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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

u, m-@“s WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

NOV & 1980

THEE ADMINIETIFATOR

Honorable Walter F. Mondale
President of the Senate
Washington, D, C. 20510

Dear Mr. President:

I am pleased to transmit to you, in conjimetion with the Secretary
of Transportation, the enclosed report entitled "Effects of Adrport
Noise on a Neighboring State'. This document is required by Section 8§
of the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-609) which asks
that the Secretary of Transportation and T jointly prepare the report.

As a result of this effort, the Secretary and I have concluded
that there are practical measures which, if adopted, can reduce airport
noise effects. These measures are specific to the facility considexed
in this report which is Philadelphia International Airport, The
Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation
will be considering what further actions we may jointly take to promote
implemenitation of the report's findings,

crely yours,

(W o

Enclosure
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

NOV T 1980

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Preaident of the Senate
Hashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. President:

1 am pleased to Lranmmit to you, in conjunction with the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the enclosed report
entitled "Effects of Airport Noise on a Neighboring State”, This docu-
ment is required by Section 8 of the Quiet Comnunities Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-609) which asks that the Administrator of the EPA and I

jointly prepare the report.

As o reault of this effort, the Adminiastrator and I have concluded that
there are practical measures which, if adopted, can veduce airport
noise effects, These measures are specifie to Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport, the facility considered in this report. The Depart-
ment of Transportation and the EPA will be considering what further
actions we may jointly take to promote implementation of the report's

findings.

Sincerely,

Neil kldachnid‘

Enclosure
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Uy pon WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

o NOV ¢ 1980

THE AUNMINISTRATOR

Honorable Thomas P, O'Neill, Jr.
Speaker of the House of Representatives
! Washington, D. C. 20513

Dear Mr, Speaker:

I am pleased o transmit to you, in conjunction with the Secretary
of Transportation, the enclesed report entitled "Effects of Airport
Noise on a Neighboring State''. This document is required by Section 8
of the Quiet Commnities Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-609) which asks
that the Secretary of Transportation and I jointly prepare the report.

As a result of this effort, the Secretary and I have concluded
that there are practical measures which, if adopted, can reduce airport
noise effects. These measures are specific to the facllity conaidered
in this report which is Philadelphia International Airport. The
Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation
will be considering what firther actions we may jointly take to promote
implementation of the report's findings.

herely yours, o

/

; Douglds M. Costle

Enclosure
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20590

NOV 7 1980

The Honorable Thomas P, O'Neill, Jr,
Speaker of the House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

I am pleased to transmit to you, in conjunction with the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the enclosed report
entitled "Effects of Airport Noise on a Neighboring State". This docu-~
mant is required by Section 8 of the Quiet Communities Act of 1978
(Public Law 95=609) which asks that the Administrator of the EPA and I
jointly prepare the report.

As a result of this effort, the Administrator and I have concluded that
there are practical measures which, if adopted, can reduce airport
noine effects, These measures are specific to Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport, the facility considered in this report. The Depart-
ment of Transportation and the EPA will be considering what further
actions we may jointly take to promote implementation of the report's
findings.

Sincerely,

Ne%l Goldschhuidt

Enclosure




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is submitted to Congress in response to Section 8 of the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-609) which resulted from Congressional
concern that aircraft noise from some airports may impact communities located
in another State. The question was whether the communities in the other State
could effect change at the airport to provide relief for their citizens. The
Secretary of Transportation and the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency were directed to study jointly this issue and determined
that PhiladeTphia International Airport satisfied the selection criteria in
the Act. The Act further directed that the study be conducted in cooperation
with the afrport operator, appropriate Federal, State, and local officials,
and the Metropolitan Planning Organization which, in this case, is the
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission {DVRPC}. This led to formation
of an Advisory Committee upder the auspices of the DVRPC to assist the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Aviation Administration., This
study illustrates that regional advisory bodies can work effectively on
problems which cross political boundaries.

The study included three semj-independent programs: (1) Noise
Measurement, (2) Noise Modeling, and {3} Community Response. The objective of
the measurement program was to obtain actual aircraft noise levels in selected
residential areas around the Philadeiphia International Airport. These data
were used to verify the results of the Noise Modeling Program. The FAA's
Integrated Noise Model! {INM), a computerized noise simulation, was used to
predict aircraft noise levels around the airport as a function of all of the
pertinent parameters, 1.e., types and numbers of aircraft gperating at the
airport (both current and forecast for 1990 and 2000), flight tracks,
operating procedures, and time of day of a{rcraft operations, The Community
Response Program made the public aware of the noise study through standard
pubiic information techniques, a toli-free telephone complaint service,
conduct of a community opinion survey to determine how people feel about the
ajrport and its environmental impact, and establishment of an Advisory
Committee to assist in the selection of noise control options.

The telephone complaint service registered 296 complaints during the
118 days in which it was operated. One thousand seven hundred and
twenty-three interviews were conducted among residents within approximately
20 miles of Philadelphia International Airport, of whom 447, or 26.0 percent,
lived in New Jersey and the remainder in Pennsylvania. Crime was identified
most often as the most serious environmental problem, while noise {from ali
sources including afrcraft) was fifth among the eight categories specified.

The noise exposure conditions, and the relative effectiveness of
alternative noise control actions, were investigated for the existing 1980
operations and for projected 1990 and 2000 operations. Alternative noise
control actions were grouped into five categories: airport layout; -airport
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and airspace use; aircraft operations; land use; and noise program
management. Detajled results of these analyses are reported, in terms of the
population impacted by several values of Average Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn},
which includes a 10-decthel added penalty con nighttime afrcraft operations.
On this basis, the most effective noise control option for Philadelphia
International Airport appears to be a reduction in nighttime operations, in
combination with a preferential runway use program to keep the remaining
nighttime flights away from populated areas. These actions would reduce
aircraft noise impacts in the affected areas of both Pennsylvania and New
Jarsey. Before any such use restrictions should be considered by the operator
of Philadelphia International Afrport, however, a more detailed study should
be made to account for all economic factors which could be affected by those
restrictions. Any aviation-related options should be complemented by a
continuing citizen involvement program and a broad land-use planning program,
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I INTRODUCTION

A, Authority

This report responds to the legislative mandate of Section 8 of the Quiet
Communities Act of 1978, which states:

"(a) The Secratary of Transportation and the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency shall jointly study the aircraft noise
effects from an airport on communities located in a State other than the
State in which the airport is located, The criteria to be used in
selecting the airport to be studied shall include:

{1} The airport shal) be operated by a State, a unit of general
purpose local government of a State, or a special purpose entity
constituted for the purpose of operating an airport, and

(2) The airport shall have a point on the airport boundary
within one nautical mile from a State boundary, and

{3) The afrport shall have had in excess of sixty thousand
scheduled air carrier departures during the preceding calendar year.

{(b) The study shall be conducted'in cooperation with the airport
operator, appropriate Federal, State, and local officials, and the
appropriate Metropolitan Planning Organization.

{c) The Secretary and the Administrator shall prepare and submit to
Congress a report within nine months of the conclusion of the study, but
not later than twenty-four months after enactment of this section.®

B. Participation

The Qffice of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) of the Enviranmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Office of Environment and Energy (AEE) of the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), acting for the Administrator and the
Secretary, respectively, determined that Philadelphia Internatfonal Afrport
(PHL) uniquely met the selection criteria of Section 8 of the Act. Therefare,
the Tocal Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission (DVRPC), was requested to assist the EPA and FAA in
conducting ‘the study. In addition to assuming prime responsibility for the
coordination and conduct of the Community Response phase of the study, the
DVRPC organized and chaired an Advisory Committee to provide guidance,
technical advice and assistance during the course of the study., Membership on
this comnittee included Federal and state agencies, city and county
departments and commissions, including the airport operators, local elected
officials, environmental and health organizations, commercial air carriers,

and interested citizens.




Advisory committee meetings, open to the public, were held in the
Philadeiphia metropolitan area, both in New Jersey and in Pennsylvania.
Through these coordinative and consultative procedures, the provisions of
pagagga?h {b) of Section 8 have been fully complied with in spirit and in
principle,

C. Methodology

The study included three semi-independent programs: (1) Noise
Measurement, {2) Noise Modeling, and (3) Community Response. The objective of
the measurement program was to aobtain actual noise Tevels in selected
residential areas around the Philadelphia International Airport. These data,
including ambient noise levels as well as noise due to aircraft operations,
were used to verify the results of the Noise Modeling program. The FAA's
Integrated Noise Model {INM), a computerized noise simulation, was used to
predict aireraft noise levels around the airport by taking into account all
pertinent parameters, i.e., types and numbers of aircraft operating at the
airport (both current and forecast for 1990 and 2000), flight tracks,
operating procedures, and time of day of aircraft operations. The Community
Response Program made the public aware of the noise study through standard
public information techniques, a toll-free telephone complaint service,
conduct of a community opinfon survey to determine how people feel about the
airport and its environmental impact, and operation of the Advisory Committee.

IT. AIRPORT SELECTION

Section 8 states that the criteria to be used in selecting the ajrport to
be studied shall include:

1, The atrport shall be operated by a state, a unit of general! purpose
local government of a state, or a special purpose entity constituted
for the purpose of operating an airport,

2. The airport shall have a point on the airport boundary within one
nautical mile from a state boundary.

3. The airport shall have had in excess of 60,000 scheduled air carrier
departures during the preceding calendar year.

The following airports had more than 60,000 scheduled air carrier
departures in 1978 as required in Item 3 above:

Chicago O'Hare International
Atlanta International

Los Angeles Internationai
Dallas Fort Horth Regional
John F. Kennedy International
LaGuardia

San Francisco International
Denver Stapieton International
Miami International




Boston Logan International
Washington National

Pittsburgh Greater International
St. Louis Internaticnal

Detroit MetropoTitan Wayne County
Philadeiphia International
Minneapolis St. Paul International
Houstan Intercontinental

Newark International

Cleveland MHopkins International
Memphis International

Kansas City International
Seattle~-Tacoma International
Tampa Internationai

Two of the airports listed above also meet selection criterion in Item 2.
They are:

Washington National
Philadeiphia International

Since Washington National is operated by the FAA, it does not meet the
selection criterion 1a Item 1. Since Philadelphia International is operated
by the Director of Aviation for the City of Philadelphia, it unigquely meets
the selection criteria of the Act.

ITI. STUDY SETTING

A. Regional Area

Philadelphia International Airport is located within the Delaware Valley
region which cavers a total of 3,833 square miles in the center of the eastern
seaboard "megalopolis" which encompasses the Philadelphia and Trenton Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas, and includes Bucks, Chester, Delaware,
Montgomery and Philadelphia Counties in Pennsylvania; and Burlington, Camden,
Gloucester and Mercer Counties in New Jersey (see Figure 1). The region
includes a number of airports in addition to Philadelphia International.
Figure 2 i1lustrates the Jocation and primary runway configurations of each

airport in the region.

Climatically speaking, the Delaware Valley region has been described as
"amorphic." Weather conditions rarely differ drastically from north to
sauth, The proximity to the Delaware Bay and the Atlantic Qcean has a
moderating effect on the region's weather, with sustained periods of very high
or low temperatures seldom lasting more than three or four days. January is
the coldest month with an average temperature of 32.3 degrees F. July is the
hottest month with an average temperature of 75.6 degrees F. Winds are also
moderate and generally blow from west to east.

Within the region there are a number of intensely developed locations
containing a mix of activities, such as compercial, cultural, recreational,
governmental, {ndustrial and residential, that provide a focus for community




FIGURE 1
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1ife. Their intensity of development also make it possible to provide public
services (especially public transportation) more efficiently than if their
activities were spread out over a larger area.

The Philadelphia centra] business district (CBD} is the principal
concentration and focus of activity in the region. Its major impertance is as
an aconomic and cultural center. The CBD is the hub of the region's economic
activity, with its concentration of business and financial headquarters,
government offices, retail, service and research establishments, The
Philadelphia CBD accounted for over 12 percent of the region's jobs in 1970,
the largest concentration of employment in the region. The maintenance of a
center of such importance is considered necessary for the continued heaTth and

yitality of the entire region.

Regional centers, identified in Table 1, serve a county or major portion
thereof and contain most of the types of activities mentioned above. They are
fraquently the central business areas of the region's older cities and include
all the county seats. Subregional centers, also shown on Table 1, generally
serve more specialized activities and/or smaller areas of the region.
Typically they contain a more 1imited selection of activities than regional
centers, and may be focused on a major shopping center, strip development, or

market town.

The Philadelphia Standard Consolidated Statistical Area (SCSA), a major
transportation hub in the Nation's Northeast Corridor, {is served by an
extensive network of highways, inter-city and commuter rail lines, air
carriers, and ocean-going ships. Two of the busier modes of transportation
are rail and air transportation.

B. Population

The United States population increased by 34 percent from 151.2 mil1liaon in
1950 to 203.7 mitlion in 1970. Following the natiomal trend during thase
population boom years, the Philadelphia SCSA popuTation increased 34 percent
from 4.2 mi11ion in 1950 to 5.6 mi1lion fn 1970. By growth rate, the
Philadelphia SCSA and national populations are growing at the same rate., As
shown in Table 2, the SCSA's population is expected to reach 6.7 million by
1990, a projected 19 percent increase over 1970, Comparatively, the 1990
national population is forecast at 246 million, a projected 20 percent
increase over 1970,

C. Governmental Structure

The organization of government in the Delaware Valiey regipn is quite
complex with 891 units of local government in the Philadelphia-
Trenton area. These include 9 counties, 144 cities and boroughs, 207
townships, 193 school districts, and 338 special districts, as shown in

Table 3.
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TABLE 1

REGIONAL AND SUBREGIONAL CENTERS BY COUNTY

County

Regional Centers

Subregional Centers

Bucks

Chester

Delaware

Montgomery

PhiladeTphia

Buriington

Camden

Gloucester

Mercer

DoyTestawn

West Chester

Chester City
Media

Norristown
Pottstown

Mt. Holly

Camden City

Hoodbury

Trenton City

Neshaminy

Oxford Vallay
Perkasie-Sellersville
Quakertown

Coatesville
Downingtown
Exton
Phoenixville
Upper Main Line

Granite Run
Springfield
St. Davids

69th Street

Abington-Willow Grove
Ardmore

City Line (part)
Jenkentown=-Cheltenham
King of Prussia
Lansdale-North Penn
Plymouth Meeting

City Line (part) D
Cottman-Bustleton f
Germantown !
Kensington & Allegheny

South Philadelphia

Temple-North Broad

University City

Burlington City
Moorastown

Berlin-Lindenwold
Cherry Hil1
Echelon -

Beckett
Deptford
Glassboro-Pitman

Hightstown
Princetan
Quaker Bridge




DECENNIAL CENSUS

TABLE 2

POPULATION TOTALS

Hub and National
The Philadelphia Hub:  1950-7990

Philadaelphia SCSA

1950
1960
1970
1980
1990

4,213,500
5,042,280
5,638,300
6,205,600
6,733,800

United States

151,237,000
179,937,000
203,794,000
223,532,000
246,039,000

TABLE 3 L
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN THE DECAWARE VALLEY REGION: 1972

Types of Local Governments Number
Counties 8
Cities and Boroughs 145
Townships 207
School Districts 193
Special Districts 338
School Building 114
Fire Protection 34
Highways 3
Hospitals 1
Housing and Urban Renewal 16
Irrigation, Water Conservation 1
Soi1 Conservation 4.
Parks and Recreation 4
Sewerage 92
Water Supply 13
Transit 1
Sewerage and Water Supply 24
Other n
Total 89

Source: 1972 Cansus of Governments

Of the 338 special districts, 34 have property taxing powers; and all but
one of these are Jocated in the New Jersey counties.
special districts {nvolve more than one township or borough and eleven are

mq1t1-county.distr1cts;

8

In addition, 154 of the
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Functional planning takes place at all these levels of government and this
fragmentation of governmental authority creates a multitude of difficulties in
the determination and implementation of public policies and programs.

However, the need for regional cooperation has been recognized and
communication among local, state and Federal governments, and between
governments and citizens is firmly established.

Among these {s the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), a
bi-state agency formed in 1967 by interstate compact between Pennsylvania and
New Jersey. Fourteen member governments are represented: the two states,
ptus the eight counties and four citjes shown on Figure 1, The Federal
Government also has non-voting membership on the DVRPC Board. Membership and
participation in DVRPC is voluntary. The Commission is an advisory body and
operates essentially through cooperatfon and consensus.

D. Air Transportation

International, domestic, and commuter air service in Philadelphia, as well
as general aviation {GA), is handled by 42 airports located within the SCSA.
Of these 42 airports, 4 are FAA towered and 1 is non-FAA towered,

The six foreign flag and three U.S. flag international air carriers
serving the SCSA significantly contribute to Philadelphia's reputation as a
major transportation hub in the United States. PDomestic and international air
seryice {s offered by 19 airlines. A1l major. air support services, including
those of 56 air freight agents, are available in the Philadelphia hub., In
addition, Philadelphia is the headquarters of Altair Commuter Airlines,

Based on travel data for all transportation modes collected by the U.S.
Census Bureau 1n a 1972 national survey of 24,000 households, people traveling
to Philadelphia for business or pleasure fly more often than the average
traveler for all SCSAs and SMSAs. Simjlarly, people traveling from
Philadelphia for business or pleasure purposes choose air travel more often
than the average traveler for all SCSAs and SMSAs. The findings of this
national travel survey in absolute number of trips as well as the modal share
percentages for alr travel trips (as oppased to travelers) for the
Philadelphia SCSA are presented in Table 4.

IV. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

The EPA/FAA study team was unanimous in fts belief that a strong program
of public involvement would be critical to the success of this study.
Furthermore, based upon experience accumulated in other airport planning and
environmental analysis programs, it was agreed that the public involvement
program must be operated by an organization located within the greater

Philadetphia area.

In their application to EPA for a grant to study the noise impacts
resulting from operations of Philadelphia International Airport (PHL), the
DVRPC proposed that they undertake a public information program. The focus of
the program would be to disseminate information regarding the noise study to



TABLE 4
PERCENT OF TRIPS OVER 200 MILES COMPLETED BY AIR:

FROM 1972 NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD SAMPLE SURVEY .

PhiladeTphia Hub

To Philadelphia From Philadelphia Taotal
Purpose/Miles u.s.
{000) % {000} 4 %
Business
200-399 186.1 67.9 122,13 45.5 28.9
400-599 50.5 90.1 106.6 73.2 53.2
600-799 441 78.8 65.7 90.8 £9.2
800-999 9.1 42,7 113.7 94.7 74.0
1000- a1.4 100.,0 160.3 02.6 B2.9
Pleasure
200-399 28.4 7.9 10.9 8.4 4.7
400-599 2.4 23,3 /2 186 18.1
600-799 21.3 28.1 19.6 19,4 21.8
800-999 21.3 64.5 12.6 23,3 28,7
1000~ 301 31.1 202.9 0.2 44.9

Source: 1972 Nationa) Transportation Survey, Census Bureau

10
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the public through all standard public information techniques. The effort was
intended to encourage citizen participation in the study. The DVRPC further
proposed that they establish an advisory committee to provide policy and
technical advice and assistance to their study. The EPA/FAA study team agreed
that the DVRPC should establish an Advisory Committee and that this
organtzation would become the primary instrument of the public involvement

program.

A. Advisory Committee

The Advisory Committee was established to provide policy guidance and
technical advice and assistance to the DVRPC, its consultants, and the EPA/FAA
study team during the DVRPC's program. Membership on the Advisory Committee

-~ jncluded: Federal and state agencies, city and county departments and

commissions, local elected officials, environmental and health organizations,
lobbying groups, industry and trade organizations, community groups, and
interested citizens. Meetings of the Committee were open to the public. The
functions of the Advisory Committee included:

0 Review and discussion of community response survey for content,
format, methodology and evaluation of working papers and data

received,
] Review of noise manitoring and modeling results.

o Assist with interim planning decisions required while noise study is
in progress.

o Assist 1n selecting and screening noeise control strategies, based
upon supporting analysis performed by consultants and Federal

agencies.

0 Review reports.

0 Coordinate the noise study with other on-going planning activities in
the area and adjoining areas.

0 Review public participation structure and serve as a communications
channel to residents of the study area, both in Pennsylvania and New

Jersey.

The Advisory Commitee first met on Monday, December 17, 1979, in Cherry
Hi1l, New Jersey and reconvened in Cherry Hi11 on February 20, 1980. The
third and fourth meetings of the Committee were held at Philadelphia
International Airport on March 26, 1980, and May 7, 1980, respectively. The
fifth and last major meeting of the Committee took piace in Cherry Hil1l, New
Jersay on Monday, June 16, 1980. Attendance and participation at all of the
Committee meetings was excellent, reflecting the high level of community
interast in the noise study and the airport; a membership list is included

herein as Appendix A.
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The activity of the Advisory Committee, especially with regard to the
selection of alternative noise control strategies for detailed analysis is
reflected throughout the remainder of this report. Again, the importance of
the Committee to the successful completion of this unique program cannot be

overemphasized.
8. News Letter

An integral part of the public involvement program was the production and
distribution of a newsletter called "Nojse News" which is a bulletin of the
Philadelphia International Airport Noise Study. The newsletter was published
on a monthly basis during the peak activity period of the study, i.e., March
through July, and was distributed by mail. Approximately 600 copies of each
newsletter were sent out to a mailing list developed from DVRPC 1ists of local
officials and citizen group representatives. Any individual wishing to
receive the newsletter was added to the mailing list. The newsletters are
included as Appendix B.

C. Complaint Reception Program

The impacted area surrounding Philadelphia International Airport consists
of several counties in two states. Elected representatives of several of
these jurisdictions indicated that their constituents were disturbed by the i
noise from aircraft operations at Philadeiphia Interpational Airport. Yet the :
airport management maintained that it had received almost no complaints. In
an attempt to resoclve this difference of experience it was noticed that in
many areas where one would expect noise complaints to come from, the airport
was a toll call, This led the study team to consider initiation of a
toll-free number for receiving airport noise complaints.

The Delaware Valley Regicnal Planning Commission instructed jts
contractor, CSR, Incorporated, to develop and operate a Complaint Recepticn
Program which was referred to as the "Hotline.* The Hotline program was
cperated on 2 round-the-clock basis, seven days a week, from December 8, 19749,
to April 3, 1980. This type of coverage, in order to be effective, required
that an answering service be established to receive the calls and log the
information on a standardized reporting sheet; the Hotline complaint form is
included herein as Appendix C. Operators were trained to record complaint
information and, on December 8, 1979, the Hotline was started, using the tol}
free number 1-800-424-5145. At the close of the service on April 3, 1980, 296
complaints had been received during the 118-day period. Since the Hotline was
operated during the winter months, complaint levels may be lower than would be
experienced during summer months.

The existence of the Hotline was publicized via public service
announcements, newspaper articles, and the Newsletter. Hence, there was some
degree of "study effect" internal to the Hotline results, i.e., it can be
expected that some portion of the complaints received by the Hotline were due
only to the existence of the Hotline itself. However, the primary importance
of the Hotline lies not in the number of calls received but in the geographic
distribution of those calls., The geographic distribution of callers and the
rate at which calls are generated in specific areas should mirror the results
of the other analytic techniques, e.g., social survey and noise predictions.
The level of confidence in the overall analysis is dramatically increased by
the correlation of results.

12



Figure 3 represents the Hotline results at the highest level of
aggregation, i.e., all complaints are displayed without regard to specific
details of the individual complaint. The greatest density of complaint
response is clustered in New Jersey in the Camden, Gloucester City area with
lower response extending out into Cherry Hil11. The high tevel of response is
alsc evident to the north of the cross-wind runway {Runway 17-35) in the
Eastwick redevelopment area, Significant response also occurs on the west
side in Essington. The three geographic areas noted above account for the
vast majority of the Hotline complaints. Of the remaining complaints, the
complaint nature and 9ts location often indicated that the triggering activity
was not Philadelphia International Airport but rather from Moorestown Airport,
North Philadelphia Airport, Woodbourne Airport, and Delaware County Airport.
The response area did not extend into the State of Delaware and so none of the
Hot11ine complaints can be attributed to Greater Wilmington Airport which is
south of the City of Wilmington. )

As will be seen in later sections of the report, the geographic
distribution and density of Hotline complaints very accurately reflect the
primary soctal survey results and the base 1ine noise monitoring and
prediction program,

D; Community Opinien Survey

1. Background

Section 8 of the Quiet Communities Act directed that "The Secretary of
Transportation and the Adninistrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
shall jointly study the aircraft nojse effects from an airport on
communities . . ." The impact of aircraft nofse on communities has been
extensively studied over the past 25 years. The primary method used in those
studies has been an opinion survey in which attitudes about the airport,
airplane noise, agencies concerned with the airport and its operations, and
other factors have been solicited. Frequently, surveys have sought opinians
on other environmental factors in.order to develop a context for the ajrcraft

noise specific responses.

An opinion survey was developed for this study of the impact of operations
of Philadelphia Airport. The questionnaire used in this survey (Appendix D)
was derived in large measure from similar questionnaires used in other
aircraft noise surveys. The methodologias of these earlier surveys have baen
evaluated and refined over the past several years and were synthesized for use
in the Philadelphia opinion study.

The intent of the survey was to obtain a body of information from a
reprasentative sample of residents 1iving within an approximate 20 mile radius
of Philadelphia International Airpert. A smaller area for independent
statistical analysis was also established within the 20 mile radius to
represent the area of highest predicted noise impact. The information
obtained in the survey concerned citizen attitudes about noise and other
community problems with emphasis on aviation related noise problems. Other
environmentally oriented information was also sought from survey respondents

13
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concerning specific noise problems and other community problems in order to
put the atrcraft noise problem into perspective. Results of the survey were
used to assess impacts of the operation of the airport and to guide the
development of naise control options,

2. Survey Procedures

The respondent sample was selected from the City of Philadelphia and
Montgomery and Delaware Counties in Pennsylvania and from Gloucester and
Camden Counties in New Jersay. The sample was further restricted to those
portions of these Counties lying within an approximate 20 mile radius of
Philadelphia International Airport.

The survey was to be conducted over the telephone, therefore, the involved
Pennsylvania and New Jersey telephane companies were contacted for assistance
in identifying telephone exchanges within the desired sampling area. Figure 4
ghowz t?e sampling area broken down by aggregated telephone exchange

oundaries.

A random digit dialing method was used to contact househalds in the
sampling area. Random 1ists of four digit numbers were generated for
identified exchange prefixes. Then numbers from these resulting lists of
complete telephone numbers were randomly selected for calling potential
raspondents. Once a household had been contacted and cooperation assured, a
respondent over 18 years of age was randomiy selected from those 1iving in the
residence. A1l of these selection procedures were done to minimize selection
biases., Table 5 shows the distribution of respondents by residence and
compares the sample with population distributions in the sampling area.

TABLE 5
PERCENT AND NU¥BER OF THE SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS AND THE
ERCEN
POPULATION LIVING WITHIN THE PARTS OF THE
OUNTIES WHICH SURVEYED
Sample of Households Household Population
County
Number of Percent Number of Percent
Households Residents
Pennsylvania
Montgomery 229 13.3 623,799 16.4
Delaware 297 17.2 600,035 15.8
Philadelphia 750 43.5 1,948,609 51.8
New Jersey
Gloucester 77 4,5 172,681 4.5
Camden 370 21.5 456,291 12.0

15
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TABLE 6
FINAL DISPOSITION OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS*

Category ' Number Percent

1. Ineligibles

Wrong number (unassigned ¥ in exchange) 19 0.2
Disconnected/Not in service/New & provided 3,886 43.8
Nonresidential number (business, government,
hospital, nursing home, dormitory, pay phone, etc.) 1,342 15.1
Other {(no adult 18 or aver lives there or
not in survey area) 62 0.7
Subtotal 5,309 89,

I~ 1 Tl St T,

2. Unknown Eligibility

No answer {minimum of 4 calls) 431 4.9
Line busy {minimum of 4 calls} 22 0.2
Answering service/Recorded message (could not

determine if residential # or in survey area) 10 0.1
Language barrier {could not determine if

residential number or in survey area) 27 0.3
Callback arranged (breaks 3 appointments

before determining eligibility) 5 0.1
Initial contact refused (before determining

eligibility) 890 10.0
Other 42 0.5

Subtotal 1827 T6.0

3, Eligible But Not Interviewad
R not available (breaks 3 appointments or

gone during survey period) 70 0.8
Language barrier {non-Engiish speaking R) 9 0.1
Initial contact refused ?incTudes refusing for R) 114 1.3
R refuses {completed screening: respondent

refuses) 101 1.1
Terminated (R terminates interview before

completing) : 22 0.2
Incapable ?menta]ly or physically) 50 0.6
Other 45 0.5

: Subtotal 411 4,6
4, Completed Interviews Subtotal 1,723 19.4
Grand Total 8,870 99.9

| *Excludes approximately 400 additional telephone numbers for which the

required number of calibacks had not been made at the time the quota of
interviews was completed.

Grand total of calls: 15,781
Average number of calls per interview: 9.2
Average number of interviews per hour: 1.5
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A total of 1,723 interviews were conducted between November 9 and
December 8, 1979. The weather during this period was unseascnably warm;
hence, the opinion data are expected to be representative of a time when
w}ndows mignt be open during the day and some outdoor activity would be taking
place.

Interviewers were experienced from previous telephone social surveys and
were especially trained for this project using materials 1/ prepared for this
purpose.

A total of 8,870 telephone numbers were called in order to complete the
1,723 interviews. The disposition of these 8,870 numbers is shown in
Table 6. Interview time ranged from seven to fifteen minutes. A1l interviews
were conducted in English with the exception of six Spanish language
1nterv}ews. A Spanish speaking interviewer was retained for these latter
nterviews.

3. Survey Results - Geperal

The data in the following sections were obtained from the report
"Philadelphia International Airport Noise Study: Community Opinion Survey!
prepared for the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) by its
contractor, CS5R, Incorporated, of Washingtan, D.C. OVRPC was responsible for
the overall conduct of the study of community reaction and used part of its
grant from the EPA and FAA for this purpose.

The initial sections of the survey questionnaire dealt with respondent
opinions of the area in which they lived including opinion of environmental
factors such as noise, traffic congestion and air pollution. Table 7 shows
the distributfon of resident's ratings of their Jocal areas.

TABLE 7
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS, BY COUNTY,

RATING THE AREA IN WHICH THEY LIVED
{Column Percentages)

County
Rating Montgomery Delaware Philadelphia Gloucester Camden
PA PA NJ NJ

Yery

Good 52.8% 38.0% 22.5% 49.4% 33.2%
Good 33.2% 43.4% 35.5% 28.6% 36.8%
Fair 10.9% 14,1% 30.1% 19,5% 20.0%
Poor 1.7% 2.7% 7.7% 1.3% 7.8%
Vary

Poor 1.3% 1.7% 4,12 1.3% 2.2%

l/ Community Noise Assessment Manual. HWyle Research Report WR77-4, Hyle
Research and Institute for Social Science Research of the University of

California at Los Angeles, July 1978.
18
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This table shows that people surveyed were generally favorable about their i
area. MWith the exception of the city of Philadelphia and Camden County, i
relatively few pecple rated their area poorly,

[
Table 8 shows the percentages of respondents who identified various i

factors as problems in their area, and breaks down the degree of seriousness ;

for these prohlems, (Crime was jdentified most often, while notse {from all !

sources jncluding aircraft) was fifth among the eight categories specified. E

Table 9 shows a county breakdown of percentages identifying these problems.

The percentage of respondents identifying noise as a problem i5 consistent !

with the results of a 1978 Gallup Poll, done for the National League of

Cities, which revealed that about 40 percent of urban residents considered

noise to be a serfous problem. These numbers are alsc compatible with Census

Bureau data (Annual Housing Survey, 1975; Part B, Indicators of Housing and

Neighborhood Quality, February 1977) in which noise is identified as an

undesirable netghborhood condition by 35-40 percent of the respondents in

SMSA's in the Northeast and in the U.S5. as a whole,

TABLE 8

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS IDENTIFYINGE
SPECITIC ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

AND THE SERTOUSNESS OF EACH PROBLEM
Environmental Respondents Manner 1n Which
Problems Identifying Respondents Rated Seriousness
(Listed Problem of Problem
in Order Percent  Ex= Modera- — Not
Presented to Number  of tremely Serious tely Very Don't
Respondents) Sample Seriagus Serious Serious Know

(Percentage Below Relate to
"Number" shown at Left)

Traffic Congestion 675 39.28 16.08 23.3% 42.8%0 17.8% 0.1%

Polluted Water 316 18.3%  17.5% 23.5% J0.5%  27.3% 1.3%
Noise 607 35.2% 13.0% 16.5% 39.9%  30.4% 0.2%
Crime 795  46.1%  11.8%  19.4%  3B.4%  30.M4 0.4%

Run~-down areas in
need of {mprovement 547 31.7% 19.6% 23.9% 30.5% 26.4% 0.5%

Unclean air 638 37.0% 15.8% 17.2% 41.7% 24.6% 0.6%
Parking 628 36.4% 25.0% 24,08 35.2% 15.B% -

Inadequate low-
income housing 354  20.5% 24.9% 23.4% 30.88 17.8% 3.4
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TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS, BY COUNTY,

WHO IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS

INT

HEIR AREA

{Multiple Response Permitted
Problems in County
Community Montgomery Uelaware Phila. Gloucester Camden
PA PA PA NJ NJ
Traffic congestion 38.9% 43.8% 38.1% 20.8% 41.6%
Polluted water 16.2% 14.1% 18.1% 20.8% 23.0%
Noise 25.8% 29.0% 47.9% 20.8% 35.74
Crime 40.2% A47.5% 51.1% 22.5% 41.6%
Run~down areas in need
of improvement 13.1% 22.6% 44,7% 18.2% 27.3%
Unciean air 21.4% 30.6% 46.4% 22.1% 35,9%
Parking 20.%  35.7%  50.5%  15.6%  23.0%
Inadequate low-
income housing 17.9% 14.53% 26.3% 14.3% 16.8%

Respondents were asked specifically about ngise in general and its
annoyance in their area. Tables 10 and 11 show the percentages of respondents

rating their areas quiet or noisy.

PERCENT

TABLE 10

[ OF RESPONDENT

Sy BY

COUNTY,

WHD RATED THE EXTEN]

[ T0 WHICH THE

R AREA WAS QUIET OR NOISY

{Column Percentages]

County
flating Montgomery Delaware Phila. Gloucester Camden
PA PA PA NJ NJ
Very Noisy 1.3% 3.7% 7.3% 5.2% 4.6%
Noisy 18.3% 21.9% 31.6% 9.1% 21.9%
Quiet 51.5% 55.9% 49,9% 57.1% 55.1%
Very Quiet 28.8% 18.5% 11.2% 28.6% 18.4%
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TABLE 11

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS LIVING IN
VARIQUS TELEPHONE EXCHANGE AREAS WHQ RATED THE
EXTENT TO WHICH THEIR AREA WAS QUIET OR NOISY
AND THE PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS
ARNOYED BY AIRCRAFT NOISE
(Row Percentages)

Annoyed By

Exchange Area Yery Noisy Noisy Quiet Very Aircraft
- Quiet Noise
South Philadelphia 12.0% 41.4% 40,.6% 6.0% 23.3%
Darby 4.1% 29.7% 59,5% 6.8% 24.3%
Media-Chester ! 5.7% 16. 1% 59.8% 18.4% 28,74
Broomall-Upper Darby 1.1% 21.8% 48,.3% 28.7%  11.5%
Lower Merion 0 0 67.3% 32.7% 13,5%
Overbrook-Logan 4.6% 26.4% 53.6% 10.3% 5.7%
Roxborough-Germantown 4,0% 27.3% 61.3% 13.3% 6.7%
West Philadelphia 8.2% 40.8% 41,8% 9.2% 5.1%
Central Philadelphia 10.6% 42.4% 40,0% 7.1% B.2%X
Lower N.E. Philadelphia 7.8% 31.4% 53.9% 6.9% 7.8%

Collingswood/Merchantville 3.6% 32.1% 51.2% 13.1% 359,.3%
Gloucester-Runnemede~

Haddon Heights® 10.4% 23,4% 49.4% 16.9% 49.4%
Lindenwold 2,6% 10.5% 64.5% 22.4% 7.9%
North Gloucester 3.4% 6.8% 59.3% 30.5% 20.3%
Camden 6.3% 27.8% 53.2% 12. 7% 17.7%
Haddonfield-Cherry Hil) - 1.4% 9.7% 58.3% 30.6% 30.6%

It is important to note that these questions referred to noise in general
without identifying specific noise sources. These tables show that ratings of
"noisy" or "very noisy" were given by 15 to 25 percent of residents of areas
other than Philadelphia. However, about 40 percent of Philadelphia residents
rated their areas as noisy or very noisy. Also, it can be seen from Table 11
that a higher percentage of Philadelphia residents give higher noise annoyance
ratings than other areas.

The area consisting of Lower Darby, Eastwick, Camden, South Philadelphia,
Collingswood, Gloucester, Haddonfield and Haddon Heights was defined as a
potentially high impact area based on the flight patterns of aircraft
operating from Philadeiphia Afrport. Table 12 shows that a higher percentage
of residents in close proximity to the airport consider their area to be noisy
than do resjdents of the remaining survey area.
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TABLE 12
~ERCENT OF RESPONDENTS LIVING IN POTENTIALLY

IGH IMPACT AREA OR QUTLYING AREA

WHO RATED THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEIR

AREA WAS QUIET OR NOISY
(Column Percentages)

Potentially
Rating High Impact Remaining Areas
Area
Very Noisy 7.8% 4.4%
Noisy 28.2% 24,74
Quiet 49,3% 53.6%
14.8% - 17.8%

Very Quiet

Suryey respondents were asked for the effect of noise on various

activities, Table 13 shows that noise disturbance of sleep and rest is
consjdered to be most important while communication of varjous types is next

in importance in all counties. These effects mirror those found in most other

studies of noise impacts.

TABLE 13
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS, BY COUNTY HHDS
WITH VARIOUS ACTIVITIES

County
Rating “Montgomery Delaware Phila. Gloucester Camgen
PA PA PA NJ NJ
Sleeping 17.0% 24.6% 35.7% 23.4% 24.6%

Tatking or listening
to radio, watching

™V, etc,
Reading
Resting
Outdoor activities

17.4% 16.2% 25.7% 11.7% 20.8%
10.9% 14.1% 19.5% 15.6% 14,9%
14.0% 19.5% 26.7% 19.5% 22.4%
10.0% 12.5% 14.5% 7.8% 11.9%
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Table 14 shows that a substantial numher of people feel that noise
contributes to health related disturbances. Approximately 22 percent of those
interviewed felt that nojse caused irritability.

TABLE 14
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO COMPLAIN

THAT _NOISE CAUSES THEM SPECIFIC HEALTH PROBLEMS

Specific Health Problems Number Percent
Headaches 148 8.6
Tiredness 181 10.5
Irritability 381 . 22.2
Hearing loss or difficulties 75 4.4
An existing health problem to get worse 76 4.4

Another survey question on noise dealt with the annoyance caused by
specific noise sources. Tahle 15 shows that traffic and motorcycles
contribute to annoyance to a greater degree than other nojse sources. Jet
alrplanes were judged more annoying than small airplanes or helicopters. This
ranking of aircraft types may be partly due to the rate of their appearance
over the affected communities.

TABLE 1§

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WHO ARE ANNOYED, BY LEVEL OF
ANNOYANCE, AND THOSE WHO ARE NOT ANNOYED BY SPECIFIC NOISE SOURCES

{Row Percentages)

Noijse Source . Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
Annoyed Annoyed  Annoyed  Annoyed Annoyed

Traffic 55.5% 22,14 12.5% 6.0% 3.8%
Motoreycles 53.6% 18.3% 10.7% 9.2% 8.1%
Trucks 60,8% 16.5% 10.8% 7.3% 4.6%
Buses 75.9% 10.5% 7.6% 3.3% 2.7%
Automobiles 63.7% 19.7% 11.0% 3.8% 1.9%
Emergency vehicles/

sirens 66.5% 16.0% 9,1% 4.8% 3.6%
Garbage trucks 80.2% 10.3% 4.6% 3% 1.78%
Pets/animals 72.3% 12.2% 7.3% 5.0% 3.3%
Air conditioners 90.9% 4.8% 2.6% 1.0% 0.6%
Jet airplanes 73.14 13.6% 7.7% 3.1% 2.6%
Small airplanes 88.5% 7.4% 2.9% 0.6% 0.7%
Helicopters 89.2% 6.2% 2.9% 0.8% 0.8%
Trains 86.7% 7.4% 2.9% 1.6% 1.3%
Construction 86.5% 6.6% 3.3% 2.0% JI%
Commercial or

{ndustrial equipment 89.2% 5.3% 3.2% 1.3% 1.0%
Netghbors 74.1% 2. 7.2% 3.8% 2.8%

23 -




o e A A e e e £ S PR .

Respondents were asked if they thought their community should have a noise
control pragram to specifically work on reducing noise levels. Table 16 shows
percentages of respondents who replied affirmatively to this question. This
shows that in most cases the largest percentages in favor of such & program
raeside in Pennsyivania.

TABLE 16
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS, BY TELEPHONE EXCHANGE AREA
WHO _SUPPORT A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Telephone Exchange Area Percent

South Philadelphia
Darby-Tinicum
Med{a-Chester
Broomall-Upper Darby
Lower Merion
Overbrook-Logan
Roxbhorough-Germantaown

West Philadelphia

Central Philadelphia
Lower N.E. Philadelphia
Collinaswood/Merchantville
Gloucester-Runnemede-Haddon Heights
‘Lindenwold

North Gloucester

Camden

Haddonfield=-Cherry Hill

- .
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Those who did not feel! their community should have a noise control program
were asked for their reasons for this judgment. Table 17 shows the Dbreakdown
of these reasons. Most of this group felt there was no need for a noise
control program.

TABLE 17
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS NOT SUPPORTING

NOTSE CONTROL PROGRAMS, WHO GAVE VARIOUS REASONS FOR

NOT SUPPORTING A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Reason Number Percent
There is no need for & noise control program 909 82.6
Nothing can be done about noise 120 10.9
It s not the responsibility of the community 20 1.8
It is too costly 20 1.8

24




AT I T B S e

Respondents were asked now much additional taxes they would be willing to
pay for each household member if there was 2 noise control program., Table 18
shows the responses to this gquestion.

TABLE 18

NUMBER _AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS
WILLING TO ASSUME VARIOUS LEVELS OF
TAXATION TO SUPPORT A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

IN THEIR COMMUNIT

Level of Support Number Percent
Would not be willing to pay anything 777 45.1
Would pay 25¢ per person per year 274 15.9
Would pay 50¢ per person per year 186 10.8
Would pay $1.00 per person per year 262 15.2
Would pay more than 31.00 per person per year 180 10.4
Don't know 40 2.3
Refused to answer 4 0.2

As shown in this table, the majority of residents {52.3 percent) would be
willing to pay some additional taxes to support a community noise control
program, although only 10.4 percent expressed a willingness to pay more than
$1.00 per year for such benefits.

4.

Summary of General Results

Almost 70 percent {69.2 percent) of the respondents rated the area in
which they lived as "good" or "very good."

Certain environmental problems were identified more freguently than
others, particularly crime, traffic congestion, unciean air, parking,
and general noise (in order of identification).

Residents of Philadelphia County were more vocal than residents of
other counties surveyed in complaining about a wide range of
community problems.

Thirty percent {30.3 percent) of the sample described the area in
which they lived as “noisy" or “very noisy."

Residents of Philadelphia and Camden Counties were more inclined than
re;idents of the other counties surveyed to be hignly annoyed by
noise.-

Direction and distance of residence from the airport relate
significantly to the extent which respondents feel noise interferes
with various day~-to-day activities.

Thirty-five percent (35.4 percent) of the respondents supported a
noise control program to work specifically on reducing noise levels
in their community.
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5. Survey Results - Aircraft Noise

Several interview questions dealt with the topic of airplane noise rather
than noise from all scurces. Respondents were asked in the context of several
other noise sources if they were annoyed at home by aircraft noise, Table 19
breaks the responses down by impact area for jet airplanes.

TABLE 18

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS LIVING ADJACENT
TO AIRPORT AND IN OUTLYING AREAS

BY THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEY ARE ANNOYED

Y JET AIRPLANES

Areas
Rating ‘ Adjacent to Remaining Areas
: Airport
Not at all annoyed 59.2% 77.4%
Slightly annoyed 16.7% o 12.7%
Moderately annoyed 11.9% 6.3%
Very annoyed 5.6% 2.3%
Extremely annoyed 6.6% . 1.3%

This table shows that as expected, greater percentages of people are
annoyed in the areas adjacent to the airport than in other areas.

Later in the interview, respondents were asked specifically if they were
annoyed at home by aircraft noise. Again, in this case a greater percentage
of respondents in areas adjacent to the airport expressed annoyance than other
area residents {30.8 percent for the airport adjacent area versus 13.6 percent
for other area residents). To further break down aircraft noise annoyance,
49.4 percent of respandents fram the Gloucester~Runnemade
Haddun Heights area are anpoyed by aircraft noise compared to 5.1 percent of
respondents from West Philadelphia.

Respondents were asked whether aircraft regularly fly near their home, Of i
those who replied affirmatively, 29.2 percent also reported annoyance with '
aircraft noise compared to 3.8 percent annoyed among those who do not have
regular flights near their home. Thus, without regard to noise level of
frequency of operation, almost one-third of the persons exposed to aircraft
overflight are annoyed by them. Also, those annoyed generally by noise are
mare inclined to be annoyed by aircraft noise, as shown in Table 20,
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TASLE 20

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS ANNOYED 8Y NOISE IN GENERAL
WHO ARE ALSO ANNOYED BY AIRCRAFT NOISE

{Colump Percentages)
Extent to Which Annoyed By Annoyed By Not Annoyed By
Noise in General in Area Aircraft Noise Aircraft Noise
Not at all annoyed 28.2% 48,5%
Slightly annoyed 39.7% 29.1%
Moderately annoyed 19.5% 14,3%
Very annoyed 8.5% 5,4%
Extremely annoyed 4.3% 1.6%

Those who responded "yes" to the aircraft annoyance question were asked
what times of day they were annoyed. Table 21 breaks the day down into four
periods. Respondents were free to identify more than one time period, so that
the percentages tabulated in Table 21 add to more than 100 percent. As shown
in this table, more people are annoyed in the evening hours than other parts
of the day., Almost 80 percent (78.9 percent) of those living in the areas
adjacent to the airport who are annoyed by aircraft noise find the evening
hours to be most sensitive compared to 63.8 percent of those in the remaining
survey areas. The large number of reports of annoyance during evening hours,
compared with nighttime hours, contradicts somewhat the data shown eariier in
Table 13, in which sleeping was most often identified as the activity with

which noise interfered.
TABLE 21

NUMBER AND PERCENT ANNOYED BY AIRCRAFT NOISE REPORTING
TIME PERIOD DURTNG WHICH THEY ARE_ANNOYED

Time Period Number Percent
Morning {7:00 a.m. - Noen) 76 24,9
Afternoon {(Noon -~ 6:00 p.m.) 107 35.1
Evening (6:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m,) 214 70.2
Nighttime (10:00 p.m, - 7:00 a.m.) 119 39,1

Those who are annoyed by aircraft noise were asked to what extent they
have become accustomed to the noise. Table 22 shows that most responded they
had become moderately accustomed although relatively few stated they were
highly accustomed to the noise,
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TABLE 22

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF THE RESPONDENTS
BY THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEY HAVE BECOME
T ACCUSTOMED 10 AIRCRAFT NOTSE

Extent to Which Accustomed Number Percent
Highly accustomed : 53 17.4
Considerably accustomed 73 23.%
Moderately accustomed 116 38.0
Not very accustomed 38 12.5
Not at all accustoned 25 ' 8.2

Those annoyed by afrcraft noise were asked to describe any actions they
had taken to reduce aircraft noise in their home. Table 23 shows various
actions taken by either respondents., This table shows that most pecple taking
some sort of action closed thefr doors or windows or turned up their radiocs,
TV¥'s, or stereos to block out the noise. More than 10 percent considered
moving while nearly as many used fnsulation or soundproofing.

TABLE 23 _
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF THOSE ANNOYED BY
AIR ONS
} 10 REDUCE NOISE FROM AIRCRAFT
TN THEIR HOMES
Action Taken Number Percent
Used insulation or soundproofing 28 8.2
Closed doors or windows 169 55.4
Turned on'or turned up radio, TV, or
stereo to block out noise 111 36.4
Wore earplugs 8 2.6
Changed location of sleeping quarters 10 3.3
Considered moving 34 17.1
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Finally, those annoyed by aircraft noise were asked who tiey thought
snould be responsible for reducing aircraft noise. Table 24 shows that most
thougnt yovernment shoulo be responsible for this function, followed by
manufacturers, airlines and airports.

TABLE 24

NUMBER AKD PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS, ANNOYED BY AIRCRAFT HOISE
WHO TUENTIFIED YARIOUS GROUPS WHU SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR REDUCTING AIRCRAFT NOISE

(fiultiple Responses Permitted)

Group Respansible Humber Percent
Airplane manufac turers 186 6l.2
Airlines 151 49,7
Airports 18] 49.7
Government 205 67.4

Federal 169 82.4%
State q 44.,.4*
Local a7 42 4*
Someane else 20 6.0

*Percent of total government number,

6. Summary of Aircraft Noise Results

- Fifty-five percent (54.9 percent) of the sample reported that
aircraft regularly fly near their nouse.

- When asked indirectly (4. 9 on the questionnaire} about various noise
sources including aircraft noise, 27.0 percent expressed some degree
of annoyance with jet airplanes; 11.5 percent with small airplanes,
and 10.8 percent with helicopters,

- When asked directly about aircraft noise (Q. 12 on the
questionnaire}, 17.7 percent of the sample expressed some degree of

annoyance,

- Place of residence is significantly related to whether someone is
annoyed with aircraft poise.

- Respondents' perceptions of whether aircraft regularly fly near their
home are positively related to their annoyance with aircraft noise.

- Many who are annoyed by ajrcraft noise have, to some degree, become
accustomed to the noise.

- Those annoyed by aircraft noise most often identified Government as
the group responsible for reducing aircraft noise and, within the
broad categorization of Government, the Federal Gavernment was most

often singled out.
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¥, IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. Airport Layout and Operation

The Pniladelphia Internaticnal Airport, located on the north shore of the
Delaware River, seven miles southwest of the city center, is the area's
primary air carrier airport and air cargo facility. Piiladelphia
International provides services for al] domesiic and international carriers
(including supplementals) and all-carqo carriers serving the Philadelphia
hub, 2/ Facilities for comnuter aircraft are also available for the numeraus
communities serving the hub,

Airfield facilities at Pniladelphia International Airport include parallel
gast-west runways and a north-south runway. Table 25 contains the aimensions
and ratings of these runways; Figure 5 shows the airport layout,

TABLE 25
RUNWAY CHARACTERISTICS

Effective Oual Tandem Double Dual

Runway Length Width Gradient Ratings Tandem Ratings
(Ft) {Ft} {Percent) {1bs) {1bs)
9R=-27L 10,500 200 g.12 340,000 600, 000
9L-27R_ 9,500 150 0.05 150,000 250,000
17-38 5,460 150 0.04 125,000 200,000

Runway 17+35 is used primariiy for general aviation and commuter traffic
while the east-west parallels are used primarily by air carrier aircraft.
Simultaneous IFR operations on the parallel runways are precluded since the
runways are only 1,400 feet apart.

Aircraft operating under Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) may use one of
several instrument approaches. These include a nondirectional radio beacon
approach procedure to runway 27L, Category 1 Instrument Landing System (ILS)
to runways 98, 27L and 27R, a Category II ILS to runway 9R apd Area Navigation
(RNAV) approaches to runways 17 and 35, There is also a visual approach up
the river to runway 9R.

Z7 The Philadelphia hub is the 12-county Standard Consolidated Statistical
Area (SCSA) of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
Counties in Pennsylvenia; Burlington, Camden, Alamesta, Mercer, and Salem
gognties in New Jersey; Cecil County in Maryland; and New Castle {n

elaware.
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B. Aijrspace Analysis

Philadelphia International Afrport {PHL} lies within the Northeast
Corridor, a high density air traffic area extending southward from Boston,
Massachusetts, to the Washington, D.C. area. In addition, approximately
30 percent of all operations at the ajrport are to or from airports within the
Northeast Corridor. Moreover, the airport is located proximate to a non-hub
area air carrier airport, Greater Wilmington Ajrport (ILG): four military air
basas; North Philadeiphia Airport (PNE), a major general aviation airport; and
several smaller general aviation facilities (Figure &, Airspace Structure).
This high level of activity in the airspace within a 25 nautical mile radius
of the afrport requires well defined approach, departure, and overfly
procedures. To this end, PHL and neighbaring control facilities have
developed Letters of Agreement defining respective responsibilities in
maintaining contro} of aircraft operations. Several aspects of these Letters
are discussed belaw.

With two exceptions, departure procedures are detailed in Standard
Instrument Departures {SIDs) except for traffic to the New York area airports,
Newark (EWR), LaGuardia (LGA), and John F, Kennedy Interpational (JFK}. These
departures are handled by Terminal En Route Control, proceeding direct to the
Yardley (ARD) or Robbinsville (RBV) VORTAC where they are handed off to the
New York Common IFR room. This is generally low altitude traffic at or below
6,000 feet Mean Sea Level.

Afrcraft arriving at PHL and operating under Instrument F1ight Rules (IFR)
are directed by the appropriate radar control facility to one of several
holding fixes before a clearance to the final approach fix is given. Holding
fixes are primarily used to regulate the flow of air traffic into an airport,
especially during peak-hour periods. In addition, holding fixes are used to
keep ajrcraft within short range of the airport during such times as when a
disabled afrcraft is on the runway, or when weather is below minimums, etc.
Arriving aircraft are stacked at 1,000-foot intervals with the latest arriving

afrcraft entering the stack at the next highest altitude, The aircraft at the .

bottom of the stack is the first to receive clearance to the final approach
fix. As that aircraft exits the holding fix, the remaining aircraft descend
1,000 feet to maintain the sequencing procedure, Each holding fix has
restrictions as to the number of ajrcraft that may be held at one time., The
designated holding fixes for arrival operations at PHL are also shown in
Figure 6. They are Turner Intersection, Bucktown Intersection, New Castle
VORTAC (EWT), and Woodstown VORTAC (00D). These holding fixes may be stacked
to 8,000 feet MSL. On occasion, aircraft may be held over the outer marker to

6,000 feet MSL.

Flights arriving from the New York area airports are cleared to Turner
Intersection at or below 7,000 feet MSL. Fiights arriving from other
directions are cleared to appropriate holding fixes. Further approach to PHL
is directed by PHL approach control according to primary operating conditions

at PHL.
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Operations to and from the Baltimore area (BAL) are conducted at or below
7,000 feet MSL, with approaches to PHL cleared to the New Castle holding
area. Operations between the New York area airparts and Baltimore (overflying
traffic) are maintained at or below 6,000 feet MSL and are usually routed
along Victor Airway 157 (V-157) or V-433 to the Princeton Intersection or RBY
VORTAC, respectively. Continued flight to the New York area s controlled by
the New York Common IFR Room.

IFR operations to and from the Greater Wilmington Airport are handled by
Philadelphia approach and departure controls. The Wilmington Tower hands off
all departures at time of departure and accepts control of arriving aircraft
approximately three miles from the approach fix.

IFR departure operations from the North Philadelphia Airport are handled
by the New York Center with Philadelphia Terminal Radar Approach Control
Facilities {TRACON) advised. Instrument approaches to PNE are vectored by
Philadelphia TRACON to a paint approximately three miles from the approach
fix. Aircraft operations to and from PHL are kept above 2,000 feet MSL in the
PNE control zone, .

In summary, coordination of aircraft activity by the various control
facilities in accordance with the respective Letters of Agreement should serve
to insure that airspace capacity is not constrained.

It should be noted that other jet routes traverse the PHL area, however,
these are at altitudes at or above 14,500 feet MSL and, therefore, do not
affect arrival or departure operations at PHL.

Another aspect of the airspace analysis concerned simultaneous operations
at PHL--specifically, the investigation of potential airspace conflicts due to
the required missed approach areas.

Simuttaneous IFR operatfons, such as an arrival on Runway 9R and departure
on Runway 9L, or an arrjval on Runway 27R and departure on runway 27L, may not
be conducted at PHL due to insufficient lateral separation between the
parallel runways. Therefore, to preclude conflicts between missed approach
and departure airspace, a departure must be held until the arriving aircraft
has touched down on the landing runway.

C. Meteorological Conditions

The effect of meteorological conditions at Philadelphia Internationa?l
Airport was analyzed based on weather record summaries obtained from the
National Climatic Center, Asheville, North Carolina. These data consisted of
hourly measurements of ceiling, forward visibility, and wind velocity, and
were recorded for the five-year period of January 1959 through December 1963.

It is essential to analyze weather conditions at an airport since these
parameters determine when and where varjous types of operations are to be made
on the field. From the planning point of view, analysis of weather conditions
aids in determining the number and direction of runways required, the most
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efficient use of the airport and the requirements for certain navigational
ajds (NAVAIDS). By comparing the adequacy of the existing system with the
additional benefits of future construction programs and implementation of
various NAVAIDS with respect to wind-weather coverage, one may determine
whether such an upgrading of airport facilities is warranted,

Ceiling and visibility greatly affect the flow of air traffic. When the
visihility is at Jeast three statute miles and the ceiling is at least
1,000 feet, aircraft may operate under visual flight rules (VFR). IF either
the ceiling or the visibility falls below these specified minimums, the
airport is forced to operate under instrument flight rules (IFR}. This
requires that approaches te the airport be cleared of obstructions abave a
specified plane and that Tanding aircraft and runways be equipped with
specific navigational aids.

There are generally five different types of IFR approaches which are made,
dependent upon various ceiling-visibility minima. 3/ These minima are
established by the Federal Aviation Administration and are based upon the
navigational equipment available and any fixed obstructions within the
approach area. Landing minima are normally expressed in terms of visibility
and Minimum Descent Altitude (MDA} for non-precision approaches and visibility
and Decision Height (DH) for ILS or precision approaches. Both MDA and DH are
indicated in feet above the elevation of the 1anding threshold and represent
the lowest altitude to which an aircraft may descend until visual contact {is
made with the runway/approach light environment. MDA and DH can vary slightly
according to type of ajrcraft., Representative values and a description of the
various procedures used at Philadelphia International Airport are as follows:

1, Circling - Visibility 1 1/2 miles and MDA 600 feet. An aircraft
approacﬂes the airport on a localizer beam or VOR radial and, at a
specified altitude, may circle the airport and make a visual landing

on another runway. j

2. Back Course - Visibility 1 mile and MDA 400 feet. An aircraft
approaches the airport on the localizer beam (either in front or in
back) and continues straight in to land without the atd of a glide

slope.

3. Category I ILS - Visibility 1/2 mile and DH 200 feet. An aircraft
makas a strajght-in approach using the front of the localizer beam

and, also, the glide slope beam. The runway must alse be equipped
with special approach 11ghts, runway 1ights, and runway markings.

4. Category Il IL5 - Visibility 1/4 mile and DH 100 feet. The runway
must be equipped with centerline and touchdown zone lighting and

various other sophisticated features. Presently, only a few of the
very large airports, PHL included, have this capability.

3/ Other approaches, such as Nondirectional Beacon (NDB) and Very High

Frequency Omnidirectional Range (VOR), are available but rarely used at a
major air carrier airport.
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5. Category II] ILS - Category III approaches have been divided into
three types dependent on forward visibility. Type A requires
700 feet forward visibility, Type B requires 150 feet, and Type C has

no minimum.

The above minima were obtained from published FAA procedures for
Philadelphia International Airport.

Analysis of ceiling, visibility, and wind data was facilitated through the
use of a wind rose, which is a graphical representation of wind velocity.
Utilizing the data obtained from the Naticnal Climatic Center, a plot was made
of the percentage of wind at various velocities., From these plots, the
average percentage of time that winds of various speeds originate from each
direction was determined.

Wind roses for VFR, Circling, Back Course, Category 1 ILS, Category II
ILS, and Category III ILS conditions were developed by computer analyses and
are depicted on Figure 7. An all-weather wind rose is shown on Figure 5,

Wind affects the operation of an airport in that pilots will usually
prefer to operate into the wind in order to reduce aireraft ground speed.
During landing, it is especially desirable to keep the crosswind component at
a low velocity, thus requiring only a minimum of correction for wind during
the final approach and landing,

Crosswind limitations are & function of an aircraft's stall speed, pilot
proficiency and airline policy. For general planning purposes, a crasswind
VTimit of 13 knots {15 mph) for air carrier aircraft and 10.5 knots (12 mph)
for general aviation ajrcraft has been established by the FAA, When the
crosswind to the primary runway(s) at an air carrier airport exceeds 13 knots
(15 mph} more than 5 percent of the time on an annual basis, construction or
lengthening of a crosswind runway is eligible for ADAP funding, At
Philadelphia International the 15 mph ¢rosswind coverage of Runway(s) 9-27 is
84.3 percent. 1In order to allow maximum use of the parallel runway system and
to avoid, to the extent possible, noise-sensitive areas north of the airport,
a 20 knot crosswind criteria was selected to reflect current air carrier
operating conditions., While it {5 desirable to land into the wind, a 4 knot
tailwind is considered acceptable when estimating preferential runway usage.

Applying the aforementioned guidelines to all-weather conditions, it was

determined that Runways 9R-27L and 9L~27R provide 99.7 percent wind coverage

for air carrier aircraft and 85,0 percent wind coverage for general aviation
aircraft.

The overall wind coverage of the airport's three-runway system is quite
adequate, with 100.0 percent and 98.4 percent coverages with a 20-knot and
10.5-knot crosswind 1imit, respectively. An analysis of the all-weather and
IFR wind roses was made to determine which runway provides the greatest
coverage during these conditions, The results are shown in the following

table:
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TABLE 26 |

PERCENT WIND COVERAGE
(4-Knot Tatlwind)

Percent Coverage ;

i
Runway ATT-Weather IFR J
20 Kt (23 mph) 10 Kt (11.5 mph} ;
Crosswind Crosswind
9R, 9L 47.0 71.6
27L, 27R 74.0 53.4
17 54.7 61.1
35 63.6 23.0

Runways 27L and 27R provide best coverage during all-weather conditions;
however, during [FR conditions, Runways 9R, 9L cover more of the wind. This
indicates that NAVAIDs are properly provided for landings to the east.

D. Runway Requirements

The Tength of the parallel runways are such that every aircraft currently
in the fleets of, or on option to, the air carriers serving the airport can A
operate into and out of the airport at or very near their maximum
payload-range capabilities. The forecast aircraft mix is such that the vast
majority of air carrier flights will be able to operate on the shorter of the
two parallel runways (9L-27R) without a payload restriction. Only
intercontinental flights by large aircraft will be required to use the longer
of the two parallel runways. Most of these flights will be operational with a
full complement of passengers and their baggage. For these reasons, the
lengthening of either Runway 9R-27L or 9L-27R is not required at this time,

In the future, however, if it becomes ocperationally desirable and is
economically feasible, the eastern end of Runway 9R-27L could be extended
1,500 feet. The runway would then be 12,000 feet Tong and all afreraft with
the exception of the DC-8-63 could take off from it at their maximum
structural takeoff weights. The maximum takeoff weight of a DC-8-63 from a
12,000-foot runway at a temperature of 89°F would be 345,000 pounds, which
is only 10,000 pounds less than its maximum structural limit,

The crosswind runway {17-35) is of sufficient length to accommodate al)
utility class aircraft and most basic transport class operations without any
restrictions. The length of 5,460 feet is adequate for all current air taxi
ajrcraft. Two- and three-engine air carrier aircraft can currently operate on
Runway 17-35 at practica) operational weights with 2ero wind conditions.
Virtually all afr carrier operations on this runway will, however, be
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conducted when relatively strong headwinds (20 knots or greater) are prasent.
Under these wind conditions and if the runway were to be lengthened to 7,000
feet, 4/ most air carrier aircraft could land at their maximum structural
landing weights. Many two- and three-engine air carrier aircraft could also
take off at or near their maximum structural takeoff weights. Therefore, the
capability of lengthening runway 17-35 to 7,000 feet should be maintained.

Current runway usage data contained in Table 27 provided by FAA Air
Traffic Control Tower personnel was used in the development of the 1980
aircraft noise contours.

TABLE 27

RUNWAY UTILIZATION
PHILADELPHTA INTERNATTONAL AIRPORT

G.A.* ATr Carrier a.A, Atr Carrier
Runway Landings Landings Takeoffs Takeoffs

{Percent) (Percent} (Percent) {Percent)
gL ‘ 28
9R 28
27L 72
27R 72
17 70 70
35 30 30

*General Aviation

E. Existing Noise Abatement Procedufes

The location of Philadelphfa International Airport on a cape-like
protrusion into the Delaware River minimizas the noise impact of air carrier
operations on the east-west parallel runways. Normally, air traffic
controllers instruct tanding afrcraft to mafntain 3,000 feet or above until
intercepting the ILS glide slope, thus reducing the noise impact throughout
the terminal control area.

47 Due to obstructions north and south of the airport, displaced threshelds
wougd bg required thus reducing available landing length from 7,000 feet
to 6,500 feet,
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Whenever the ceiling is at Teast 4,500 feet and the visibility is at least
3 miles, aircraft approaching from the west may be cleared for a river
approach {Figure 8). When cleared for this appreoach, aircraft will be able to
descend from 4,000 feet over the Delaware River and follow the river to the
airport. Similarly, on departures to the west, all aircraft make a 159 left
turn to 255° immediately after takeoff and follow the river downstream until
cleared en route by air traffic control (ATC). These procedures lessen the
noise from arriving and departing aircraft in Essington and Chester and ather
communities west of the airport.

Except under-severe crosswind conditions, all air carrier operations are
conducted on the east-west parallel runways., Atlhough general aviation Jet
aircraft frequently use the parallels, most general aviation operations are on
runway 17-35.

The discussion of the existing noise abatement program is noteworthy for
two basic reasons, First, the existing procedures were found to be effective
in minimizing existing levels of aircraft noise impact. It js expected that
these procedures would be retained in any ongoing noise abatement program.

The second reason they are discussed s that the existing procedures and their
effectiveness affects the range of other possible alternate noise abatement
measures which would be considered for the future.

F. Existing Operational Data

Existing noise exposure in the airport vicinity was defined in order to
assess current impact and provide a basis for comparison with predicted future
conditions and with current and future alternative noise abatement options.
Data describing the existing operation {1980) at the airport were accumulated
to develop the necessary impact for the nofse modeling methodology. Data were
collected regarding flight tracks, runway utilization and the number of day
and night operations,

The flight tracks used for assignment of air carrier and general aviation
operations were based on aircraft track data obtained from the Automated Radar
Terminal System at Philadelphia International. Figures 9 and 10 show the
tracks for east and west operations, respectively. Figure 11 depicts the
ﬁo?sol;dgt$d track data which were used as input for the FAA's Integrated

oise Model.

Aircraft operations were assigned to designated flight tracks based on
wind rose data and estimates by air traffic personne) of runway utilization.
The destination of departing aircraft (or the city of origin of arriving
aircraft) determined air carrier track usage away from the immediate vicinity
of the airport. General! aviatton operations on runway 17-35 were based on a
two-day tower traffic count during February 1980. Table 27, which presents a
summary of the annual average runway utilization percentages, shows that most
of the time (72 percent of the time) the airport is in a "west operation,"
whereby air carrier landings and takeoffs are to the west.
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The total number of scheduled operations used in the evaluation of
existing conditions were obtained from the Official Airline Guide (0AG). The
breakdown of daytime/nighttime operations and the necessary stage length
information required for air carrier operations were also obtained from the
airline schedules in the 0AG. Table 2B presents a summary of the operational
data used to describe the existing noise conditions at the airport,

G. Existing Noise Exposure

1. Noise Methodology

In order to define the noise environment resulting from aircraft
operations in the vicinity of an airport, an appropriate measure of cumulative
noise exposure must be selected.

The day-night sound level (Ldn) was selected as the measure for describing
the cumulative noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations at
Philadeiphia International Airpert., The Ldn measure is especially significant
in that it can be related directly to a wide variety of other community noise
environments, In addition, the U.S. Air Force, the Federal Aviation
Administration, and the Environmental Protection Agency have selected this
metric for the purpose of measuring cumulative noise exposure., It is
presently being used in numerous noise and land use studies for airports
around the country,

8. Ldn Noise Metric

Ldn can be defiped as the average A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour
period with a 10dB penalty applied to nighttime sound levels (2200 to 0700
hours)., Ldn describes the relationship between daytime and nighttime
equivalent sound levels {Leq). Leq s formulated in terms of the equivalent
"steady" noise level which in a given period of time would contain the same
noise energy as the time-varying noise during the same time period.

Historically, almost every scientific investigation of airport/community
noise, regardless of the country or origin, shows that the impact of
aircraft/airport nojse is a function not only of the noise intensity of a
singTe event, but also a function of jts duration and the number of avents

occurring throughout the day and night. The method of measurement of Ldn is
shown in Figure 12, '

b. Purpose of Noise Contours

Ldn noise levels are indicated by means of contour lines superimposed on a
map. These levels are computed for each designated point on the ground around
the airport from the weighted summation of the effect of each alrcraft
operation. Some operations are far enough away fram the point being
considered that their contributicns are minimal. Conversely, other operations
are close enough and noisy enough to dominate the noise exposure at that
location,
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TABLE 28
1980 BASE AIRCRAFT.DAILY OPERATIUNS FOR

PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIOWAL AIRPORT

Depdrtures by Stage Length

(Nautical Miles)

Aircraft Type  Day/ 0 500 1000 1500 2500 3500 4500
Night Arrivals 500 1000 1500 2500 3500 4500  +
747 D 3 1 1
N
0c-10 D 1 4 6 2
! ]
L-101 D 1 1 4 2 3 1 ]
N 1
DC-8 D 5 1 2 1 1
N I 1
707 D 15 4 6 2 3 1
N 3 T
A-300 D 2 2 ]
N 1
727-100 D 27 13 7 5
N 2 2 2
727~200 D 43 17 19 7
N 8 3 4 1
727 Adv. D
‘ N
Dg-9 0 64 49 14 2
! 3 1
737-100/-200 D 6 4 2
N 1
STOL D
N
Bizdet D 25 4 9 3
N 2 1
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This summation of neise levels, as shown in Figure 12, is on an energy
basis. Thus, one might think of the acoustical energy of the noise from the
passing aircraft as a passing snow storm with the distribution of snowfall in
proportion to the distribution of the aireraft noise. Therefore, if each
homeowner has a snow or noise energy gauge, at the end of the day his gauge
will indicate the total noise energy or Ldn received at his location. Final
1ines or contours can then be drawn through points of equal gauge level,

Noise exposure contours are developed primarily as a planning tool to be
used by those who plan aircraft operations at an airport and those who plan
the growth of the communities in the vicinity of an airport., It is important
to understand that the noise contours developed in this study do not )
constitute definitive standards for enforcement of land use controls, nor do
they represent any absolute boundaries of noise tolerance.

The measured range of day-night sound levels outside dwelling units is
quite large. The measured range goes from 40dB on a typical farm to 90dB
outside an apartment next to a freeway. Ldn levels of 65 dB will result in
sleep and speech interference and adverse response, Ldn levels below 65 have
generally been considered as the acceptable range for residential uses aven
though some sleep and-speach interference still exists. Also, ali of the
Federal agencies which operate in the aircraft noise field and which have
developed criteria for compatible land use, agree that residential uses are
acceptable at Ldn levels less than 65 dB. The EPA has recommended that 55 Ldn
is requisite to protect public health and welfare with an adequate margin of
safety. Thus, between Ldn 55 and 65, some noise controls may also be needed,
Restrictive costs may impede the development of such contrels but that does
not mitigate against their necessity.

For these reasons, most noise analyses concentrate on the land areas
within the Ldn 65 and up since this range has been accepted as the area in
which land use controls and operational modifications should be addressed.
However, since many of the complaints regarding aircraft noise from
Philadelphia International Afrport were from outside the Ldn 65 contours, the
Ldn 60 contours were also developed for this study.

2. Development of Noise Contours

As stated before, the methodology used to develop the aircraft noise
exposure contours was the FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM), §/ a noise
simulator computer-based program. The INM describes and defines the levels of
aircraft noise around the airport by taking into account all pertinent
parameters, including types and numbers of alrcraft operating at the airport,
flight tracks, operating procedures, and time of day of aircraft operations.
The existing noise exposure (1980) for the airport vicinity is presented and
discussed in terms of Day-Night Average Sound Level {Ldn) contours.

57 A detafled description of the INM is contained in report No. FAA-EE-79-09
WIntegrated Noise Mode] Version 2 User's Guide," which is available upon
request from the Director, Office of Environment and Energy, Federal
gg;a%ion Administration, 800 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C.

91,
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Selected scenarios were also analyzed according to the EPA's Aircraft
Noise Evaluation Process (ANEP). 6/ This technigue s used to determine the
incremental contribution of ajrcraft noise, over and above background levels,
and the results are presented for discrete land areas such as census tracts.
The ANEP indicates where afrcraft noise levels intrude above background
levels, which are predicted as a function of population density, and so ANEP
recognizes the lower background level of lower density development,

a. Annual Average Day-Night Sound Levels

The Ldn contours for the 1980 existing conditions are shown in Figure 13.
The contours reflect the high percentage use of the paraliel east-west runways
and are wider on the west side of the airport than on the east, since the
general landing/departing pattern for air carrier aircraft is from east to
west. The contours caused by general aviation aircraft using rumway 17-35 are
considerably smaller than the contours extending from the parallel runways.

As shown in Figure 13, areas exposed to Ldn 75 are all on airport property
or the Delaware River except for a segment of Essington, west of the airport,
where about 790 people reside. The areas exposed to Ldn 65 extend
approximately 6 1/4 miles to the east along the river into the Gloucester City
area of New Jersey. To the west, the Ldn 65 contour encloses all of
Essington, the industrial waterfront of Chester and branches inland from the
river 1.6 miles to the north in the Faltonville area and about 2 miles south
near the Bridgeport area of New Jersey. The Ldn 65 contour from the primary
general aviation runway, 17-35, extends 2.2 miles north from the airport in
the Eastwick area and about the same distance south of the river into the
sparsely populated area of West Deptford. Population centroids identified
from Bureau of the Census data indjcate that there are 37,574 people in 11,478
homes within the Ldn 65 contour. Recent developments such as in the Eastwick
area are not included. '

Ldn 60 contours are also shown on Figure 13, This contour encompasses
188,133 people in 59,935 residences, about five times as many as within the
Ldn 65 contour, and extends 3.6 miles east of the river inte the Oaklyn/Haddon
arga with lobes into Camden on the north and Bellmawr on the south. West of
the ajrport, the Ldn 60 contour extends northwest past Chester nearly to the
Middletown/Fisher Corners area and south into New Jersey past the Cedar Swamp
neariy to the Turnpike. The contour from runway 17-35 reaches 5.6 miles north
to the Highland Park area and south into New Jersey a mile past the Turnpike.

b7 A detailed description of the ANEP is contained in “Airport Noise
Regulatory Process," Notice of Proposed Rule Making, EPA, October 1976,
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b, Dajly Day-Night Sound Levels

The DRVPC requested that “worst case" noise levels be investigated, i.e.,
daily Ldn contours assuming west operations for all air carrier ajrcraft and
again assuming all east operations for the day. These contours are shown in
Figuras 14 and 15 while the asscciated population information is presented in

Table 29,
TABLE 29

COMPARISON OF EXISTING ANNUAL DAY-NIGHT
NOTSE LEVEL CONTOURS WITH "WORST CASE"

Day-Night Population Within Contours
Noise Level (Ldn) Annual East West
Average Operations Operations
75 290 290 (0%) 1,446 {+900%)
65 37,574 55,102 (+47%) 43,303 (+15%)
60 188,133 343,990 (+83%) 173,279  (-8%)

{ ) Parcent change from Annual Average,

As can be seen from the "worst case" contours, departure noise dominates
except for the narrow approach corridors, Therefore, during the 28 percent of
the time that all air carrier operations take off to the east, many more
people are impacted by aircraft noise. When the wind is from the west, the
departures down the Delaware River and south over the sparsely populated Cedar
Swamp area minimize the number of people impacted even though about one~half
of the departures proceed to the northwest, overflying the relatively densely
populated area north of the river. 0On the other hand, people in New Jersey
1iving directly under or adjacent to the approach flight path are subfected to
noise from every air carrier aircraft landing at PHL.

¢. Aircraft Incremental Impact - 1980 Base Case

The study area surrounding PHL was divided into approximately 400
individual study units. Each study unit is a census tract, or portion
thereof, which contains residential development; Figure 16 illustrates the
array of study units. For each study unit, a background or indigenous noise
Tevel was predicted according to the ANEP process, and an aircraft noise level
was also developed via the same type of computer model used to produce the
noise contours; indigenous and afrcraft levels are illustrated in Figures 16
and 17. In the ANEP process the predicted aircraft and indigenous noise
levels are added logarithmically to obtain a total noise level and then the
indigenous level is subtracted arithmetically from the total level to
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determipe the aircraft increment. It should be noted that since Day-Night
sound levels, expressed in decibels, are logarithmic quantities, they cannot
be added 1n the usual arithmetic manner. Figure 18 provides a simple means
for adding two sound Jevels.

FIGURE 18
RULES FOR DECIBEL ADDITION

To add together two noise levels, Lj and Ly, where Ly is higher

than Ly:
1. Subtract [.1 from L2
2. Determine L from the following table:

Lo-L1, dB L, dB
0 or 1/2 3

1 or 1=-1/2 2~1/2
2 to 3 2
3-1/2 to 4-1/2 1-1/2
5to7 1
7-1/2 to 12 1/2
13 or more 0

3. Add L to Lp.
4, Lp+ L is the decibel sum of L and Lg.

For example, if the aircraft and indigenous levels were both 60dB, their
total would be 63dB and if one subtracted the indigenous level from the total
level, the results would be 3dB, 1.e., the aircraft increment {s 3dB. The
process just described was accompiished for each of the study units and the
results are shown in Figure 19 for only those study units to which there is an
incremental impact due to the operations of aircraft at PHL. As can be seen,
the most significant increments occur in the close-in areas just west of the
ajrport, e.q., Ridley, Ridley Park, while the most extensive occurrence of
incremental impact is in New Jersey, e.g., Camden, Collingswood, Gloucester
City. The moderate values of incremental impact In New Jersey reflect the
distance from the airport to the New Jersey shore of the river. However, the
incremental values shown in Figure 19 are sufficient to trigger public
awareness and complaint, The geographic distribution of Hotline calls shown
in Ff?ure 3 and the location of {ncrementally impacted areas is highly
correlated.
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3. Noise Measurement Program

An aircraft noise measurement program was conducted during the week of
June 4, 1979, to obtain actual data to compare with modeling results. Three
stations east of the airport in New Jersey and one west of the airport in
Essington, Pennsylvania, monitored both east and west operations. Table 30
compares the calculated equivalent noise level (Leq) with the results of the

measurements. 7/
TABLE 30

CALCULATED VS MEASURED
EQUIVALENT ROTSE LEVELS

Leq leq
Location Calculated Measured Difference Remarks
Gloucester City,
N.Jd. 63.6dB 64.1d8 +0,5dB
Audubon, N.J. 54.2dB 60.9dB +6.7dB Considerable Background

Noise
Cherry Hi11, N.J. 52.6dB 57.2dB +4,6dB Some Background Noise
Essington, Pa. 72.0dB 68.4dB ~3.6dB

The measured level at Gloucaster City is very close to that calculated and
verifies that the relatively high noise Tevel at that location is aircraft
dominated. The measured levels at Audebon and Cherry Hill, further from the
airport, indicate that the equivalent noise levels in these areas are probably
not ajrcraft dominated. The operators of the noise monitoring equipment noted
several noise sources such as a power lawn mower and a trail bike that
understandably biased the measurements, The difference between the calculated
and measured levels west of the airport at Essington exceeded the tolerance
expected at that location by 0.6dB. A check of both the calculated and
measured values showed no systemic error and the data extracted from the radar
tapes could not resolve the difference. However, the noise measurement team
had no way to verify aircraft takeoff weight or engine power settings; these
factors could account for the differenca.

77 The reéport an the Noise Measurement Program, DOT-TSC-FAD53-LR-80-1, is
available upon request to the Director, Office of Environment and Energy,
Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Avenue, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20597.
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VI. NOISE ABATEMENT ALTERNATIVES

A. Selecting Possible Actians

Potential noise abatement actions for the Philadelphia International
Airport should reflect airport master planning considerations, the existing
noise condition, the existing abatement program, and the noise reduction
benefit of additional options. Data were collected from a variety of sources
regarding many potential nofse abatement options; the options were then
assessed by the Advisory Committee as to their applicability to and potential
effectiveness at Philadelphia International.

A1l of the operational options identified were combined into several
categories to simplify their review and appiication to Philadelphia
International.

Alrport Plan

Airport and Alrspace Use
Aircraft Operation

Land Use

Noise Program Management

* 3 F o+ F

These categories of options were discussed and screened at length by the
Noise Study Advisory Committee., Table 31 presents a listing of the specific
options considered under each category.

At Philadelphia International, most of the area impacted by noise from air
carrier aircraft is not "close-in" but is several miles away under the
approach and departure paths. However, there is a "close-in" noise problem in
Eastwick due to general aviation aircraft and alsc at Essington from afr
carrier aircraft,

B. Airport Plan Alternatives

1. Displaced Threshold - A displaced threshold is a runway marking that
identifies the point on a runway beyond which Tanding aircraft may touch
down. Since the displaced threshold is located down the runway and not at the
physical end of the runway, aircraft on the landing approach maintain a higher
altitude to reach the touchdown point than would be necessary if the threshold
were not displaced.

At Philadelphia International, the south parallel is the runway primariiy
used for landing jet aircraft. The residential area under the approach path
to runway 9R in Chester, Pennsylvania, is 4.4 miles from the runway. At this
location, an aircraft on the approach glide slope would be at an aititude of
1,250 feet. Displacing the landing threshold 1,000 feet would result in a
0.3dB decrease 1n noise. Similarly, Gloucester City is 5.5 miles from the
approach end of runway 27L and would receive even less benefit from a
displaced threshold, At Essington, about one mile from the runway, the
benefit from displacing the threshoid 1,000' ar 2,000' recorded would he 1.3

and 2.5 decibels, respectively.
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2. Relocated or Added Runway - The size and location of Philadelphia
International rule out this potential noise control action. Operations from
the primary runways, the easi-west parallels, are directed over the Delaware
River to minimize tha noise impact. Relocation or additfon of a runway, if
there were sufficient real estate, would not reduce the number of people
exposed to ajrcraft noise.

3. Change in Length ar Strength of Rupway ~ The primary runways (3L, 9R,
27L., 27R) at PHAL, are of sufficient strength and the minor runway extensions
possible would not materially reduce the noise impact., However, extensions at
both ends of runway 17-35 are under consideration in order to provide a
“crosswind runway" at PHL. According to windrose data, crosswind conditions
requiring the use of the lengthened runway (to 7,000') exist about 5 percent
of the time. Use of extended runway 35 for takeoff, except when wind
conditions mandate, would unnecessarily impact the Eastwick area; therefore,
such usage is not under consideration.

4. High Speed Exit Taxiways - The runways used primarily by air carrier
aircraft already have high speed exit taxiways. Therefore, this alternative
was not given further attention,

5. Relocated Terminals - The terminal and associated buildings such as
the parking garages tend to shield aircraft gemerated noise from the nearest
residential areas to the north while the river provides a buffer zone between
the airport and the New Jersey shore. Thus, the current location of the
terminal appears to be optimal far noise abatement.

6. Test Stand Noise Suppressors and Barriers - Although there are
currently no restrictions on maintenance run-ups, there apparently is not a
significant noise problem from this source. The run-up area 1s at the west
end of the airport and the usual practice is to point the tail of the aircraft
toward the river. As maintenance which requires high power run-up is
infrequent at Philadelphia International, installation of noise suppressors or
barriers is not considered necessary at this time,

C. Airport and Airspace Use

1. Runway Use Program - The current informal runway usage program in
which air carrier aircraft use the east-west parailels and most general
aviation aircraft are directed to the north-south runway appears to be nearly
optimum for both airport capacity and for nolse abatement. However, Air
Traffic Control personnel are considering a restriction on the use of
Runway 9L-27R from 2200 to 0700. This would keep approaches from the west and
departures to the west further from Essington,

2. Preferential Flight Track Use - The current flight tracks up and dawn
the Delaware River effectively minimizes the noise impact from operations at
PHL. At the request of the Noise Study Advisory Committee, noise contours
were developed to show the change in noise impact if, during west operations
under visual flight rules, arriving air carrier aircraft followed the Delaware
River from Palmyra to the airport instead of using the current
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straight-in-approach over Cherry Hil11. As is shown in Figure 20, the noise
impact on Collingswood and Haddon is decreased at the expense of added impact
on Camden. The number of persons within the Ldn 60 contour changed less than
2 percent, from 188,133 to 184,763.

Another example of preferential flight track use that was examined in this
study was head-to-head nighttime operations; i.e., all air carrier operations
between 2200 and 0700 would Tand from the west and take off to the west. Such
operations would only be initfated during periods of Tow traffic when weather
conditions permit. The population within tha Ldn 60 and Ldn 65 contours would
be reduced by about 15,700 (8.3 percent) and 1,300 (3.5 percent), respectively
(Figure 21). The contours would shrink east of the airport but would expand
in the Chester area west of the airport,

3. Limiting Number ar Types of Operations - Noise abatement restrictions
currently in effect at PHL inciude prohibition of practice instrument
approaches and touch and go landings. Aijr carrier aircraft operate from the
east-west parallel runways except during severe crosswind conditions when they
may use runway 17-35, Additional limitations on numbers or types of ajrcraft
do not appear appropriate as there is no nearby airport from which air carrier
aircraft can operate nor is PHL operating at capacity.

4. Curfews, Rescheduing and Moving Flights to Another Airport - The use
of other afrports 1s not considered to be a reasonable alternative as any
afrport in the Philadelphia area capable of handiing large transport aircraft
already has a noise problem that would be exacerbated by traffic diverted from

PHL.

An analysis of the change in noise impact which would result from a full
nighttime curfew (2200-0700) showed that, with such & curfew, about 105,000
people would no longer reside within the Ldn 60 contour and the number of
people within the Ldn 65 contour would be reduced from 37,574 to 11,250
{Figure 22).

Using the Afrcraft Noise Evaluation Pracess, an analysis of the 1980 full
curfew scenario was undertaken to determine the change in impact severity.
The indigenaus Jevels used for the analysis are the same as those used in the
1980 base case fncremental impact analysis (see Figure 16). Aircraft noise
Tevels, by study unit, for the curfew scenario are shown in Figure 23 and the
incremental impact due to those levels, over and above indigenous noise, is
shown in Figure 24.

A comparison of Figures 19 and 24, the incremental contribution of
aircraft nofse without and with the curfew, respectively, indicates the
effectiveness of this option for noise impact mitigation. Close in to the
afrport, in those areas just west of the main runway complex, there is a
marked reductfon in the level of incremental impact. Further out, both east
and west of the airport, there is also a noticeable reduction in impact Tevel
and, more impartant, there are now many study areas which receive no
incremental impact even though they were Impacted without the curfew., This is
perhaps most noticeable in the Camden and Gloucester City areas just east of
the river, Thus, the curfew will substantially reduce the extent and severity
of the noise impacts of aircraft operations at PHL.
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D. Aircraft Operation

1. Power and Flap Management - Power and flap management is a general
noise abatement technique concerned with basic flight procedures and pilot
techniques. The takeoff procedure described in FAA Advisory Circular 91-53
recommends takeoff power to 1,000' followed by acceleration to zero flap speed

after which:

(a) The thrust for airplanes with low bypass ratio engines should be
reduced to below normal c¢limb thrust but not Jower than that necessary to
maintain the final takeoff engine-out climb gradient.

(b) The thrust for airplanes with high bypass ratio engines should
be reduced to normal ¢limb thrust.

The Air Transport Association {ATA) procedure calls for acceleration to
zero-flap speed at 1,000' and reduction to cTimb power. Northwest Airlines
follows a similar procedure but the power reduction is greater than for the
ATA procedure. The effect on noise exposure will differ since the Targer the
pawer cutback, the less noise the airplane produces but the lower jts altitude
will be as it gets further from the airport., The two factors are
counterproductive for reducing noise on the ground. At PHL, air carrier
aircraft taking off to the west follow the center of the Delaware River until
vectored on course toward their destination. Takeoffs to the east pass over
Gloucester City at an average altitude of over 3,000 feet. Since the distance
from the ajrport to Gloucester City is about 5 miles, a deep thrust cut close
in would not henefit residents in New Jersey.

Power and flap management can also be utilized during landing, aithough,
for noise abatement, turbojet-powered airplanes are already required to use
the minimum certificated Tanding flap setting on final approach to the runway,
safety permitting.

2. Raise Glide Slope Angle or Intercept - An aircraft on a 3 degree
glide slope § miles from a runway would De approximately 184 feet higher than
an alrcraft on a 2 1/2 degree approach, The higher aircraft at that distance
would be about 1 1/2 dB quieter directly under the approach path and less than
that off to the side or closer to the runway, The glide slopes at PHL are set
at 3 degrees, the maximum glide slope angle the FAA has determined to be safe
for normal instrument approaches.

Although the published instrument approach procedures specify a glide
slope intercept altitude of about 2,000' over the cuter marker {about 6 miles
from the runway), in practice the intercept altitude is much higher, normally
over 3,000 and this will reduce naise levels on the ground below those which
would occur with the 2,000' intercept altitude.

3. Limited Use of Reverse Thrust - Due to the distance from the airport
to residential comunities, this action would not materially improve the noise
s{tuation at PHL.
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E. Land Use

1.  Acquisition of Land or Easement - Land acquisitien and purchase of
noise easemenis are noise control methods that have been successfully used at
several U.S. airports to solve "clase in" noise problems. The Tocation of
Philadelphia International Airport on the Delaware River minimizes the "close
in" problem for air carrier operation on the primary runways.

2. Joint Development of Airport Property - The limited acreage under the
control of the airpert effectively precTudes development of airport land for
nen-airport related uses,

3. Compatible Use Zoning - Zoning for compatible use is the
responsibility of the city or town zoning authority. The designation of the
area adjacent to the western side of the airport as a wildlife refuge should
preciude any residential use of the. area. The industrial zoning near the
airport minimizes the number of people subjected to severe aircraft noise.

4. Building Code Provisions and Sound Insulation - Building code
provisions, as zoning, are the responsib{1ity of Tocal jurisdictions. In this
case, building codes could insure that sites near airports would not be
developed for sensitive uses, or that sites, as they are developed, would
incorporate adequate sound insulation construction technigues, to keep
interior noise at acceptable Tevels. Obtaining comparable noise reduction
from sound insulation of existing structures is usually more difficult. The
Aviattion Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 authorizes Federal grants for
the soundproofing of public buildings but no such assistance is available for
private buildings or residences. However, FAA objections to residential
devalopment north of the airport resulted in a Housing. and Urban Development
condition for that development to require soundproofing,

5, Real Property Noise Notices - Real property noise notices serve to
notify prospective buyers of homes near ajrports that they will be living in a
noise-impacted area. Again, such a requirement would be the responsibility of
the local jurisdiction. While present home owners are often opposed to real
property nafse notices because of their potential effect on future sales of
property, such notices are effective in channeling noise sensitive individuals
awayiF:om high noise zones. Not all prospective home buyers are noise
sensitive,

6. Purchase Assurance - This would be a guarantee from the airport
proprietor that, if a homeowner is unable to sell his house, the airport will
buy the property at its appraised value or pay the difference between the
appraised value and the amount the owner is actually able to get on the
market. Purchase assurance, in select areas, is an effective mechanism for
disarming opposition to land use activities which might have some negative
economic impact on present home owners.
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F. Noise Program Management

1. Noise Related Landing Fees - One approach to this charge would be to
levy an extra landing fee for aircraft not meeting Federal Aviation Regulation
(FAR) Part 36 {Stage 2)) noise levels, Howaver, in response to the Aviation
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, all air carrier aircraft must meet
Stage)z noise levels by 1985 (except two-engine alrcraft with Jess than 100
seats),

2. Noise Monitoring ~ Installation of noise monitors allows
identification of those aircraft that contribute most to a community's
cumulative noise exposure. Several airports in the U.S. have continuous noise
monitoring. The effectivenass of a noise monitoring system depends upan what
the airport proprietor does with the information. Relations with the
surrounding communities tend to improve and if the airport proprietor works
with the noisiest airlines or pilots, since some noise reduction can be
achieved on a voluntary basis.

3. Estabiish Citizen Complaint Mechanism and Community Parti¢ipation
Program - A citizen compTaint mechanism such as the telephone "hotline,"
especially in conjunction with a noise monitoring system, aliows
jdentification of the aircraft, getting in touch with the pilot to obtain
additional information, and calling the compiainant back. Such a positive
response to callers should help community relations.

Alrport communities provide valuahle inputs to airport planning. The FAA
requires that they be invited to participate in the Master Planning process so
that afrport development plans are coordinated with community interests,
Regutar meetings between the ajrport operator and community organizations
?1;ow fgr an open exchanges of ideas and concerns and keeps all parties

nf ormed.

VII. FUTURE NOISE EXPOSURE

A, 1990 and 2000 Basejine Contours

Future aircraft noise estimates form the basis for any planning program
since one must jointly consider the solution of existing problems with the
pravention of new ones. Thus, noise analyses were developed for the years
1990 and 2000 {recognizing that a 20-year forecast is termuous). Tables 32 and
33 present summaries of the alrcraft operational data used to describe the
future noise conditions at PHL, These tables indicate 29 percent and
49 percent increases in commercial jet operations for 1990 and 2000,
respectively. General aviation operations are expected to remain relatively
constant in total numbers but the smaller aircraft types will tend to be
phased out as the airport runway capacity is approached by air carrier
operations alone,

Figures 25 and 26 present the Ldn contours associated with these
operations. The elimination of those aircraft that do not meet FAR Part 36,
Stage 2 nojse levels and the introduction of new, quieter aircraft will shrink
the contours so that the population impacted by Ldn 65 or more is reduced by
18 percent and 37 percent in 1990 and 2000, respectively, from the 1980 levels.
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TABLE 32

b 1990 BASE AIRCRAFT DAILY OPERATIONS FOR
=~ PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIORAL AIRPORT

Departures by Stage Length
Nautical Miies

Aircraft Type Day/ 000 2500 00 4500
Night Arrivals 500 1000 1500 2500 3500 4500 +

747 D 4 1 1 ]
N ] i
N DC-10 D 21 ¢« 7 2 & 2 1
E N 1
L-1011 D 22 3 6 4 5 2 2
N 2 ) 1
0c-8 D ] ]
N
707 D
N
A=300 D 14 46 5
| N 3 1 1
! 727-100 D 2 1
3 N 2 i 1
727-200 D 13 15 15 3
N 5 2 2
727 Advanced ] 35 9 1g 8
N 4 12
BC-9 D 3 29 7
N 1 1
737~100/-200 D 3 3
N ]
757/0C~9-80 D 54 3 20 4
N 4 2 2
Bizdet D a4 22 15 5 2
N 4 2 1
i
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TABLE 33
2000 BASE_AIRCRAFT DAILY OPERATIUNS FOR

PHILADECPHIA INTERNAT IONAL_AIRPORT

lepartures by Stage Length

{Nautical Miles)
Atrcraft Type Day/ 0 000 2500 3500 4500
Night Arrivals 500 1000 1500 2500 3500 4500 +
747 1] 9 1 1 2 ] 3 1
N 2 ] 1
bDe-10 B 27 4 8 4 7 3 2
N ]
L-10M D 25 3 7 4 6 3 2
N 2 1 1
be-8 ]
N
707 1]
N
A-300 1] 27 10 1 6
] 4 1 2 1
727-100 D
. N
727-200 D 6 2 4 1
N 1
727 Advanced D 59 18 10 12
N 8 2 4 1
bC-9 ] 1N 9 2
N ] 1
737-100/-200 D
: i}
757/DC~9-80 D a6 56 30 5
[ N 3] 3 4
! Bizdet D 68 3 21 8 3
‘ N 7 4 3 ]

i :
1




8., Impact of Noise Abatement Alternatives

1.  River Approach - As for 1980, noise contours were developed for 1990

and 2000 to compare the change in noise impact of air carrier afrcraft
following the Delaware River from Palmyra to the airport. Figures 27 and 28
show that, within the Lgy 65 contours, there would be about 4,100

(2 percent) fewer residents in 1990 and 7,500 (5 percent} fewer in the year

2000,

2. Night Curfew {2200-0700) - The effectiveness of this noise control
eption is as marked 1n 1990 and 2000 as it was in 1980. There would be 19,545
(63 percent) fewer persons within the Lgn 65 contour in 1990 (Figure 29} and
19,3085 (82 percent) fewer in 2000 (Figure 30).

3. Head to Head Nighttime Operations - These cases assume that all night
departures witl be to the west and all night arrivals from the west. Although
this option would relieve residents of the Gloucester City/Haddonfield area,
at the expense of people west of the afrport, the total population within the
noise contours would not change appreciably (Figures 31 and 32).

4. Extended Crosswind Runway - Consideration is being given to
lengthening runway 17-35 for use by air carrier aircraft when the crosswind
component on the parallel runways exceeds 15 knots (estimatzd to be
5.7 percent of the time), ATthough not a noise abatement option, the impact
of extending runway 17-35 to 7000' has been assessed., About 15,000

40 percent) more people would be within the Ldn 65 contour in 1990
Figure 33) than in the 1990 baseline case, and 24,687 or 105 percent more

peaple in the Ldn 65 contour in the year 2000 {Figure 34).

5. Extended Crosswind Runway With Additional Two- and Three-Engine Air
Carrier Afrcraft Landing on Runway 35 - This option would maximize the number
of Tandings on runway 35 if 1t were extended to 7000'. In addition to the use
of runway 17-35 by air carrier aircraft as a crosswind runway, all twe-~ and
three-engine aircraft approaching from the south that would normally land on
runway 278 would be directed to use runway 35. Although this option would
place more traffic over the sparsely populated area of New Jersey under the
approach path to runway 35, it would not materially change the population
impacted by aircraft noise when compared with the case of air carrier aircraft
using the extended runway strictiy for severe crosswind conditions. The
Ldn 65 contours for this option would encompass about 57,000 people in 1990
{Figure 35) and 49,000 in the year 2000 (Figure 356). This is less than a
2 percent change from the previous case,
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VIII. FINDINGS

The results of the EPA/FAA analysis of the five major scenarios, i.e.,
{1) baseline, (2) river approach, (3) head-to-head nighttime operations,
{4) nighttime curfew, and (5) additional use of runway 17-35, for Philadelphia
International Airport are illustrated in Table 34 which 1ists population
impacted for each Ldn level, scenario, and analysis year, The data presented
in this table clearly show that a night curfew coupled with a highly tajlored
preferential runway system would provide the best noise control mode for
operation of the facility., While the analysis only considered a full curfew
from 2200 to 0700 hours, a flight by flight investigation should be undertaken
prior to the imposition of operational restrictions. This analysis should be
done in conjunction with the preferential runway use system development, e.g.,
head to head operation and/or air carrier landings on runway 35, if that
runway 15 extended, The combination of specific operational restrictions and
preferential runway uses can then be "fine-tuned" to minimize both the noise
impacts and the potential disruptions to the airport's normal operating mode.
Prior to imposition of any operational restriction, a detailed analysis of the
resultant economic jmpacts, as well as any effects on interpational and
interstate commerce, must be accomplished. It should be noted that the
current airline fuel situation may make restrictions on numbers of operations
for noise control more patatable to the carriers. The scope of this analysis
precluded the requisite flight by flight analysis for actual curfew design.
However, this analysis has iaid the groundwork for such a program.

A1l of the descriptive materia) pertaining to the full range of noise
abatement alternatives listed in Table 3), along with the scenarios submitted
to detailed analysis, were given to the Advisory Committee for their review.
Additionally, the committee was asked to rank all of the possible
alternatives. This ranking exercise was accomplished in 2 two step procedure.

o A noise abatement strategy fact sheet and evaluation matrix was
prepared by the Delaware Valley Regional PTanning Cammission staff
and submitted to the committee members.

o At its final meeting, the Advisory Committee came to a general
agreement on ranking each of 17 specific alternatives as being of
high priority for further study and implementation, low priority for
further study and implementation, or not recommended. The
committee's recommendations were not unanimous and minority positions
on several of the alternatives were submitted at a Tater date.

Unless otherwise specified, the Federal Government takes no position
on the findings of the Advisory Committee or on the minority
reports. .

The Advisory Committee ranking of alternatives is as follows:

High Priorit

Sound Insulation of Buildings

Nojse Monitoring

9r-27L Departures and Arrivals at Night (Preferential
Runway Use}

Preferantial Runway Use in General

Power and Flap Management

Real Property Noise Notices

Land Use Contrels

oo

OoCc o0
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TABLE 34

e TR U
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NOISE ARATEMENT SUMMARY
: T PopuTation
i Lase Lidn Contour Impacted
. i 1980 Base 50 188,133
o i) 37,57
1990 Forecast 60 179,185
65 30,795
2000 Forecast 60 140,783
! 65 23,619
|
i 1980 River Approach 0 187,237
: : a5 37,574
|
1990 River Approach 60 175,079
&5 30,795
2000 River Approach 511} 112,206
6R 21,979
1980 Head to Heat A0 172,444
G5 36,260
1890 Head to Head 4 172,887
AE 31,035
; 2000 Head to Head 60 161,207
| &5 26,751
| 1980 Night Curfew A0 82,270
‘ 65 11,250
| 1990 Night Curfew 60 62,071
! 45 5,507
N
{ 2000 Night Curfew 60 47,675
it 4,224
1890 Crosswind Runway 5] 215,281
‘ i1 52,627
2000 Crosswind Runway 680 183,241
. G1 48,306
1990 Max. # of Landings on Runway“.}‘s 60 214,569
G5 50,807
2000 Max. # of Landings on Runway 35 60 161,791
65 49,192




Low Priority

o River Approach

o} Two- and Three-Engine Air Carrier Afrcraft. Approaching
from the South Will Land on Runway 35 (applicable if
runway is lengthened)

Distributing Noise Impacts Around Airport

Specific Curfew {less than the full curfew analyzed)

oo

Not Recommended

Full Night Curfew

Displaced Threshold

Raise Glide Slope

tiead-to-Head Nighttime Operations
Lengthen Runway 17-35

0000

The committee eliminated any consideration of noise related landing fees
based upon recently enacted legislation which established a compliance
schedule for all air carrier aircraft to satisfy Federal aircraft noise

standards.

The deliberations and conclusions of the Advisory Committee indicate
that--in general--they favor a fine-tuning approach to noise reduction coupled
with a broad based array of ground side activities to ensure no further
encroachment upon the hopefully noise optimized airport. Perhaps one reason
that the conmittee did not favor any complex aviation option is the common
realization that the airport is already doing much of what can be done,
considering the nature of the preblem and the available courses of action.

For example, of the seven high priority items, two are related to preferential
runway use, one is a refinement of operating procedures, and the remainder
relate to land-use activities and continuing citizen involvement. The four
Tower priority items all represent more complex operational changes and the
five options not recommended by the committee represent even more camplex
aviation operational issues,

The rankings of the committee were based upon majority votes of the
members present at the end of a marathon eight-hour meeting and, as such, may
not represent the perspective of the entire committee. In fact, several
members felt strongly enough about the issues to submit "minority reports.”

The representative of the New Jersey Department of Environmental Guality
disagreed with the high priority placed on sound insulation and feit that
source noise control should have received much greater emphasis. The EPA/FAA
study team is in general agreement with this view of the importance of source
noise control. However, recent legisiation has established noise levels and
compliance dates for all certificated air carrier aircraft and it {s
unrealistic to expect additional legislative action.
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A second minority report was received from the representative of Eastwick,
which is the area just north of the airport. The Eastwick report disagreed
with the overall comittee findings on several specific issues. First, they
would prefer that any additional use of runway 17-35 not be recommended.
Second, they disagreed with the committee's opinion that raising the glide
slope not be investigated., Third, they strongly disagreed with the high
priority given to real property noise notices feeling that such an action
might depress real estate values in areas close to the airport. Finally, the
Eastwick delegation disagreed with the low priority ranking given to the
specific or limited night curfew.

A letter from the Air Transport Association of America questioned the
benefit of any type of noise distribution or the river approach and noted that
"A third item, 1imited curfew, stil1 cannot be accepted in any way by the air
carrlers or, we believe, by the passengers and shippers who depend aon
Philadelphia International Airport."

Congressman Robert W. Edgar (7th District, Pennsylvania) and the
Commissioners of Tinfcum Township commented on the limited curfew in the
following manner, "It is the opinion of both myself and my constituents from
Tinicum that a limited curfew should be included in the high priority
category. In addition to being one of the more effective abatement
strategies, it would cause little or no economic disruption,” 1In a separate
comnunication the Tinicum Township Planning Board called for a detailed
economic study of the curfew question along with Congressienal approval of
Ajrport-Airway-Trust-Fund manies to finance sound insulatien of buiidings in

" Ldn 75 areas. Later communicaton from the Commissicners of Tinicum Township

expanded on the earlier comments and called for lengthening and greater use of
Runway 35 for jet approaches from the south, noise distribution and adherence
to voluntary preferential runway use plans developed in the 1960's and 1970's.

A group of twelve individuals from several New Jersay tommunities
submitted a revised ranking of strategies which they felt would be in the best
interests of the affected southern New Jersey areas; the revised list is
reproduced below.

"HIGH PRIORITY

Limited Curfew*

Noise Distribution

Modified River Approach

Use of Runway 35 for Jets Approaching from the South (south
river approach; lengthening of runway may be necessary)
Preferential Runway Use

(= = 3 = B =}

Q

*Provided that the Timited curfew is combined with one or more
alternate strategies of noise abatement or noise distribution.
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LOW PRIORITY

Sound Insulation of Buildings

Noise Monitoring

Night Operations on 9-R, 27-L on River Side
Pawer and Flap Management

Real Property Noise Notices

Ltand Use Controls

Co0000COD

Any other strategies are not recommended."

The Delaware County Planning Department submitted comments on several
nofse abatement options as well as calling for further analysis of the limited
curfew noting that "Although the limited curfew was only judged a low priority
by the committee, we suspect that it may have ranked higher had more contours
for the condition been developed. We feel that the case was made for a
further analysis of this procedure and urge that this be given a high priority
for further study.”

Simple abstracting of the minority reports and study comments, as {ncluded
in the preceeding discussion, cannot do justice to the efforts of many members
of the Advisory Committee. Sg that a permanent record of those substantial
efforts be made a part of this study, all of the Advisory Committee
communications pertaining to minority reports and study comments are included
herein as Appendix E.

The activities of the Advisory Committee, both in its majority findings
and the efforts of individual members to develop minority reports, speaks most
tighly of the involvement of these individuals and the organizations which
they represent. Based upon the Advisory Committee findings, including
minority reports, and the analyses developed by the EPA/FAA study team, it
appears that the most effective noise control option for Philadeiphia
Internatfonal Airport is a reduction in nighttime operations in combination
with a preferential runway use program to keep the remaining nighttime flights
away from populated areas. Before any such use restrictions should be
considerad, however, a more detailed study should be made to account for all
economic factors which could be affected by those restrictions. These
activities should be augmented, in parallel, with a program of Tand use
controls, perhaps including sound insulation, noise monitoring, and real
property notices.

The EPA/FAA study team strongly recommends that the activities of the

‘Advisory Committee be continued to advance the development of both an airport

neise abatement plan and tocal land use activities. Both agencies would be
pleased to provide technical assistance in the translation of the study into
actual noise impact mitigation measures suitable for implementation at
Philadelphia International Airport and in the surrounding environs,
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APPENDIX A’

{ PARTICIPATION

PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
NOISE STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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SRS S

et B3 g =]

N Achitoff, Louls FAA Eastern Region, N.Y.
% Ackroyd, Eileen ’ Citizen
g!: Aitken, Sharrie CSR, Incorporated
z Anderson, Diann Citizen
é Anderson, Patrick EPA, Region III, Philadelphia
?ﬁ Barrett, Barbara CSR, Incorporated
g :} Barrett, Carol Sierra Club
‘.  | : Bay, John Staff of Congressman Edgar
e ’; Bi1lera, Domenick New Jersey Department of Transportation
,- £ B1114ingsTey, Judy Citizen
"':. Binder, Lois Delaware County Planning Department
" Borak, Barbara Camden Courier Post
B Borden, Ernest Citizen
Burkins, Frederick Alr Traffic Controller
Callahan, Joseph Air Traffic Controller (Retired)
Coscla, -dohn | Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission
Curci, Joseph Penrose Park Residents Association
Currie, Richard ) Eastwick Project Area Committee
Cutler, Maury Citizen
Dabms, Siegfried Pitot
DiPolvere, Edward New Jersey Department of Transportation
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Dommermuth, Rita

ENltott, Charles
Evangelista, Albert
Farley, Barbara
Glezerman, David
Green, WiTliam
Hargens, C. William
Hargens, Mary
Hauser, Frank

Hubbell, Richard

Jacobs, Susan
Kaiser, John

Korzeniowski, Bohdan

" Levine, Leon

Lisicky, Anton
Madrack, Bernard
Martin, Frederick
McMullen, James
McVey, Harry
Melia, Petér
Neal, Jack
0'Hare, Emiett
Paris, Allan
Paterms, Joseph

Pembleton, Mary

Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission

Citizen
Penrase Park Resident Association
Eastwick Project Area Committee
Camden Courier Post

Philadelphia Air Management Services
Franklin Institute

Citizen

West Deptford Township Planning Board

Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission '

Citizen

New Jersay Department of Transportation
Philadelphia International Airport
Delaware County Planning Department
Cherry Hill Planning Board

Staff of Congressman Florio

City of Camden

Councilman, City of Gloucester
City of Camden

FAA, Harrisburg, Pa.

Afr Traffic Controiler

Air Transport Association
Innovative System Research, Inc.
Camden County Planning Department

Camden Courier Post
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Poloncarz, Norman
Randalls, Leon
Robinson, B1l1
Rogers, Charles
Schrock, Roy
Sellman, Edmund
Shephard, William
Sheridan, Michael
Starley, Steven
Stuck, John
Summer, E1liott
Van Cleve, Earl
Yodges, Judson
Wilk, David

Holf, Michae]

Tinicum Township Planning board
Philadelphia Air Management Service
Pilot

Philadelphia International Airport
EPA, Region III, Philadelphia

FAA, Washington, D.C.

FAA, Washington, D.C.

City of Gloucester

EPA, Wastington, D.C.

FAA, Philadelphia Control Tower
FAA, Eastern Region, N.Y.

Citizen

Citizen

Eastwick Project Area Committee

Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission
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EWS

A BULLETIN OF THE PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE STUDY

MARCH, 1980

WELCOME READERS

Welcome to the first issue of Noise Naws,
the newsletter of the Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport Noise Study. We hope to
provide a timely update on the events of
the study. [f you have questions or need
more information, please call Michael
Waolf, Program Manager at LO7-3000, Ext.
189.

NOISE STUDY BEGINS

DVYRPC has received funds under Section
8 of the 1978 Quiet Communities Act to
evaluate aircraft nolse generated at
Philadelphia International Airport. The
study wili determine to what degree air-
craft noise is a problem for the sur-
rounding community. For this effort, a
noise complaint telephone ‘hotline” has
heen set upj a communijty response survey
has been completed (see accompanying
articles); and nojse monitoring was con-
ducted by the Federal Avlation Admine
istration at selected sites In Pennsylvania
and New Jersey. Based on this Informa-
tion, alternative noise control strategies
will be developed and reviewed; the re-
sults will be presented to community
{eaders and the airport operator. The
final objective of the study is the prepara-
tion of a report to go to Congress docu-
menting the severity of the problem and
recommending certain noise control strat-
egies. This report will be submitted to
Congress by November, 1980,

COMMUNITY SURVEY COMPLETED

To learn more about how people are
affected by alrcraft nolse, a Community
Response Survey was conducted by CSR,
Inc. for DYRPC during November, 1979,
Questions were asked of households within
a twenty-mile radius of Philadelphia
International Airport; telephone numbers
were selected at random according to the
exchange area. It was hoped that the
survey would contact a cross-section of
people, and in fact, the respondents
ranged in age from 18 to 92.

After 15,781 calls, 1,727 interviews were
completed. Each interview lasted about
twenty minutes, and included general
questions about community problems and
more specific Inquiries about aircraft
noise.

Of those spoken to, 35% felt that noise
was-a problem in their neighborhoods.
The same percentage favored a commun-
ity noise control program. Eighteen per-
cent reported that they were bothered at
home by aircraft noise, and 11% said they
had considered moving because of the
noise. Most of those annoyed by the
noise of airplanes felt that government
should be responsible for improving the
situation.

The data will be further analyzed in order
to determine which communities are most
severely affected, what times of day are
most critical, and whether variables such
as background levels of noise, age of
respondent, or length of residence are
statistically significant.

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL

PLANNING COMMISSION



HOTLINE REGISTERS COMPLAINTS

Rarely are’ complaints desired commodi-
ties; currently, the Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport Nolse Study is the excep-
tion to the rule. A telephone complaint
hotline has been operating 24 hours a day,

7 days a week, since December 8, 1973, to

accept complaints about aircraft noise.
The toll-free number is 1-B0O-424-5145,
All complaints received are being for-
warded to the FAA and the alrport.

A Washington-based consultant, CSR, Inc.,
is coordinating the hotline effort for
DVYRPC. Approximately 150 complaints
have been received since its inception,
People . have reported rattling windows,
interrupted conversation, and television
interference caused by planes flying over-
head, Most of the complaints received so
far have originated In Camden County —
areas such as Gloucester City, Audubon,
Oaklyn, and Camden City, Other com-
plaints have been registered from Eastern
Delaware County, Gloucester County, and
the Eastwick section of Philadelphia. The
Totline will remain In service until April,
980.

ADYISORY COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED

An Advisory Committee has been formed
as part of the Alrport Noise Study. The
committee's rtole is to provide policy

guidance and technical advice to the FAA,
EPA, and DVRPC, It will evaluate a
"shopping list" of potential noise abate-
ment strategies to determine which would
be most practical for the Philadelphia
area. The committee's recommendations
wlll be inciuded in the report submitted to
Congress at the conclusion of the study.

Because the committee handies both pol-
lcy and technical questlons, it is com-
prised of a variety of groups and interests.
Among those represented are county and
city agencies In the study area, the
airport, air traffic controllers, pilots,
neighborhood organizations, citizens, and
the federal agencies. In addition, Con-
gressmen James S. Florio of the [st

District of New Jersey and Robert W.

Edgar of Pennsylvania's 7th District —
both key regions In the study area — have
sent representatives to the committee.
Congressman Florio was instrumental in
securing federal funds for the study and
was present at the first meeting, Decem-
ber 17, 1979, to welcome participants,

A second meeting of the Advisory Com-
mittee was held on February 20, 1930 to
review various types of data collected to
date.

The third meeting has been scheduled for
March 26, 1980, The next issue of this
newsletter will contaln highlights of that
meeting.

DELATARE YALLEY REGIONAL PLAKNING COMMISSION
1419 LF. kanaedy Boulevard
‘ Fmladelphia, Pa 19103
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NO. 2

A BULLETIN GF THE PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE STUDY

SECOND ADVISORY MEETING HELD

The Philadelphia International Airport
Noise Study Advisory Committee con-
tinued its work op February 20, 1980 in
Cherry Hill, New Jersey. At the meeting,
the committee learned more about the
Community Response Survey and the noise
madeling currently being conducted by the
FAA. In addition, the committee took its
first lock at the list of potentlal noise
abatement strategies, some of which have
been implemented at other airports,

Ms. Sherrie Aitken of CSR, Incorporated,
the firm which performed the Community
Response Survey for DVRPC, presented
some of the highlights. She explained that
the current data is only preliminary and
will be further broken down by telephone
exchange, distance from the alrport, age,
education and length of residence, to
determine [f trends and relationships are
evident.

Mr. Steven Starley of EPA displayed a
large map of the noise "footprint" created
by the Integrated Noise Model., Informa-
tion concerning current airpart operations
are fed into a computer, he said, pro-
ducing noise impact contours. To predict
how future changes In the operation of the
airport or the use of quieter planes would
affect the surrounding communities, new
data is placed into the computer and new
nolse contours are generated. Mr, Starley
explained that background noise wilt also
be talen into account, as any sort of noise
will seem more severe In a quiet area. He
said that a map of what the aircraft noise
situation will look like in the year 1990

and 2000 should be ready by the next
committee meeting In March.

Mr. Emmett O'Hare of the Alr Transport
Association of America spoke about some
of the noise abatement strategies presant-
ly in use by the airlines such as modified
take-off, landing and ground operations.
He described fleet modernization as one
of the most successful but costly ap-
proaches. The committee recognized that
the list of potentlal nolse control
measures needs thorough evaluation,
keeping in 'mind the advantages and disad-
vantages of each measure, Further com-
ments and suggestions will be made at the
next meeting of the Advisory Committee
which will be held March 26, 1930, 7:30
p«m., at the DBest Western Airport [nn,
Philadelphia, Pa.

TELEPHONE COMPLAINT UPDATE

By mid-March almost 230 complaints had
been received by the telephone complaint
"hotline." The toll-free number has been
available 24-hours a day since December
8, 1979, In New Jersey complaints contin-
ue to be concentrated in Gloucester City,
Oaklyn and National Park. [n Pennsyl-
vania many calls have originated in East-
wick, Southwest Philadelphia and Essing-
tan.

The telephone complaint number, 1-300-
424-5145, will be discontinued April 3,
1980 when this phase of the noise study is
complete,

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION




FAA QUTLINES POTENTIAL
NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

At Philadelphia Internationa! Airport, the
area affected by aircraft noise is located
several miles from the alrport under the
approach and departwure flight paths, The
following list, developen by the FAA, was
presented to the Advisory Committee on
February 20, 1980, The list includes some
of the nolse control strategies which
might be explored as part of the Alrport
Noise Study: ‘

o Displaced Threshold — This measure
would involve moving the point of land-
ing further from the end of the runway
to ensure that aircraft are higher when
passing cover residential areas.

o Lengthening Runways 17-35 — The
FAA will study the effects of expanding
the crosswind runway, in order to ac-
commodate the landings of 2 and 3
engine air carrier jets approaching from
the south and southwest.

o Preferentlal Flight Track Use — Some
of the current flight tracks lie along the
Delaware River.. The effect of using a
river track, instead of the present
straight-in-approach over Cherry Hill,
for alrcraft arriving from the north will
be analyzed.

o Curfew — 8.7% of current airport
operations are batween 10:00 p.m. and
7 am. I requested by the committee,

B-4

the FAA could evaluate changes in
nolse impacts resulting from a curfew,

Power and Flap Management -~ Ac-
cording to the FAA, procedures have
already been instituted at Philadelphia
Airport to minimize noise.

Sound Insulation of Buildings — Public
bulldings in noiser areas may be eligible
for federal funds for soundproofing,

Real Property Nojser Notices —
Prospective buyers of homes near air-
ports would be: notified of the noise
impacts. Local governments would be
responsible for implementing this
measure,

Noise Related Landing Fees — This
propased action would have the airport
charge an extra landing fee for aircraft
exceeding federal standards. However
this strategy has been rendered un-
necessary by the safety and Noise
Abatement Act of 1979, which was
signed into law February 19, 1980. The
Act requires air carrier alreraft to
comply with federal noise limits by
1985, with some exceptions for 2-engine
aircraft with less than 100 seats.

Noise Manitoring — Pinpoint the most
severe noise sources in a community.

) DELAWARE YALLLY AEGIONAL PLARNING COMMISSION
W8 L1 hennedy Batevard
‘ Phidateiphes, Pa-19103
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A BULLETIN OF THE PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE STUDY

FAA NOISE CONTOUR MAPS ILLUSTRATE ALTERNATIVES

[ 131

e

camdtm
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1980 . 65 Ldn

2000 - 65 Ldn

This najse contour map indicates areas that will experience noise levels af 63 Ldn or higher in 1980 and 2000, According 1o FAA and EPA,
63 Ldn is the sound level at which complaints commanty begin to occur, The map reveals that by 2000 the naise impact witl shrink in the
east-west direction. However in the north-south direction the area experiencing 63 Lan of above will increase in size,

The Federal Aviation Administration
{FAA) presentad the first noise contour
maps to the Advisory Committee on
March 26, The 1980 "annualized average
operations" contour is based on current

flight schedules, The projected contours
for 1990 and 2000 incorporate forecasts of
air traffic growth and the use of quieter

planes. .
continued
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NOISE CONTQOURS continued

The FAA also modeiled several potential
aircraft noise abatement strategles,
Some of the results include:

o Use of a flight track along the Dela.
ware River: According to the FAA,
this action does not seem feasible
because it can create air traffic
problems, and It reduces the noise for
a minimal number of people.

o Head to head nighttime operations,
with night flights both arriving and
departing from the West: Agaln, this
action Involves potential air traffic
and economic problems, and it re-
duces by 9% the number of people
affected by aircraft noise.

o Night curfewt The curfew modelled
improves the situation for over 30%
of those affected. However, the
econemlic Impact this measure would
have on the airport makes necessary
the consideration of less stringent
curfews.

The pros and cons of each of the proposed
noise control actions {for a complete list,
see Noise News, April, 1980) will be
evaluated before determining which are
practical for Philadelphia.

B-6

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

The Philadelphia International Airport
Noise Study Advisory Committee held its
third meeting on March 26, at the airport.
The committee was brought up to date on
the analysis of the Community Response
Survey and the progress of the noise
complaint telephone 'hotline." [In addi-
tion, participants viewed the noise model
contours depicting present and future air-
port operations and thase forecasting the
effects of several proposed control strate-

gles, Finally, the committee learned how .

aircraft noise Impacts are determined
according to already existing nolse jevels,

Discussion of the potential noise control
actions will continue at the next meeting
ol the Advisory Committee which has
been tentative scheduled for May 7, 1280,
art‘ the Best Western Aitport Inn, Pnjladel-
phia.

SURVEY ANALYS!IS COMPLETED

The draft final analysis of the Community
Response Survey should be available in
early May and [t will be distributed to the
Advisory Committee, Committee mem-
bers should send thelr written comments
to Noise Study Project Manager Michael
Wolf at DVRPC, 1819 John F. Kennedy
Blvd., Philadelphia, Pa, 19103

Questions about the Noise Study? Call
Michael Wolf of Michelle Manoff at (215)
1L07-3000, Ext. |89 or 198, respectively.

DECAWARE YALLEY REGIDNAL PLANNING COMMIESION
. 1Y 1§ henneep Bouleeart
Fhatadeighia, P2 131020
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A BULLETIN OF THE PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE STUDY

NOISE MEASURED AT ELEVEN SITES

At the beginning of the Noise Study, in
June, 1979, the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA) monitored noise at four
sites. surrounding the airport. To supple-
ment this information, menitoring at 1!
additional sites was conducted last month
by members of the DVYRPC and EPA stafis
with ' equipment borrowed from the FAA.
The 11 locations were chosen based on the
preliminary results of the Community
Response Survey, the sources of the noise
telephone "hotline" complaints, and the
recently developed noise contour maps.

Large waterproof enclosures were placed
in Camden, Haddonfield, Cherry Hill,
West Collingswood, and Thorofare, New
Jersey; Wallingford, Swarthmote, and [Es-
sington in Pennsylvania; and the Eastwick
section of Philadelphia, Inside each box
was the machine that actually measured
and recorded the noise, the Community
Noise Analyzer (CNA). A microphone
assemnbly was attached to each box and
hooked up to the CNA inside. The CNA
monitored noise levels for 72 hours at
each site.

Thera were some limitations to the latest
monitoring. The nolse analyzer measures
all noise in the environment, not just that
caused by aircratt.  Therefore, it is
possible that certain high sound level
readings were caused by barking dogs,
motorcycles or children,

When the FAA measured noise levels in
June, 1979, the units were attended by
field personnel who noted the type of
aircraft involved in each event and who
documented the source of noise not re-
lated to alrport operations.

Jim Hare, Environmental Sgecialist with FAA, mans a
neise menitoring  statian in Esvington, Pa,  Similar
equipment was recently uied at eleven unmanned moni-
10ring llncnliuns in New Jersey and Pennsylvania, (See
article :

Most of the Ldn's (Ldn = day/night, 24-
hour average sound level with a 10 db
penaity applied to night nolse) that were
recorded fel] between 61 and 65 decibels,
Interestingly, the highest average re-
corded in the recent round of measure-
ments was 72 Ldn on May 7, 1980 in West
Deptford, near Natlonal Park Borough.
On that day, the CNA recorded a maxi-
mum level {Lmax) of 101 decibels.

In general, Michael Wolf, Noise Study
Project Manager, was pleased with the
results of the monitoring. "We didn't find
anything which widely differed from the
other findings" of the telephone hotline,
the noise contour maps, and the Com-
munity Response Survey. "The data is
within the expected range."

DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION



ADYISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

The Noise Study Advisory Committee met
for the fourth time on May 7, at the
alrport. At the meeting, participants
heard a presentation by the Deputy Chief
of the Philadelphia Control Tower on
actual airport arrival and departure oper-
ations. Comrmittee members also dis-
cussed the supplemental noise monitoring
conducted in late April and early May.
(See accompanying article),

More importantly, the Advisory Com-
mittee received the Evaluation Matrix
developed to nssess the proposed noise
abatermnent strategies. Rating the noise
control actions and making recommenda-
tions for the final Congressional report
are the most vital tasks of the Advisory
Committee. Due to time constralnts, the
committee will be finalizing these recom-
mendations at its last meeting, which will
be held in June. :

To prepare for this final and most cruclal
meeting, it Is requested that Advisory
Committee members:

0 Review the criteria used for strategy

evaluation.

o Complete the matrix, analyzing the
proposed nolse control actions.

o Consider the need for a weighting
system for the evaluatlon criteria.

-8

All of the technical documentation neces-
sary for committee members to judge the
noise abatement strategles will be dis-
tributed in advance of the June meeting.
Those with questions should contact Noise
Study Project Manager Michae! Wolf at
(215) LO7-3000, Ext. 189,

NOISE STUDY MILESTONE SCHEDULE

Early June, 1980: Final analysis of the
Community Response Survey and the
Telephone Complalnt Hotline com-
pleted by CSR, Inc. and distributed to
the Advisory Committee,

June 16, 1980: Last meeting of the Ad-
visory Committee to finalize Its
recomrnendations on noise abatement
strategles for the report that wiil be
submitted to Congress,

July 18, 1980: Draft final report de-
veloped by the FAA and EPA.

July 18 to August 1, 1980: Written com.
ments on the draft final report, for-
warded to DVRPC,

August 1, 1980: Begin 90-day internal
review of the draft final report by
the federal agencles.

November, 1980: Final report submitted
to Congress.

DELAWARE YALLEY REGIIAAL SLANNING COMMISS DN
1014 L.F. Kennedy Bavlovard
Philaeliz, P2 1910
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A BULLETIN OF THE PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE STUDY

COMMITTEE EVALUATES ABATEMENT STRATEGIES

HIGH PRIDRITY

Prelerentlal Runway Use [in eitect)
Poawer and Flap Management

Sound Insulation of Buildings
Real Property Noise Natices
Nolse Monitoring

Latid Use Controls

Night Operations on River
Side of Runways 9-Right,
27.Lalt

LOW PRIORITY

River Approach

Use of Runway 35 [or Jets Approaching
{in effect) Irom South

Noise Distribution
Limited Curfew

NOT RECOMMENDED

Head-to-Head Night Operations
Complete Night Curlew

Lengthen Runway 17-)3 for Use Under
Croaswind Conditions

Displaced Threshold
Raise Glide Slope Angle

For a tact sheet contalning detuiled descriptiona of the strategies, call {213) LO7-2000, Ext, 198,

The Philadelphia International Alrport
Noise Study Advisory Committee held its
{inal meating on June 16. At this
meeting, the committee discussed sixteen
proposed nolse abatemnent strategies and
grouped them into three categories —
"High Priority,” "Low Prlority,”" and "Not
Recommended.” (See Summary Chart).
The assessment will be included in a
report prepar=d ijointly by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) and the
Environmental Protection Agency {EPA)
and submitted to Congress in early No-
vember, 1980, Based on this repoert,
Congress will designate some of the strat-
egles as meriting further study, and even-
tually, implementation.

The Advisory Committee also discussed
the general findings of the study. One
thing everyone agreed on is that alrcraft
noise is a signiflcant problem, especially
for certain, smaller neighborhood "hot-
spot" areas such as Tinlcum Township and
Gloucester City. "When you live with a
problem daily, constantly, that's a prob-
lem of great magnitude, sald Susan
Jacabs, a resident of Tinicum. The extent

of the noise affecting these "hotspots” has
been reflected in all of the study data.

Committee members also expressed reser-
vations about engine retrofitting and sub-
stitution of quieter planes mandated by
the Safety and Noise Abatement Act
proceeding entirely on schedule. Other
noise abatement strategles should be im-
plemented, said the committee; the new
legislation should not be depended upon
entirely.

During the course of the discussion, the
committee voted to consider Noise Dls-
tribution — spreading the noise so that it
is "shared" by areas not now alfected —
among the list of abatement strategies,
However, it was placed in the Low Prior-
ity category, According to Fred Martin of
the Clty of Camden, shifting noise im-
pacts to different people "is not a viable
solution.”" Barbara Farley of the Eastwick
Project Area Committee explains that
"we went in with a specific objective —
to protect our community. But we be-
came aware that we did not want to foist

Continued
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any untenable situation on any other
community.

“The study gave us (the Eastwick PAC) a
broader perspective on alrport activities
and planning, and on the noise problem in
general in the region," sald Ms. Farley.

A RECAP

The Philadelphia International Alrport
Noise Study was funded under Section 8 of
the Quiet Community Act to determine
how local communities are affected by
aircraft nolse and to recommend certain
noise abatement strategles, to Congress.
A variety of actlvities were undertaken to
learn about the sxtent of the nolse prob-
fermn in the areas

o In June, 1979, the FAA monitored
noise at four sites surrounding the airport.
To supplement this informatlon, DVYRPC
and EPA conducted additional monitoring
at 11 different sites in New Jersey and
Pennsylvania during the spring of 1930,

o In November, DVRPC' consultant,
CSR Inc,, made 15,781 calls to obtain
1,727 interviews with local residents con-
cerning noise problems In general and
alrcraft nolse in particular for the Com-
munity Response Survey.

¢  Almost 300 aircraft noise complaints
were registered on the toll-iree telephone
hotline from December, 1979, to early
Aprll, 1980,

o Through its Integrated Noise Model,
the FAA developed noise contour maps
predicting the alrcraft noise impacts in
1980, 1990, and 2000 f some of the

proposed abatement strategies were im-
plemented.

All of this data has been presented to the
Advisory Committee and will be included
in the final report.

Persons not members of the Advisory
Committee who wish to review the report
should call Nolsk Study Project Manager
Michael Wolf at (215) LO7-3000, Ext, 139.

NOISE STUDY SCHEDULE

July 18, 1980: Draft final report de-
veloped by the FAA and EPA.

July 18 to August |, 1980: Written com~
ments on the draft final report
forwarded to DVRPC.

August 1, 1980; Begin 90-day Internal
review of the draft final report by
the federal agencies.

November, 1980: Final report submitted
to Congress

TO OUR READERS

As the Nolse Study is drawing to a close,
this ls the last issue of Noise News., We
would like your reaction to the bulletin.
Was the format appropriate? Have the
articles been informative? Too technical?
Too dull? Please be honest! Your com-
ments will help in the design and planning
of future newsletters and public Informa-
tion efforts. Please call or write Michelle
Manoiff at DYRPC, 1819 J.F. Kennedy
Blvd., Phila,, PA 19103; (215) LO7-3000,
Ext, 198,

y n_mmt YALLET AEGIONAL ALANNING COMMISSION
1418 LE. Kenardy Dentivard
Priladaighiz, M1, 1H0Y

NOISE & NEWS
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APPENDIX C
ATRPORT NOISE COMPLAINT CENTER

DATE: DAY: TIME OF CALL: PM

Good Morning/Afternoon/Evening, Aireraft Noise Complaint Center. May I help you?

1. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF YOUR COMPLAINT:

2. DAY(5) AND TIME(S) OF DAY PROBLEM OCCURRED (SPECIF'Y PRECISELY):

3. DID THE NOISE OCCUR DURING AN ATRCRATT LANDING OR TAKEOFF? (CIRCLE ONE

ANSWER)
1. LANDING 4. OTHER (Specify)
2., TAKEOFF
3, BOTH 5. DON'T KNOW

4+ COMPLAINANT'S NAME (ASK IF NOT VOLUNTEERED):

In order to determine the areas where aircraft noise problems occur, we
need to know your address.

ADDRESS !
ZIF COMPLAINANT REFUSES TO PROVIDE EXACT BLOCK NUMBER, ASK TOR
IT IN HUNDREDS, FOR EXAMPLE, "800 BLOCK OF CHERRY STREET")

TOWN:

(IF COMPLAINANT REFUSES 10 PROVIDE STREET ADDRESS, ASK FOR NAMES OF
- STREETS-FORMING NEAREST INTERSECTION:

The Delaware Vallay Regional Planning Commisasion currently is conducting a
study to determine the extent of problems related to aircraft noise. Your .
complaint will be forwarded immediately to the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission and, ultimately, to the Philadelphia International
Arport, If you would like ipformation about the study, or if you have
further comments, you may call the Commission at 215-567~3000, We appreciate

your call. Thank you very much.

OPERATOR'S NAME:

AM
TIME ENDING: PM

C-1
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ATTACH TC TELEPHONE SCREENER

I.D.#:

COMMUNTTY ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

CONFIDENTIAL

INTRODUGTION, READ EXACTLY AS WORDED,

Good morning/afterncon/evening., I'm {(...) from CSR, Incorporated. We are

conducting an opinion survey for the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Com-
misaion on the environment and its impact on people in your community. The
informacion you give ug will be helpful in developing better environmental

planning.

Your participation ia chis survey is entirely voluntary. However, your
cooperacion is very important because your opinion will represent thousands
of other households in the Delaware Valley araa.

Your phone number was rvandomly selected from the exchange in your area,

therafore, we do not have your name and we won't ask for it. You may be
aggured that your answars are strictly confidencdial.

INTERVIEWER ACKNOWLEDGES READING INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT.

I ACKNOWLEDGE THAT I HAVE READ THE INTRODUCTION EXACTLY AS WRITTEN.

INTERVIEWER SIGNATURE DATE

b-1
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COMMUNTITY ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

L.D.i#: TELEPHONE #: !

1.

2,

AREA CODE

How long have you lived at your presant address?

ENTER ACTUAL NUMBER OF YEARS, ROUNDED TO NEAREST YEAR (1/2 YEAR OR MORE
ROUNDED UP).

RECORD YEARS:

LESS THAN 6 MONTHS. ..ovsevinvesvsonanses 95

How would you rate the area in which you live, that is, within a few
blocks of your homm? Would you say it was:
Vary g00d, . cvisvnvcsnscrasnsnnvasrssnans 3
GO0, ienrarersasanaacrasrinernosnsncnss B
3 - |
POOT, OFvrvvsisernnsrtcossasvasnranenses 2

VaIy POOTT . cvtverninssnnsassessornernsns L

b-2
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J. Now, thinking of the area you live in, as I read the following list,

please tell me whether any of these are problems in .your area? FIRST:

INSERT a-h FOR (...). CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE IN COLUMN A.

FOR EACH "YES" IM COLUMN A, ASK: How serious a problem is (...)? Would
you say it was Extremely serious, Quite serious, Moderately sericus, or

o,

e i b a1 A R AN R

Nor Very serious? INSERT EACH PROBLEM WITH "YES" ANSWER FOR (...).
CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE IN COLUMN B.
A B.
EX- MORE -
Would you say thac’ TRIMELY[QUITE |RATELY [NOT VERY[DON'T Q3: 42 43
(...} ia a problem? YES | MO SERIOUS |SERIOUSSERIQUS|SERIOUS |KNOW a E
a. Traffiec Congestion? 1 2 6 5 4 3 8 ) Thas
b. Polluted Water? 1|2 6 5 4 3 I LL |
46 47
¢. Noisae? 1 2 8 5 4 3 8 a: ["l [
d. Crima? 1| 2 6 5 4 3 8 48 49
d: I I
2. Run-Down Areas in Need 30 51
of Improvement? 1 2 6 5 4 3 8 |a. D:'
£. Unclean Air? 11 2 6 8 52 53
5 4 3 £
g. Parking? 1 2 6 5 4 3 8 EEﬂ T3
23
h. Inadequats Low~Income |
Housing? 1 2 3] 5 q 3 ] " 36 57
L]
A. Are there any (other) important problems facing the residents of your
area today?
YES....ertensenres. LIST UP 10 38
] THREE MENTIONS...... 1 0a: ||
B iivasesvasnsea e oSKIP TO Qhinveverane 2 59 60
1) 1ST: ( ]
FIRST MENTION 61 §2
2) 2ND:
SECOND MENTION 63 6
3 64
» w01 [T ]

THIRD MENTION
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Now, in the following questions I will be asking you about the noise in the

area you live; that is, within a few blocks or so of youxr address.

4,

5.

How quiet or noisy do you consider this area to be? Would you say:

CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

Very quiel:,......................---o--- 4

QUIBE, sveuasnorscrssrsunntossarsoassnaas 3

NOL8Y, OFuuririsisnvnsianrsnsnasnsanesss 2

Vary nodsy?.ceersisarssoarsoansearacsess b

To be annoyed by noism is to be disturbed, strassed or upsec by the
rapeated cccurrenca of nolsa. Using this definition, how annoved
would you say you are by neise in your area? Are you: CIRCLE

APPROPRIATE CODE.

Not at all annoyed..,...................
Slightly anfioyed, . uveiviriosransrarasss
Moderataly annoyed, . sevssssencsronernans

Very annovad, af....eivriiiiiesianrassas
Extromaly annoyed? .. ccoviveiariiissnanes

m W
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1'd like to know whether noise interferes with any of the following
activicies. Doea noise intarfera with (...): READ a-e., INSERT FOR
(...). CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE FOR EACH MENTION.

YES NO

a. Sleeping? 1 2
b. Talking er Listening to the

Radio, Watching TV, etc.? 1 2
¢. Reading? 1 2
d. Reating? 1 2
e, Outdoor activities? 1 2

I'd ldike to ask you a couple of questions about your health.

7,

g,

Generally apeaking, do you ‘think -nolgse 13 affecting your physical or
emotional haalth and well-being?
YES"I'."IC"IIIl'l‘lI"..‘l.ll!Oll.l" L

(P T T

DOH.T mcwl“‘ltlI"ii.!olll'l'.'!o(‘lll a

Ia nolaa affacting you in any of che following ways? Is noige causing
(.s.): READ a-e, INSERT FOR (...)., CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

YES NO

a. Haadaches? 1 2
b. Tiradneas? 1 2
c. Irrdcability? 1 2
d. Hearing less or difficulcies] 1L 2
a. An existing health problem

to get worse? 1 2

D-5
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p
Now I'd like to explora some specific noise sources that may or may not START CARD 2
annoy you in the area you are living. 1ot
1 2 3 4

9, As I read the following list of noise sources, tell me how annoyed you [m:’
are by each noise source in this area (over the past year). Would you ‘
say you are Not At All annoyed, Slightly annoyed, Modaerately annoyed,

Very annoyed, or Extremelv annoyved by noise from (...)? READ a=-p. CARD: 5
INSERT a-p FOR (...). CIRCLE APPROPRIATE COLUMN.
NOT AT MODER~- EX- Q9:
ALL SLIGHTLY | ATELY VERY TREMELY
ANNOYED | ANNOYED ANNOYED | ANNOYED | ANNOYED 6
a, Traffie? 1 2 3 4 5 a: [:]
b. Motorecyeles? 1 2 3 4 5 Z
b: ,
¢, Trucks? 1 2 3 4 5 )
e
d., Buses? 1 2 3 4 5 ‘
e, Automobilas? 1 2 3 4 5 d: ]
10
£, Emergency Vehicles/ as D
Sirans? 1 2 3 4 5 T
g. Garbage Trucls? 1 2 3 4 s e ]
12
h. Pets/Animals? 1 2 3 4 5 g: D
1. Air Conditiloners? 1 2 3 4 5 " ﬁ
J+  Jet Airplanas? 1 2 3 4 5 14
i:
k. Small Aizplanasg? 1 2 3 4 3 w3
1. Helicoptars? 1 2 3 4 5 e [:_]
16
m. Trains? 1 2 3 4 5 s ij
n. Construecion? 1 2 3 4 5 17

Cl

a., Commercial or
Indusgrdal Equipmant? 1 2 3 4 5 o

—
2]

p. Neighboxs(e.g. Noisy
stareo, loud talking)? 1 2 3 [

{ s 1el ]

{5 ]
-

[]

D-6
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A.

Are there any{other)noise gsources that annoy yeu?

ESseevesanrassvsaro LIST UP TO

THREE MENTIONS...... 1

NOevsnaveanninasiaosnsvassosesnarsne B
1)
FIRST MENTION
)

N

SECOND MENTION

THIRD MERTION

Q9A:

15T:

"~
{8

23 24

25 26

27 28




10.

11.

Do you think your community should have a noise control program to
specifically work on reducing noise levels?

YESusurnrnernneeesasSKIP TO Qlloyeevnnes 1
HOveonnvovoornnoonrsoslBK Aeervinastnsaens 2

A, Why do you feel that there should not be a noise control program
in your community? Would you say:

There 13 no need for a noise control
PLORLAD, voars st rtassrevarsoenarserorsnats 1
Haothing ¢an be done about noise,....eees 2

It i3 not the responsibilicy
of tho cOMMURLEY, svesnsssvatssairracane 3

It i3 £oo coSEly, OF sisvenavvsvrsiesers &
E)ome GLHOT TRASONT. cevevenrrasrosarorecs 3
SPECIFY:

If thare wore & noldae contrel program, keeping in mind your present
lavel of taxaos, how much in additional taxaes would you be willing to

pay for each membor of your household for a noige control program each
year? Would you be willing to pay: CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

IF UNSURE ABOUT TYPE OF TAX, SAY: A tax that everycna would be
willing to pay.
25¢ for each person a year,...eeevsesasse L
50¢ for adch person a ¥ear,...veuvesvaes &
$1.00 for each peracn a year, OT..ivises 3
More than $1,00 for each person a year?. 4

WOULD NOT BE WILLING TO PAY EXTRA
TAXES FOR A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM....... O

D-8
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12.

A.

3.

c.

; Now I'd like to ask you some questions about aircraft noise in this

You may have mentioned this before, but are you anneyed at homa by
aireraft nolse?

BB e viveranarsonas s dB8K Avveriveninianis 1
NO ... tevsenas s SEKIP TO QLA ivnnnes 2
During which tima periods does aireraft noise anpoy you? Is it in
the:
YES HO
Morning? (7AM = NOON)...vvvesen 1 2
Aftermoon? (NOON - 6PM).uuevsve 1 2
Evening? (6PM - 10PM),....vssae 1 2
Nighetime? (10PM - 74M)}........ 1 2
To what extent have you become accustomed to aircraft noise? Would
you say:
Highly sccustomed,..veuirtesvnvnicrsrecrner 3
Conaidarably accustomed,...svivvavanieer &
Moderaeoly aceustomed,....vresvsenssiner 3
Mot vory accudtomad, OT.eoercercaraveers 2
Not at all accustomad?..ssssvvvvosasaass 1

To reduce noise from airceraft in your home, have you or any member
of your honmghold taken any of the following actions? Have you:

YES _NO

QL2cC:

Usad insulatien or soundproofing?.. 1 2
Cloaed doors or windows?,...sveur e 1 2 oL:
Turned=-on or turnad-up the radio,
TV or aterac to block cut noisa?... 1 2 |TU:
"Horn aarpPlugal v iveiiinr i risenen s 1 2 W
Changed location of sleaping
QUATLRTBT .t sertvnnssostrsnsinsnarns 1 2 [CH:
Conaidered mOvIng? i vievsinranarsaas 1 2 c0:
[f;ve you taken any other actions?.. 1 2
SPECITY: HA:
15T:

D19
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D, Have you ever actually written, telaphoned or visited an official
about aircraft noise?
YES, vvveinvenn vea . SKIP TOQL3......... 1
MO vareennnnonre s dASK Buvvnvvennrnnnes 2

E. Have you ever felt like doing something about aircraft nolse in
this area, for example like contacting a local offiecial or
newspaper?

2 T I §

HOuieosnusssansvsoecoaravsoraonsnrnansas &

13, As I read the following, please tell me who do you think should be
ragponsibla for reducing aircraft nodse in thids area? Should: READ
a=e. CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

YES NO

a. The Alrplane Manufacturars? 1 2

b, The Airlines? 1 2

¢. The Airports? 1 2

d. Govermment? . 1 2
= Which lavel:

’ Federal? 3 4

-> ( State? 3 4

Loecal? 3 4

e, ~Someone else? 1 2

l—) SPECIFY:
14, Do aircraft regularly fly naar your home?

HOueiunonesuronssoanosurisrsennsnssnnare &
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15,

Please tell me the main incersection near your hoeme?

TF NO MAIN INTERSECTION NEARBY, ASK:

What is che nearest main road?

MAIN INTERSECTION:

a)

b)

IT NO MAIN INTERSECTION - MAIN ROAD:

A. What streat do you live on?

STREET:

D-11
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Now,

16,

17.

18.

Id like to ask you a few final questions about your background.

What was the month and year of your birth?

MONTH: YEAR:

What was the highest grade in school you completed and received credit
for? CIRCLE ONE.

00 01 Q2 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 i1 12
COLLEGE/QTHER POST HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOLING: 13 14 15 16

POST GRADUATE SCHOOL: 17 18 19 20 OR MORE (21)

Now, thinking of your entire family, all those related to you living in
this houdehold, was the total family income of your family last year,
1378, bafore taxes, greater than $15,000 or less than $15,0007 (Please
include your (and your gpouse’s) income. Do not includa unrelated
pacple). CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE. :

IF UNCERTAIN, ASK: What would be your hest guess?

GREATER THAN $15,000.....ASK a...c00e0es F
LESS THAN $15,000.....,..8KIP TO b...,.. E

a. Was your total family income laat year greater than 525,000 or
lass than $25,000? CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

GREATER THAN $25,000.....SKIP 170 Q19.... D
LESS THAN $25,000........5KIP 10 Q19.... €

b, Was your total family income lastc year ggga:er than $7,500 or less
than §7,5007 CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE,

GREATER THAN $7,500....0vcveenvrncescess B
LESS THAN $7,300. 00 00uvivinviincrecnans A

D-12
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TIME ENDING:

19. In talephoning you we saelected your number randomly. I would like to
know if you have more than one telephone numbper at this rasidenca?

TES vservaneaneraesdASK Bevviincnniianes A
BOuiiarvsaosaoanaaaessSKIP TO Q200 0euvvssa B

4, Asida from this telaphone number that I've reached you on, how many
addicional talaphone numbars do you have?

ONE v isiiosssesinseissnoseseesvssascasss B
mol..ll.lll.llll.'...'.!.l’l‘l..ll..lllD

mORH.OREIOQliiohtctth"lIllll...l"E

20. Finally, my auparvisor may wish to verify that I completed thig
interview or I may have to call back if I missed any questions. 1Is

that alright?

b 4217 S |

B0 4 sutreneasnsoresasrncrssnenssennaransns 2

I would like to thank you on behalf of che Delawara Vallay Regional Planning
Commission for taking the crouble to provida us with some very valuable
information.

Al
™

D-13
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INTERVIEWER: COMPLETE IMMEDIATELY

Cl.

ca.

REFER TO QI8 - HOUSEHOLD INCOME:

SUMMARY TABLE
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

INCOME LETTZR NIMERIC

CATEGORY COpE CODE

UNDER $7,5004.000uvieandacinnisinasnaiel
$7,500 = §25,000.00 000 sBecisiiaiencsise

" $15,000 ~ §25,0000.4000Carrecernasnacssd

GREATER THAN $23,000...Duisvicrivanssaid

REFER TO 019 ~ NUMBER OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS:

SUMMARY TADLE
OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS

TOTAL OF
TZLEPHONE LETTER NUMERIC

NUMBERS (GrLe+1) CODE copg

ONBussaervneineerenrereBecrsarncaanensl
THO. e crvemseinroasaseCanrennrrianenar2
THREE. . ..veneuerunereeaBuerncnnensnns3
FOUR OR MORE.s.eoereruBanssonnsrnaresnd

Cl:
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c3.

ca,

¢s.

sy

SEX OF RESPONDENT:

SEX OF INTERVIEWER:

LANGUAGE OF INTERVIEW:

MALE, . ovvuves

FEMALE . . vvuisnisorsatiatatasaisinsnssans

MALE. cvvveiienannssesorvsrsannsaaannsian

FEMALE s v s eerennsonasnssrronnonnsnssnes

ENGLISH. voerttnanrravneinrerearnnsessons

SPANISH. e vvnvivvetarvassrnnavsaranenas

ﬂmmllllll.ll.i-llI.I..l.ll."ll'.‘ll.'

L

SPECIFY:

sk

Cé;

cS:

END _CARD 2

)

(

74
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EASTWICK

Project Area Committee
7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA, PA, 19153

(215) 365-882¢

REPRESENTING:

Blue Bell Civic Association
Clearview Community Organizatlon
Canservation Area

Eastwick Businessmen's Associntion
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

Forrest Creck Community Assoclation
Hedgerow Residents' Association

Meadows Cammunity Association

Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Resldents Association

Towne Gardens Civic Assoclation

Hre, Kichael Wolfl
Project Nanager

Thilpdelphia International June 17, 1980
Alrport Nolse Study :

Delaware Valley Reglonal Planning Comrimsion

1819 J.¥, Kenmedy Boulevard

Philadelphia, Pa, 19103

Dear Mr. Welf:

Ag requested at the final meeting of the Airport Neoise Study Advisory Commitlee
on June 16, the delegation from the Fastwick Project Area Committee is hersby

submitting for inelusion in the draft report the following general comments, as
well as minority opinion comrents on several of the noise abatement alternatives

congidered:

1. "Abatement" versus "DBiaplacement” « thile gll of the gtrategien considered
might "abate" noine to some degree or other according to the technical use
of this word, to the laymen/women from Eastwick, the strateries here ghould
more correctly be deseribed as noise "displacement"” alternatives, These
tend to spread noise around, in some locales, thinly, in others, thickly,
with the resulting creation of what we privately have duhbed "the pearmt
butter sandwich syndreme" . Someone is velleved, but someone else must
suffer a bit more as the eventual outcoma.

e mention this concern as an introduction to what we feel, in the long
run, can be the most effective, eauitable and universally rewarding noise
abatement strategy, in the atrictest definition of the term. This iz the
implementation of rogulations aimed at controlling aireraft noise at 1is
acurce: the aireraft 1tself. Careful and constant vigilence on the part
of our membera of Congress, our local planning agencies, our copmunity
organizations and individual concerned citizens, however, is imperative,
We are aware of ithe equally careful and constant pressure exerted by cer-
tain special interest lobbies in rolling back certnin of theae proposed
controls, Nevertheless, in the end, we feel that the costs In terma of
human health and community social and economi¢ stability underscore the
importance to each of us of remalning econstant to a clear course: prod,
promote, and, when necessary, regulate to ensure that the strides made
in the Tield of aireraft technology be made to serve, rather than viectimize,

mat.,
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2, Comments on Suggested Abatement Strategies-

CASE 13

CASE 2:

CASE 3:

CASE 4:

CASE 5:

CASE 6:

RIVER APPROACH owd

PAC delegation concurs . with bk priowity ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the
advisory committee.

HEAD~-TO-HEAD NICHT OPERATIONS

PAC delegation concurs with not recommended ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the
advisory committes.

FULL NIGHT CURFEY

PAC delegation concurs with not recommended ranking

given to this alternative by the majority of the

advisory committee. We feel strongly about the economic effect.

LENG'IHENING 17~35, 'CROSSWIND USE

PAC delegation concurs with not recommended ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the

advisory committee. We also strongly recommend that no
value judgement he noted in the report as to the high
safety ranking which this alternative received. Whils

all responsible committee members did consider safety as
a necegsary component of each possible alternative, we
emphasize that the intent of the study was to focus on
alrport noise, not airport safety. Alrport safety strate~
gies should, and will, we believe, be adequately addressed
in future studies aimed at that factor, This factor was
eliminated by the committee due to iis failure on the sub-
ject of net (populationebased) noise reduetion potential,

LENCTHENING 17-~35, 2 & 3 ENGINE APPROACH FROM SOUTH

PAC delegation disagrees with the low priority ranking

given to this alternative by the majority of the advisory
commitiee. We view this, as Mr, Korzeniowski pointed out,

as being inconsistent, as far as real-life future expecta=-
tions are concerned, with the committee's decision in CASE

4. Both cases presuppose the lengthening of this runway,

and once this situation exists, there will be very real
pressures, we believe, to implement CASE 4, with the liklihood
of further consideration to, if not evenitual implementation of,
CASE 5, as well, Therefore, it is our minority opimion that
CASE.5 be ranked ag not recommended, as was CASE 4.

DISELACED TURESHOLD
PAC delegation concurs with the not recommended ranking

given to this alternative by the majority of the
advisory commitiea,

E-2



CASE T:

CASE 9

CASE 10s

PREFERENTIAL RUNWAY USE
PAC delegation concura with the high priority ranking
given to this nlternative, in glightly amended form,
by the majority of the advisory committee. As the
current use patterns generally are thought to provide
the most relief possible currvently (usc of east-west
varsus north-south), we emphasize with the ather
committied members the efficacy of more stringent ad-
herence by pilots and traffie contrellera, whonevew
possible, to optimum use, for noise abatement purposes,
of preferential east-west runway uase,

WER AND FLAP MANAGEMENT
PAC delegation conours with the high pricrity ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the
advizsory committee, We understand that this strategy
already is in effect, and we emphasize the necessity
for maintaining these proceedures.

RAISE GLIDE SLOPE ANCLE (to greater than 30)

PAC delegation disagress with the not recommended ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the advisory
committee. Despite the insistence Ty representatives of
FAA on the committes, we feel that, at some future date,
further investigation inte this alternative might be
warranted as a contributing factor to noime reduction,

It was noted at the last committse meeting that, in the
past, FAA had once considered 24" am the maximum safe
glide slope angle. Perhaps with chanpges in Sircrai‘t
design and safety features, a greater than 3Y slope

might be deemed safla,

SOUND JWSULATION OF BUILDINGS

PAC delegation agress with the high priority ranking
given this alternative by the majority of the

advisory committee, However, it mzat be pointed out that
one of the Bastwick neipghborhoods most impacted at the
present time by aireraft noise would be the very section
of Eaatwick with the highest percentage of residenta least
likely to afford comprehenalve home insulation. Also, there
is a significant yumber of rental units under the flipght
paths of 17-35, This renders a significant percentage of
our population at the mercy of their landlord {the Koman
Corp,) for supplying sound irsulation to these units,

Our past experience with this developer indicates that

it ia in the habit of supplying the absolute minimum of
insulation allowed under current Philadelphia codes, and
we cannot reslistically envision Korman willingly adding
insulatien retroactively to its rental units in Eestwick,
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CASE 112

CASE 12:

CASE 13

CASE 14:

CASE 15:

REAL PROFEATY HOISE NOTICES

PAC delegatien strongly dieagrees with the high prierity
ranking given to this alternative by the majority of the
advisory committee. While it mugtl be emphanized that this
is not a vote for deceptive renl estate snles practices ox

suppression of information, we must stress, from an admittedly

parochial coneern, that this is viewed by us with trep-
idation, OQur neiphborhoods have, over the past several years,

been the victims of blockbusting and, more recently, a massive

campaign of personal, mail and telephone selicitatien by
realtors from as far away as West Oak Lene and South Jergey.
Any Tactor which might tend 1o further depress the already-
deflated real esiate values in our less than five year old
communities would, obviously, not reccive broad-based com-
runity support in Bastwick, Ve ebject, further, that cur
vent homcowners be saddled with a "one-time (financial)
hardship" in any attempt to sell their homes under such
regulations. In our minds, a "one-time hardship” is one ioo
many, We also envision serious problems in the efficient
monitoring and policing of such resulations, If it is to
be done in rmch the same manner that the Philadelphia Human
Relations Commission and the Philadelphia Board of Realtors
jointly "meniter" and "police" blockbusiing and unethiocal
nolicitation, this altemnative will be reduced to a sham,

We also suapect that there might be legal problems related with
the above-mentioned "hardship". Does this constitfute a partial

configeation by the remlating levels of government of an
individual!s property? What our fellow committee members
seeningly view as a benign and helpful alternative is viewed
by us as fraught with unanswered questiona and with menace
to the stability of our community.

NOISE-RELATED LANDING FEES

Due to the fact that this congideration seems to be adrensed
in regulations that ava to take effect in 1985, this alter-
native has been eliminated by the advisory committee from
further consideraticn.

NOISE NMONITORING

PAC delegation concurs with the high prierity ranking
given to this alternative by the majority-of the advisory
committes,

NOISE DISTRIBUTION

PAC delegation comcurs with the low priority ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the advisoxy
comml ttee,

LIKITED NIGHT CURFEW (PASSENGER QNIY)

PAC delegation disagrees with the low priority ranking
piven to this alternative by the majority of the advisory
commi ttee. As noted under CASE 3, we are aware of possible
economio disadvantages, but we feel that this alternative
should be a high priority for future in-depth study.
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CASE 16: LAND USE CONTROLS
PAC delegation concurs with the high priority ranking
given to thia alternative by the majority of the
advisory committee. This will not apply to ocur area, tmt
is a strategy that might be heipful to currently sparsely~
developed communities in South Jersey.

CASE 17: 9R-27L DEPARTURE AND ARRIVAL AT NIGHT
PAC delegation concurs with the high priority ranking
given to this alternative by the majority of the advisory
committee,

In addition, we feel it is constructive to add a number of comments regarding the
constraints of this study, our general philosophy as to the noise problem in this
commnity (present and future} and sugrestions for further study not included in
the considered alternatives.

It is our feeling that what noise problem exists in Enstwick is due to traffic on
i7=35, not the eastwest runways, which, due to their carrying the bulk of this
traffic, were the primary focus of alternatives suggested as part of this study.
our commurity concerns regarding the impact ef aircraft noise here muet be defined
not only in terms of noise, tmt also in terme of height of approaching and departing
aireraft as it travels over our area, the present and projected amount of traffic
over our area, the salety aspects of these two featuress, and, lastly ncise, and ‘
HOW THESE FACTORS IN COMBINATION MIGHT TEND TO ACT ON REAL ESTATE VALUES IN HAST.
WICK, especially in our residential communities. It was our understanding that this
topic was outside the realm of this astudy. However, we strongly emphasize our feeling
that this factor must be given its due consideration in any further study regarding
possible changes in traffic patterns to, volume of traffic on, or changes in the
capability of, munway 17=35.

Tt alao was siated at the owtset of this study that this effort would not and could
not leok into the healthrelated effacts of noise, including the impaet of noise and
vibrations on the health ol residents in presently nolse~impacted areas. We are
unsure whether or not the funding mechanism was responsible for setiing out this
ground rule as being applicable here. We dispute to some degree that such deliberations
d1d not have a place here., However, we strongly urge that this health-related aspect
of noise and related phenomens be considersd as a téopic worthy of further consider-
ation, either singly or in combination with studies regarding the implementation of
noise abatement sirategies proposed here.

fle ask of our ' members of Congress, the appropriate Congreasional committees and
federal agencies vary,very careful congideration to both the positive and negative
assessments made by members of the advisory commitiee and evaluatien of .all possible
future sction in the reflected light of the deliberations made here by this committee,

Sincerely,
M

Barbara Farley
Eastwick Project Area Committes -8tafl mepresentative to
Philadelphia International Airport Neise Study advieory Committee
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State of New Jersey
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOM

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
JOMN FITCH PLAZA, P, O, DOX 2807, TRENTON, N, 1, 00028

June 23, 1880

ENVIRONMENTAL

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Penns Towers Building . PLANNING DIVISION
1819 J.F. Kennedy Blvd. i -
Philadelphia, PA 19103 JUN‘%.; RECD

DVRPC

ATTN: Michael Wolf
RE: Philadelphia Airport Study

Minority Report by Edward J. DiPolvere

Chief of the New Jersey Qffice of Noise Control

for New Jersey Division of Environmental Quality

This is a minority report on the high priority ranking for
sound insulation of buildings as an airport noise abatement strategy.
Most people on the committee want to solve the Philadelphia airport
noise problem. Congress, instead, authorized the study so that
it could learn about the impact of noise on, and possible abatement
strategies for American airports. This solution is extremely
costly; for the approximately 14,000 commercial airports alone,
it could easily cost billions, if not tens of billions, of dollars.
This, for a strategy that does not even meet the evaluation criteria

of the committee itself. “Noise Reduction Potential" should be
evaluated as zero, (0), if it is unlikely to reduce noise in ‘the
“environment". When not modified by other adjectives, the environ-

ment has traditionally been defined as a person's total living
space, his total property, his "castle" if you will. This strategy
does not improve his environment; it instead shields part of his
environment form the:rest of his total environment which has not
been made cne dB gquieter. There is no guarantee that, should this
be done at any particular airport neighborhood, operational or other
changes at future times would not cause a new set of properties to
become impacted and require this treatment.

Early in the deliberations, the staff of the Delaware Valley
Regional Planning Commission suggested that, the "noise impact"
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Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commissicn June 23, 1980
ATTN: Michael Wolf Page 2

of the airport was not severe, and I concur with this assessment.
The detailed survey shows while there are pockets or hot spots of
severe airport noise impacts, traffic and roadway noise is the

most pervasive problem in the regional area selected. This is for
a survey near and around an airport; this finding is more striking
when areas that don't include airports are included, as has been
done in a myriad of other studies and surveys throughout the country
and in other countries. Roadway noise is the most pervasive noise,
source. It is therefore unconscionable to recommend to congress
that a high priority be give to the insulation strategy that would
cost tens of billions of dollars for a noise problem that is not the
most severe problem, as determined by analysis of this very survey.

The entire Environmental Protection Agency budget for noise
contrel is $12.8 million. For these funds they:

1. Do research in that ever elusive tie between health
effects - learning disabilities and environmental noise.

2. Promulgate regulations for various interstate carriers
and many nolsy products.

3. Fund technical centers where state and local personnel
can be trained and have their equipment calibrated.

4. Give assistance grants to state and local governments in
ECHO.

5. Give demonstration grants to state and local governments,

6. Do studies on airport noise.

History throughout the environmental field has shown that money
spent on enforcement practices has had the most beneficial result in
abatement and mitigation of pollutants. Putting a high priority on
a partial fix that doesn't require anyone to do anything about the
problem or source nolse, but rather deal with the involuntary re-
ceiver is not proper. It has heen acknowledged that in other than
cccupational noise, the most effective way of controlling noise is

to deal with it at the source. WNext path or operational/administrative
‘controls work best, Treatment of receiver is virtually never used

as a strategy for environmental noise. We in the requlation and
enforcement business would never attempt to issue ear plugs or
muffs to abate environmental noise. Why punish or in any way,
deprive the receiver of part of his property to solve a problem
created by others. This insulation approach is truly a receiver
control and not a path contrel. Path controls, (barriers, berms,
deflector, etec.), Intercept the noise before it invades a person's
total environment.

In summary, the writer strongly disagrees with the high priority
ranking of sound insulation of buildings as an airport noise abate-
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Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission June 23, 1980
ATTN: Michael Wolf Page 3

ment strategy. Rather, emphasis should be put on source controls,
(quieter craft and gquieter engines retrofitted are more viable today,
because of their increased fuel efficiency)}, operational and adminis-
trative measures; many of which have been successful at airports
across the country. Even new and innovative operational and adminis-
trative measures should be encouraged for existing built-up areas
and land use planning controls for areas not yet built up.

Very truly yours,

éiﬁ4h4fﬁkﬁh/9 )
Bdward J. DiPolvere, Chief
Office of Noise Cantrol

EJDP/je
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MINORITY REPORT
TG THE
PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
NOISE STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S
FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND PRIORITIES
JUNE 30, 1980
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In reviewing the minutes of the final meeting of the Philadelphia
International Airport Noise Study Advisory Committee which was held on Monday,
June 16, 1980, we would Tike to submit the following comments:

With respect to the Community Opinion Survey conducted by CSR, Ind., We
must express concern over.the aggregation of telephone exchange areas, a strategy
employed by CSR. We do not feel that this methed gives an accurate picture of
the intensity of the aircraft noise problem in those particularly troubled
communities in South Jersey (Gloucester City, Audubon, Collingswood, Haddonfield,
etc.). Also, there is some question as to the timing of the survey. Since the
survey was conducted in November when the weather is colder and many windows
are closed, we do not feel that CSR was able to obtain an accurate assessment
of how the problem is perceived in southern New Jersey, In addition, with
respect to the recommendations of the committee as to the noise abatement
strategies which should be employed, many of the members from South Jersey
question the accuracy of these recommendations as they were finally approved
at this meeting.

The meeting of June 16, 1980 began at approximately 3 p.m. and lasted
until approximately 11 p.m. Many of those present and voting were not citizens
or municipal officials 1iving in South Jersey, but rather government employees,
In many cases their votes were the deciding ones as to how high a priority
a strategy was given. Also, voting on these strategies was last on the agenda
for this meeting. Therefore, many of the interested South Jersey members who
have attended meetings were not able to stay throughout the entire B-hour session
and had to Teave prior to voting on the strategies. In addition, many members
were mentally fatigued by the time the voting actually took place, thus hindering
a true discussion and evaluation of each. For the most part the strategies that

received high priority by the committee were cosmetic ones which do not have
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the capability to measureably reduce aircraft noise on those affected communities
in southern New Jersey.

For all these reasons, we as members of the Philadelphia International
Airport Noise Study Advisory Committee from southern New Jersey hereby submit
this minority report for consideration by FAA and EPA in the drafting of their
report to Congress. We would like to recommend the following strategies as
those which are capable of addressing the aircraft noise problem from the
Philadelphia International Airport as it affects southern New Jersey in the

fairest possible manner.

HIGH PRIORITY

15. Limited Curfew *

13. Noise Distribution

1. Modified River Approach

5. Use of Runway 35 for Jets Approaching from the South (south river approach;
lengthening of runway may be necessary)

7. Preferential Runway Use

* Provided that the limited curfew is combined with one or more alternate
strategies of noise abatement or noise distribution.

LOW PRIORITY

(Since these strategies are merely of cosmetic value or are already in existence,
we would Jike to avoid giving the impression that we feel these strategies are
capable of bringing about significant changes in the environment.)

10. Sound Insulation of Building

13. Noise Monitoring

17 Night QOperations on §-R, 27-L on River Side
9, Power and Flap-Management:

11. Real Property Noise Notice

16. Land Use Controls

Any other strategies are not recommended.
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Air Transport Association OF AMERICA

Eastorn Reglonal Oifice
181 South Frankiin Avanue
Room 601
Valley Stream, Naw York 11501
Phone (212) 6564777

(516) 791-3444

June 30, 1980

Mr. John Coscia \
Director

Environmental Planning Division

Daelaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Penn Towers Building

1819 J. F. Kennedy Boulevard

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103

Dear Mr. Coscia:

i

I

!

i

I
The results of the marathon meeting, June 16, 1980, !

concerning the Philadelphia Airport Noise Study were rather

encouraging. Many of the items of questionable wvalidity, i

and several which would have had serious adverse impact on the |

entire Delaware Valley, were dropped. Several of those re- !

maining are, in our view, questionable at best, and could he

overall more detrimental than beneficial. They include noise i

distribution, and the River Approach. A third item, limited

curfew, still Gannskt be accephad ln any way hy the .air carriers [

or, we believe, by the pasgengers and shippers who depend on

¥niladelphia International Xirport. No curfeWw can be ‘designed

which does not have a serious, if not severe, adverse economic

impact on the region.

I believe it is obvious that the airlines want to be
good neighbors, and are extremely interested in noise abatement,
where possible, to reduce community noise impact. ' Their
efforts will continue in this regard as we evaluate further the
recommended alternatives for implementation, including night
usage of Runway 9R/27L; continuation of the power and flap
management programs; continuation and/or improvement to the
Preferential Runway System.




We agree with your study summarization that aircraft
and airport noise is not a great problem, either in extent or
magnitude, but there are several locations that do perceive a
noise problem. Although some of the noise abatement alter-
natives mentioned above may not help in these locations, we
will make every effort to relieve those noise impacted areas.

Sincerely,

g +
,éi5’x,vy4;tit‘752 Cﬂ.%?:ZLLLa-_

Emmett N. QO'Hare

Deputy Director
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ROBERT W. EDGAR DIFFRICT QFcEs;

TTH DIFTRICT, PRMNITLYVANIA 204 Long Lane
UrpEn Daney, PENNSYLVANIA 18002

407 Canpont Houak Orrice Builoing {215) FL 20700

e e Congress of the United States (ot A e aris
Houge of Representatives

{21%3) TR 0-0233
®iashington, DL, 20515

Upper Darby Office
July 9, 1980

John Coscia, Director

Environmental Planning Division

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Penn Towers Building

1819 J. F. Kennedy Boulevard

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Dear Mr. Coscia:

I am writing in regard to the Executive Summary of the
Fifth Meeting of the Philadelphia International Ajrport Noise
Study Committee,

As a member of the Committee, I would 1ike to comment on
the fact that the 1imited curfew noise-abatement strategy has
been assigned a low priority. It is the opinion of both myself
and my constituents from Tinicum that a limited curfew should
be included in the high priority category. In addition to
being one of the more effective abatement strategies, it would
cause Tittle or no economic disruption,

With kind regards, I am
Cordiially,

ROBERT W EDGAR

RE: jbm
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TINICUM TOWNSHIP PLANNING BOARD

10 July 1980

Delawatre Valley Regional Planning Commisgion
Philadelphia International Alrport Noise
Study Advisory Committee

Penn Towers Building

1819 J. F. Kennedy EBlvd.

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Gentlemen:

We have completed our review of the DVRPC Executive Summary of
nolse abatement strategies and our comments are as foullows:

LIMITED CURFEW: It 18 our opinion that the "Economic Impact
Statement" presented to the ﬂgise Study Advisory Committee indicating
a loss of 2,500 to 3,000 jobsiunrealistic, has not been justified,
and should be considered unacceptable until it is properly verified
and reviewed. Based on a realistic economic impact statement it is
recommended that the FAA reconsider and present a modifled night
curfew which would be beneficial to the entire community,

SOUND INSULATION OF BUILDINGS: It is recommended that this
committee request Congress to approve funding from the Alrport-
Alrways-Trugt~Fund to finance costs In affected areas where air-
craft nolse levels exceed 75 ldn. {Based on FAA data presented
to this Committee noise levels above 75 Ldn are unsatisfactory
for a reaidential area.)

Regpectfully,

/;‘('/M_é‘.i# J P

Norbert J. Poleoncarz
Secraetary

Copy to:@
Tinicum Township Board of Commissioners
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER
PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19153

July 23, 1980

Joihn J. Coscia, P.E.

Director

Environmental Planning Division

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
1819 J.F. Kennedy Blvd

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Jvear John:

We have reviewed the Philadelphia Internhational Airport Noise Study
and can offer no comments contrary to the work and recommendations

of tha committee.

We feel that tne residents involved showed a level headed, fair
minded approach to the problem. Specifically in protecting their
comnunities tney did not want to force any untenable situation on

ather communities.

Philadelphia Tower will do it's utmost to cooperate with surrounding
cgmunities and the airport sponsor in controlling noise.

oY

ROBERG J. KELMAN, JR.
Faciliity ChNef
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ROBERT W. EDGAR DISTRIET OFPILEN,

TTH DinTaICT, Prissyivama 204 Long Lane
UrpEn DAy, PINNSYLVANA 19088
1 407 CaNnon Houak QFFicR Bl (119 F 2-0t90

iyt Congress of the TUnited States a4 Avntror e rars

CHEsTEn, POUMTLVANIA 10033
Houge of Repregentatives &m T o-szsa
Sashington, B.E. 20515

Upper Darby Office
July 24, 1980

John Coscia, Director

Environmental Planning Division

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Pern Towers Building

1819 J. F. Kennedy Boulevard

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Dear Mr. Coscia:

L

I and the Commnissioners of Tinicum Township would Tike to have
several points added to the Draft Report on the Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport Study.

LI L]

-

The specific curfew noise abatement strategy should be categorized
as high priority rather than Tow priority, as it would not only be
effective but would not be disruptive economically.

Sound insulation of buildings should indeed be a high priority
strategy, and the necessary funding could be drawn from the FAA's
Airport-Airways-Trust Fund. Thus, I request that the FAA recommend
to Congress that Tinicum and other such areas benefit from funding from
the above source. I will contact my colleagues in Congress in regard
to furthering this process.

Sttt ny

With kind regards, I am
Cordialiy,

ROBERT W. EDGAR
g RE:jbm

o e,
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CITY OF CAMDEN
CITY HALL
CAMDEN, N.J, OEMOY

July 29th, 1980.

Mr. John J. Cescia, P.E.,

birector, Environmental Planning Division,
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission,
1819 J.F. Kennedy Boulevard,

Philadelphia, Pa. 19103

bDear Mr. Coscia:

We have been involved in the Airport Noise Study since
the beginning. We are pleased to see our comments and sugges-
tions reflected in the draft report. We realize that the study
primarlly makes recommendations to Congress and that before any
of the recommendationes can be implemented, additional studies
will be required.

The City of Camden takes the position that any future
studies muat address the inter-relatlonship of weather condi-
tions, resident complaints and monitoring., Failure to do so
will not give a valid model of noise problems, nor wil it allow
evaluation of strategies which will only affect cperation under
ideal weather conditions,

The City proposas that anf noise level of greater than 75db

.s8hould constitute a primary standard violation, and only be sanc—

tioned at times of severe operational necessity.

The City is oppeosed to any "redistribution strategy" which

~causes previously unaffected areas to be adversely impacted.

BEach of the affected municipalities should be encouraged to
review their land use and zoning patterns and, where possible,
adopt use patterns more compatible with the airport locatien.

Although additional work remains to be done, this study re-
presents a good first step in dealing with the airport noise
problem. The ability of government agencies, private industry
and the publie in working together in developing this study is
to be commended.

Sincerely,

/Y
Harry/ W, McVey déf
Supefising Planher

df
) E-25
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President Secretary
THOMAS ). CIANCRISTOFORO . ANN MARIE WOODALL
Essingtan, Pa. COMMISSIONERS OF TINICUM TOWNSHIP Lester, Pa.
Ableéﬁshieat ” MERXNIAL BUILDING Treasurer
MAN, IR, [ RICHARD E, GODBEY
Luster, Pa. u\\llﬁﬂﬁ ?:"mm: v Essington, Pa,
DE COUNTYY, PENNSYLVANIA
NICK CANZANESE - - ‘ . Solicitor
Essington, Fa. P.0. ADDRESS . - Ranth E. PAPPANO
Chester, Pa,
JOSEPH A, KELLER 620 N. GOVERNOR PIlINTZ IAV¥D., ESSINGTON, PA. 19029 ester, Fa
Lester, Pa. . (215) 521-3530 Engineer
HERBERT E. MacCOMBIE, IR,
RALPH L, SLATTEN Broomall, Pa, ’

Essington, Pa.

July 29, 1980

Mr. John Coscla

Environmental Planning Ofvision

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Penn Towers Building

1819 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103

Dear. Mr. Cosclat

This letter is fn response to the draft copy of "REPORT TO CONGRESS: EFFECTS OF AIRPORT

NOISE ON A NEIGHBORING STATE!' dated July 1980, and to the work of the Philadelphia Inter-

national Afrport Noise Study Advisory Committee.

Although this fiveemember Board of Comnissioners was unable to attend the June 16th,

meeting of the Advisory Comnittee which was held in Cherry Hill, New Jersey, due to other
important prior committments, Mr. Edward Keyser, Zoning Officer, and Mrs. Susan P. Jacobs,

concerned citizen, were present., We want to go on record as stating that the following
should be given high priority catagorization:

1.
2,
3.
5.

Night Curfew
Nofse distribution
Increased usa of runway 1735 h, Lengthening Runwa

17=35
“Afrport operations consistent with the agresments of tKe 1960's and 1970's

Soundproofing of buildings

The reasons for high priority catagorization are as follows:

1.

2,

Night Curfew. This fs a most effective noise abatement strategy as {ndicated
fn the "Report to Congress...', notably on pages 105 and 117. A modified night
curfew would antall little economic hardship.

Noise dfstribution. It is our opinion that this option is the fair way to deal
with the problem of noise pollution.

3 6 4, Use of runwey 17=35 for jets approaching frem the South and lengthening 17=35

for use under-crosswind condftions—thase two go hand=in-hand." This type of
actfon would offer the greatest relief to Tinfcum as it would reduce the number
of oparations which currently overfly Tinfcum Township, Although this would
result fn tnereased nofse levels over Eastwick, Philadelphia {s the owner and
operator of the afrport and as such derives the direct economic benafits from
its operation, We, therofore, feel that it {s proper for Philadelphia to
assumo the greatest share of the burden of airport noise.

"Tinicum — Firss Stitlepsent in Pennpylvanie; Capital of New Sweden 1643-1633"
E-27



ie. John Coscia Page 2.

5. Afrport operations consistent with the agreements made in the 1960's amd 1970's.
When Philadelphia wanted to expand the parallel east-west runway in Tinfcum,
certain agreements were made as to the use of those runways to provide relief
from airport noise for Tinicum Township. Philadelphia has consistently ignored
those agreements with the result being that Tinicum has been subjected to
intolerable amounts of noise from the airport.

6. Soundproofing of homes. This abatement procedure has already received a high
priorfty rating. Sound insulation would help to shut out some of the most
pervasive problem in Tinfcum, airport noise. This is) of course, only a partial
solution in that it offers no relief for those who are out of doors.

We are absolutely opposed to any head=to~head operatijons over Tinicum Township, We also.
feel that real property noise notices should be given low priority or not reconmended
ratings because they offer no relief fram noise pollution. This is pot a noise abatement
strategy but rather a 'complaint abatement' strategy.

It 15 our opinion that the majority of the itéms currently placed in the high priority
catagory offer no real relief to our Township, which has borne the brunt of afrport noise
for the last twenty years. It indicates a lack of awareness of the real situation here
and {s a half=hearted approach to resolving the problems of noise pollution in the highest
nofse fmpacted area, As {ndicated on Page 70 of the draft report, all of Tinicum Township
1ies within the 65 LON contour, except for one section which is in the 75 LON contour.

It has come to our attention that the manner in which the various items were voted into
catagories deserves some comment. It s our understanding that the ass{gnment of the
priorities to each of the three catagories was determined by a show of hands—one man,
one yote, Unfortunately, only Mr. Keyser and Mrs. Jacobs were able to attend the June 16
meeting, and each could cast but one vote on the various issues acted upon. Therefore,
we do not feel that the voting represents the interests of those areas which have the
greatest nojse problem, but rather those which sent the greater number of representatives,
or since the meeting lasted late into the evening, those who were able to stay. There
should have bean a weight factor attached to the voting, so that those individuals rep=
resenting people in areas most adversely affected by airport noise could at least equal
the votes of community groups whose noise problems were minimal by comparison.

Under the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, the major emphasis of this study has been on
airport noise. We are alse concerned about afrport safety, and we favor those procedures
which tend to keep aircraft from flying directly over residential portfons of our township.

Yours very sincerely,

TINICUH TOWNSHIP BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
) ;44 Py é‘/,w

Thomas Gfaneristoforo
President

mrm
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Air Transport Association OF AMERICA

Eastorn Regional Oftice
181 South Frankiin Avonue
Room 601
Vatloy Stroarn, New York 115667
Phone (212) 650-4777

(518) 701-3444

August 1, 1980

Mp, Steven E. Starley

Adrport Program Managexr

Office of Noise Abatement & Control
Environmental Protection Agency
1821 Jefferson Davis Highway
Building 2 - Crystal Mall
Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Mr. Starley:

The airlines serving the Delaware Valley Region, through Philadelphia
International Airport, have a major commitment to achieve noise abatement,
wherever possible, to reduce conmunity noise impacts. I believe this is
obvious from our active participation on this study's Technical Advisory
Committee. These efforts are continuing, as noted by "Currently in
Effect" on two of the three high priority recommendations involving opera-
tions in the study document. The final high priority operational item,
Night Use of Runway 9R/27L, is being considered at this time for earliest
implemertation by the users.

As part of our Technical Advisory Committee activities, we have reviewed
the July 1980 draft report to Congress. Several areas require clarification,
change or additional comment. :

The proposed Limited Night Curfew was selected by the commitiee as a low

iority recompendation. Without any explanation it has been elevated for
primary consideration. This is totally inconsistent with the findings of
the committee as the meeting minutes and the camnittee's vote clearly show.
For example, the second paragraph on page 121 states, "Based upon the
majority and minority repcrts and the analyses dewveloped by the EFPA/FAA
study team, it is still clear that limited curfew and preferential runway
use constitute the primary avenues of noise control open to Philadelphia
International Afrport." We submit that it is not clear that the limited
curfew is a primary avenue of noise comtrol. It was not studied or analyzed,
and, in fact, the comnittee reconmmended it as a low priopdty preposal.
Unless corrected to reflect lack of analysis and the actual positions of
the cammittee menbership; the discussion above of the curfew proposal is
entirely inaccurate.
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A similar coment is made in the Executive Summary: "The detailed results
of these analyses are reported at preat length herein, but, in SLUmmarY
the most effective options for Ph:.ladelph:l.a International Airport consist
of restricting the numbers of nighttime oper'at:.ons {partial curfew) along
with a prefemntlal runway use program to keep aircraft away fram populated
areas.” ‘lhis too is incorrect and misleading and requires ceorrection.

It has been and remains owr posn.t:.on that the limited n:Lght curfew cannot
be accepted in any way by the air c'.ar'mers, or, we believe, Ly the

passengers and shippers who depend on Philadelphia International Aivport.
No curfew can be designed which does not have,at least, a sericus adverse

economie impact on the region.

Several of the other recommendations listed as low priority are questionable
at best, and could be, overall, more detrimental than beneficial. These
include Noise Distributicn and The River Approach., Extreme care must be used
in any further discussion of these proposals to insure that they are properly
evaluated before implementation is considered., Such a caveat should be added
in the body of the ctudy report,

We have appreciated the opportunity to. participate in the study, but continue
‘to be deeply concerned over any suggestion that limited curfew can be a
workable proposal for noise abatement at Fhiladelphia International Airport.

Sincerely,

£ 7. 0%(%

Enmett N. O'Ha.m
Deputy Director

ce: E. W. Sellman, Chief Noise Technology Branch
Office of Environment € Fnergy, FAA

L. Tondel, Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton

M. A. Wolf, DVRPC

M. A. Verville, ATA Public Affairs Coor\:hnator' (NT)(EA)
Jd. B. Reagan, Chairman PHL AAAC (TW)

5. J. Slade, ATA Public Affairs Cocrdinator (PA)(TW)

J. D. Collier, ATA/DCA

J. V. MeGinn, ATA/DCA
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COUNTY OF DELAWARE
COURT HOUWUSE
MEDIA, FENNSYLVANIA 19063

A LD 215-891-230)

eauNerL August 1, 1980 OFFICE BF THE PLANNING DOMMIBEION
CHARLES C. KEELER THOMAS J, @'BRIEN
EHAIRKIAS ErHalRMAN
FAITH RYAN WHITTLESEY THUMAS J. JUDGE
VICE GHAIRMAN VIGE CHAIRMAN
HAROLD F. HAABESTAD, 4R, WILLIAM H. BATES

FRANK J, LYNCH BICHLTARY

DENNIS J, ROCHFORD

Mr, Steven Starley
1419 Fallsmead Way
Potomac, Md, 20854

REF; Philadelphia Internaticnal
Alrport Noilse Study

Dear Mr. Starley:

The Delaware County Planning Department has reviewed
the EPA/FAA report to Congress on the Philadelphia Interna-
tional Airport Noise Study, and we wish to submit the following
comments for your consideration, Our comments are divided
into genersl remarks on the nature of the study and re-
sulting document and specific comments concerning selected
alternatives,

STUDY/DOCUMENT COMMENTS

While this study did not employ an elaborate citizen
participation process, we were pleased to see that the
committee structure did contain a broad cross-section of
interest groups and that it seemed to fumctlon well., We
were especially pleased to see that our local municipal
representatives and citizen groups actively participated
gince we gained valuable insights from them, In the future,
an attempt should be made to provide a mechanism te allow
this to happen In an on~going manner.

While we feel that the methodology used to develop the
study was basically sound, we would strongly suggest for any
future studies that every attempt be made to provide a time
frame for study such that the telephone hotline complaint
gervice and the community opinion survey can be conducted
over the summer months when airport noise Impacts are most
critical.
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Although we are generally satisfied with the content of
the document, we feel that its one major shortcoming is that
it does not identify any future course of action or set out
further steps toward implementation. The last paragraph of
the report alludes to the point that there should be further
action, but it gives no guidance to Congress as to lts options.
If the advisory committee is to be continued through further
study and implementation, and we agree that it should, some
finding source and cooxrdinative body must be identified to
sapport this activity.

SPECIFIC ALTERNATIVE COMMENTS

9R=-271. Departures and Arrivals at Night

We strongly urge the restriction on use of Runway 9R-27L
from 10 pm to 7 am to keep approaches from the west and de-
partures to the west further from Essington. Since the
alrport does not operate near capaclty during these hours,
this would seem to be an alternative that could be easily
implemented without creating complicated negative impacts
on existing operating procedures.

Sound Insulation of Buildings

We recomnend.that sound insulation of buildings be
actlvely pursued, We recognize that retrofitting existing
homes with adeguate sound insulation will be a difficult and
expensive undertaking, However, we know that even with
improved technological developments leading toward reduced
airplane noise In the coming years, there will still be high
impact areas where Jjet noise will be a routine problem, We rec-
ommend-that EPA/FAA urge Congress to explore the funding
opportunities and Institutional arrangements mecessary to ;
provide sound proofing to those high target areas, ;

Since this is a nationwide problem involving a federally
funded system, we feel that it is appropriate that there be
a federal source of funding to address this problem. One
possible source of such funding might be the Alrport-Airways
Trust Fund., Since this broadbased fund derives its revenues
from airport use, directing these funds toward the correction
of problems caused by this use seems reasonable. Therefore,

E-32




L e T g AR e LT IR

sound proofing might be a viable use of these monies. Be-
cause it 1s difficult to lay the blame for the problem solely
on elther the airport or the adjacent municipalities and

their residents, it would seesm to be appropriate for both
bodies to assume some responsibility in combatting the problem.
Perhaps this fund could be used to provide low interest loans
for sound proofing to residents in impact areas. This

would stretch the federal funds and would allow more people

to benefit from thelr availabllity.

In conjunction with this, EPA/FAA may want to take a
more active role in working closely with local municipalities
to encourage them to institute land use controls and building
code provisions sensitive to airport impacts,

Noise Monitoring

We also recommend that nolse monitoring be further
explored, It is critical that the noise monitoring program
developed be one where the information gathered is acted upon
in an expeditious manner. We are sure that some noise
complaints and airport clalms are not entirely valid. This
would seem to be a good method of pinpointing the source of
those problems that are real and would get the airport and
its neighboring municipalities conmunicating so that they
could jointly address those problems that are correctable.
In this way, the number of problem events could be minimized,

Limited Curfew

While we recognize the serious economie considerations
involving & full night curfew, a l1imited curfew suggests the
potential foxr striking a better trade-off between these nega-
tive economic impacts and the noise reduction that would
occur through implementation of this procedure. Although the
limited curfew was only judged a low priority by the committee,
we suspect that it may have ranked higher had noise contours
for this condition been developed. We feel the case was made
for a further analysis of this procedure and urge that this
be given a high priority for further study.

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments,

Very truly yours,

L&wn LM\/‘M

Leon B, Levine, AICP
E-33 Director, DCPD

cc: EPA Noise Qffice
Michael Wolf





