).

The map shows 29 aircraft noise monitoring locations that keep
track of noise levels in the communities around the airport. Image
centered on SFO airport shows quartlerly aircraft noise levels (dBA)
exposure. The green zone marks 65dBA Community Noise Exposure
Level (CNEL). The CNEL metric is used to assess and regulate aircraft
noise exposure in communities surrounding the airport.

The graph below shows
aircraft noise events that
produced a noise level
higher than the maximum
allowable decibel value
established for a
particular monitoring site.

 August 2020

 Aircraft                              Community
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     Major Arrival and Departure Routes (West Flow)

West Flow is depicted in the above image
and is a predominate flow at SFO.

West Flow
100%

Operations August 2020

Arrivals

Departures

Date
Meeting 327 - October 7, 2020 

Packet Paget 25



Runway Usage and Nighttime Operations
Monthly Runway usage is shown for arrivals and departures, futher categorized by all hours and nightttime hours. Graph at the bottom of the
page shows hourly nighttime operations for each day. Power Runup locations are depicted on the airport map with airlines nighttime power
runup counts shown below. Percent [%] is rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Hourly Nighttime Operations

A power runup is a procedure used to test
an aircraft engine after maintenance is
completed. This is done to ensure safe
operating standards prior to returning the
aircraft to service. The Aircraft power
settings range from idle to full power and
may vary in duration.
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United Airlines         3

Nighttime Power Run-Ups
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Noise Reporters Location Map

Noise Reports
August 2020
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     Noise Reporters / Noise Reports

Noise Reporters           Operations

Notes: Address validation Relies on USPS-provided ZIP Code
look up table and USPS-specified default city values.

98%  of noise reports correlate to a flight origin/destination airport.

Source: SFO Intl Airport Noise Monitoring System
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*New Reporters Top City: Atherton, Castro Valley, Foster City, Lafayette, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos,
Millbrae, Oakland, Orinda, Palo Alto, and South San Francisco.
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 SFO Airport/Community Roundtable 
Meeting No. 326 Minutes 

Wednesday, August 5, 2020 

Call to Order / Roll Call / Declaration of a Quorum Present 

Roundtable Chairperson, Ricardo Ortiz, called the Regular Meeting of the SFO 
Airport/Community Roundtable to order, at approximately 7:00 p.m., via teleconference 
pursuant to the various orders issued by the San Mateo County Health Officer and the 
Governor’s office, which discourage large public gatherings. 

Linda Wolin, Acting Roundtable Coordinator, called the roll. A quorum (at least 12 Regular 
Members) was present as follows: 

REGULAR MEMBERS PRESENT 
Edward McCaffrey - City and County of San Francisco Mayor’s Office 
Doug Yakel – City and County of San Francisco Airport Commission 
Carol Ford - C/CAG Airport Land Use Committee (ALUC) 
Elizabeth Lewis – Town of Atherton  
Davina Hurt – City of Belmont 
Terry O’Connell – City of Brisbane 
Ricardo Ortiz – City of Burlingame 
Pamela DiGiovanni – City of Daly City 
Sam Hindi – City of Foster City 
Al Royse – Town of Hillsborough 
Cecilia Taylor – City of Menlo Park  
Ann Schneider – City of Millbrae 
Mike O’Neill – City of Pacifica 
Ann Wengert – Town of Portola Valley 
Janet Borgens – City of Redwood City  
Laura Davis – City of San Bruno 
Adam Rak – City of San Carlos 
Tom Livermore – Town of Woodside 

REGULAR MEMBERS ABSENT 
City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors 
City of Half Moon Bay 
City of San Mateo 
City of South San Francisco 

ROUNDTABLE STAFF 
Linda Wolin – Acting Roundtable Coordinator 
Angela Montes Cardenas – Roundtable Administrative Secretary 
Janneth Lujan – County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Executive Secretary 
Justin Cook – Roundtable Technical Consultant (HMMH) 

SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT STAFF 
Bert Ganoung, Noise Office Manager 
David Ong, Noise Systems Manager 
Lauren Torrisi, Public Service Aide 
Anneliese Taing, Noise Specialist 
Anthony Carpeneti, Noise Specialist 
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Public Comments for Items NOT on the Agenda 

NONE 

ACTION: Janet Borgens MOVED to set agenda and approve consent item 1, Airport Director’s 
Reports, and item 2, Minutes from June 3, 2020 meeting. The motion was seconded by Terry 
O’Connell and CARRIED, roll call vote passed unanimously. 

3. Chairman’s Report

Roundtable Chairman, Ricardo Ortiz, began his verbal report by stating that the HMMH one year 
contract extension had been finalized. He shared with the Roundtable members that an RFP will 
be issued prior to the contract expiration for multi-year contract.  

4. Presentation on Process for Amending Roundtable Membership

Linda Wolin, acting Roundtable Coordinator, presented the Roundtable with details on process 
for amending Roundtable membership. She outlined the difference between adding an in-County 
member versus out-of-County member. She shared that all Roundtable membership documents 
are available on the Roundtable website, the Bylaws and MOU. Ms. Wolin gave an outline of   the 
steps needed for in-County members to withdraw from or join the Roundtable. She also provided 
information and steps that must occur for out-of-County members to join the Roundtable. 

Brian Wong, Lead County Counsel, along with Ms. Wolin answered questions and addressed 
comments from Roundtable members.  

Public Comment: 
Written Comment: 
Rebecca Ward form Palo Alto – comment was read into record by Ms. Montes 

Spoken Comment: 
Mark Shull from Palo Alto  
Eric Filseth from Palo Alto City Council 

5. Report from San Francisco Airport Commission

Airport Public Information Officer, Doug Yakel, presented in place of Airport Director, Ivar 
Satero. Mr. Yakel shared that there was a slight increase in passenger activity as cities and 
states started to re-open, however as cases have surged SFO has seen a retreat in activity and 
deferral from airlines to resume flights. Operations are 87% lower than it would normally be this 
time of year. He stated that airlines are gearing up to large layoffs. He stated that American 
Airlines and Alaska Airlines are laying off hundreds of employees. Mr. Yakel also mentioned that 
United Airlines gave 6,500 layoff notices to employees. He shared that CARES Act funding for 
SFO runs out at the end of September.  

Mr. Yakel provided an update on GBAS, he shared that they received approval for contract with 
Honeywell that allow SFO to install physical hardware that make exploration of GBAS 
technically possible. He shared that the first step in ramping up communication regarding GBAS 
in new section on flysfo.com within noise section of website. This section includes FAQs around 
GBAS. He assured Roundtable members and the public that SFO is committed to ramp up 
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dialogue around GBAS and that is made easier with new website. He finalized by proposing a 
presentation at next Technical Working Group meeting.  
 
Mr. Yakel answered questions from Roundtable members.  
 
Bert Ganoung, Noise Manager, shared the new SFO Aircraft Noise Office website. He briefly 
showcased the many new features and pages that will be found on the updated website. 
 
Public Comment: 
Darlene Yaplee from Palo Alto  
Jennifer Landesmann from Palo Alto  
Mark Shull from Palo Alto  
Peggy McLaughlin from Hillsborough   
Rebecca Ward from Palo Alto 
Peter Grace from Brisbane  
Marie-Jo Fremont from Palo Alto  
 
6. Update from Technical Working Group Meeting (July 29, 2020) 
 
Chairman Ricardo Ortiz provided a summary of the Technical Working Group meeting and FAA 
presentation. He referred Roundtable members and public to website for technical working 
group information and to review presentation from FAA.  
 
Public Comment: 
Liz Lopez from San Francisco 
Jennifer Landesmann from Palo Alto  
Jennifer T from Sunnyvale  
Jane Manning from Santa Cruz Mountains 
 
7. Update from Portable Noise Monitor Placement Subcommittee 
 
Subcommittee Chair, Terry O’Connell, shared that the subcommittee has been trying to 
establish a process for placement of portable noise monitors. She noted that more monitors are 
available due to recent funding and the subcommittee is working to create a standard request 
form with SFO. The committee is considering communities that are impacted by noise but lack 
historical data. Certain communities have not been historically monitored for noise. The Portable 
Noise Monitor Placement subcommittee prioritizes placement in communities that are 
underserved, Roundtable member requests, form submitted by public cities. RT members in 
collaboration with RT staff and airport discussed that Bert Ganoung and Justin Cook would work 
together in regard to cities that lack historical data.  
 
Chair O’Connell addressed and clarified process for requesting a portable noise monitor.  
 
Public Comments: 
Jennifer Landesmann from Palo Alto  
Mark Shull from Palo Alto 
Rebecca Ward from Palo Alto 
Darlene Yaplee form Palo Alto  
 
8. Update from Ground-Based Noise Subcommittee Meeting (July 30, 2020) 
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Subcommittee Chair, Ann Schneider, provided an updated from Ground-Based Noise 
subcommittee meeting. She shared that Justin Cook and staff had been working on a spectral 
analysis study proposal and 5 different layers of data. HMMH will analyze the following 5 
scenarios as part of the GBN study: 

Scenario 1 – 2 Aircraft Types Departing Runway 1L at Start of Takeoff Roll – Without and 
With Vegetation 
Scenario 2 – 2 Aircraft Types Departing Runway 1R at Start of Takeoff Roll – Without and 
With Vegetation 
Scenario 3 – 2 Aircraft Types Departing Runway 1L at Secondary Takeoff Point – With and 
Without Vegetation 
Scenario 4 – 2 Aircraft Types Departing Runway 1R at Secondary Takeoff Point– With and 
Without Vegetation 
Scenario 5 – 2 Aircraft Types Departing at the Same Time but Staggered on Runway 1L and 
1R – With and Without Vegetation 

Ms. Schneider and Mr. Ortiz answered questions and addressed comments from Roundtable 
members.  

Public Comment: 
Mark Shull from Palo Alto 
Marie-Jo Fremont from Palo Alto 

9. Legislative Subcommittee

This Item was presented at the beginning of the meeting to honor Emily Tranter’s time as she 
joined from the east coast.  

Legislative Committee Chair Janet Borgens introduced Emily Tranter, Executive Director, 
National Organization to Insure a Sound Controlled Environment.  

Ms. Tranter began by providing an introduction and brief background on her time at the National 
Organization to Insure a Sound Controlled Environment. Emily emphasized that she is here for 
the Roundtable to use her as resource based on constituent’s interest or members. She has 
been involved in conversations with FAA in terms of flight patterns in other airports. She 
confirmed that PBN and NextGen were on hold due to air traffic need to go back into tower. 
Workload has changed completely, there is lower capacity at airports because people are not 
flying. She continued by stating that for a while there has been no update on airport noise. She 
stated that her Board President sits on the NextGen Advisory Committee, where they advise 
FAA administrator not to wait for noise to be a problem again but rather be pro-active.  

Ms. Tranter spoke on the Moving Forward Act, that was passed by the House of 
Representatives last month, which included interesting pieces for aviation noise. Current 
authorization runs out on 9/30/2020 and Ms. Tranter is not hopeful that Senate version will be 
introduced by then. The Moving Forward Act would provide more funding for airports for capital 
improvement projects in airports for mitigation on noise.  

Ms. Tranter shared that congress directed the FAA in the 2019 appropriations bill to do a study 
on alternative metrics for noise. Based on the April 2020 study report, the FAA reported that 
DNL was most appropriate.  
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Ms. Tranter answered questions from SFO Roundtable members. 
 
Subcommittee Chair, Janet Borgens, shared with Roundtable members that the final letter of 
Supersonic aircraft was submitted to FAA and attached as part of the packet.  
 
Public Comment: 
Mark Shull from Palo Alto 
Sue Deigre from Pacifica (former Councilmember and former RT representative) 
Peggy McLaughlin from Hillsborough 
Rebecca Ward from Palo Alto   
 
 
10. Update on General Aviation Noise Issues 
 
Technical Consultant Justin Cook provided a brief update.  
 
Mr. Cook shared Noise news, updates and invited the members to give feedback.   
 
Public Comment: 
Jennifer Landesmann from Palo Alto 
Glenn Morse from United Airlines 

 
11. Member Communications / Announcements 
 
NONE 
 
12. Adjourn 
 
Chairperson Ortiz adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:20 p.m. 
 
Roundtable action minutes are considered draft until approved by the Roundtable at a regular meeting. A video recording of this 
meeting is available on the Roundtable’s website. 
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September 29, 2020 
 
 
TO: Roundtable Members 
 
FROM: Michele Rodriguez, Roundtable Coordinator 
 
Re: Establishing Regular 2021 Roundtable Meeting Dates 
 
 
Dear Roundtable Members, 
 
Below are the proposed 2021 regular meeting dates. All meetings will start at 7pm and will continue to 
be held virtually/via Zoom, until health orders allow. Once in-person meetings resume, they will be held 
at David J. Chetcuti Community Room, 450 Polar Avenue, Millbrae CA 94030.  
 
February 3, 2021 
April 7, 2021 
June 2, 2021 
August 4, 2021 
October 6, 2021 
December 1, 2021 
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PRESENTATIONS 
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Michele O. Rodriguez  
Telephone: (415) 309-1608 
Mrodriguez2@smcgov.com 

  

Michele has had a 30-year career, 20-years for municipal 
governments, and 10-years in the private sector focusing on   
community planning, economic development and management. 
Michele’s career highlights include: 

• First General Plan in the nation with the overarching theme 
of sustainability.  

• Program design, and implementation of Energy Upgrade 
California a greenhouse gas and workforce initiative.  

• Steering Committees: Marin Countywide Plan, Energy 
Upgrade California, Marin Economic Commission, Marin 
Workforce Investment Board, and Planning Commissions. 

• Four-County Targeted Industry Workforce Initiative for 
nursing, home health care, renewable energy, and specialty 
foods.  

• Climate Change, and Resiliency Policies and Programs. 

• Budget Projections and Fiscal Management. 

• Operational Efficiency and Program Evaluation. 

• Social Equity and Inclusionary Programs. 

Michele has served as the Development Services Director for the 
City of San Pablo and the Long-Range Policy and Sustainability 
Principal for the County of Marin.  While at Marin County she was 
Technical Program Manager for the Marin Countywide Plan and 
developed public policy for land use, and transportation related to 
airport growth. In addition, she led an effort for Gnoss Field Airport 
runway expansion, alternatives analysis, environmental impact 
review, and public outreach.  

Michele has had the opportunity to lead several large Steering 
Committees of public officials. This work included development of 
mission statements, strategic plans, work plans, budget projections, 
and annual reports. Her day-to-day work has included agenda and 
minutes preparation, budget oversight, contract management, 
multilingual meetings.  

She enjoys painting, traveling, yoga, running, backpacking, bicycling, 
hiking, motorcycling, and spending time with her family.  

 

 

 

EXPERIENCE  
Municipal Resources Group  
EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT  
APRIL 2018 – August 2020  

  
CITY OF SAN PABLO  
EXECUTIVE Community 

Development 
OCTOBER 2013-APRIL 2018  

  
FRONTIER ENERGY/ICF International 
TECHNICAL PROGRAM MANAGER  
AUGUST 2008-OCTOBER 2013  

  
COUNTY OF MARIN  
PRINCIPAL    
JUNE 2000-AUGUST 2008  

  
EDUCATION  
Master of Urban & Regional Planning, 
and Economics  

SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY  
SAN JOSE, CA   

  

MEMBERSHIPS  

INTERNATIONAL CITY/COUNTY 

MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION 
 

CERTIFICATIONS  
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CERTIFIED 

PLANNERS  

LEADER IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

DESIGN 
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Federal Aviation
AdministrationFAA Noise Portal

Discussion with:
San Francisco Airport Community 
Roundtable

Date: October 7, 2020
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Noise Portal – Purpose and Goals

Purpose: to identify how the FAA can more efficiently and

effectively respond to and address noise complaints in a clear,

consistent and repeatable manner that is responsive to the

public and applies the best use of FAA resources.

1

Part 1
Identify and implement improved and 

consistent agency-wide policy and 
procedures for the FAA’s process to 

respond to noise complaints / 
inquiries, and  

Part 2
Identify and evaluate potential actions 

that the FAA might take to better 
address the underlying issue raised 
by complaints, particularly regarding 

the implementation of NextGen 
procedures.
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Noise Portal Process (FAA Roles & 
Responsibilities)

2

FAA Noise 
Ombudsman 
Addresses 
unresolved 
complaints at the 
Regional 
Administrator level

FAA Regional 
Administrator
Offices 
Act as the single 
data collection and 
coordination point at 
the regional level for 
public noise 
complaints/inquiries 
and establish and 
maintain regional 
aircraft noise 
websites

FAA Office of the 
Environment and 
Energy
Responsible for 
establishing and 
maintaining FAA’s 

noise complaint 
process, the Noise 
Complaint/Inquiry 
Database and 
Tracking System 
(Noise Portal), and 
national aircraft 
noise website 

Regional
Administrator
Offices and 
Noise 
Ombudsman 
Coordinate 
responses to the 
public with the 
relevant FAA Lines 
of Businesses and 
Staff Offices 

FAA Community 
Engagement 
Officer
Key team members
for planning, 
implementing and 
managing 
community 
engagement related 
to aviation noise 
issues in their 
assigned areas
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Federal Aviation
Administration

FAA Noise Portal Process (Public) 

3

Information from incoming complaints is stored in an
FAA database, and is updated automatically via the
FAA Noise Portal entries. The FAA Noise Ombudsman
addresses unresolved complaints at the regional level
through the Noise Portal by reaching out to the FAA
staff offices as needed.

5) Regional
Administrator
Office addresses 
FAA related 
issues and may 
direct the public 
to the airport 
sponsor for 
airport related 
issues

4) Regional 
Administrator 
Office responds to 
public through the 
FAA Noise Portal

3) FAA Regional 
Administrator’s  

Office receives 
incoming 
complaint/ inquiry 
and coordinates 
response with 
responsible FAA 
staff office

2) Public submits
noise complaint/ 
inquiry through FAA 
Aircraft Noise 
Complaint/
Inquiry System

1) Public reviews 
aircraft noise related 
information on FAA 
Regional Aircraft 
Noise Website
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Why FAA is Partnering with Airports

1. Minimize duplication of 
efforts

2. Avoid contradictory, 
inconsistent messaging

3. Set up channels for 
communication and 
information sharing

4. Strengthen relationships

Example Process with 
Partnering Airport Concept
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Federal Aviation
Administration

FAA Policy on Addressing Aircraft Noise 
Complaints / Inquiries from the Public

Introduction: Addressing 
aircraft related noise is a shared 
responsibility among the FAA, 
airport sponsors, airlines, state 
and local government, and 
communities.  

Policy: FAA seeks to efficiently 
and effectively respond to and 
address FAA related aircraft 
noise complaints and inquiries 
from the public in a clear, 
consistent, and repeatable 
manner that is responsive and 
applies the best use of FAA 
resources. 

.

Highlights from the FAA policy include:  
• Establishing and utilizing the FAA website to provide the public 

with up-to-date information regarding on-going projects including 
FAQs, public meetings and educational information on FAA noise 
and policy issues.

• Identifying specific information the public must include for the 
FAA to fully address the complaints/inquiry.

• Utilizing the FAA Noise Portal for consistent reporting and 
tracking of noise complaints and inquiries.

• Accepting and registering noise complaints and inquiries with 
the necessary information submitted through the FAA Noise 
Portal, by postal mail, or by voice message. 

• Not accepting noise complaints or inquiries from third party 
automated applications or devices.

• Not responding to the same general complaint or inquiry from 
the same individual more than once. 

• Coordinating with partnering airport sponsors to share 
applicable noise complaint/inquiry data.

• Providing timely responses to aircraft noise and inquiries.  

• Focusing on the content of the noise complaints/inquiries FAA 
receives not the volume
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Questions
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Federal Aviation 
Administration

Western-Pacific Region Aircraft Noise and 
Community Involvement Information

For the states and territories the Western-Pacific Region Administration serves, we 

provide information on community involvement and aircraft noise issues, including 

how to submit a noise complaint or inquiry.

Noise Complaints & Inquiries
Noise from Aircraft Operations at Your Community Airport

The FAA's continuing mission is to ensure the safe and efficient use of our nation's 

navigable airspace. We also participate in an array of research and community 

engagement activities focused on addressing aircraft noise. However, airport 

sponsors (i.e., owners/operators) also share the responsibility for reducing 

incompatible land uses and noise impacts on residents of the surrounding area.

To send a noise complaint or inquiry about a noise concern:

• Review FAA's noise complaint and inquiry policy (PDF) to become familiar with 

how we process these submissions.

• To report airport-related noise: Enter the address where the noise concern 

occurred to contact the nearest non-partnering airport

• If you wish to send a noise complaint or inquiry not directly related to an 

airport (or if you have already communicated with an airport), please use the 

FAA's online noise inquiry form.

Regional Ombudsman

The FAA Regional Administrator designates a Regional Ombudsman.

• Each Regional Ombudsman will work with the Regional Administrator to ensure 

public inquires related to aviation noise, pollution, and safety are properly 

addressed.
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• Contact the Regional Ombudsman with other aviation noise-related questions

and concerns.

Aviation Noise General Information

Learn about aviation noise and the FAA's ongoing work to improve our 

understanding of the ways aviation noise may affect communities.

Community Involvement

The FAA is committed to inform and involve the public, engage with communities 

and give meaningful consideration to community concerns and views as we make 

aviation decisions that affect them.

• Learn about community involvement for the Western-Pacific Region Metroplex

and Single-Site initiatives:

◦ Arizona:

◾ PHX-Phoenix Single-Site

◦ California:

◾ Northern California Metroplex

◾ Southern California Metroplex

◾ BUR-Burbank Single-Site

◾ HHR-Hawthorne Single-Site

◾ OAK-Oakland Single-Site

◾ ONT-Ontario Single-Site

◾ SFO-San Francisco Single-Site

◦ Nevada:

◾ Las Vegas Metroplex

Other Complaint or Inquiry Types

• For safety concerns or to report low-flying aircraft, contact your local Flight

Standards District Office. Although low-flying aircraft often raise concerns about

both safety and noise, safety takes priority, so the FSDO is your best

resource.

• For military aircraft noise complaints, please contact the military.

• For unmanned aircraft systems (drones), contact the FAA Unmanned Aircraft

Systems office.

Page last modified: September 03, 2020 1:28:08 PM EDT
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This page was originally published at: 

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/arc/western_pacific/noise_complaint/
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REGULAR AGENDA 
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September 29, 2020

TO: SFO Airport/Community Roundtable Members 

FROM: Michele Rodriguez, Roundtable Coordinator 

SUBJECT: Budget Adoption Memo FY 2020-2021 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The SFO Airport/Community Roundtable must approve member funding amounts and a budget for FY 
2020/2021 operations. The Bylaws provide that Roundtable operations, administration, and management are 
funded by its member agencies and that the budget must be approved each calendar year between May 31 and 
October 31.  

RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve a 12-month budget based on current Roundtable funding for FY2020-2021. 

BACKGROUND: 
Article VIII, of the Roundtable Bylaws requires the adoption of an annual budget between May 31 and October 
31 of each calendar year. The fiscal year is from July 1 to June 30. The Roundtable is funded by its voting 
member agencies.  

In preparation of the annual budget an audit of the trust fund was conducted for FY2017 – current.   The Airport 
Community Roundtable budget has expenses balanced with revenue with a positive year-end balance, including 
a solid reserve fund through 2024. Any additional, projects, programs, special studies will require additional 
revenue.  

Highlights from the expense report, and proposed budget are: 

Budget Sources 

• Airport Commission: The City and County of San Francisco annual funding contribution of $220,000 has
remained constant.

• Member Cities and C/CAG
o Member cities were given 50% membership relief during FY 2011-12 through FY17-18, resuming

regular membership dues of $1,500 annually in FY2018-2019.
o The budgeted and actual voting member dues are not being met when membership agencies do

not pay dues.

• Miscellaneous: Invoices for member agencies should go out earlier in the year to align with the fiscal
year effective date. For FY 2020-2021, invoices were sent in September 2020.

Expenses 
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• Staffing: The San Mateo County Coordination Services budget remained constant.  New increases are 
expected in FY 2020-2024 to reflect actual staff costs, including annual salary step increases and a slight 
increase in the level of administrative support to the Roundtable over past years. San Mateo County 
does not charge for Planning Director, Attorney, or Finance staff support to the Roundtable. 

• Administration/Operations:  The website is a major tool for communicating the work of the Roundtable 
with our members, partners, and communities; the FY2020-2024 budget reflects an increase in costs to 
modify the site and update the host. This is an expected, but necessary cost that has become evident 
with the recent site crash. 

• Projects, Programs & Other: COVID-19 has decreased expenses in conference and field trip. The Ground 
Based Noise Modeling Study, estimated to cost $50,000, is included and should be identified as a 
priority in the Strategic Plan and Work Plan discussion. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

• SFO Airport Community Roundtable Budget 2017-2024 
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SFO Airport/Community Roundtable - Expense Report & Proposed Budget FY 2017-2024

SOURCES
Revenue BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
San Francisco Airport Commission $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000 $220,000
Roundtable Membership $20,250 $19,500 $40,500 $39,000 $40,500 $39,000 $40,500 $40,500 $40,500 $28,500
Meeting Room In-Kind Millbrae $2,700

Total Revenue $240,250 $239,500 $260,500 $259,000 $263,200 $259,000 $260,500 $260,500 $260,500 $248,500
Fund Balance $28,613 $28,613 $34,625 $31,918 $102,548 $102,548 $210,971 $133,687 $102,568 $67,138
Total Sources $268,863 $268,113 $295,125 $290,918 $365,748 $361,548 $471,471 $394,187 $363,068 $315,638

0
EXPENSES BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL
Staffing and Coordination 
County of San Mateo Coordination Services $113,000 $108,825 $113,000 $85,469 $113,000 $73,108 $139,534 $143,719 $148,031 $152,472
Roundtable Aviation Technical Consultant $90,000 $115,124 $90,000 $92,767 $90,000 $62,186 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000 $90,000

$0
$203,000 $223,949 $203,000 $178,236 $203,000 $135,294 $229,534 $233,719 $238,031 $242,472

Administration/Operations BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL
Meeting Room In-Kind Millbrae 2700
Postage / Printing $3,000 $2,239 $3,000 $2,383 $2,000 $843 $0 $0 $0 $0
Website $107 $107 $107 $146 $107 $107 $6,300 $1,800 1800 $1,800
Data Storage & Conference Services $900 $384 $900 $348 $900 $738 $900 $900 $900 $900
Miscellaneous Office Expenses/Equipment $1,500 $994 $1,500 $669 $1,500 $22 $1,500 $1,500 $1,500 $1,500
Video Services $5,000 $3,030 $5,000 $5,190 $6,000 $3,255 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000

$10,507 $6,754 $10,507 $8,735 $10,507 $7,665 $12,700 $8,200 $8,200 $8,200

Projects, Programs & Others BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
Noise Conferences Attendance, Coordinator $1,800 $1,230 $1,500 0 $1,500 $1,226 $200 $1,500 $1,500 $1,500
Noise Conferences Attendance, Members(5) $4,000 $0 $2,000 $0 $2,000 $1,242 $200 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
TRACON Field Trip(s) $750 $0 $750 0 $750 $0 $0 $750 $750 $750
Airport Noise Report subscription $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850 $850
N.O.I.S.E. Membership $4,300 $0 $4,300 $0 $4,300 $4,300 $4,300 $4,300 $4,300 $4,300
Fly Quiet Awards $300 $705 $300 $548 $300 $0 $0 $300 $300 $300
Ground Based Noise Study $50,000

$12,000 $2,785 $9,700 $1,398 $9,700 $7,618 $55,550 $9,700 $9,700 $9,700

Contingency Fund BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
Reserve $40,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

$40,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

TOTAL EXPENSES $265,507 $233,488 $263,207 $188,370 $263,207 $150,577 $337,784 $291,619 $295,931 $300,372

PROJECTED ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED
UNCOMMITTED FUNDS / YEAR END BALANCE $3,356 $34,625 $31,918 $102,548 $102,541 $210,971 $133,687 $102,568 $67,138 $15,266

2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2023-20242021-2022 2022-2023
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September 29, 2020

TO: SFO Airport/Community Roundtable Members 

FROM: Michele Rodriguez, Community Roundtable Coordinator 

SUBJECT: Strategic Plan – Work Plan Ad Hoc Committee 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: A Strategic Plan, and annual Work Plan combined with the budget adoption 
can help the Roundtable remain focused and deliver on specific deliverables.  

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the formation of a Strategic Plan – Work Plan Ad Hoc Committee to 
recommend to the Roundtable a four-year Strategic Plan, and a one-year Work Plan. The Roundtable 
Chair will serve as Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee. 

BACKGROUND: A Strategic Plan can be a powerful tool clarifying multi-year goals and vision, and the 
Work Plan aligns with the budget and implements the Strategic Plan with specific annual deliverables 
(see attached overview).  

A draft agenda for the Strategic Plan and Work Plan meetings is attached for your review. The process 
would involve updating the existing Roundtable Strategic Plan (2015-2018), and Work Plan (2017-
2018). 

ATTACHMENTS: 
• Process graphic overview

• Strategic Plan Agenda (draft)
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September 29, 2020

MEETING 1 
Strategic Plan     2020-2024 

1. Strategic Plan purpose and relationship to Work Plan, and Budget (5-min)

2. Presentation by SFO on Strategic Plan, Capital Plan, Social Equity Plan (20-min)

3. Review of existing Strategic Plan (2015-2018).

a. Review Survey of:

i. Identify accomplishments

ii. What tasks should remain?

iii. What should be added?

4. Prioritize items (1 – 4 years), or at a minimum one year.

MEETING 2 
Work Plan (July 1, 2020-June 30, 2021) 

1. Review the Strategic Plan prioritize.

2. Identify one-year priorities and add tasks, budget and staff assigned.

Each meeting shall last two hours each. 
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Strategic Plan (2019-2024)

• Long term vision and
goals

• Aligns with SFO
contract and funding

• Updating 2015-2018
Adopted version

Work Plan (July 1, 2020-
June 30, 2021)

• Annually Updated
• Aligns with budget
• Implements Strategic

Plan
• Updating 2017-2018

Adopted version

Budget (July 1, 2020 –
June 30, 2021) 

• Bylaws require
adoption of annual
budget (May 31 – Oct
31)

• Develop 2020-2024
budget to align
expenditure with
Strategic Plan and
projected revenue.

• Update Professional
Services contract RFP
(Jan – June 2021)
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Congress of the United States 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

September 23, 2020 

Steve Dickson, Administrator 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Aviation Administration  

Office of the Administrator  

800 Independence Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, DC 20591 

Dear Administrator Dickson: 

As Members of the U.S. House of Representatives, we write to express deep concern 

regarding the Federal Aviation Administration’s Report to Congress dated April 14, 2020, on its 

findings pursuant to Sections 188 and 173 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (P.L. 115-

254). After conducting a detailed review of the FAA’s report, we find it wholly inadequate, 

failing to meet the mandate in the law.  

As you know, Section 188 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 mandated the FAA to 

“evaluate alternative metrics to the current average day-night level standard, such as the use of 

actual noise sampling and other methods, to address community airplane noise concerns.” 

Further, the law directed the FAA to provide Congress with a detailed report on its findings. On 

April 14, 2020, the FAA released the report, and in addition to reporting on Section 188, the 

FAA also used this report to address Section 173, which states: “Not later than 1 year after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration shall 

complete the ongoing evaluation of alternative metrics to the current Day Night Level (DNL) 65 

standard.” It is our assessment that this report entirely fails to seriously analyze and consider 

alternative metrics to the DNL 65 standard.  

First and foremost, the report fails to evaluate well-respected and widely used 

alternatives, including: the Cumulative Noise Equivalency Level (“CNEL”) metric, which 

California uses to evaluate aircraft and other noise exposures1; the ISO 1996-1:2016 (“Acoustics 

– Description measurement and assessment of environmental noise”), an international standard

specifically adopted to identify community noise concerns in general, but airplane noise in 

particular2; and the European alternative to the DNL metric, known as the DENL, or the day-

evening-night level metric. The latter noise metric disaggregates evening and night noise levels 

1 Lichman, Barbara. “FAA Sidesteps Congressional Mandate to Evaluate Alternative Noise Metrics.” 

Aviation & Airport, 10 June 2020, www.aviationairportdevelopmentlaw.com/2020/06/articles/federal-

aviation-administration-faa/faa-sidesteps-congressional-mandate-to-evaluate-alternative-noise-metrics/. 
2 Taber, Steven. “FAA's Report On Alternatives to the DNL Noise Metric Is Tone Deaf.” LinkedIn, 4 

May 2020, www.linkedin.com/pulse/faas-report-alternatives-dnl-noise-metric-tone-deaf-steven-taber. 
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to address the fact that communities experience noise events differently during the day, the 

evening and the nighttime sleeping hours. A credible evaluation of alternative noise metrics and 

the 65 DNL standard would have addressed the correlation between each metric and the known 

noise impact on communities in a NextGen environment, similar to a comparison done in an 

FAA-funded 2011 report on replacement metric research.3 However, in lieu of providing a 

thorough evaluation, the report merely describes DNL and a number of alternative metrics, while 

offering an incomplete and at times inaccurate comparison of DNL to those alternatives. 

Furthermore, there are glaring absences in the FAA’s assessment that render it 

incomplete. For example, the report fails to analyze complaint data despite the fact that the FAA 

itself utilized complaint data as a lawful alternative metric in its 2013 federal court case against 

Helicopter Association International, Inc.4 Failing to mention any role for complaint data would 

appear in contrast to FAA’s Noise Complaint Initiative begun in the last 12 months, allowing 

direct reporting of noise events to FAA.  The report also lacks the scientific nuance the agency 

demonstrated in 2019, when the FAA funded a research project at MIT to evaluate metrics and 

assess the impact of frequent overflights; that study concluded that the Number-Above (NA) 

metric provided an effective correlation to aircraft noise impacts on the public,5 but is scarcely 

mentioned in this report. Even commonly used metrics are overlooked, such as the metrics for 

construction noise and the concept of sones. Construction noise metrics are regularly employed 

across the United States and capture greater noise nuance than the DNL standard. Sones 

represent the perception of loudness and help capture aviation noise annoyance. In our 

estimation, the FAA report merely stands by the agency’s existing DNL metric and enumerates 

existing methodology with no regard to the value of improved and updated alternatives.  

As a result, the FAA is effectively treating supplemental noise metrics as an asterisk to 

noise measurement rather than a comprehensive toolbox from which to address noise impacts. 

The FAA relegates supplementary metrics to an ancillary role by asserting that, “No single noise 

metric can cover all situations,”6 and that while the “DNL metric is FAA’s decision-making 

metric, other supplementary metrics can be used to support further disclosure and aid in the 

public understanding of community noise effects.”7 Nowhere in the report do we find clear 

guidance on how and when supplemental noise metrics could be used in flight procedure design 

decisions or to alleviate existing noise – even as the public health impact of noise continues to 

spread. U.S. standards to protect human health from airplane noise are not only glaringly 

ineffective, they also trail Western Europe’s. In its 2018 Noise Guidelines for European 

3 Mestre, V., Schomer, P., Fidell, S., & Berry, B. (2011, June 14). Technical Support for Day/Night 

Average Sound Level (DNL) Replacement Metric Research. Retrieved September 16, 2020, from 

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/research/science_integrated_modeling/noi

se_impacts/media/6-14-2011_FinalReport_MetricsMestre_etal_061411_part1.pdf 
4 Rogers, J. A. (2013, July 12). Helicopter Ass'n Int'l, Inc. v. Fed. Aviation Admin. Retrieved September 

15, 2020, from https://www.casemine.com/judgement/us/5914f903add7b0493499f81d 
5 Yu, A. Y., & Hansman, R. (2019, May). Aircraft Noise Modeling of Dispersed Flight Tracks and 

Metrics for Assessing Impacts. Retrieved September 16, 2020, from 

file:///C:/Users/kkaiser/Downloads/ICAT-2019-07_Yu_Aircraft%20Noise.pdf 
6 Federal Aviation Administration. Report to Congress, FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (Pub. L. 115-

254), Section 188 and Sec 173. 14 Apr. 2020, www.faa.gov/about/plans_reports/congress/media/Day-

Night_Average_Sound_Levels_COMPLETED_report_w_letters.pdf 
7 Ibid. 
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countries, the World Health Organization recommended using a threshold of 45 dB or lower for 

day and evening aircraft noise8 – that constitutes 20 dB less than the DNL metric employed by 

the FAA, which also does not disaggregate evening-levels from night. Far from trailing Western 

European nations, the U.S. should be demonstrating global leadership to mitigate the public 

health effects of aircraft noise.  

When the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 was passed into law, Congress sought to 

address community airplane noise concerns by utilizing the scientific and research arms of the 

FAA to substantively evaluate alternative noise metrics with an eventual eye to having those 

metrics inform FAA decision-making. There is widespread consensus that the DNL metric 

remains an inadequate measure because it averages noise over a 24-hour period, thereby 

understating the impact of individual noise incidences. Thus, the congressional intent 

underpinning Sections 188 and 173 was to address the inadequacy of the DNL metric and nudge 

the FAA towards a more comprehensive measure. The report fails to understand that intent. 

Instead, we have received a delayed and highly insufficient report that does not address 

community impacts of noise.  

Therefore, we, the undersigned Members of Congress, insist that the FAA return to the 

drawing board and meaningfully evaluate alternative metrics to the current DNL 65 average, not 

just dismiss or ignore them, and include the potential for the use of such metrics in the United 

States. Furthermore, we seek formal responses to the questions in the appended Citizens’ 

Response Report, a Technical Report to the FAA’s April 2020 Report on Alternative Noise 

Metrics (Reauthorization Act of 2018, Sections 173 and 188). The concerned constituents who 

raised these eleven questions live in communities directly affected by increased noise from 

NextGen implementation. We request formal responses to each question. 

Without a thorough and nuanced analysis of the DNL standard and better, more accurate 

metrics, progress on aircraft noise will remain elusive. It is therefore imperative that the FAA 

meet its congressional mandate and begin the report anew while also addressing our constituents’ 

questions. We look forward to the agency’s response, including its plans to follow through on 

our request. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Bass Eleanor Holmes Norton 

Member of Congress (CA-37) Member of Congress (DC) 

8 World Health Organization, Regional Office for Europe. (2018). Environmental Noise Guidelines for 

the European Region. Retrieved September 16, 2020, from 

https://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/383921/noise-guidelines-eng.pdf 
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Stephen F. Lynch Mike Quigley 

Member of Congress (MA-08) Member of Congress (IL-05) 

/s/ 

Thomas R. Suozzi Donald S. Beyer Jr. 

Member of Congress (NY-03) Member of Congress (VA-08) 

/s/ /s/ 

Ed Case Judy Chu 

Member of Congress (HI-01) Member of Congress (CA-27) 

/s/ /s/ 

Anna G. Eschoo Brian Fitzpatrick 

Member of Congress (CA-18) Member of Congress (PA-01) 

/s/ /s/ 

Ruben Gallego Pramila Jayapal 

Member of Congress (AZ-07) Member of Congress (WA-07) 

/s/ /s/ 

Ro Khanna Ted W. Lieu 

Member of Congress (CA-17) Member of Congress (CA-33) 

/s/ /s/ 

Alan Lowenthal Joe Neguse 

Member of Congress (CA-47) Member of Congress (CO-02) 
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/s/       /s/ 

Jimmy Panetta      Scott H. Peters  

Member of Congress (CA-20)   Member of Congress (CA-52) 

 

 

/s/       /s/ 

Jamie Raskin      Kathleen M. Rice 

Member of Congress (MD-08)   Member of Congress (NY-04) 

 

 

/s/       /s/ 

Harley Rouda      C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger  

Member of Congress (CA-48)   Member of Congress (MD-02) 

    

        

/s/       /s/ 

Adam B. Schiff     David Scott  

Member of Congress (CA-28)   Member of Congress (GA-13) 

 

 

/s/       /s/ 

Brad Sherman      Adam Smith  

Member of Congress (CA-30)   Member of Congress (WA-09) 

 

 

/s/       /s/ 

Jackie Speier      Maxine Waters 

Member of Congress (CA-14)   Member of Congress (CA-43) 

 

 

/s/        

Frederica S. Wilson 

Member of Congress (FL-24) 
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Office of the Administrator 800 Independence Ave., SW. 
Washington, DC 20591 

April 14, 2020 

The Honorable Roger Wicker 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,  
  Science, and Transportation 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC  20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter transmits the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) report to Congress on an 
evaluation of alternative noise metrics as directed by Senate Appropriations Report 116-109 
(pg. 42) for fiscal year 2019 and the requirements of Section 188, “Study regarding day-night 
average sound levels”, of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (the Act) (Pub. L. 115-254).   

Section 188 of the Act directed the FAA to submit a report evaluating alternative noise metrics 
to the current average day-night level standard to the appropriate Congressional committees.  
While not directed by the Act to include as a report, the information contained in the document 
also fulfills the FAA’s response to Section 173. 

We look forward to continued collaboration with your staff and would be happy to schedule 
time to brief you further if desired. 

We have sent identical letters to Chairman DeFazio, Ranking Member Cantwell, and  
Ranking Member Graves.  

Sincerely, 

Steve Dickson  
Administrator

Meeting 327 - October 7, 2020 
Packet Paget 63



Office of the Administrator 800 Independence Ave., SW. 
Washington, DC 20591 

April 14, 2020 

The Honorable Peter A. DeFazio 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation 
  and Infrastructure 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC  20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter transmits the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) report to Congress on an 
evaluation of alternative noise metrics as directed by Senate Appropriations Report 116-109 
(pg. 42) for fiscal year 2019 and the requirements of Section 188, “Study regarding day-night 
average sound levels”, of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (the Act) (Pub. L. 115-254).   

Section 188 of the Act directed the FAA to submit a report evaluating alternative noise metrics 
to the current average day-night level standard to the appropriate Congressional committees.  
While not directed by the Act to include as a report, the information contained in the document 
also fulfills the FAA’s response to Section 173. 

We look forward to continued collaboration with your staff and would be happy to schedule 
time to brief you further if desired. 

We have sent identical letters to Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Cantwell, and  
Ranking Member Graves.  

Sincerely, 

Steve Dickson  
Administrator 
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Office of the Administrator 800 Independence Ave., SW. 
Washington, DC 20591 

April 14, 2020 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Committee on Commerce, Science, 
  and Transportation 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC  20510 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

This letter transmits the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) report to Congress on an 
evaluation of alternative noise metrics as directed by Senate Appropriations Report 116-109 
(pg. 42) for fiscal year 2019 and the requirements of Section 188, “Study regarding day-night 
average sound levels”, of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (the Act) (Pub. L. 115-254).   

Section 188 of the Act directed the FAA to submit a report evaluating alternative noise metrics 
to the current average day-night level standard to the appropriate Congressional committees.  
While not directed by the Act to include as a report, the information contained in the document 
also fulfills the FAA’s response to Section 173. 

We look forward to continued collaboration with your staff and would be happy to schedule 
time to brief you further if desired. 

We have sent identical letters to Chairman Wicker, Chairman DeFazio, and Ranking Member 
Graves.  

Sincerely, 

Steve Dickson  
Administrator 
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Office of the Administrator 800 Independence Ave., SW. 
Washington, DC 20591 

April 14, 2020 

The Honorable Sam Graves 
Committee on Transportation  
  and Infrastructure 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC  20515 

Dear Congressman Graves: 

This letter transmits the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) report to Congress on an 
evaluation of alternative noise metrics as directed by Senate Appropriations Report 116-109 
(pg. 42) for fiscal year 2019 and the requirements of Section 188, “Study regarding day-night 
average sound levels”, of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (the Act) (Pub. L. 115-254).   

Section 188 of the Act directed the FAA to submit a report evaluating alternative noise metrics 
to the current average day-night level standard to the appropriate Congressional committees.  
While not directed by the Act to include as a report, the information contained in the document 
also fulfills the FAA’s response to Section 173. 

We look forward to continued collaboration with your staff and would be happy to schedule 
time to brief you further if desired. 

We have sent identical letters to Chairman Wicker, Chairman DeFazio, and Ranking Member 
Cantwell. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Dickson  
Administrator 
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Report to Congress 

FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 
(Pub. L. 115-254) 
Section 188 and Sec 173 

April 14, 2020 
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1. Introduction

Since its inception, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has worked to better understand, 
quantify, and address noise concerns from aircraft. As part of this effort, various noise metrics 
have been developed over several decades of research to inform federal policies. As will be 
discussed in this report, no single metric can cover all situations due to the dynamic acoustical 
and operational characteristics of aviation noise. The appropriate use of noise modeling and 
noise measurement will also be reviewed and the context in which each are applicable are 
discussed. 

Congress directed an evaluation of alternative metrics in Senate Appropriations Report 116-109 
(pg. 42) for fiscal year 2019 and the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 (Pub. L. 115-254) 
requested the FAA to provide this report in response to Sec. 188: Study regarding day-night 

average sound levels. Within 1 year the Administrator shall evaluate alternative metrics 

to current average day-night level standard, such as use of actual noise sampling to 

address community airplane noise concerns.   

While not directed to include in a report, the information contained in this document also fulfills 
the FAA’s response to Sec. 173: Alternative airplane noise metric evaluation. Within 1 year 

complete the ongoing evaluation of alternative metrics to the current Day Night Level 

(DNL) 65 standard.  

2. Purpose of Noise Metrics for Environmental Regulation and

Policy

This section introduces the topic of noise and the FAA’s use of noise metrics for environmental 
regulation and policy. “Noise” is defined as unwanted sound. The term “noise metric” refers to a 

type of noise measurement or noise descriptor. Sound itself is a complex phenomenon, which 
varies in level over time as well as frequency content.1 Therefore, many noise metrics exist in 
order to capture and include the various aspects of sound; no single noise metric can cover all 
situations. The FAA uses noise metrics for two primary purposes: 

1. To assess community noise exposure through requirements under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other related noise programs like 14 CFR Part
150. 

2. To assess aircraft certification through 14 CFR Part 36.

The noise metrics used for each of these purposes are different as they address different 
characteristics of noise as will be described below. 

2.1 Community Noise Exposure 

Community responses to noise vary from person to person, even if noise levels do not change. 
However, changes in noise exposure affect individual and community responses, and 
substantial increases in man-made noise can have a negative impact. Consequently, it is 

1 Frequency content refers to the timbre of a sound, often comprised of a collection of pitches, or frequencies. 
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important to understand which characteristics of noise cause a negative response and how 
exposure to noise with those characteristics affects people’s lives.  

In order to reflect human response to sound equitably across communities, a meaningful metric 
or set of metrics should:  

 Have a highly reliable relationship between noise exposure and people’s response to

noise.
 Consistently be applied uniformly in communities surrounding airports.
 Account for noise level, duration, and time of occurrence.

The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) incorporates all of these elements and is the metric 
FAA uses to inform environmental decision making for noise. 

As stated in the previous section, “noise” is unwanted sound in a community. However, 
individual expectations regarding noise may vary based on different factors, including whether 
the community is in a quiet rural area or a bustling downtown city. For example, a new, 
potentially intrusive noise may generally be more noticeable in a quiet rural area compared to 
an urban environment, even though the overall noise levels can be higher in an urban 
environment. Thus, the ambient (or background) sound level affects how people perceive new 
noise sources. “Ambient” sound is defined as the existing acoustic environment to which a 

potential intrusive sound is being compared. Figure 12 shows typical existing ambient sound 
levels (i.e., Day-Night Average Sound Level [DNL]; see Section 3 for a discussion of DNL) 
ranging from a “small town residential area” to a “downtown city.”   

 Figure 1. Typical Day-Night Average Sound Levels 

Common community noise sources include sources inside and outside of buildings. For 
example, a person indoors can experience the noise from vacuum cleaners, air conditioners, 
televisions, etc. Example sources of outdoor noise entering a house include lawn mowers, 
vehicular traffic, railroads, and aircraft. A new, potentially intrusive noise source can range from 
acceptable to unacceptable depending on a number of factors, including the following: 

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1974. Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 
Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety. 
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 Magnitude of the noise level relative to ambient sound levels. 
 Character of the noise. 
 Number, time of day, and elapsed time of noise events. 

For these reasons, a metric responsive to cumulative noise exposure over the full range of 
aircraft operational conditions is most appropriate to assess community noise exposure.  

2.2 Aircraft Certification 

The purpose of the noise certification process is to ensure that the latest available safe and 
airworthy noise reduction technology is incorporated into new aircraft designs, thereby 
minimizing aircraft noise levels experienced by communities.  

The Federal Aviation Administration applies noise certification standards to regulate the 
maximum noise level that an individual civil aircraft can emit. The United States aircraft noise 
standards are defined in the Code of Federal Regulations Title 14 Part 36 – Noise Standards: 
Aircraft Type and Airworthiness Certification (14 CFR Part 36). Rigorous noise measurement 
procedures are used in the aircraft certification process. For aircraft certification, single aircraft 
event metrics are most appropriate for finding compliance. In the case of U.S. large airplane and 
helicopter regulations, the increased designation by “stage” for such applicable standards are 

an indication of noise stringency increases that lower the maximum allowable noise levels.  

As noise reduction technology matures, the FAA works with the international community to 
determine if a new stringent noise standard is appropriate. If so, the international community, 
through the International Civil Aviation Organization’s Committee on Aviation Environmental 
Protection, embarks on a comprehensive analysis to determine a new noise standard.   

The FAA publishes certificated noise levels in the advisory circular, “Noise Levels for U.S 

Certificated and Foreign Aircraft.” This advisory circular provides noise level data for aircraft 
certificated under 14 CFR Part 36 and categorizes aircraft into their appropriate “stages.” Any 

aircraft that is certified for airworthiness in the U.S. must comply with noise standard 
requirements to receive a type certificate.  

3. Noise Metrics Acoustic Background and History 

3.1 Background on Acoustical Frequency Weighting 

Many metrics used to predict or describe noise effects corresponding to the human response to 
noise rely on A-weighting to express the spectral (frequency) content of noise as a single-valued 
number. First identified in the 1933 Fletcher-Munson curves,3 the A-weighting network 
intentionally focuses on frequencies in the mid-range and is less influenced by both low and 
high frequency sounds. A-weighted noise levels correspond better to human response to noise4 
than do other weightings.  

3 Fletcher, H. and W.A. Munson. 1933. Loudness, Its Definition, Measurement and Calculation. Journal of the 
Acoustical Society of America. Volume V. October. 
4 Federal Railroad Administration. 2012. High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. 
U.S. Department of Transportation. Office of Railroad Policy and Development. DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15. September. 
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The A-weighting network was originally developed for sounds of relatively low level. Additional 
B- and C-weighting networks were developed for application to sounds of increasing absolute 
level. The B-weighting network had little use in noise analyses, however, and was eventually 
dropped from the sound level meter standard. Figure 25 shows the frequency response 
characteristics of A- and C-weighting. 

Figure 2. Frequency Response Characteristics of A- and C-Weighting. 

The rationale for favoring A-weighted noise metrics can be traced to the very first community 
noise survey,6 and for the convenience of manufacturing analog sound level meters. Modern 
digital sound level meters can easily measure sound with various weightings and/or at individual 
frequencies. 

In some cases, no weighting is used, which is referred to as a “linear” decibel value, and simply 

denoted dB. 

C-weighting (dBC) is currently used for certain applications, such as loud, impulsive noise or 
noise sources with substantial low frequency content (e.g., sonic booms, commercial space 
launches, or artillery ranges). C-weighting has essentially little to no weighting between 31.5 
hertz (Hz) and 8 kilohertz (kHz), and thus is similar to a “linear” decibel (dB) value. 

Measurement of sound includes both frequency and temporal characteristics. Various frequency 
weightings, such as A-weighting as previously discussed, allow sound measurements with 
different frequency or spectral content to be represented by a single number.  

The time varying nature of sound levels can be characterized by cumulative and single event 
metrics. Maximum sound level over a given time interval (Lmax) can be measured as well, but 
depending on how much levels vary, the Lmax may not be representative of longer-duration 
measurements. 

5 ANSI S1.4 -1983 “Specification of Sound Level Meters.” 
6 Fletcher, H., A.H. Beyer, and A.B. Duel. 1930. “Noise Measurement,” in City Noise, Report of the Noise Abatement 
Commission, Department of Health, City of New York. 

Meeting 327 - October 7, 2020 
Packet Paget 72



3.2 History of Modern Noise Metrics 

The framework of modern noise metrics (including DNL) can be traced back to the Composite 
Noise Rating (CNR) of the 1950s.7,8,9 The CNR began in a form where aircraft noise spectra10 
were compared to reference spectra at various levels. The CNR included adjustments for time 
of day, ambient conditions, and other factors. By the 1960s, the CNR had evolved into the Noise 
Exposure Forecast (NEF)11 which accounted for multiple noise events. These early noise 
metrics were later replaced due to the acknowledgement of the need to account for noise level, 
duration, the number of noise events, and time of day. 

The effort to develop a noise metric to evaluate noise in the vicinity of an airport began in 
California in 1969 with the adoption of Public Utilities Code Section 21669:    

The department [of Aeronautics] shall adopt noise standards governing the 

operations of aircraft and aircraft engines for airports operating under a valid 

permit issued by the department to an extent not prohibited by federal law. The 

standard shall be based upon the level of noise acceptable to a reasonable 

person residing in the vicinity of the airport. 

In 1970, the California Aeronautics Board adopted the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) 
as the measurement of an airport’s “noise footprint.”12   

In 1972, Congress passed the Noise Pollution and Abatement Act (commonly referred to as the 
Noise Control Act), which directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
coordinate the programs of all federal agencies relating to noise research and noise control and 
to publish information on the levels of environmental noise necessary to protect the public 
health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety;13 however, the authority to manage 
aviation noise was retained by the FAA. In 1974, EPA, in its “Levels”14 document, recommended 
DNL (also expressed as Ldn) as the best metric to describe the effects of environmental noise in 
a simple, uniform and appropriate way. DNL replaced or supplemented earlier noise metrics, 
including CNEL, for federal purposes.   

 

7 Rosenblith, W.A., K.N. Stevens, and the staff of Bolt, Beranek, and Newman. 1953. Handbook of Acoustic Noise 
Control, Vol. 2, Noise and Man. USAF Report WADC TR-52-204. 
8 Stevens, K.N., W.A. Rosenblith, and R.H. Bolt. 1953. Neighborhood Reaction to Noise: A Survey and Correlation of 
Case Histories (A). J. Acoust. Soc. Am. Vol 25(833). 
9 Stevens, K.N., and A.C. Pietrasanta. 1957. Procedures for Estimating Noise Exposure and Resulting Community 
Reactions from Air Base Operations. USAF Report WADC TN 57-10. 
10 “Spectra” refers to a frequency spectrum which typically includes the magnitude of individual frequencies from 31.5 
hertz to 20 kilohertz. Hertz is equivalent to cycles/second. 
11 Bishop, D., and M.A. Simpson. 1970. Noise Exposure Forecast Contours for 1967, 1970 and 1975 Operations at 
Selected Airports. DOT/FAA Office of Noise Abatement, FA68WA-1900. September. BBN Report No. 1863. 
12 CNEL is still in use in California; FAA recognizes it as an alternative metric and has allowed California airports to 
present annual noise exposure in terms of CNEL, rather than DNL, for consistency with state protocols. 
13 Congress discontinued funding for the EPA Noise Office in 1981. 
14 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Information on Levels 
of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (Mar. 
1974). 
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In 1979, Congress passed the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act (ASNA), which 
required the FAA to establish: 

(a) A single system of measuring noise, for which there is a highly reliable relationship 
between projected noise exposure and surveyed reactions of people to noise, to be 
uniformly applied in measuring noise at airports and the areas surrounding such 
airports; and 

(b) A single system for determining the exposure of individuals to noise which results 
from the operations of an airport and which includes, but is not limited to, noise 
intensity, duration, and time of occurrence.15 

Taking into consideration existing information on noise metrics, in 1981, in accordance with 
ASNA, the FAA adopted DNL as its standard metric. The FAA uses the DNL metric for purposes 
of determining an individual’s cumulative noise exposure and for land use compatibility under 14 
CFR part 150. The FAA also uses DNL for assessing the significance of predicted noise impacts 
under NEPA.  

4. Noise Metrics Overview

This section provides background on the range of noise metrics most commonly used for 
evaluations of transportation noise or for other related purposes. Sections 5 and 6 will then 
introduce where these metrics are in active use by the FAA or other agencies for regulatory 
purposes. 

4.1  Cumulative Metrics 

Cumulative noise metrics consider both the sound level and the duration, and are useful in 
quantifying long-term community noise exposure. Depending on the situation, different length of 
time periods, such as hourly, daily or annual can be considered by cumulative metrics.  

The following are examples of cumulative noise metrics. 

Level Equivalent (Leq) 

The Level Equivalent (Leq) is the equivalent continuous sound level in decibels, equivalent to the 
total sound energy measured over a stated period of time. Leq is essentially the average sound 
level during the measurement interval and takes into account the cumulative effect of multiple 
noise events.   

Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 

The DNL noise metric captures all the acoustic energy within a 24-hour period, adding a 10 dB 
penalty between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to account for people’s increased 

sensitivity to noise at night. Night-time ambient sound levels are often approximately 10 dB 
lower than daytime sound levels, so the 10 dB adjustment can also be thought of as 

15 49 U.S.C. § 47502(1)(A)(B), (2), (3). 
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compensating for this drop-in sound level. DNL is usually expressed in terms of A-weighted 
sound levels, but other frequency weightings can be used, such as C-weighting (i.e., CDNL).   

DNL represents an average day of hourly weighted Leq noise levels as shown in the schematic 
below. 

 
DNL is also most often considered commutatively over an Average Annual Day and provides a 
consolidated summary of the annual noise exposure. The American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) comments16 on the appropriateness of the annual average DNL with respect to long-
term community noise exposure: “Ordinarily, land-uses are long-term, continuing nature, and 
the yearly day-night average sound level is appropriate for these land uses. For other land uses, 
compatibility is to be assessed by the average sound level during the time interval of interest for 
the land use involved.”  

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) metric, used in California17, is similar to the 
DNL metric, but in addition to the 10 dBA nighttime penalty, it also adds a 4.77 dBA penalty for 
sound levels occurring during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.). 

4.2 Single Event Metrics 

Single event metrics focus attention on the noise attributes of individual noise events such as an 
aircraft flyover.  

Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

The SEL metric captures all the acoustic energy of a noise event and normalizes it as if the 
event occurred in one second. The SEL takes into account both sound level and duration, and 
therefore allows direct comparison between two different noise events with different durations 
and/or sound level. The SEL (in conjunction with number of daytime and nighttime noise events) 
also can be used to calculate DNL.   

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) 

Maximum sound level (Lmax) is the maximum sound level measured within a desired 
measurement interval. 

16 “Sound Level Descriptors for Determination of Compatible Land Use” (ANSI S12.40-1990). 
17 CNEL may be used in lieu of DNL for assessment of FAA actions in California. 
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4.3 Operational-Acoustic Metrics 

“Operational-Acoustic” refers to metrics such as Number-above (NA), Time-above (TA), and 
Time-audible. These types of metrics include non-acoustic information, such as number of 
aircraft or time elapsed exceeding a certain noise level threshold. This type of metric is a linear 
measure (as opposed to logarithmic), which in some situations can aid in providing 
supplemental noise information to the public. Contours (isopleths) of these of Operational-
Acoustic metrics can be superimposed on maps showing noise level contours from acoustic 
metrics, such as DNL.  

Number-above (NA) 

The NA metric combines single event noise level information with aircraft movement data. NA 
contours commonly show the number of aircraft above a given noise level threshold over a 
specified time period (e.g., 70 dBA and 24 hours). 

Time-above (TA) 

The TA noise metric measures the total time, or percentage of time, that the A-weighted aircraft 
noise level exceeds an indicated level. TA correlates linearly with the number of flight operations 
and is also sensitive to changes in fleet mix. 

Time-audible 

The Time-audible metric quantifies the duration at which noise from a transient noise source 
occurs at a noise level greater than the existing ambient noise level. The noise source must also 
be detectable by a human observer with normal hearing, who is actively listening.  

This metric is highly dependent upon an accurate representation of ambient sound levels, both 
temporally and geo-spatially. For example, a listener’s particular location and time at that 

location would need accurate and reliable ambient sound level data for comparison with 
accurate aircraft noise levels. For these reasons, the Time-audible metric can be difficult to 
represent accurately in areas with dynamic or variable ambient noise levels. 

For typical vehicle noise levels, this metric is most applicable for projects within or involving 
noise sensitive areas at very low and constant ambient noise levels, such as national parks. 
Low and constant ambient noise levels are desired because this metric is most sensitive where 
the source noise is distinguishable from the ambient noise.     

4.4 Low Acoustic Frequency Noise Metrics  

Pounds Per Square Foot (PSF): A direct measure of the peak overpressure from an acoustical 
event. Most often considered for high intensity noise events where structural concerns are 
relevant. 

C-weighted SEL (CSEL) and C-Weighted DNL (CDNL):  Analogous to SEL and DNL, but 
incorporates a C-weighting to be more responsive to lower acoustic frequency noise. CSEL is 
the recommended18 metric for evaluating human response to sonic booms.  

18 National Research Council. 1981. Assessment of Community Response to High-Energy Impulsive Noises. Report 
of CHABA Working Group 84, W. J. Galloway, Chairman. 
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5. Noise Metrics in use by FAA

As introduced in section 3.2, the DNL noise metric was adopted by FAA to meet the 
requirements established by ASNA and codified in 14 CFR Part 150. DNL is also used by the 
FAA in making determinations for Federal Actions it assesses under NEPA as specified under 
FAA Order 1050.1F. The DNL metric is an example of a cumulative A-weighted19 noise metric 
and represents the exposure level over a complete 24-hour period. DNL accounts for the noise 
level of each individual aircraft event, the number of times those events occur, and the time of 
day/night in which they occur. DNL includes a 10 decibel20 (dB) noise penalty added to noise 
events occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to reflect the increased human sensitivity to noise 
and lower ambient sound levels at night. To ensure that all of the variable operational conditions 
over the course of a year are considered, FAA considers the Average Annual Day when 
calculating DNL21. Average Annual Day DNL is used to assess noise from all fixed wing and 
rotorcraft aircraft in both the vicinity of airports and in the extended airspace. 

In addition to regulation of aircraft operations, the FAA’s Office of Commercial Space 

Transportation issues licenses to operate non-federal launch sites and to operate launch 
vehicles. Commercial space launch vehicles typically produce two different types of noise: 
launch noise (from rocket engines) and sonic booms (generated during supersonic flight). 
Launch noise can be assessed using several different noise metrics. The DNL metric has been 
used for commercial space projects for public disclosure and because the FAA uses the DNL 
metric when determining significance under NEPA, but its suitability is uncertain primarily 
because of the relatively small number of noise events (i.e., launches per year). CSEL and 
CDNL may also be considered in some cases for commercial space noise evaluations. 

While DNL is used for all FAA noise-based decision-making purposes, the FAA encourages the 
use of other supplemental metrics as a communication tool to highlight unique situations where 
applicable. Section 8 will discuss the use of noise metrics for supplemental purposes.  

6. Noise Metrics in use by U.S. and State Government (outside

FAA)

Federal and state agencies other than the FAA employ similar noise metrics to evaluate a 
project’s noise impacts. For example, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), Surface Transportation Board (STB), and U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) also 
employ the DNL metric to determine Land Use Policy according to Federal Land Use Policy 
guidelines. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) primarily uses the Leq metric while the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) use both Leq 
and DNL metrics. Daytime Leq metrics are typically used for activities with little or no nighttime 
activity, while DNL is used to account for daytime and nighttime activity.  

19 A-weighted metrics weight the acoustic frequency of noise to approximate that of human hearing. 
20 The decibel (dB) is a logarithmic relationship of sound pressure levels, which is designed to collapse a large range 
of pressure values into a more manageable range. A 10-dB increase is perceived as a doubling of loudness, while a 
3-dB increase is perceived as just noticeable to most people. 
21 Average Annual Day DNL may also be noted as Yearly DNL or YDNL 
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It is important to draw a distinction between a particular noise metric and any accompanying 
noise threshold values (in decibels) used to inform project or policy determinations. 
Determinations of threshold values depend on multiple technical and policy considerations that, 
while related to the choice of noise metric, require separate consideration.  

The following examples illustrate how different agencies and departments apply various noise 
metrics. 

6.1 Level Equivalent (Leq) Metric 

FHWA uses the loudest one-hour Leq
22 to assess impacts associated with highway noise. 

FHWA’s impact criteria for residential receptors has been 67 dBA (Leq) (or 70 dBA L10) at 
exterior use areas since 1976. In many cases, highway noise levels peaking in the range of 66 
dBA (Leq) often are in the range of 65 DNL if measured over a 24-hour period. 

FHWA employs both “absolute” and “relative” noise impact criteria. “Absolute” refers to the 67 

dBA (Leq) threshold for noise-sensitive outdoor use areas, including those of residences. 
“Relative” noise criteria refer to a potential increase in noise level due to a highway project. 

FHWA allows individual states to determine their own “relative” noise criteria which can vary 

between 5 and 15 dBA above ambient sound levels, defined as a “substantial increase.” 

Impacts can occur under one, the other, or both; at which point the highway agency must 
consider abatement for those impacts.  

 

6.2 DNL and Leq Metrics 

Originating from FTA guidance23, The FTA and FRA24 essentially use the same noise metrics 
and procedures, including consideration of existing ambient noise levels and project noise levels 
for environmental noise impact analysis as shown in Figure 3. 

For FTA, these procedures include how to calculate light rail transit noise levels for various 
trains using consistent configurations and distances from the rail line. Transit bus projects also 
often include highway elements and may require FHWA noise procedures to be used, in 
conjunction with FTA noise procedures. The FTA noise manual provides guidance on choosing 
the correct procedures for such multi-modal projects. 

For FRA, existing and project noise levels are expressed in terms of dBA, delineated by times of 
use. Specifically, the manual requires: “Ldn is used for land use where nighttime sensitivity is a 

22 Federal Highway Administration. 23 CFR Part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise -- Final rule. Federal Register Vol. 75, No. 133, 1 July 2010. 
23 Federal Transit Administration. 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA Report No. 0123. 
September. 
24 FRA follows FTA guidance for assessments of rail vehicles operating below 90mph. For rail vehicles operating 
above 90mph further guidance is provided in: Federal Railroad Administration. 2012. High-Speed Ground 
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. U.S. Department of Transportation. Office of Railroad Policy 
and Development. DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15. September. 
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factor; Leq during the hour of maximum transit noise exposure is used for land use involving only 
daytime activities.”  

Figure 3 is applicable to both Leq and DNL. Figure 3 shows that the “allowable project noise 

level” decreases with decreasing existing ambient noise levels. It is interesting to note that a 
project noise level of DNL 65 dBA covers a wide range of typical ambient noise level conditions 
as an impact threshold. 

 
Figure 3. Federal Railroad Administration Noise Metrics/Criteria 

 

6.3 30-Day Average DNL Metric 

As an example of long-term versus mid- and short-term noise exposure, the FTA uses a 30-Day 
Average DNL for certain construction projects warranting a detailed construction noise 
analysis25. Construction projects usually have noise metrics and thresholds which consider the 
temporary nature of construction projects. 

 

 

25 Specific procedures for assessing construction noise impacts are provided in 2018 FTA Report No. 0123 
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6.4 DNL Metric 

Based on Federal land use guidelines26 and similar to the way in which FAA assesses 
compatible land use27, HUD28 considers an environmental noise level of less than DNL 65 dB as 
acceptable, a noise level between DNL 65 and 75 dBA normally unacceptable, and a noise level 
above DNL 75 dB unacceptable. HUD also employs a building interior standard of DNL 45 dB. 
HUD noise analysis considers the effects of highways, railroads, airports, and military 
installations for all of its property related expenditures, including loans, planning assistance, and 
support of new construction. Common use of Federal land use guidelines, including the DNL 
noise metric, provides HUD with a consistent defensible method for considering aircraft noise in 
its decision making. Where aircraft noise is a consideration, use of a noise metric other than that 
considered by FAA, would add complexity and could negatively impact the process for granting 
home loans and property development. 

The DOD primarily uses the DNL metric for environmental noise analysis with caveats: 
“Although local conditions regarding the need for housing may require residential use in these 
zones, residential use is discouraged in DNL 65-69 dBA and strongly discouraged in DNL 70-74 
dBA. The absence of viable alternative development options should be determined, and an 
evaluation should be conducted locally prior to local approvals indicating that a demonstrated 
community need for the residential use would not be met if development were prohibited in 
these zones.”29 Existing residential development is considered as pre-existing, incompatible 
land use.   

The DOD promotes long-term compatible land use in the vicinity of military installations via the 
Air Installations Compatibility Use Zones (AICUZ) program. DOD employs detailed land use 
compatibility recommendations based on Standard Land Use Coding Manual (SLUCM) land use 
codes and DNL or CNEL noise areas on and around air installations. 

AICUZ studies use the A-weighted DNL noise descriptor except in California, where the CNEL 
descriptor is used. Supplemental noise metrics may also be used to augment the DNL or CNEL 
analysis as noted by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN). Since land 
use compatibility guidelines are based on yearly average noise levels, aircraft noise contours 
should be developed based on average annual day operations.  

As a minimum, contours for DNL 65, 70, 75, 80, and 85 dBA are plotted on maps for Air Force, 
Navy, and Marine Corps air installations as part of AICUZ studies. The Army applies 
Operational Noise Management Program DNL designations of 60–65, 65–75, and greater than 
75 dBA at its air installations. Contours below DNL 65 dB are not required but may be provided 
if local conditions warrant discussion of lower aircraft noise levels, such as in rural and desert 
areas, or where significant noise complaints have been received from areas outside DNL 65 
contours. 

26 Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise. 1980. Guidelines for Considering Noise In Land Use Planning and 
Control. June. 
27 14 CFR Part 150. 
28 24 CFR Part 51. 
29 Department of Defense Instruction 4165.57 (August 31, 2018). 
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Supplemental noise metrics may be used to augment DNL and CNEL noise analyses to provide 
additional information to describe the noise environment in the vicinity of air installations. 

The STB regulates and decides disputes involving railroad rates, railroad mergers or line sales, 
and certain other transportation matters. The STB environmental review regulations for noise 
analysis30 have the following criteria:  

 An increase in noise exposure as measured by a DNL of 3 dBA or more.
 An increase to a noise level of DNL 65 dBA or greater.

If the estimated noise level increase at a location exceeds either of these criteria, STB estimates 
the number of affected receptors (e.g., schools, libraries, residences, retirement communities, 
nursing homes) and quantifies the noise increase. The two components (3 dBA increase, DNL 
65 dBA) of the STB criteria are implemented separately to determine an upper bound of the 
area of potential noise impact. However, noise research indicates that both criteria components 
must be met to cause an adverse noise impact.31,32 That is, noise levels would have to be 
greater than or equal to DNL 65 dBA and increase by 3 dBA or more for an adverse noise 
impact to occur. 

6.5 Comparable International Noise Metrics (LAeq 16h, Lden) 

Airports in the United Kingdom use similar cumulative noise metrics as used in the United 
States, such as the LAeq,16hr and Lden metrics. 

6.5.1 LAeq,16hr  

This noise metric is the A-weighted equivalent continuous noise level, assessed over an 
average daytime / evening period (7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.) in the summer months. This metric 
was selected as a result of the United Kingdom Aircraft Noise Index Study33 social survey which 
measured human response to aircraft noise expressed by a sample of people living at different 
places around five English and one Scottish airport. This study found that a ten-decibel 
nighttime noise penalty was not warranted for these particular airport communities. 

6.5.2 Lden  

In 2002, the European Commission published Directive 2002/49/EC, establishing a common 
environmental noise indicator for the European Union.34 The Lden is the A-weighted equivalent 
continuous noise level, evaluated over an annual average 24-hour period, with a 10-dB penalty 
added to the levels at night (11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and a 5 dB penalty added to the levels in 
the evening (7:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.) to reflect people's increased sensitivity to noise during 
these periods. 

30 49 CFR 1105.7e(6). 
31 Coate, D. 1999. Annoyance Due to Locomotive Warning Horns. Transportation Research Board, Transportation 
Noise and Vibration Subcommittee A1FO4. San Diego, CA. August 1-4. 
32 Surface Transportation Board. 1998. Draft Environmental Assessment for Canadian National and Illinois Central 
Acquisition, Finance Docket No. 33556. 
33 Survey of noise attitudes 2014: Aircraft CAP 1506, 2017 
34 Survey of noise attitudes 2014: Aircraft CAP 1506, 2017 
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7. Role of Noise Measurements vs. Noise Modeling 

Aircraft noise measurements and noise models have different attributes and roles.  

Noise measurements are used for the aircraft certification process, as described in Section 2.2. 
Noise measurements are also an integral part of the data required for noise modeling; where 
carefully controlled measured aircraft (source) noise levels by aircraft type and model form the 
basis of the noise information utilized by aviation noise models. In contrast to these carefully 
controlled noise measurements, noise measurement data collected in dynamic “real world” 

situations from noise monitors in the vicinity of an airport can include various sources of error 
(as will be discussed later in this section).  

Noise modeling refers to the use of computational models to generate noise results at single 
locations, or over a grid of locations. Modeled noise contours at various noise levels, usually in 
units of decibels, can also be plotted to show regions of equal noise exposure. Noise 
measurements provide the aircraft source noise data for the various aircraft types and are used 
by the FAA Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT)35 for its noise calculations. These data 
are also validated against noise certification data to ensure accuracy. The FAA uses AEDT to 
dynamically model aircraft performance in space and time to predict fuel burn, air emissions, 
and noise levels. This type of modeling allows the input of detailed airport runway 
configurations, aircraft fleet mix and operations, flight corridors, and a detailed layout of land use 
and communities adjacent to the airport. Noise modeling allows the overlay of noise contours or 
single location noise values on detailed land use and community mapping. Noise modeling is 
used to assess a wide variety of proposed federal actions, such as those resulting from airfield 
changes or changes in airspace management. Many other federal and international agencies 
that are responsible for noise impact assessment also employ noise modeling techniques. 

Due to the need to generate detailed noise results over large areas, noise modeling is the only 
practical way to accurately and reliably determine geospatial noise effects in the surrounding 
community when analyzing proposals related to aviation noise. The many challenges and 
limitations to using noise measurements for evaluating airport vicinity noise are summarized 
below:   

 Non-aircraft sound can have a large influence on noise monitoring data, which can be 
difficult to separate from aircraft noise during data post-processing. 

 Long-term (e.g., year-long) noise monitoring requires regular maintenance and 
calibration of the individual noise monitors on a continuous, year-round basis, which has 
considerable costs.  

 To ensure the same accuracy and fidelity of data generated by noise models, an 
extremely large number of noise monitoring locations is required. (e.g. tens of thousands 
of noise monitors, collecting year-round data in the vicinity of an airport would be needed 
to match the fidelity and accuracy of noise modeling).  

 Noise monitoring data is not capable of analyzing either “what if” scenarios or proposed 
future action airport and air space scenarios. 

35 Data is managed by the European Organization for the Safety of Air Navigation (EUROCONTROL) through the 
Aircraft Noise and Performance (ANP) database 
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Airport vicinity noise measurements are therefore not appropriate for assessing environmental 
project determinations or for considering single project validation of noise modeling results. 
While these limitations make it unsuitable for “real world” noise measurements to consistently 
inform environmental decision making, the FAA does review noise measurement data when 
provided as part of an environmental report.  In cases where data from modern, well maintained 
noise monitoring systems are provided, a close agreement between measured and modeled 
results is typically found, which further validates noise modeling accuracy. 

The different roles of aviation noise measurements and modeling are also understood in the 
international aviation community. For example, the European Civil Aviation Conference states 
that “the measurement of long-term sound exposures from aircraft is not normally possible as it 
would require acceptable weather conditions and 100% functional instrumentation and data 
collection for the entire time period of interest—normally up to 12 continuous months. (And to 
generate even rudimentary contours this would have to be done at a very large number of 
locations.)”36 The United Kingdom’s Civil Aviation Authority states that provided “sufficient noise 

measurements are collected from a large enough number of locations and that the data is 
normalised appropriately, it is relatively straightforward to produce validated noise estimates. 
There are, however, a number of difficulties and limitations with such simplistic models. Data 
from a large number of measurement sites would be extremely expensive and time consuming 
to collect and process for a major airport, especially if aircraft noise contours were required on a 
regular basis. Further, such models do not provide a capability to assess the effects on the 
contours of changes to aircraft flight profiles, for forecasting or ‘what if’ analyses.”37  

Other domestic federal state and local agencies, including all federal domestic transportation 
agencies also employ modeling for noise level predictions when conducting noise 
measurements would be impractical. 

While airport noise monitoring is not generally used for predictive purposes, a noise monitoring 
program is often a useful tool to inform the airport and neighbors about current aircraft activity 
and corresponding noise levels in the community. This type of noise monitoring may be 
accomplished via a permanent noise monitoring system; however, these systems can be quite 
sophisticated and require numerous permanent noise monitoring stations distributed throughout 
the community adjacent to the airport. 

8. Role of Supplemental Metrics

As discussed in Section 3, FAA’s environmental decision-making for noise must use a metric 
that considers the magnitude, duration, and frequency of the noise events under study. The 
DNL noise metric uniquely meets these requirements. However, in specific situations, additional 
information focused on a more targeted type of noise exposure may require the use of 
supplemental noise metrics.  

36 European Civil Aviation Conference. 2016. CEAC Doc 29 4th Edition Report on Standard Method of Computing 
Noise Contours around Civil Airports Volume 1. 
37 D.P. Rhodes, and J.B. Ollerhead. 2001. Aircraft Noise Model Validation. Environmental Research and Consultancy 
Department, Civil Aviation Authority, Internoise. 
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Individually, supplemental metrics may not fully consider the magnitude, duration, and 
frequency of the noise events, but may be used to support further disclosure and aid in the 
public understanding of community noise exposure.38 Supplemental noise analyses are often 
useful to describe aircraft noise exposure from unique operational situations or for noise 
sensitive locations to assist in the public’s understanding.  

For example: 

 Single event metrics like SEL and Lmax or Leq-type metrics associated with specific
time periods may be useful in categorizing the noise associated to short-term activities
or from individual flights, but do not fully consider the number of flights or account for the
operational variations over a longer-term period.

 Operational-Acoustic metrics like NA and TA provide an alternative way to consider
noise exposures over longer time periods while emphasizing details about aircraft
operational characteristics, but do not fully consider the cumulative intensity of aircraft
noise.

 For typical vehicle noise levels, time audible provides a comparison of aviation noise to
the underlying ambient noise levels, but is only a practical consideration where ambient
noise occurs at relatively low constant levels.

There is no single supplemental metric that is preferable in all situations and the selection of an 
appropriate supplemental metric depends on the circumstances of each analysis. However, 
where warranted, consideration of established supplemental metrics is encouraged. 

In addition to the established supplemental metrics discussed above, ongoing research 
activities sponsored by the FAA and the broader research community are working to develop a 
greater understanding of other noise-related impact criteria. New supplemental metrics based 
on this research could then be developed.  

Examples of these potential supplemental metrics include: 

 N75 (Speech Interference): Considers speech interference (i.e., disruption) between a
speaker and listener at a normal conversation distance.

 % Awakening (Sleep Disruption): Based on a standard ANSI39 developed to predict
sleep disturbance in terms of the metric “percent awakenings” or numbers of people
awakened.

 Leq (8) (Learning): Based on a standard ANSI has developed40 to consider the effects of
noise on classroom learning.

38 For example, the FAA’s 2005 Environmental Impact Statement for the Modernization of Chicago O’Hare 
International Airport provided supplemental noise metrics (SEL, Lmax, and TA). 
39 ANSI/ASA S12.9-2008. 2008. Part 6 Quantities and Procedures for Description and Measurement of 
Environmental Sound—Part 6: Methods for Estimation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Noise Events Heard 
in Homes. 
40 ANSI S12.60-2002. 2002. American National Standard Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and 
Guidelines for Schools. 
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 Lmax(c) (Rattle): Considers the effects from low frequency aircraft operations41,42 including 
the potential to induce “rattle” to structures.43  

9. Summary 

In summary, no single noise metric can cover all situations. However, the DNL metric, and 
similar versions such as Lden, are being used world-wide to assess aircraft noise effects on 
communities. In 1992, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) report44 concluded 
that DNL is the recommended metric and should continue to be used as the primary metric for 
aircraft noise exposure. The successor to FICON, the Federal Interagency Committee on 
Aviation Noise (FICAN) has also reaffirmed this recommendation in their 2018 report45.     

In accordance with ASNA, the FAA adopted DNL as its standard metric. The FAA uses the DNL 
metric for purposes of determining an individual’s cumulative noise exposure, for land use 

compatibility under 14 CFR part 150, and for assessing the significance of predicted noise 
impacts under NEPA. Federal and state agencies other than the FAA, as well as international 
agencies, employ similar noise metrics to evaluate a project’s noise impacts.   

Table 1 compares the various noise metrics discussed in this report, specifically in terms of 
ASNA requirements for a metric to account for noise level, time of day, and number of events. 

Table 1.  Noise Metrics 

 Noise Level Time of Day Number of Events 

Leq    
DNL    
LAeq(hr) (e.g. 16hr, 8hr)    
Lden    
CNEL    
SEL and CSEL    
Lmax    

PSFa    
NAb    
TAc    
Time Audibled    
a PSF, or pounds per square foot, is functionally a measure of “noise level” instead of decibels. PSF is 
typically used as a measure of the peak overpressure of a sonic boom. 
b NA is the number of noise events above a certain noise level threshold. 

41 Federal Aviation Administration. 2004. Nonmilitary Helicopter Urban Noise Study. 
42 Schomer, P., and R.D. Neathammer. 1985. The Role of Vibration and Rattle in Human Response to Helicopter 
Noise. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Technical Report N-85/14. September. 
43 Hubbard, H.H. 1982. Noise Induced House Vibrations and Human Perception. Noise Control Engineering 
Journal. Vol. 19., No. 2. 
44 Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues (FICON), 1992 
45 FICAN Research Review of Selected Aviation Noise Issues (FICAN), 2018 
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c TA is the time of noise events exceeding a certain noise level threshold. 
d Time Audible is the amount of time noise events exceed ambient sound levels. This could be 
interpreted as taking into account the number of noise events. 

Noise modeling is the only practical way to predict geospatial noise effects in a surrounding 
community when analyzing proposals related to aviation noise. Noise modeling is also 
necessary for a wide variety of other proposed federal actions, such as those resulting from 
airfield changes or changes in airspace management. The assessment of these actions requires 
the review of future case proposals and can therefore only be considered through predictive 
modeling.  

Finally, while the DNL metric is FAA’s decision-making metric, other supplementary metrics can 
be used to support further disclosure and aid in the public understanding of community noise 
effects. 
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August 24, 2020

TO: Roundtable Members and Interested Parties

FROM: Sarah C. Yenson, Senior Consultant
Justin W. Cook, Principal Consultant
Roundtable Technical Consultant - HMMH

SUBJECT: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Instrument Flight Procedures (IFP) Information
Gateway Review

At the request of the Roundtable, Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. (HMMH) is monitoring and
reviewing updates to procedures published onto the FAA’s IFP Information Gateway in the regions of
San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (OAK), and
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (SJC).

After analyzing the documents posted, HMMH determines proposed changes and the reason for the
changes. The FAA IFP Information Gateway published one update for OAK during this cycle. The next
publication is expected on September 10, 2020.

Important Terms and Items:

• FAA Stage Definitions
1. FPT: Procedures are coordinated with Air Traffic, Tech Ops and Airports for feasibility,

preparation, and priority (FPO)
2. DEV: Development of the procedures
3. FC: FAA Flight Inspection of the developed procedures
4. PIT: Production Integration Team (TS)
5. CHARTING: Procedures at Arnav Products Charting for publication (NACO)

• FAA Status Definitions
1. At Flight Check: At Flight Inspection for procedure validation
2. Awaiting Publication: At Arnav Products Charting for publication
3. Complete: Procedure development action finished
4. On Hold: Procedure waiting data/information to allow it to proceed/continue to next stage
5. Pending: Procedure development work on-going
6. Published: Procedure charted and published
7. Under Development: Procedure is being worked on by the FAA
8. Terminated: Procedure/project terminated

• Glossary
o RNAV: Area Navigation
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o IAP: Instrument Approach procedure
o STAR: Standard Terminal Arrival Route
o SID: Standard Instrument Departure
o GPS: Global Positioning System
o ILS: Instrument Landing System
o LOC: Localizer

Low Importance:

• None

High Importance:

• None

Open Comment Periods:

• SID QUAKE TWO at OAK comment period ends September 15, 2020
o Added: “See Form 8260-15A” to Takeoff Obstacles Notes

o Added: “RWY 28L, 28R: 1814 ft MSL tower 374520.00N/1222710.00W” to Controlling

Obstacles
o Added: “Reference mag var: KOAK 14E epoch yr: 2015” to Additional Flight Data

o Email concerns can be sent here:
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures/application/?event=proced
ure.results&tab=coordination&nasrId=OAK#searchResultsTop

o Documents regarding the SID QUAKE TWO at OAK can be found at
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures/application/?event=director
y&directory=0272EEA4F0B8499089F48D5A21F2B81F-OAK&type=acifp&nasrId=OAK

Next Publication:

We expect to see updates for the following on the September 10, 2020 publication:

• SJC
o ILS OR LOC RWY 30L, AMDT 26

▪ Currently “Awaiting Publication (NFDC)”
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 Noise News 

October 2020 

Prepared for the SFO Airport/Community Roundtable 

 

Response to FAA Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking for 

Supersonic Aircraft Standards for 

Certification 

In a press release dated March 30, 2020, the FAA 
stated that a major step was taken toward 
reintroducing supersonic commercial jet travel by 
way of a proposed rulemaking for noise certification 
standards for new supersonic aircraft. The Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) serves the purpose of 
adding landing and takeoff noise standards for a 
certain class of new supersonic airplanes. It was 
available for public comment for 90 days after 
publication in the Federal Register (April 13, 2020). 
The public comment period closed on July 13, 2020.  

The lack of noise standards for certification of 
supersonic aircraft up to this point has been a key 
obstacle to bringing these aircraft to market for 
manufacturers. Regulations require that aircraft 
meet standards for certification, so the absence of 
such standards prevents supersonic aircraft from 
receiving approval. The Supersonic Level 1 
proposed standard would serve as a baseline for 
developing and adopting standards for future 
classes of supersonic aircraft, like those with 
maximum takeoff weights over 150,000 pounds. 
The NPRM would set a threshold that would be less 
stringent than Stage 4 certification levels, which 
most subsonic aircraft currently meet.  
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The FAA received nearly 270 responses to the 
proposal, with mixed responses. Manufacturer 
representatives and trade organizations, including 
the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), the 
General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA), 
NBAA, and Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA) 
commended FAA’s efforts, noting the data-driven 
approach. The proposed standard works within the 
existing framework of certification testing 
requirements for subsonic jets, so these 
organizations are confident in FAA’s ability to apply 
the “same level of rigor” to testing supersonic jets 
while allowing for innovation.  

On the other hand, more than 60 environmental 
organizations called for the withdrawal of the 
proposal, noting that it would allow these supersonic 
aircraft to be noisier at takeoff and landing than new 
conventional jets. The European Union also 
expressed concern, noting that the development of 
international standards within ICAO should take 
priority over initiatives by any one country. The EU 
also noted that allowing supersonic standards to 
exceed subsonic standards may potentially distort 
the market by providing circumstances for unfair 
competition with subsonic aircraft.  

Bombardier, the Canadian jet manufacturer, agreed 
with the EU’s take, while other manufacturers with 
expressed intent to develop supersonic aircraft and 
engines, like GE, Boom, and Aerion expressed 
support for the FAA’s NPRM.  

Sources: FAA, AINonline 

Government Accountability Office 

Report on Potential Mandated 

Stage 3 Phase-Out 

On August 20, 2020, the U.S. Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) published a report titled 
AIRCRAFT NOISE: Information on a Potential 
Mandated Transition to Quieter Airplanes. The 
study was conducted based on a provision of the 
FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 for GAO to review 
a potential mandatory phase-out of Stage 3 aircraft.  

In the process of this study, GAO reviewed FAA’s 
analysis of December 2017 fleet data, reviewed 
January 2020 fleet data from select airlines and 
airframe/engine manufacturers, and conducted 
interviews with FAA officials and 35 other 
stakeholders.  

GAO found that most commercial jet aircraft are 
certified as Stage 3, but most (96 percent) of those 
can meet more stringent (Stage 4 or Stage 5) noise 
standards according to FAA’s 2017 analysis based 
on manufacturer’s data (See Figure 1).  

This is primarily because innovation of aircraft 
technology has outpaced the implementation of 
noise standards. In addition to this, the decrease in 
travel in during the COVID-19 pandemic has led 
airlines to accelerate the retirement of some older, 
Stage 3 jets, like the McDonnell Douglas MD-80-
family. About 86 percent of smaller regional jets 
and 73 percent of general aviation jets are able to 
comply with Stage 4 or 5 standards.  

Figure 1. GAO Estimate of The Number of Large 
Airplanes in the U.S. Commercial Fleet That Are Able 
to Meet Stage 3 or Stage 4 and 5 Noise Standards, 
January 2020 

Most of these jets are certified as Stage 3 despite 
being able to meet Stage 4 and 5 standards because 
the process of recertification is costly and would 
provide little to no noise reduction benefit. 
Additionally, a mandatory phase-out of Stage 3 
aircraft would mean some operators would incur 
costs for replacement aircraft sooner than originally 
planned. Based on interviews with stakeholders, the 
report found that a mandatory phase-out of Stage 3 
certified jets would provide limited noise reduction 
and other benefits. Additionally, stakeholders 
indicated that it could be costly and might present 
other challenges.  

Source: GAO 
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COVID-19 Impacts 

Changes in Operations, Noise Levels, 

and Complaints 

Following the decline in air traffic that has occurred 
nation-wide due to the COVID-19 Pandemic, HMMH 
has worked with airport partners and Envirosuite to 
examine operations, noise, and complaint data in a 
kind of “before” and “after” trial. Since March, 
HMMH has looked not only at the community noise 
levels without aircraft noise but at how traffic levels, 
noise levels, and complaints are coming back – 
quickly in some cases and slowly in others – to their 
pre-pandemic levels. HMMH analyzed two central 
research questions:  

• How do changes in operations compare
with changes in noise levels since the start
of pandemic?

• How do changes in operations and noise
levels compare with changes in noise
complaints since the start of pandemic?

For purposes of data collection and analysis, HMMH 
defined the “Pre-COVID” period as November 1-
March 15; and the “COVID” period as March 16-June 
30. HMMH obtained three sets of raw data for each
airport from their NOMS database: 

1. Hourly complaint data
2. Daily cumulative noise levels (CNEL/DNL)
3. Hourly aircraft operational levels

The results of this analysis for a large commercial 
airport (Airport ‘A’) are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 
3. Polynomial curves were fit to these data sets to
assist in understanding trends for each variable and 
relationships between them during the COVID-19 
Pandemic. Figure 2 displays the relationship between 
operations and complaints and Figure 3 shows the 
relationship between airport and community noise 
levels.  

Figure 2. Comparison of Operations and Complaints 
for Airport A: Large Commercial Service Airport 

Source: HMMH 2020 

Figure 3. Comparison of Airport and Community 
Noise Levels (CNEL/DNL) for Airport A: Large 
Commercial Service Airport 

Source: HMMH 2020 

The data shows the following: 

• Complaints, operations, and noise levels all
decreased beginning mid-March

• Daily operations dropped as much as 80
percent by mid-April; they recovered to 40
percent of pre-COVID-19 by end-June

• Noise complaints followed similar trends
but did not drop as much percentage-wise

• Average airport cumulative noise levels
have dropped by more than 5 dB during
COVID

• Community noise levels dropped an
average of 2+ dB

• Since late March, community noise has
been higher than aircraft noise
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Since the start of the pandemic, airlines have retired 
a lot of older aircraft. HMMH explored how that 
affects noise levels. The top of Figure 4 presents the 
average noise per flight – a simple index computed 
by dividing (logarithmically) the average noise level 
at all sites by the average number of operations – 
essentially a Sound Exposure Level (SEL) for a single 
event.  

Figure 4. Reduction in Noise per Flight 

Source: HMMH 2020 

The average has dropped from just over 86 dB in 
January to just under 83 dB in June. The bottom part 
of the graphic simply shows the difference compared 
to average pre-COVID noise per flight. If these 
changes in fleet mix are permanent, a major noise 
reduction will have been achieved as the pandemic 
will have effectively accomplished the Phase out of 
the remaining Stage 3 aircraft. 

Source: HMMH 

Boeing ecoDemonstrator Flight 

Testing 

Boeing began its 2020 ecoDemonstrator flight testing 
in Glasgow, Montana. Boeing launched the 
ecoDemonstrator program in 2010 to test new 
technologies on passenger and cargo jets in flight. 
NASA has collaborated with Boeing on its 
ecoDemonstrator program almost every year since 
2014. Past research has involved a number of 
hardware and software innovations – even non-stick 
coatings to prevent airflow-disrupting bug residue 
from building up on a wing. 

Each year the company selects a different aircraft to 
be used as the ecoDemonstrator by partnering with 
an airline or using a Boeing-owned aircraft. This year, 
Boeing partnered with NASA, Etihad Airlines, and 
Safran Landing Systems. Boeing is testing the use of 
new technologies on a 787-10 Dreamliner that will 
increase cabin sanitation and en-route airspace 
efficiency, lessen airframe noise, and use quieter a 
landing gear, all while flying on a mix of sustainable 
aviation jet fuel. 

Figure 5. Boeing’s 787-10 Dreamliner 
ecoDemonstrator 

Sources: PRNews, Boeing, AINonline 

Many of this year’s tests will be focused on aircraft 
noise and noise mitigation, including a partnership 
with NASA and Safran Landing Systems. Safran 
Landing Systems noted that the objective is to 
reduce noise from landing gear by more than 20 
percent. Because modern aircraft engines have been 
so effective in reducing their noise signature, the 
landing gear has become one of the largest 
contributing factors to aircraft noise on approach 
and landing; it can account for 30 to 40 percent of 
the external noise upon arrival on modern long-haul 
aircraft, so a reduction of 20 percent has the 
potential to make a significant impact in noise 
reduction. 

NASA has long studied aircraft noise. Its Aircraft 
Noise Prediction Program (ANOPP) software tool is 
based on years of measuring and understanding how 
components of an aircraft – the wings, landing gear, 
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the main fuselage – contribute to the noise you hear 
when an airplane flies overhead.  

The ecoDemonstrator testing will allow NASA to 
measure the whole package of noise impact: the 
airframe and propulsion, as well as how they interact 
with each other. The airframe noise tests use about 
1,200 microphones that are attached to the outside 
of the aircraft or positioned on the ground beneath 
the flight path. The team plans to examine the 787’s 
noise during flight by measuring noise with the 
aircraft low over the ground and as it passes over an 
array of microphones placed directly underneath, 
either side of, and nearby the flight path. 

“This is an opportunity we get very rarely,” said 
Russell Thomas, an acoustics expert at NASA’s 
Langley Research Center in Virginia who is leading 
what is officially called the Propulsion Airframe 
Aeroacoustics and Aircraft System Noise Flight Test. 

Because of the size of a 787, it’s not possible to test it 
in a wind tunnel or wise to rely solely on complex 
computer simulations because they may not 
perfectly represent reality. 

“Only by flying can we obtain the most realistic 
conditions for obtaining the measurements we need. 
And this is really the first time we’ve ever been able 
to attempt the kind of research we’ve planned,” 
Thomas said. 

Figure 6. Microphones attached to the 787-10 
Dreamliner ecoDemonstrator 

Source: Boeing 

The test involves placing 960 microphones on the 
ground immediately next to and around the main 
runway at Glasgow Industrial Airport in Montana. 
Another 31 microphones are located farther away 
from the runway, and 214 more microphones are 
temporarily wired into locations on the aircraft itself. 

“This is pushing the boundaries of acoustic flight 
testing. I don’t think either NASA or Boeing has ever 
put so many microphones on the ground or on the 
aircraft,” Thomas said. 

Boeing dedicated four days in August to test as many 
flights as possible over the microphone array during 
a four- to five-hour window each morning. A total of 
23 passes were made over the microphones, with 
observers saying that the landing gear seemed 
effective at reducing noise.  

Sources: Boeing, Safran Landing Systems, Aviation International 
News, Airport Noise Report, Simple Flying 

Other Noise News 

• Rep. Don Beyer (D-Va.) and Del. Eleanor Holmes
Norton (D-D.C.) introduced an amendment to
the House version of the National Defense
Authorization Act that would create a
centralized complaint tracking system for
helicopter noise at Washington Dulles
International (IAD) and Reagan International
(DCA) airports. The measure would also create a
community working group to use that
information to inform recommendations for
dealing with noise in the area.

• On Monday, September 21, 2020, Airbus
released details about three hydrogen-fueled
concept planes, planned for service by 2035.
The three designs, named ZEROe, are different
sizes and styles and will be less noisy and zero-
emissions, using hydrogen as the primary power
source.

• The office of U.S. Rep. Ted Budd announced
that the Piedmont Triad Airport Authority has
received a $1.9 million grant through the U.S.
Department of Transportation to continue with
its program to limit the impact of aircraft noise
on residences near the airport.
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• San Diego International Airport received an $18
million grant for its Residential Sound Insulation
Program, the Quieter Home Program.

• The Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA)
unveiled two mobile-friendly websites that
provide information about noise created by
aircraft operations at both Los Angeles
International and Van Nuys airports. The
interactive noise portals give users access to
data and multimedia content to help residents
understand how different aircraft operations
affect noise levels within neighborhoods
throughout Los Angeles and surrounding
communities

• The FY 2021 Defense spending bill recently
passed by the House of Representatives
includes $50 million to fund, for two years, a
new program that will provide noise mitigation
grants to communities impacted by military
aviation noise.

Sources: Washington Post, CNBC, High Point Enterprise News, 
The San Diego Union-Tribune, CNS News, Airport Noise Report 
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Airport Commission’s
50th Anniversary

Presentation commemorating the 
establishment of the Commission and 

its inaugural meeting held on
September 1, 1970
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Honorable Dianne Feinstein

United States Senator
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Congratulations! 
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Federal Update—A Snapshot—By Emily Tranter, N.O.I.S.E. Executive Director 

A number of legislative priorities remain on the table for the month of September and early 
October as Washington increasingly shifts focus to the coming national and presidential election. 
At the top of this list of priorities is the passage of a continuing resolution to ensure the federal 
government is funded beyond September 30th. With both parties wary of a government 
shutdown only weeks before the election, a “clean” resolution, one not attached to other bills, is 
expected to get the President’s signature by the end of the month, however, as of September 21st, 
there were still disagreements about the final package and a shutdown was still a possibility. 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi released the House stop gap bill on the 21st. The measure (H.R. 
8319) would transfer $14 billion from the general fund to pay for Airport Improvement 
Program grants and part of the Federal Aviation Administration’s budget. 

 
The second priority for Congress before the election was the passage of a new stimulus package 
aimed at helping various sectors of the economy still suffering due the pandemic. The House 
passed a $3.4 trillion bill in May, and Senate leadership has recently proposed a $500 billion 
package, although neither bill has the support of the other chamber’s leadership. After negotiations 
collapsed between House Speaker Pelosi and the Trump Administration last month, it is still 
possible, although perhaps unlikely, that the two parties will agree on a compromise bill before 
leaving Washington at the beginning of October.   
 
Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg’s death carries many implications for the passage of a stimulus bill, 
as the focus may shift to the political fight over filling her seat on the Supreme Court before or 
after the November election. 
 

Recent N.O.I.S.E. Activities 

NextGEN Advisory Committee (NAC): 
N.O.I.S.E. Board President Brad Pierce participated in the August NextGen Advisory Committee 
meeting. The discussion at the national advisory board focused on technical delays of 
implementation of NextGen technologies nation-wide as a result of COVID. 
 
Urban Air Mobility Noise Working Group, Subgroup on Regulation and Policy: 
N.O.I.S.E. Executive Director, Emily Tranter, has been asked to participate in a NASA working 
group on urban mobility and commercialized UAS use in cities. The first meeting was August 
25th. The group is comprised of NASA officials, airport staff, and private company 
representatives such as Uber. The group asked Ms. Tranter to join to give feedback and 
perspective on community engagement as these new technologies and services roll out in the 
coming years. We will keep you updated on the group’s work that is not embargoed and alert 
you to any pertinent impacts to College Park. 
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UC Davis Symposium Planning Committee Support: N.O.I.S.E. Executive Director Emily Tranter was 
asked by members of the UC Davis Symposium planning committee to provide feedback on possible 
speakers related to possible congressional action in 2021 on noise legislation. N.O.I.S.E. has been a 
frequent speaker and collaborator with the UC Davis symposium staff and committee over the years and 
we look forward to their virtual event in February, 2021.  

Upcoming:  N.O.I.S.E. Policy Summit, November, 2020. As you may know, N.O.I.S.E. holds its 
annual Policy Summit in conjunction with the National League of Cities City Summit. Because NLC will 
be virtual this year—N.O.I.S.E. is in the process of finalizing its date and time during the November 18-
20 conference. We will be providing final details in the very near future.  
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Metrics 

27 MEMBERS OF CONGRESS DEMAND FAA 
REDO ‘WHOLLY INADEQUATE’ REPORT TO 
CONGRESS ON ALTERNATIVES TO DNL 

Some 27 members of Congress told FAA in a letter released today that the 
agency’s April 14 report to Congress on alternative metrics to FAA’s noise metric 
of choice DNL is “wholly inadequate” and insisted that FAA “return to the draw-
ing board and meaningfully evaluate alternative metrics to the current DNL 65 
average, not just dismiss or ignore them …” 

All but one of the members of Congress signing the letter are also members of 
the Congressional Quiet Skies Caucus. Following is the letter, dated Sept. 23: 

 
Dear Administrator Dickson: 
  
As Members of the U.S. House of Representatives, we write to express deep 

concern regarding the Federal Aviation Administration’s Report to Congress 
dated April 14, 2020, on its findings pursuant to Sections 188 and 173 of the FAA 

 
 

Boston Logan Int’l 

NEW RNAV APPROACH AT BOSTON WILL HAVE 
NO SIG. NOISE IMPACT, FAA’S DRAFT EA SAYS 

The FAA announced Sept. 21 that it is seeking comment on the Draft Environ-
mental Assessment for a proposed new RNAV satellite-based approach procedure 
for Runway 4-Left at Boston Logan International Airport.  

The Draft EA indicates that the procedure would have no significant impact in 
any environmental category including aviation noise. 

The proposed new procedure closely follows the path of the existing visual ap-
proach for Runway 4-Left. FAA said it will enhance safety and flight efficiency by 
providing vertical and lateral guidance to pilots and by enabling air traffic con-
trollers to more precisely monitor arriving aircraft, especially in bad weather. When 
visibility is low, flights will be able to land on Runway 4-Left, helping to reduce 
delays that result in late-night arrivals at the airport. Currently, aircraft can land on 
the runway only in good weather.   

A 60-day public comment period for the Draft EA began Sept. 21 and ends on 
Nov. 20. The FAA will consider and review all substantive comments it receives 
during the comment period. The agency expects to issue a final environmental de-
termination in 2021. The public can review the Draft EA and submit comments at 
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Reauthorization Act of 2018 (P.L. 115-254). After conducting 
a detailed review of the FAA’s report, we find it wholly inad-
equate, failing to meet the mandate in the law. 

 
As you know, Section 188 of the FAA Reauthorization 

Act of 2018 mandated the FAA to “evaluate alternative met-
rics to the current average day-night level standard, such as 
the use of actual noise sampling and other methods, to ad-
dress community airplane noise concerns.” Further, the law 
directed the FAA to provide Congress with a detailed report 
on its findings. On April 14, 2020, the FAA released the re-
port, and in addition to reporting on Section 188, the FAA 
also used this report to address Section 173, which states: 
“Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration 
shall complete the ongoing evaluation of alternative metrics 
to the current Day Night Level (DNL) 65 standard.” It is our 
assessment that this report entirely fails to seriously analyze 
and consider alternative metrics to the DNL 65 standard. 

 
First and foremost, the report fails to evaluate well-re-

spected and widely used alternatives, including: the Cumula-
tive Noise Equivalency Level (“CNEL”) metric, which 
California uses to evaluate aircraft and other noise exposures; 
the ISO 1996-1:2016 (“Acoustics – Description measurement 
and assessment of environmental noise”), an international 
standard specifically adopted to identify community noise 
concerns in general, but airplane noise in particular; and the 
European alternative to the DNL metric, known as the DENL, 
or the day-evening-night level metric. The latter noise metric 
disaggregates evening and night noise levels to address the 
fact that communities experience noise events differently dur-
ing the day, the evening and the nighttime sleeping hours. A 
credible evaluation of alternative noise metrics and the 65 
DNL standard would have addressed the correlation between 
each metric and the known noise impact on communities in a 
NextGen environment, similar to a comparison done in an 
FAA-funded 2011 report on replacement metric research. 
However, in lieu of providing a thorough evaluation, the re-
port merely describes DNL and a number of alternative met-
rics, while offering an incomplete and at times inaccurate 
comparison of DNL to those alternatives. 

 
Furthermore, there are glaring absences in the FAA’s as-

sessment that render it incomplete. For example, the report 
fails to analyze complaint data despite the fact that the FAA 
itself utilized complaint data as a lawful alternative metric in 
its 2013 federal court case against Helicopter Association In-
ternational, Inc. Failing to mention any role for complaint 
data would appear in contrast to FAA’s Noise Complaint Ini-
tiative begun in the last 12 months, allowing direct reporting 
of noise events to FAA. The report also lacks the scientific 
nuance the agency demonstrated in 2019, when the FAA 
funded a research project at MIT to evaluate metrics and as-

sess the impact of frequent overflights; that study concluded 
that the Number-Above (NA) metric provided an effective 
correlation to aircraft noise impacts on the public, but is 
scarcely mentioned in this report. Even commonly used met-
rics are overlooked, such as the metrics for construction noise 
and the concept of sones. Construction noise metrics are reg-
ularly employed across the United States and capture greater 
noise nuance than the DNL standard. Sones represent the per-
ception of loudness and help capture aviation noise annoy-
ance. In our estimation, the FAA report merely stands by the 
agency’s existing DNL metric and enumerates existing 
methodology with no regard to the value of improved and up-
dated alternatives. 

 
As a result, the FAA is effectively treating supplemental 

noise metrics as an asterisk to noise measurement rather than 
a comprehensive toolbox from which to address noise im-
pacts. The FAA relegates supplementary metrics to an ancil-
lary role by asserting that, “No single noise metric can cover 
all situations,” and that while the “DNL metric is FAA’s deci-
sion-making metric, other supplementary metrics can be used 
to support further disclosure and aid in the public understand-
ing of community noise effects.” Nowhere in the report do 
we find clear guidance on how and when supplemental noise 
metrics could be used in flight procedure design decisions or 
to alleviate existing noise – even as the public health impact 
of noise continues to spread. U.S. standards to protect human 
health from airplane noise are not only glaringly ineffective, 
they also trail Western Europe’s. In its 2018 Noise Guidelines 
for European countries, the World Health Organization rec-
ommended using a threshold of 45 dB or lower for day and 
evening aircraft noise – that constitutes 20 dB less than the 
DNL metric employed by the FAA, which also does not dis-
aggregate evening-levels from night. Far from trailing West-
ern European nations, the U.S. should be demonstrating 
global leadership to mitigate the public health effects of air-
craft noise. 

 
When the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 was passed 

into law, Congress sought to address community airplane 
noise concerns by utilizing the scientific and research arms of 
the FAA to substantively evaluate alternative noise metrics 
with an eventual eye to having those metrics inform FAA de-
cision-making. There is widespread consensus that the DNL 
metric remains an inadequate measure because it averages 
noise over a 24-hour period, thereby understating the impact 
of individual noise incidences. Thus, the congressional intent 
underpinning Sections 188 and 173 was to address the inade-
quacy of the DNL metric and nudge the FAA towards a more 
comprehensive measure. The report fails to understand that 
intent. Instead, we have received a delayed and highly insuf-
ficient report that does not address community impacts of 
noise. 

 
Therefore, we, the undersigned Members of Congress, in-

sist that the FAA return to the drawing board and meaning-
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fully evaluate alternative metrics to the current DNL 65 aver-
age, not just dismiss or ignore them, and include the potential 
for the use of such metrics in the United States. Furthermore, 
we seek formal responses to the questions in the appended 
Citizens’ Response Report, a Technical Report to the FAA’s 
April 2020 Report on Alternative Noise Metrics (Reautho-
rization Act of 2018, Sections 173 and 188). The concerned 
constituents who raised these eleven questions live in com-
munities directly affected by increased noise from NextGen 
implementation. We request formal responses to each ques-
tion. 

 
Without a thorough and nuanced analysis of the DNL 

standard and better, more accurate metrics, progress on air-
craft noise will remain elusive. It is therefore imperative that 
the FAA meet its congressional mandate and begin the report 
anew while also addressing our constituents’ questions. We 
look forward to the agency’s response, including its plans to 
follow through on our request. 

Caucus Members Who Signed the Letter 
The letter to the FAA Administrator was signed by the 

Co-chairs of the House Quiet Skies Caucus Reps. Stephen 
Lynch (D-MA) and Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-DC) as well 
as the following Caucus members: Thomas Suozzi (D-NY), 
Ed Case (D-HI), Ruben Gallego (D-AZ), Ro Khanna (D-CA), 
Alan Lowenthal (D-CA), Jimmy Panetta (D-CA), Jamie 
Raskin (D-MD), Harley Rouda (D-CA), Adam Schiff (D-
CA), Mike Quigley (D-IL), Donald Beyer Jr (D-VA), Judy 
Chu (D-CA), Brian Fitzpatrick (R-PA), Pramila Jayapal (D-
WA), Ted Lieu (D-CA), Joe Neguse (D-CO), Scott Peters (D-
CA), Kathleen Rice (D-NY), Dutch Ruppersberger (D-CA), 
David Scott (D-CA), Brad Sherman (D-CA), Jackie Speier 
(D-CA), Adam Smith (D-WA), and Maxine Waters (D-CA). 

Rep. Frederica Wilson (D-FL), who is not a member of 
the Caucus, also signed the letter. 

 
 

Boston Logan, from p. 119 ________________  
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https://faabostonworkshops.com 
The FAA will hold virtual public workshops on Oct. 23 

and 28 to brief residents and answer their questions on the 
Draft EA and the proposed procedure. Environmental and air 
traffic control experts will be available to answer questions. 
Residents can view the schedule and register to attend at the 
website above. 

Participants should register no later than 30 minutes be-
fore the workshops begin. The FAA also will livestream the 
workshops on Facebook and YouTube. Residents who are not 
online can access the workshops by calling 877-853-5247 or 
888-788-0099. 

 
 
 
 

Noise Grants 

FAA AWARDS ROCKFORD, SEA-TAC 
NOISE MITIGATION GRANTS 

On Sept. 24, FAA announced that the Trump administra-
tion will award $335 million in airport safety and infrastruc-
ture grants to 80 airports in 25 states. 

Two of those grants will address noise mitigation: 
• Cities of Chicago/Rockford, IL, will receive a $162,153 

grant for noise mitigation measures for residences within the 
65-69 DNL contour of Chicago/Rockford International Air-
port; and 

 
• City of Seattle, WA, will receive a $7,080,922 grant for 

noise mitigation measures for residences within the 65-69 
DNL contour of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. 

AIP and CARES Grants 
The total grant funding includes $300 million from the 

Airport Improvement Program (AIP) and $35 million in 
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) 
Act grants to equal a 100 percent federal share. 

On Sept. 1, some 15 U.S. airports received a total of 
$106.9 million in federal AIP grants for noise mitigation proj-
ects (32 ANR 110). 

Those noise mitigation grants were part of a larger $1.2 
billion award of airport safety and infrastructure grants to 405 
airports in 50 states and U.S. territories announced by U.S. 
Secretary of Transportation Elaine L. Chao.  

The current fiscal year ends on Sept. 30, making it un-
likely that additional noise mitigation grants for fiscal year 
2020 will be announced. 

 
 

NOMS 

LAWA ISSUES RFP FOR NOMS         
AT LAX, VAN NUYS AIRPORTS 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is soliciting for en-
vironmental noise management systems contractors to pro-
vide for the design, installation, and ongoing maintenance of 
a replacement noise and operations monitoring system 
(NOMS) for Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and 
Van Nuys Airport (VNY). 

Please note that a Pre-Proposal Conference on the Re-
quest for Proposals (RFP) will be held next Tuesday, Sept. 29 
via WEBEX. 

The deadline for submission of questions on the RFP is 
4:00 PM on Oct. 8. Questions must be submitted in writing 
to: Michael Strouse epg@lawa.org 

The due date for proposals is 4 PM on Nov. 3. 
The RFP is at: https://www.labavn.org/index.cfm?fuseac-

tion=contract.opportunity_view&recordid=40748 
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Awards 

SW, SKYWEST, FRONTIER AIRLINES WIN 
PORT OF SEATTLE FLY QUIET AWARDS 

Southwest Airlines, SkyWest Airlines, and Frontier Airlines are the 
winners of Port of Seattle’s Fly Quiet Awards, which recognize those air-
lines doing the best job minimizing noise impacts on local communities 
for operations at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport in the last calendar 
year. 

Airlines are judged using three award criteria: the sound levels of their 
operations (utilizing four of the Port's noise monitors); success at flying 
within the noise abatement flight procedures; and adhering to the airport's 
ground maintenance engine run-up regulations. 

• Southwest Airlines received the award for being the quietest jet air-
line among the five busiest airlines operationally at Sea-Tac Airport. 

• SkyWest Airlines received the award for operating as the quietest re-
gional jet airline. 

• Frontier Airlines received the award for operating as the quietest jet 
airline with at least 1,000 annual operations. 

The awards were announced on Sept. 23. 
 
 

Training Courses 

HMMH TO HOLD VIRTUAL AIRPORT NOISE 
COURSE OVER FOUR DAYS 

The acoustical consulting firm HMMH has converted its two-day Air-
port Noise Course into a virtual course that will be delivered in eight mod-
ules over four days: Oct. 27-28 and Nov. 4-5. 

The modules will cover: 
• Noise Fundamentals 
• Effects of Aircraft Noise on People 
• Federal Aviation Noise Regulations 
• Aircraft Noise Modeling 
• Noise Measurements 
• Airport Noise Management 
• Aviation Noise Mitigation 
HMMH said it is offering the virtual training at a discounted rate and 

will allow people to register for individual modules or the full course. 
For further information, go to www.hmmh.com and click on “Re-

sources:’ click on “Upcoming Events.” 
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