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1. INTRODUCTION

This volume presents the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) and related information that comprise
the second volume of required documentation for a Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150
submission for Montgomery County Airpark (GAI'). The documentation has been developed under
the provisions of FAR Part 150, Subpart B, Section 150.23, and Appendix B.

The discussion of noise compatibility measures in this volume builds on the Volume 1 Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) documentation. Chapter 1 of the NEM provides an introduction to the
objectives and requirements of FAR Part 150. That overall introduction is not repeated here.

This chapter summarizes the GAI project organization (Section 1.1), the development of the NCP
(Section 1.2), the relationship of the NCP to the NEM (Section 1.3), NCP requirements and the
locations in each of the two volumes where they have been addressed (Section 1.4), and the
organization of the balance of this document (Section 1.5).

1.1 Project Organization

The consulting firm of Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. (HMMH); in association with the LPA
Group Inc. (LPA), and Hanifin Associates Inc. (HAI); conducted the Part 150 study that is the basis
of the material presented in the two volumes of this report. HMMH performed this study for, and
under the direction of, the Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA), the proprietor of GAI.

The airport is managed by an Airport Manager who currently is licensed by the State of Maryland.
The Airport Manager does not report to the MCRA.

Consultants to the MCRA monitored project progress for consistency with the policies of the MCRA.
An Advisory Committee monitored the progress of the study and also provided technical input, as
described in Chapter 5 of this volume and Chapter 15 of Volume 1.

1.2 Development of this Volume

This volume is based on an integration of technical information prepared and presented by HMMH
and LPA. All of the information was distributed to the Advisory Committee members for review
and comment, and formed the basis of discussions at Committee meetings.

GAl is the FAA’s official three letter designation for Montgomery County Airpark.
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1.3 Relationship of this Volume to the Noise Exposure Map

The MCRA has submitted the NEM in Volume 1 to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for
review under separate cover. That volume includes noise contours and associated documentation on
operations, land uses, and noise/land use compatibility statistics for existing conditions in 1991 and
forecast conditions for 1996. The Noise Exposure Map for GAI was found in compliance by the
FAA in January 1992. The NEM Summary is included in Appendix J.

Minimal noise abatement measures existed at GAI prior to 1991. This NCP volume recommends
certain additions to the noise abatement program. Noise contours are presented in Chapter 4 for 1996
operations that assume implementation of the overall program. In all other ways the assumptions on
which these contours are based are identical to those incorporated in the NEM contours; these NCP
contours were developed in a manner that is consistent with all Part 150 NEM requirements.
Assuming FAA review and approval of the recommended noise abatement actions, and airport/FAA
implementation of them, the 1996 abatement contours represent the forecast NEM for 1996.

1.4 NCP Documentation Requirements and Organization of Volume 2
FAR Part 150 includes very specific documentation requirements. Local interests, largely as defined

in the Advisory Committee process, also establish other documentation requirements. The balance

of this document is organized to comply with both types of requirements in a clear and concise
fashion.

1.4.1 FAA Checklist

The FAA has summarized NCP documentation requirements in a checklist that the agency uses in
its evaluation. To assist readers in reviewing this document, Table 1.1 presents this checklist and
indicates the location(s) in this volume of each required item.

1.4.2 Organization of This Volume

The basic structure to this report is as follows:

. listing and description of NCP elements,

. recommended procedures for implementing the NCP,

° public consultation during the development of the NCP,
. summary of analyses of operational alternatives, and

. summary of analyses of compatible land use alternatives.
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Checklist

IDENTIFICATION AND SUBMISSION OF PROGRAM:

A. Submission is properly identified.
1. FAR 150 NCP?
2. NEM and NCP together?
B. Airport and Airport Operator's name identified?
C. NCP transmitted by airport operator cover letter?
CONSULTATION:
A. Documentation includes narrative of public
participation and consultation process?
B. Identification of consulted parties:
1. All parties in 150.23(c) consulted?
Z Public and planning agencies identified?
3. Agencies in 2., above, correspond to those
indicated on the NEM?
C. Satisfies 150.23(d) requirements:
1. Documentation shows active and direct
participation of parties in B., above?
2. Active and direct participation of
general public?
3. Participation was prior to and during
development of NCP and prior to submittal
to FAA? .
4. Proves adequate opportunity afforded to
submit views, data, etc.?
D. Evidence included of notice and opportunity for a
public kearing on NCP?
E. Documentation of comments:
1. Includes summary of public hearing comments?
2. Includes copy of all written material submitted
to operator?
3. Includes operator's responses/disposition of
written and verbal comments?
E Informal agreement received from FAA on flight
procedures?
NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS:
A. Submittal type:
1. First time submittal?
n. Submitted with program?
(Review NEM first using NEM checklist)
2. Previous determination?
. Still valid?

b. Incorporated by reference?

Location in

this Document

Chapter 1
Chapter 1
Chapter 1.1

see cover letter

Chapter §

Chapter 5.4
Chapter 5.4

Vol. 1, Chapter 15

Chapter 5

Chapter 5

Chapler 5
Chapter 5
Chapter 5.3 &
Appendix F & G
Appendix G
Appendix G

Appendix G

Chapter 5.4

Vol. 1, Chapter 1
Vol. 1, Chapter 1

not applicable (n/a)
n/a
n/a
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Checklist (cont’d)

Five-year map: (Review using NEM checklist if

revisions included in NCP submittal)

1. FAA previous determination on 5-year NEM
based on implemented NCP assumptions?

2. Revised 5-year NEM included with program?

3, Current year NEM need revising & included?

4. Will FAA be making a determination on the
NEM(s) when NCP approval is made?

Noise Modeling:

1. INM or FAA-approved equivalent?

2. Monitoring in accordance with A150.5?
Current and 5-year maps clearly identified as
the official NEMs?

IV.  CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES:
A.

At a minimum:

Location in

this Document

Chapter 1.3 & 4.4
Chapter 4.4
Chapter 1.3 & 4.4
FAA Action

Vol. 1, Chapter 1

Vol. 1. Chapter 4

Vol. 1, Chapter 1

1. Land acquisition and interests therein Chapter 7.1 & 7.2
2. Barriers, shielding, public building soundproof Chapter 6.1.5
3. Preferential runway system Chapter 6.2.3
4. Flight procedures Chapter 6.2
5. Restrictions on type/class of aircraft
o. deny use based on Federal standards Chapter 6.3.1
b. capacity limits based on noisiness Chapter 6.3.1
c. noise abatement procedures Chapter 6.3.1
d. landing fees based on noise or time Chapter 6.3.1
e. curfews Chapter 6.3.1
6. Other actions with beneficial impact Chapter 6 & 7
@ Others FAA recommendations n/a
Responsible implementing authority identified for
each recommendation? Chapter 2 & 3
Analysis of measures:
1. Measures adequately analyzed? FAA Action
2. Adequate reasoning for rejecting alternatives:
a. not arbitrary or capricious (needs to be
more clearly described) FAA Action
b. not faulty technical analysis (needs more
and accurate technical analysis) FAA Action
c. not based on flawed conclusions (needs more
reasonable discussion of why rejected) FAA Action
3. Measures clearly described? FAA Action
Other actions recommended by the FAA:
1. Should other actions be added? FAA Action

2. List separately or on back of this form actions
and discussions with airport operator to have
them included prior to the start of the 180-day
cycle.

FAA Action
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Checklist (cont’d)

B.

Analysis of Use Restrictions:
1. All alternatives, including those rejected,
thoroughly analyzed so that accurate comparisons

and conclusions can be made?

2. I8 the use restriction:
. reasonably related to need to reduce
noise/incompatible land use?
b. not imposing undue burden on commerce?
c. able to meet local/national air transpor-
tation system needs to extent practicable?
3. Lack of adequate analysis sufficient enough

to warrant affecting the start of 180-days?
Sponsor notified of 3., above?

5. Coordinating the use restriction with APP-600
prior to making determination on start of
180-days?

Final program recommendations reflect the airport

proprietor's Noise Compatibility Program?

Document clearly indicates:

Location in

this Document

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 6.3.1

Chapter 2.1

V. ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED FOR IMPLEMENTATION:
A.

1. Alternatives recommended for implementation? Chapter 2
2. Final recommendations are proprietor’s, not
those of consultant or third party? see cover letter
FAA review:
1. Do all program recommendations:
a relate directly or indirectly to reduction
of noise and incompatibility? Chapter 4
b. contain description of contribution to
overall effectiveness of program? Chapter 4
c. noise/land use benefits quantified? Chapter 4
d. include actual/anticipated effect on reducing
noise exposure within incompatible area
shown on NEM? Chapter 4
8; effects based on relevant and reasonable
expressed assumptions? FAA Action
f. have adequate supporting data to support its
contribution to noise/land use compatib.?  FAA Action
2. FAA recommendation for disapproval:
a, do any recommendations need further discussion
or sponsor withdrawal? FAA Action
b. will FAA start 180-days? FAA Action

c. is it likely that any recommendation will be

disapproved pending submission of additional

information?

d. disapproved for purposes of Part 1507

e contain faulty assumptions, lack
quantification, etc.?

f. consultation with APP-600 called for?
(specify deficiencies hereon or on

separate sheet)

FAA Action
FAA Action

FAA Action

FAA Action
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program Checklist (cont’d)

C. Overview of analysis of recommendations:
1. Meets standards set forth in 150.35(b) & B150.5?
2. FAA alerted proprietor to any potential
problems--requirements for further analysis;
recommendations clearly not approvable;
violations of Part 150 program standards?
(reference details on separate sheet or
on back of this form)
3. 180-day formal review started? When?
D. Do the following also meet Part 150 analytical
standards:
1. Formal recommendations which continue

existing practices?

2. New recommendations or changes proposed by
airport proprietor at end of Part 150
process?
E. Documentation indicates how recommendations may
change previously adopted plans?
E Documentation also:
1. Identifies agencies which are responsible for
implementing each recommendation?
2. Indicates whether agencies in a., have
agreed to implement?
3, Indicates essential government actions necessary
to implement recommendations?
G. Timeframe:
1. Includes agreed-upon schedule to implement
alternatives?

24 Indicates period covered by the program?
3. Includes costs to implement alternatives?
4. Includes anticipated funding sources?

V1. PROGRAM REVISION:
A. Supporting documentation includes provision for

revision?

Location in

this Document

FAA Action

FAA Action
FAA Action

FAA Action

Chapter 2 & 3
Chapter 2 & 3
Chapter 3
Chapter 3
Chapter 3.2

Chapter 3.3
Chapter 3.3

Chapter 2.15-2.16
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Specifically, Chapter 2 of this document presents a summary of the recommended Noise
Compatibility Program, including the operational, land use, and ongoing implementation,
monitoring, and review elements. Effective, ongoing implementation of the NCP has been a major
focus of the entire study. Chapter 2 identifies specific implementation actions which apply to each
recommended NCP element.

Chapter 3 addresses overall program implementation, including the anticipated scheduling,
identification of responsible parties, and other Part 150 requirements.

Chapter 4 describes anticipated program benefits, on an element-by-element and overall basis. It
also presents Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) contours for the 1991 and 1996 cases that
assume implementation of the NCP, with associated land use compatibility statistics. In effect, these

contours and statistics represent revised noise exposure maps that will apply if the FAA approves
the recommended measures.

Chapter 5 summarizes the extensive public consultation program undertaken throughout the
development of the NEM, building on the NEM-related consultation which is documented separately
in that volume.

Chapter 6 summarizes the extensive process undertaken in analyzing operational alternatives, from
the initial screening of candidate actions, through detailed analysis of the benefits and costs of those
alternatives which showed promise. This summary includes the reasons that actions are
recommended as part of the NCP, as well as the reasons that other alternatives were rejected. The
list of alternatives considered includes all categories that Part 150 requires an airport proprietor to
consider, as well as other actions identified in the Advisory Committee process.

Chapter 7 summarizes the evaluation of land use alternatives.
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2. RECOMMENDED NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

The GAI Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) includes 14 recommended elements: four C))]
operational measures, two (2) land use measures, and eight (8) measures related to ongoing program
implementation, monitoring and review.

Table 2.1 lists the recommended NCP elements. Sections 2.1 through 2.14 briefly summarize each
element.  Chapter 6 presents the evaluation of operational alternatives on which these
recommendations are based. Land use alternatives were evaluated in Chapter 7.

Part 150 requires the NCP to clearly identify the person(s) or entity(ies) responsible for
implementing each recommended element. According to the FAA’s definition of implementation
responsibility?, the majority of the operational, land use, implementation, monitoring, and review
measures listed in Table 2.1 are the responsibility of the airport proprietor, the Montgomery County
Revenue Authority (MCRA). Montgomery County itself has the responsibility to undertake the two
recommended land use alternatives. Clearly, however, the FAA, particularly the BWI Air Traffic

Control Tower (ATCT), has a key role working with the airport to carry out the measures and
implement them safely.

As set forth in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5020-1, "Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports”,
August 5, 1982. Chapter 2 discusses the FAA definitions of implementation authority in greater detail.
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Table 2.1 Elements of GAI Noise Compatibility Program

Operational Elements:

Institute Nong f__/_-‘x_bz:iteme_:n:t Flight Tracks
Institute Preferential Runway Use

~Modify Business Jet Departure Procedures

 Restrict Nighttime Maintenance Runups

Land Use Elements:

5.
6.

- Update Real Estate Disclosure Ordinance
- Update Comprehensive Plan

Impleméntafién,"- quitoripg,_a{ﬁd Review Actions:

8.

7.

9.
10.
:-_11'
12,
13. .
14,

Program Publicity: Letters to Airmen

- Program Publicity: Airside Signs
Program Publicity: ATIS/ATCT Advisories
Program Publicity: Informational Brochure
Appoint Noise Abatement Contact

 Institute Noise Complaint Receipt Procedures

and at Minimum Intervals of Time

Evaluate (Quantitatively) Changes in Cumulative Noise Exposure
Assess NEM & NCP d_u‘é to Airport Layout/Operation Changes .
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2.1 Institute Noise Abatement Flight Tracks

2.1.1 Background

Existing noise abatement procedures for Runway 32 departures are presently designed to reduce
overflights of the Hunters Woods residential area. An existing airside sign reminds pilots to turn
right at least 20 degrees after departure. IFR departures on Runway 32 are also instructed to turn
right after departure to the Westminster VOR (a turn of 60 to 80 degrees). However, due to the
proximity of the residential area to the runway end and to pilot lack of knowledge of noise abatement
procedures, overflights of the Hunters Woods area still frequently occur. Means to fine-tune and
improve these procedures and their implementation, along with pilot awareness were probably the
major focus of the Advisory Committee process, and of this study. The analysis of the abatement
flight tracks was undertaken in Section 6.2.2.

Measures to reduce overflights caused by touch-and-go pattern operations are discussed in Section
6.2.1.

2.1.2 Recommended Procedures

Numerous recommendations were evaluated to increase the effectiveness of the existing noise

abatement tracks, to utilize new noise abatement tracks, and to improve pilot awareness of all noise
abatement procedures.

Specific recommendations for Runway 32 departures are listed below:

@ Due to the lack of local control, the BWI ATCT does not know the
runway in use at GAI. They do for Runway 32, however, give
instructions to turn right to the Westminster VOR to all IFR
departures. Therefore, IFR pilots should be reminded, through the
use of an airside sign and a Letter to Airmen, to initiate the right turn
on Runway 32 departures to the Westminster VOR as soon as possible
to minimize overflights on the Hunters Woods, Charlene, Goshen
Village, and Goshen Estates area.

L] VFR departures from Runway 32 should be directed to turn right at
least 30 degrees, until two (2) nautical miles north of the airport.

These departure turns will minimize overflights of the Hunters Woods, Charlene, Goshen Village,
and Goshen Estates areas to the extent aircraft are able to reach a safe turning altitude before
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crossing over the East Montgomery Village and other residential areas immediately north of the
airport.

Recommendations for touch-and-go pattern operations are listed below:

® Aircraft departing Runway 32 should turn onto the downwind as soon as
safely possible to minimize overflights on the Hunters Woods/East
Montgomery Village areas.

L Aircraft should keep the downwind portion of the pattern as close as safely

possible to the airport to minimize overflights on the Edinburgh/Hadley
Farms areas.

2.1.3 Implementation

The recommended flight track procedures are described in additional detail in a proposed Letter to
Airmen presented in Section 2.7. However, the Letter to Airmen will not be the only means of
publicizing the recommended flight tracks. Existing Airport Regulations will be changed to reflect
this change (see Section 2.10). The departure end of Runway 32 will have signs to remind VFR and
IFR pilots to make the designated turns (see Section 2.8). In addition, workload permitting, the BWI
ATCT should verbally advise pilots if they are not complying with the IFR departure procedures for
a right turn to the Westminster VOR (see Section 2.9). IFR departures will be given appropriate
instructions by BWI ATCT subject to approval and coordination by the FAA. None of the proposed
changes in flight tracks or flight procedures will affect FAR Part 77 surfaces surrounding GAI.
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2.2 Institute Preferential Runway Use

2.2.1 Background

The airport has an existing preferential runway use program which identifies Runway 14 as the
preferred runway at night and Runway 32 as the preferred runway for large turbine aircraft during
the day. Nevertheless, a reduction in overflights over the residential areas to the north/northwest
of the Airpark was identified by several members of the Advisory Committee as an important
element of the NCP. This can be achieved by minimizing the use of Runway 32 for departures.
The analysis of this preferential runway use was undertaken in Section 6.2.3. '

2.2.2 Recommended Program

It is recommended that an expanded informal preferential runway use program be undertaken
at GAL. In calm wind conditions and during busier traffic periods Runway 14 should be

utilized as much as possible for departures. The least desirable runway use is to have
departures on Runway 32.

This preferential runway use will reduce departures of aircraft over the Hunters Woods, Charlene,

Goshen Village, Goshen Estates, and East Montgomery Village residential areas north/northwest of
the airpark.

2.2.3 Implementation

The proposed preferential runway use program would be informal and would be of a voluntary
nature to pilots. The principal communication mechanism is the Letter to Airmen which is
recommended as an element of the NCP, as presented in Section 2.7. Airside signs will also be used
to remind pilots to use Runway 14 as much as possible (see Section 2.8). In addition, Airport
Regulations should be changed to reflect the new priority in runway use (see Section 2. 10).
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2.3 Modify Business Jet Departure Procedures
2.3.1 Background

The closest residential area in Montgomery County is less than 7,000 feet from the brake release
point for Runway 32 departures. Thus, corporate jet departures are a major concern of airport
neighbors. To address this issue on a single-event basis, some manufacturers have developed noise
abatement departure procedures which are designed to minimize noise close to an airport. However,
noise abatement procedures do not exist for all aircraft nor are they flown by all pilots. Thus, the
NCP includes recommended use of the National Business Aircraft Association (NBAA) Close-In
Departure Procedure for turbojet aircraft. This generalized procedure (see Appendix A) calls for
a power cutback on departures at 500 feet AGL until the aircraft reaches an altitude of 1,500 feet
above ground level (AGL). The measure has been tested by NBAA and proven to reduce noise
levels in noise sensitive areas within 10,000 feet of an airport. The measure cannot be made
mandatory because, by FAA regulation, the pilot has ultimate responsibility for how the aircraft is
flown. The FAA will also consider safety, feasibility, and noise benefit in its review of the NCP.

2.3.2 Recommended Procedure

Pilots of business jet aircraft are encouraged to fly noise abatement departure procedures
developed by the manufacturer and published in the aircraft flight manual. In the absence of

such procedures, pilots are strongly urged to fly the NBAA Close-In Departure Procedure for
all departures from Runway 32.

The specific cockpit procedures are described in detail in the NBAA material reproduced in
Appendix A. This modified business jet departure procedure will minimize noise levels on the
Hunters Woods, Charlene, Goshen Village, Goshen Estates, and East Montgomery Village
residential areas north/northwest of the airpark.

2.3.3 Implementation

The Airport Regulations should be modified to include a request that all business jet pilots consider
use of the NBAA procedure on Runway 32 departures (see Section 2.10). An airside sign will also

provide a last minute reminder to pilots to use the NBAA procedure. The costs of the sign are
covered in Section 2.8.

A Letter to Airmen will include a request that corporate jet pilots use the NBAA procedures for

Runway 32 departures (see Section 2.7). Publishing the Letter to Airmen is the additional cost for
this recommendation.
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2.4 Restrict Nighttime Maintenance Runups

2.4.1 Background

Engine maintenance runups have not been an issue at GAI. No major maintenance work is
performed at the airport that would require the use of extended runups. No complaints have been
noted and no particular issues have been raised by the Advisory Committee dealing with runups.
However, ambient noise levels during nighttime periods between aircraft overflights are often quite
low, often well below 50 dBA.

2.4.2 Recommended Measure

It is recommended that the airport adopt an informal voluntary rule prohibiting maintenance-
related runups between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Such a limitation would apply only to
maintenance runups and would not apply to pre-takeoff runups or engine checks. In addition,
the Airpark should designate the taxiway holding apron at the approach end to Runway 32 as
the approved runup area for daytime use. Aircraft also should be oriented towards the west
at a heading of approximately 270 degrees such that the engine exhaust is directed to the east.

If maintenance runups become an issue, this measure would minimize impact on all nearby
residential areas. If maintenance runups become a concern in the future, this measure could become
a more formalized restriction which might then include reporting requirements and a fine structure.

2.4.3 Implementation

A voluntary limit on maintenance runups should be adopted by the MCRA by way of amending the
Airport Regulations (see Section 2.10) and including it in a Letter to Airmen. The informal rule
should prohibit runups between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limit the location to the holding apron
at the approach end to Runway 32 during other time periods. New and renewed leases negotiated
with aircraft operators should also contain this voluntary use limit. The only cost associated with
this requirement would be the publishing of the Letter to Airmen (see Section 2.7).



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 15

2.5 Update Real Estate Disclosure Ordinance
2.5.1 Background

A land use strategy with excellent potential as a meaningful preventive measure is the implementation
of an effective real estate disclosure policy. This measure would ensure knowledge of potential
aircraft noise impacts on the area to new residents. It was agreed by some members of the Advisory
Committee that if local lending institutions, realtors, mortgage companies, developers and title
companies were educated on the degree of concern that potential homeowners had regarding the

Airpark’s noise impacts, that these organizations would support the establishment of a program that
would include the institution of real estate disclosure.

2.5.2 Recommended Ordinance

It is recommended that a real estate disclosure be enacted through an ordinance and that the
Part 150 Study Area be used as the area boundary. The study area is defined as the total area

as shown in Figure 7.1. The real estate disclosure should be included in the title of a property
located within the designated area.

Sample real estate disclosure ordinances are presented in Appendix B.

2.5.3 Implementation

The implementation of the updated real estate disclosure ordinance would be the responsibility of
Montgomery County with the technical assistance of the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (MNCPPC). The MNCPPC has supported this measure (see correspondence
in Appendix I). In addition, the County Council Liaison Committee is studying the issue for the
Montgomery County Council. Such a disclosure will serve to inform the buyer about the potential
for disruptive aircraft noise impacts if the real estate disclosure is included in the title of a property.
Funding for updating the ordinance would come from local sources as part of normal governmental
function. However, the MCRA made need to hire an outside consultant to assist in the development

and update of the real estate disclosure ordinance. Consultant fees would be eligible for funding
assistance from the FAA.
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2.6 Update Comprehensive Plan

2.6.1 Background

The comprehensive plan is a policy guide to decisions on physical growth and development of a
community. Comprehensive planning takes into account existing development and coordinates the
compatibility of future development. Through an awareness of airpark/community relationships,
goals and policies can be determined to stimulate proper development of areas subjected to airpark
noise and to discourage sensitive land uses from developing in the impacted area.

The 1985 Upper Rock Creek Master Plan addresses growth and development in the community
surrounding the Montgomery County Airpark.

2.6.2 Recommended Update

The Upper Rock Creek Master Plan should be revised to address the issue of aircraft noise on
existing and proposed land uses and to incorporate the Part 150 Study findings into the plan.
The recommendations of the noise compatibility program should be incorporated into the plan
to increase awareness of the airport. This measure would be another means of ensuring

knowledge of potential aircraft noise impacts on the area to new residents, developers and other
local groups.

2.6.3 Implementation

Implementation for updating the local comprehensive plan would be the responsibility of
Montgomery County with the technical assistance of the MNCPPC. The MNCPPC supports an
enhanced notification process for prospective homeowners in the proximity to the Airpafk (see
correspondence in Appendix I). The update would be another means to inform the homebuyers,
developers, and other local community or governmental groups about the potential for disruptive
aircraft noise impacts within the study area. Funding for updating the local plan would come from
local sources as part of normal governmental function.
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2.7 Program Publicity: Letter to Airmen
2.7.1 Background

As discussed previously, significant attention in the Advisory Committee meetings also focused on
mechanisms to maximize pilot awareness of the noise abatement program. One of the principal
communication mechanisms recommended for operational abatement measures is the Letter to
Airmen (See Sections 2.1 through 2.4).

Presently, no Letters to Airmen are in effect at GAL. However, existing Airport Regulations instruct
pilots to fly traffic patterns for fixed-wing aircraft at 800 feet above ground level (AGL) or 1,340
feet above mean sea level (MSL). Rotorcraft are to fly traffic patterns at 600 feet AGL or 1,140
feet MSL. The existing regulations also address departures. Presently, Runway 14 is preferred for
departures between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., while Runway 32 is preferred for departures of
larger, heavier, turbine-powered aircraft between 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. The new regulations
will address some changes to the existing Airport Regulations.

The new Letter to Airmen will include some of the old procedures documented in the Airport
Regulations as well as the new procedures analyzed and recommended in the NCP. This Letter to
Airmen would result in a consolidation of all noise abatement procedures.

2.7.2 Recommendation

It is recommended that a Letter to Airmen be issued for implementing the recommended and
existing noise abatement procedures at the airport. It should include notification of all
operational noise abatement alternatives either existing or resulting from the Part 150 Study.

Recommended wording for the Letter to Airmen is provided on the following pages as Figure 2.1.
The maps shown in the draft Letter to Airmen are presented as a sample only. They can be changed
or enlarged to meet specific needs.

2.7.3 Implementation

The following steps should be taken in implementing the Letter to Airmen:

a) The FAA will review and revise the draft Letter to Airmen.

The submission of the NCP for FAA review will constitute the official request for review of
all NCP elements including the draft Letter.
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Figure 2.1 Recommended Letter To Airmen (page 1 of 3)

- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER
BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
e BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

ISSUED: <Date>. = EFFECTIVE: <Date>

'BWI TOWER LETTER TO AIRMEN NO. 93.#

REPLACES:

. This Letter to Airmen identifies noise-sensitive areas in the vicinity of Montgomery County Airpark (GAl) and
‘minimize noise’impact in these areas. The Montgomery County Reveriue Authority

ns regafding any of the items in this letter and the noise abatement program in general should be
d to t_h_é airport managemient at (* ¥ *) sxx.*xsx

operation with these noi's_i_s: éba_te'ment efforts is urged.
NOISE SENSITIVE LAND USES:

== __'Whenever possible, please minimize overflights of the close-in noise sensitive areas shawn in the
_figure below. =

=
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Figure 2.1 Recommended Letter To Airmen (page 2 of 3)

'.Rﬂnways are listed in the order of priority to be used at GAl. Pilots are requested to comply with the
'runway assignment, except where conditions dictate that in the interest of safety that the other
~ runway be used,

When issuing wind information, the BWI ATCT shall provide both wind direction and speed. The’
wnnd shall not be described as calm unless the wind speed is zero. 2

— If a pilot determines in the interest of safety that andther runway should be used, BW| ATCT shall. .
- assign the runway to the extent that air traffic and other conditions periit. THe pilot shall be

_informed if the requested runway is noise sensitive.

FIXED-WING FLIGHT TRACK PROCEDURES

PRIORITY. OF RUNWAY USE:

Order of Prioriiy::

Takeoffs Landings
1. Runway 14 Runway 14 Most Desirable
2. Runway 32 Runway 32 Least Desirable

a. Runway 32 VFR Departures:

- traffic per'mit:tifng, turn right at least 30 degrees and follow Snouffer School Road
until two {2] nautical miles north of the airport.

b. Runway 32 IFR Departures:
- traffic permitting, turn right towards the Westminster VOR as soon as possible.
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Figure 2.1 Recommended Letter To Airmen (page 3 of 3)

4. TURBOJET Busmsss AIRCRAFT

- Pllots of turbo;et business aircraft departing Runway 32 are requested to usa sither manufacturer s
1 ¢ ise abatement takeoff procedures, or the NBAA recommended noise abatement :

edures for takeoff over close-in residential communities. Published procedures should
also be usad for VER and lFR approaches

Cdpiés of the full NBAA proéedures manual are available at the Airport Manager's office.

6.  AIRPORT RESTRICTIONS

The MCRA has a'dopt‘gd two restrictions related to operations at GAI.

Touch ‘and go operations and practice instrument approaches are prohibited between 10:00 -
Z'.p m. and 6:00 a.m. Monday thru Saturday and until 8:00 a.m. on Sunday.. Aircraft are
encouraged to turn onto a downwind as soon as safely possible and to keep the downwind
-as close as safely possmle to the airport to minimize overflights on nearby reSldentnal areas.

b "Mamtenance runups are prohibited between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. unless prior approval has .
- been prowded by the airport management. Maintenance runups also restricted to the taxiway.

holding area adjacent to Runway 32 departures. Aircraft must also be oriented at a headmg
of 270 degrees

: Full descriptions of these restrictions can be obtained from the airport management. -
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b) The MCRA should arrange for the Letter to be printed in an attractive form and in an

appropriate size
The size and appearance should be similar to that of a page in a Jeppesen manual.

c) The MCRA should distribute the Letter to airport users
The Letter should be distributed through the following means:

® distribute to based pilots and aircraft owners who can be identified;

8 provide multiple copies to GAI FBOs, requesting that they be put in a common
area where copies can be picked up, especially by itinerant pilots, offer to supply
more when needed;

® mail multiple copies to FBOs (ask them to post a copy), airport managers, and
tower chiefs at nearby airports likely to generate itinerant traffic at GAI
(especially training);

° mail a copy to anyone identified as violating any of the airport rules, regulations,
or use restrictions;

® mail a copy to any pilot who is identified as causing a noise complaint;
mail copies to the Montgomery County Airpark Users Association and request
that the Letter be included in their newsletter; and

® mail copies to operators identified as doing business at GAI.

d) The MCRA should distribute copies to publishers of aviation flight guides. such as the
National Oceanic _and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and Jeppesen-Sanderson.
requesting that the publications include summaries of the procedures.

The most relevant publication is the NOAA Airport Facility Directory.

It is estimated that a budget of $3,000 will be required to arrange for the necessary graphics work
and printing of approximately 2,000 copies of the Letter. This cost is eligible for FAA/MCRA
(90%/10%) funding support. Figure 2.1 can be used as a guide for development of the Letter to
Airmen. The MCRA made need to hire an outside consultant to assist in the development of the
Letter to Airmen. Consultant fees would be eligible for funding assistance from the FAA.
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2.8 Program Publicity: Airside Signs
2.8.1 Background

Airside signs are located directly on the airfield to serve as a last-minute reminder to pilots.
Members of the Advisory Committee have suggested the use of additional signs at appropriate airport
locations providing brief noise abatement instructions.

2.8.2 Recommendation

Prior to departure on Runway 32, pilots are reminded to turn right after departure and to refrain
from night use of Runway 32. The sign presently reads "Noise Abatement - Runway 32, turn right
to at least 340 degrees, refrain from night use of Runway 32",

Since the present airside sign does not meet FAA regulations, the sign should be redone and
modified slightly to be consistent with the recommended procedures.  Another sign would
recommend use of Runway 14 as much as possible, especially in calm wind conditions. This sign
should be located where the pilot can still make a choice about the departure runway. An additional
sign would remind business jet pilots to use the NBAA noise abatement departure procedure for
Runway 32 departures. This sign would be placed on the airfield prior to departure on Runway 32.

The MCRA will place signs at the two on-airfield locations mentioned above. These signs will

provide brief summaries of noise abatement procedures, as discussed above under various
alternatives.

The signs should be back-lighted. According to Standard Signs Incorporated of Cleveland, Ohio (a
major supplier of airfield signage), the standards for such signs allow an overall height of 36 inches.

The message area typically has a height of approximately 30 inches, and can be up to seven feet
long.

The recommended wording for the signs is presented in Figure 2.2.
2.8.3 Implementation

Standard Signs estimates that a backlit sign, fully installed, would cost between $1,800 and $2,000,
on average. A total budget of $6,000 should be included in the NCP to cover the cost of sign
fabrication and installation (eligible for 90% FAA and 10% MCRA funding).
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Figure 2.2 Recommended Wording For Noise Abatement Airside Signs

Proposed Wording for Runway 32 Departure Sign:

NOTICE

NOISE ABATEMENT PROCEDURES IN EFFECT
Departmg Alrcraft Turn right at feast 30 deg'r'éés
as soon as safely possible after c_ie_parture _
and maintain heading until two nautical miles

north of the airport.
Pattern Aircraft - Turn right onto downwind,
-as'soon as safely possible after departure.
~ KEEP IT QUIET!

Proposed Wording for Runway 32 Business Jet Departure Sign:

= _ NOTICE -
NOISE ABATEMENT PROCEDURES IN EFFECT
; Busmess jet alrcraft follow
NBAA Close-In Departure Procedure,
KEEP IT QUIET!

Proposed Wording for Maximized Runway 14 Use Sign:

© Maximize use of Runway 14 for departures

especra_lly in calm wind conditions.
KEEP IT QUIET!




Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 24

2.9 Program Publicity: ATIS/ATCT Advisories
2.9.1 Background

Until recently, the Air Terminal Information Service (ATIS) was prohibited from providing any sort
of noise abatement message on the recording. The message would be a means of providing
information on the noise abatement procedures to itinerant pilots who may not be familiar with the
airport. However, the FAA is very concerned that the length of the ATIS message and has in the
past very rarely permitted an addition of a noise abatement message.

The FAA defines the ATIS procedures in Section 9, "Automatic Terminal Information Service
Procedures," of Order 7110.65E. These procedures do not specifically identify noise abatement
messages as allowable content. The FAA has stated repeatedly that this service is for operational
messages and will not be used for noise abatement messages. It was suggested that the NCP include
a statement requesting that the FAA amend the procedures to allow noise abatement information.
The recent and official response from the FAA has been that ATIS can be used to remind pilots that
noise abatement procedures are in effect.

The message could be very brief, such as: "noise abatement procedures in effect, follow Letter to
Airmen No. 93-()" to alert pilots to the existence of the program. Proposed revisions to FAR Part
150 regulations would allow the use of ATIS transmissions as reminders to pilots to "follow noise
abatement instructions per Letter to Airmen No. 93-()".

Implementation of noise abatement flight tracks (Section 2.1) include many approaches to instruct,
advise and remind a pilot to follow noise abatement procedures. The FAA can play an instrumental
role in helping to make pilots aware of some noise abatement measures, even those of a voluntary
nature. This can be accomplished through direct FAA Air Traffic Control Tower transmissions to
pilots, reminding or advising them to follow certain noise abatement instructions.

2.9.2 Recommendation

-ATIS

The MCRA will request that the FAA consider including a noise abatement message, such as
"noise abatement procedures in effect," to the ATIS. In the event that the FAA will not

approve such a message, the MCRA will request that the FAA consider a change in the ATIS
procedures.
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-ATCT/Runway 32 Departures

Presently, almost all IFR traffic departing GAI are given instructions to "proceed direct to
Westminster VOR". For Runway 32 departures at GAI, this requires a right turn of 60 to 80
degrees after departure to head towards the VOR. Since pilots are instructed to turn right
towards the VOR, it is recommended that, workload permitting, the BWI ATCT advise pilots
who request a heading not consistent with noise abatement procedures (not a right turn towards
the VORY), that they are "not complying with noise abatement procedures".

2.9.3 Implementation

No cost or unusual implementation requirements.
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2.10 Program Publicity: Informational Brochure

2.10.1 Background

An informational brochure would summarize all existing and proposed noise abatement procedures
at GAL It would be a convenient means to convey to pilots the methods by which they can "fly
quiet” and be a good neighbor to the residents surrounding the airport. This brochure would be in
addition to all other methods of publicity that are recommended in the NCP including the Letter to
Airmen, Jeppesen Plates, airside signs, bulletin boards and notices in the offices of the FBOs. In

addition, the existing airport regulations should be updated to reflect the change in noise abatement
procedures.

2.10.2 Recommendation

It is recommended that the MCRA produce a noise abatement brochure for distribution to all
pilots and FBOs. It is also recommended that the existing airport regulations be updated to
reflect the new and revised noise abatement procedures at GAI.

The brochure and the updated regulations would outline the noise abatement flight track, preferential
runway use, business jet departure procedure, runup limitations, and highlight noise sensitive areas
around the airport. The brochure/regulations could also repeat the instructions a pilot could be
expected to receive from the BWI Tower on IFR departures at GAI. They could also give the
telephone numbers of the Noise Abatement Complaint Line and the Airpark manager, and who to
contact should the reader have any further questions.

2.10.3 Implementation

The MCRA will put together this brochure and update the airport regulations. It is estimated that
a budget of $5,000 will be required to arrange for the necessary art work and printing of
approximately 2,000 copies of the brochure. The update to the regulations would be based on the
information in the noise abatement brochure. This cost is eligible for FAA/MCRA (90%/10%)
funding support. The MCRA made need to hire an outside consultant to assist in the development

of the brochure and assist in the update to the regulations. Consultant fees would be eligible for
funding assistance from the FAA.
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2.11 Appoint Noise Abatement Contact
2.11.1 Background

The level of noise at GAI does not warrant the appointment of a full- or part-time Noise Abatement
Officer. It would seem more appropriate to hire a part-time person or designate an existing Airpark
or County employee to handle the position. Since the MCRA has limited staff and no Airpark
employee works directly for the MCRA, the issue of staffing is critical. Therefore, the MCRA has
decided to retain the services of an answering service to document incoming noise complaints. The
documentation of noise complaints would help to determine the type and extent of noise problems
at GAI and would serve to keep the public informed about those noise problems.

2.11.2 Recommendation

It is recommended that the MCRA retain the services of an answering service to document
incoming noise complaints at GAI.

Specifically, the answering service would be responsible for the documentation of the noise
complaints through the noise complaint form as outlined in Section 2.12. The forms would be multi-
copied and would be distributed to the MCRA, the Airpark manager, the complainant, and other
appropriate officials.

2.11.3 Implementation

Technical experience levels required for this position would be minimal as only a desire to educate
and inform the community about the Airpark and noise is required. Good public participation skills
would be required. Personnel at the answering service could pick up a basic knowledge of the
airport and noise terminology by reviewing the NEM and through a guided tour and information
session at the Airpark. The MCRA would budget $2,000 for the annual cost of the answering
service (eligible for 90% FAA and 10% MCRA funding).
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2.12 Institute Noise Complaint Receipt Procedures
2.12.1 Background

GALI presently does not have a well documented process where Airpark personnel receive and
respond to airport noise complaints. However, several members of the Advisory Committee have

expressed concerns about the follow-up investigations to determine the identity of the offending
aircraft and why it causes the complaint.

2.12.2 Recommended Procedures

It is recommended that a core complaint system including an answering service for receipt of
noise complaints, a noise complaint form, and documentation procedures, be instituted at GAI.

The recommended complaint form and complaint procedures are presented in Appendix C. The
MCRA recommends that the responsibilities for receipt of noise complaints be undertaken by an
answering service on a Noise Complaint Line (see Section 2.11). Follow-up on noise complaints
shall be made at the discretion of the MCRA. Complaints that are recommended for followup
should be pursued vigorously in an effort to determine the type of aircraft and reason for complaint.

2.712.3 Implementation

The purpose of the noise complaint system allows for the receipt, documentation, and response to
specific noise complaints. The process includes the identification of the specific aircraft, so that the

pilot could be contacted and made aware of the airport’s noise abatement procedures, and
identification of reoccurring offenders.

The best method to find out the owner/operator of an aircraft is to note its N’ number. These
numbers are difficult to identify during the daytime by residents and impossible at night. Thus, the
Airpark manager, at the discretion of the MCRA would collect available information from the BWI
air traffic control tower (ATCT) staff or Airpark staff on the next business day after receipt of a
complaint. The BWI ATCT would be helpful only in identifying IFR aircraft. In some cases the
ATCT or Airpark staff will be able to identify the aircraft based on a description of the event and
aircraft. Since no ATCT is located at GAI, information on IFR aircraft will have 'to be obtained
from the BWI ATCT during those hours. Flight strip data from the FAA at BWI may be helpful
in obtaining the required information, but release of the strips may be delayed for at least 15 days
by FAA regulation.

In including this proposal in the NCP, it is further recommended that the MCRA fully utilize and
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report complaint data and follow-up responses to the appropriate officials. That information
will give the MCRA a basis for developing recommendations regarding NEM and NCP update or
revision requirements.

The only costs envisioned for the noise complaint receipt procedures would be for the printing of
the noise complaint forms. These costs are expected to be minimal as the sample form in Appendix

C could utilized. The noise complaint line would be handled by an answering service. These costs
were discussed in Section 2.11.
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2.13 Evaluate (Quantitatively) Changes in Cumulative Noise Exposure

2.13.1 Background

To put the review of changes in noise exposure on an objective, quantitative basis, the NCP includes
provision for MCRA to compute the value of a noise measure, termed "EXP", on an annual basis.

The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) has adopted this metric for use at
Groton-New London, Danbury Municipal, and Hartford-Brainard following Part 150 studies at those
airports. The Massachusetts Port Authority has utilized EXP to monitor change at Hanscom Field
(in Bedford, MA) over the past seven years and is using a slightly modified version at Boston-Logan.

EXP is a index of the total noise exposure at the airport. It is the measure that HMMH used to
provide the Advisory Committee information on the effects of potential use restrictions at the airport.
In very simple terms, EXP is a measure like the Consumer Price Index that provides an indication
of changes in the total amount of noise produced by aircraft operating at the airport, without
providing detailed information on the geographic distribution of that noise. If the runway and flight
track use remain relatively constant, EXP is a rough adjustment that can be applied to previous noise
contours to quantify expansion or contraction. Changes in EXP are directly related to changes in
Ldn. The advantage of EXP is that it is a very simple and effective means of estimating changes
in overall noise exposure without the expense and difficulty of the computer noise modeling.

In slightly more detailed terms, EXP is a summation of the noise produced by all operations at the
airport over a year, assuming that all of those operations (arrivals and departures) passed over one
evaluation location. It incorporates the ten decibel nighttime noise penalty, just as in the
computation of Ldn. An accepted standard evaluation location is utilized: the FAR Part 36 departure
measurement location 6,500 meters from brake release.’

2.13.2 Recommendation

Every few years after the Maryland Aviation Administration completes another aircraft activity

study at GAI, and after acquisition of necessary computer software, the MCRA will compute
the EXP for the preceding year of data.

FAR Part 36 is a federal regulation governing the noise levels that aircraft are permitted to make in order to receive
"type certification” for production and use in the U.S. The certification testing is based on measurements of arrival,
sideline, and departure noise at specific measurement locations. Part 36 is a complicated regulation whose details
are not relevant here, except as a basis for selecting an evaluation location.
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The information will be useful in several ways. First, the compilation of input data will provide the
MCRA with a basis for discussing changes in airport operations. Second, the EXP results will
provide a basis for tracking noise exposure over time. And, third, the computations will provide
a quantitative basis for determining if revision of the NEM is appropriate.

Changes of less than one decibel in EXP are insignificant. It is very unlikely that changes less than
1.0 to 1.5 dB Ldn would be detectable, unless they are caused by dramatic changes in fleet mix or
in the diurnal split of activity. Increases of 1.5 dB Ldn or greater are an indication of potentially
significant change in noise exposure. When increases over this threshold are computed, the MCRA
should consider developing new noise contours, revising the NEM, and reevaluating the NCP. This
work would require outside services (see Section 2.14).

2.13.3 Implementation

HMMH has prepared a computer program that performs the necessary computations with minimal
input requirements. This program would be internally tailored for GAI. Computation of EXP will
require that the MCRA have an appropriate microcomputer set up to run this program, including a
computer, printer, and software. The program is written to run on an IBM compatible computer
with a hard disk drive, using the Quattro Pro spreadsheet software. Presently, the MCRA has a
copy of Quattro Pro. Since the MCRA has all the necessary hardware and software to determine
the annual EXP calculations, no additional costs are necessary.

The EXP program uses a simple worksheet approach to allow the airport to enter the necessary
information, including total operations during the year of interest, the fleet mix (percentages for
major aircraft type categories), and the percent of operations at night. To provide a basis for
comparison, the values for the 1991 existing base case year used in the initial NEM development
are provided on the worksheet. The worksheet is shown in Figure 2.3.

The worksheet allows the fleet mix to be described in terms of the five basic categories of aircraft
currently operating at the airport. They include: (1) composite light single engine piston-powered
aircraft, (2) composite light twin engine piston-powered aircraft, (3) light twin engine turbine-
powered propeller aircraft, (4) turbine-powered jet corporate jets, and (5) helicopters. If the share
of activity in another category of aircraft, not listed, increases to one percent or greater, the MCRA
will have to have the worksheet revised to add the appropriate data and computations.
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Figure 2.3 Input/Qutput Form For Annual EXP Analysis

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AlkPARK EXP WORKSHEET °

Instructions:

1. Determine total annual operations from MAA activity analysis and enter
HERE:-> - 108653

2. Enter the estimated percentage of operations at night for eac
ajrcraft category -

- S1ngle pistons <Base Year = 3.1% HERE:-> 3.1
- Twin Turboprops <Base Year = 5.1% HERE:-> 5.1
“TWin pistons  <Base Year = 5.1% HERE:-> 5.1

Corporate Jets <Base Year = 8.1% HERE: -> 8.1
Helicopters <Base Year = 1.9%> HERE:-> 1.9

3. Enter revised fleet mix percentages in table below only if they
are changed from those shown. Do not change for Base Year.

4. Enter current year HERE:->1991

“ FLEET MIX PERCENT NO. OF OPERATIONS PER

BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AVERAGE ANNUAL DAY

(Enter current year only) (Values are computed)
~Base Year  CURRENT Base Year CURRENT
SINGLE PISTON 9.7  94.7 <--Enter 281.9  281.9
TWIN TURBOPROP 1.3 1.3 <--Enter 3.9 3.9
TWIN PISTON 2.0 2.0 <--Enter 6.0 6.0
CORPORATE JET 1.0 1.0 <--Enter 3.0 3.0

 HELICOPTER 1.0 1.0 <--Enter 3.0

TOTAL 100% 100% (computed) 297.8 297 8
TOTAL OPERATIONS IN CURRENT YEAR 108,653 (As entered above)
TOTAL OPERATIONS IN 1991 108,653 (Do not change)
CHANGE IN ACTIVITY 0% (Computed)

EXP FOR CURRENT YEAR 104.7 (cmputéd)

EXP IN BASE CASE YEAR 1047 (Do not change)

CHANGE IN EXP 0.0 (Computed)
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2.14 Assess NEM and NCP due to Airport Layout/Operation Changes and at Minimum
Intervals of Time

2.14.1 Background

In addition to the quantitative EXP "trigger" to determining needs for updates and revisions, the
NCP should provide for revising the NEM and revising the NCP if a major change in the airfield
layout or operation is contemplated. This would encompass changes that affect runway use or flight
paths, such as construction of a new runway or abandonment of an existing runway. This

requirement does not apply to temporary changes in layout or operations required by maintenance
activity or similar short-term conditions that might occur.

New noise contours, with local data collection, should be prepared at reasonable time intervals, even
in the absence of an identified need for NEM review (as might be determined by Section 2.13,
above). This exercise will not necessarily involve full NEM revision; the updated contours will
serve as a comprehensive check on the EXP estimates, to ensure that they continue to adequately
reflect overall changes in exposure.

2.14.2 Recommendation

The Airpark Manager should report to the MCRA on any contemplated changes in airport
layout or operation that might affect noise exposure.

The MCRA should also prepare revised noise contours every five years (starting in 1997, to
model calendar year 1996 actual operations). The MCRA should review the contours with the
FAA to obtain their recommendations regarding NEM/NCP revision.

The changes to be reported include changes in the layout of runways and taxiways, landing or
takeoff thresholds, and airport lighting and instrumentation. Some of these changes, such as those
related to instrumentation and lighting, might be initiated by the FAA. The Airpark Manager will
be aware of these changes. The Airpark Manager should also request that the FAA provide the
MCRA early notice regarding changes in air traffic control procedures which might affect GAI flight
paths or runway use. Any changes in airside layout would be severely limited due to the confined
location at GAI. Industrial and commercial development on three sides of the Airpark would almost
certainly restrict any major changes in airport layout that could result in a drastic change in the
airport noise exposure. Major changes in operations would still be possible, although unlikely due
to the operating limitations of the airport.
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2.14.3 Implementation

By including this proposal in the NCP, the MCRA acknowledges they will report the required
information to the Regional Office of the FAA. That information will give the MCRA and the FAA
a basis for developing recommendations regarding NEM and NCP update or revision requirements.
No unusual costs would be associated with this recommendation. However, five-year updates of the
NEM/NCP contours will require outside consultant assistance. It is eligible for FAA (90%) funding
support. The remaining 10% would be funded by the MCRA.
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3. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Part 150 includes extensive requirements related to NCP implementation. These requirements
include the following items:

(1) identification of person or entity responsible for implementation of each program
measure,

(2)  time period covered by the program,

(3)  schedule for implementation of the program,

(4) essential government actions, and

(5) anticipated funding sources.

Chapter 2 summarized the specific implementation actions related to each individual NCP element.

This chapter addresses Part 150 requirements related to overall NCP implementation with respect
to each of the items listed above.

Table 3.1 summarizes all of these implementation details. As the listing of NCP elements in the
table indicates, the abatement measures fall largely into three categories: operational measures; land
use measures; and program publicity, monitoring, and review measures.

3.1 Implementation Responsibility

A fundamental NCP requirement is that the documentation clearly identify the party (or parties)
which is (are) responsible for implementing each element of the NCP. The introduction to Chapter
2 discussed the overall distribution of implementation responsibility. Briefly, only one organization
has this responsibility: the MCRA, as airport proprietor, must initiate implementation of all
measures. Clearly, however, the FAA plays an instrumental role in assuring that measures such as
flight track changes and use of ATIS/ATCT advisories are carried out. Land use measures, as
recommended, are the responsibility of Montgomery County.

3.2 Time Period Covered by the Program

In the absence of unanticipated changes in forecast conditions, the NCP covers the time period from
the date of submission through the five year forecast period (1996).

The time period covered by any NCP depends upon future conditions. Sections 2.13 and 2.14
discuss provision within the program to identify the need for updating the program earlier.
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3.3 Schedule for Implementing the Program, Essential Government Actions, and
Anticipated Funding Sources

Table 3.1, on the following pages identifies anticipated implementation scheduling for each element
in the proposed NCP. The following sections address implementation actions that are common
within each of the three major categories of NCP elements: operational, land use, and monitoring
and review functions.

3.3.1 Implementation of Operational Elements

Implementation of the operational elements of the NCP will require three basic steps: (1) a request
by the MCRA that the FAA undertake a formal review of the procedures, (2) FAA review and
approval, and (3) implementation and publicity.

- Request for FAA Review

The first of these three steps, a request for formal FAA review, is largely a procedural matter. The

submission of the NCP for FAA review will constitute the official request for review of all NCP
elements.

- FAA Review

The second step, FAA’s review, is not expected to require a major or lengthy effort, because both
the BWI Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and the FAA’s Washington Airports District Office
(ADO) staff were either active members of the study’s Advisory Committee or were consulted
throughout this study. Operational procedures were developed through close coordination with the
ATCT, and the ADO was informed of every step in the analysis process through the Advisory
Committee mailings and briefings. Additional operational analyses and coordination with the ATCT
were undertaken to ensure that the operational measures would be feasible and practical. However,
the Flight Standards Division of the FAA will conduct a final, formal review of the recommended
changes in the revised flight track procedures and the recommended preferential runway program.

- Implementation and Publicity

The third step in implementing the noise abatement procedures utilizes the following procedure. The
MCRA will recommend adoption of each of the operational elements. Once the MCRA has
consented to adopt the recommended alternatives, the publicity of the program is primarily the
responsibility of the MCRA, with the cooperation of the Airpark Manager. Each of the operational
elements and its recommended implementation mechanism is discussed in detail below. Publicity
tools for the operational measures are discussed later after introducing each measure in detail.
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Table 3.1 Summary Of Noise Compatibility Program Implementation

Implementation Actions and Anticipated Costs and Anticipated

Proposed Action: Responsible Entities: Funding Sources: Schedule:

1. Institute Noise FAA reviews the feasibility during $3,000 for publishing 1993
Abatement Flight the NCP review. The MCRA will the Letter to Airmen
Tracks distribute Letter to Airmen. BWI and $2,000 for the

ATCT and airside sign will advise airside signs; 90%
pilots. FAA and 10% MCRA.

2. Institute FAA reviews the feasibility during Costs for publishing 1993
Preferential the NCP review. The MCRA will Letter to Airmen per
Runway Use distribute Letter to Airmen. item 1 and $2,000 for

Airside sign will advise pilots. the airside sign; 90%
FAA and 10% MCRA.

3. Modify Business Jet FAA reviews the feasibility during Costs for publishing 1993
Departure the NCP review. The MCRA Letter to Airmen per
Procedures distributes Letter to Airmen. item 1 and $2,000 for

Airside sign advises pilots. the airside sign; 90%
FAA and 10% MCRA.

4. Restrict Nighttime MCRA adopts voluntary use Costs for publishing 1993

Maintenance Runups restriction and distributes Letter Letter to Airmen per
to Airmen. item 1.

5. Update Real Estate MCRA requests that Montgomery None. Funding from 1993
Disclosure County and the MNCPPC update and local sources as part
Ordinance strengthen disclosure ordinance. of governmental

function.

6. Update MCRA requests that Montgomery None. Funding from 1993
Comprehensive Plans County and the MNCPPC update the local sources as part

local comprehensive plans. of governmental
function.

7. Program Publicity: MCRA publishes Letters to Airmen Costs for Letter to 1993
Letters to Airmen for items 1 - 4. Airmen discussed in

items 1 - 4 above.
8. Program Publicity: MCRA to erect signs for items Costs discussed in 1993

Airside Signs

1- 3.

items 1 - 3 above.
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Table 3.1 Summary Of Noise Compatibility Program Implementation (cont’d)

Proposed Action:

9. Program Publicity:
ATIS/ATCT
Advisories

10. Program Publicity:

Informational
Brochures

11. Appoint Noise
Abatement Contact

12. Institute Noise
Complaint Receipt
Procedures

13. Evaluate
(Quantitatively)
Changes In
Cumulative
Noise Exposure

14. Assess NEM & NCP
Due To Airport
Layout/Operation
Changes And At
Minimum Intervals
of Time.

Implementation Actions and
Responsible Entities:

Anticipated Costs and
Funding Sources:

Anticipated
Schedute:

NCP and MCRA will request FAA to
place noise abatement language on
ATIS. Pending NCP review by FAA,
ATCT to instruct pilots per item
h 2

MCRA to publish a brochure and
update airport regulations
summarizing all noise abatement
procedures at GAI.

MCRA to retain the services of an
answering service to document
noise complaints at GAI.

MCRA to adopt wuse of noise
complaint receipt and
documentation procedures.

MCRA will review overall noise
exposure on a regular basis using
WEXP" and through interaction with
County Council and County
Executive.

MCRA will reassess the need to
update the NEM & NCP in
conjunction with the County
Council and County Executive.

None.

$5,000 for printing;
90% FAA and 10% MCRA.

$2,000 for annual
service; 90% FAA and
10% MCRA.

Minimal cost for
development and
copying noise

complaint form.

None.

None.

1993

1993

1993

1993

1993

1993
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3.3.2 Implementation of Land Use Elements

The implementation of the two land use elements of the Noise Compatibility Program are the
responsibility of Montgomery County, with technical and professional planning assistance from the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (MNCPPC). The primary agency
responsible for the implementation and enforcement of the land use measures is the Montgomery
County Planning Board. The land use measures, institution of a noise disclosure ordinance and

revision of the comprehensive plan, could be incorporated as more extensive requirements/revisions
of existing procedures.

The Montgomery County Planning Board should coordinate with the MCRA in order to ensure that
the spirit of the measures are effectively implemented. These agencies, with technical assistance
from MNCPPC should be responsible for implementing the recommended land use actions within
one year of FAA approval of the NCP. Since specific FAA approval of these measures is not
required it is strongly encouraged that these measures be implemented as soon as possible.

The recommended land use actions, are functions of local government and therefore should be
implemented by local government staff. Typically, sources of funding to maintain existing staff for
updating and revising local rules and regulations include general revenues generated by local taxes
and monies provided by the state. If it desires, Montgomery County should explore possible funding
assistance from the Maryland Department of Transportation or other state agencies since the FAA
has not historically funded salaries for existing staff. Consultant fees would, however, be eligible
for funding assistance from the FAA.

3.3.3 Implementation of Monitoring and Review Actions

Much of the information provided in Section 3.3.1 applies to implementation, monitoring and review
elements of the NCP. In particular, it applies to those elements which require FAA approval and/or
funding*. These include all items under implementation, monitoring and review except: (1) Item
11 - Appoint Noise Abatement Contact, and (2) Item 12 - Institute Noise Complaint Receipt
Procedures. These items can be implemented immediately regardless of the FAA approval process.

Land use elements could also be implemented immediately, pending Montgomery County approval,
regardless of the FAA approval precess.

All elements of the NCP in this category may be implemented without FAA review and approval, except the Letters

to Airmen, airside signs, the change in the ATIS message, and the ATCT advisories, if MCRA would be willing to
provide 100% funding.
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4. ANTICIPATED PROGRAM BENEFITS

Part 150 requires that the NCP documentation provide two related pieces of information regarding
anticipated program benefits: (1) "definition of the specific alternative program measures (actions)
proposed and the relative contribution of each to program effectiveness”, [Part 150 reference
150.23(e)(3)], and (2) "a statement of the actual or anticipated effect of the program on reducing
noise to individuals and noncompatible uses", [Part 150 reference 150.23(e)(5)].

Because much of the focus of the noise abatement phase of this study was on the reduction of single
event noise levels, the benefits cannot be defined solely in terms of population removed from

different noise contour (Ldn) levels, which is the measure of improvement used in most Part 150
studies.

Moreover, most of the land use analysis in the study concentrated on the existing developments,

since the area in the airport environs is highly developed. Even those are of limited benefit because
of the relatively low noise levels attributable to the airport.

As a result of these issues, no single measure of benefit can be utilized to summarize overall
program benefits or to identify the relative contributions of each measure. The discussion that
follows uses measures that are best suited to each proposed NCP element. The measures range from
quantitative counts of affected housing units to qualitative descriptions of general benefits.

4.1 Effect of Operational Elements

4.1.1 Flight Tracks

To evaluate the effectiveness of the various flight tracks, HMMH modelled the departure of a typical
business turbine-powered jet aircraft in order to obtain Sound Exposure Level (SEL) contours (See
Section 6.2.2). The resulting populations counts (See Table 6.1) reveal that right turn departures
on Runway 32 significantly decrease the number of residents exposed to higher noise levels. Right

turns as soon as possible onto a downwind would also decrease the number of residents exposed to
aircraft overflights.

The benefits of the noise abatement flight tracks would be Iargely noticed in the noise exposure
contours outside of the 60 Ldn contour, because of that contour’s relatively small area. In fact the
most benefit will be the reduction in single-event aircraft noise levels created at the residential areas
closest to the runway. The benefits of reduced overflights of residences in Hunters Woods,
Charlene, Goshen Village, Goshen Estate, and in other areas north/northwest of the Airpark would
be substantial. In addition, stricter adherence to pattern tracks would minimize overflights in
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Hunters Woods, East Montgomery Village, Edinburgh, and Hadley Farms.
Table 6.1 supports using the recommended noise abatement flight tracks.

4.1.2 Preferential Runway Use

To evaluate this order of priority, HMMH ran a specific point analysis for the preferential runway
use program (Section 6.2.3). Table 6.3 presents the compatibility statistics of the base case
compared to the base case with a preferential runway use program in effect.

The effect of the program would also be felt largely outside of the 60 Ldn noise contour, because
of that contour’s relatively small area. However, this preferential runway use program will reduce
departures of aircraft over the Hunters Woods, Charlene, Goshen Village, Goshen Estates, and East
Montgomery Village residential areas north/northwest of the airpark.

Table 6.3 supports implementation of a preferential runway use program.
4.1.3 Departure Procedures

Section 6.2.4 recommended the NBAA "Close-In Departure Procedure” for use by turbine-powered
jet aircraft for Runway 32 departures. This procedure is recommended because NBAA has shown

that it reduces noise levels around airports with communities less than 10,000 feet from brake
release.

This procedure will minimize noise levels in the Hunters Woods, Charlene, Goshen Village, Goshen
Estates, and East Montgomery Village residential areas north/northwest of the airpark.

4. 1.4 Nighttime Maintenance Runup Restriction

Although maintenance runups are not considered a concern at the present time, it was recommended
to include an informal limit (See Section 6.1.4 & 6.2.5) on nighttime runups. This rule, which sets
both a limit on time of the runup as well as the location, could prove effective in dealing with a
future problem at GAI. If maintenance runups become an issue, this measure would minimize
impact on residential areas adjacent GAL.
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4.2 Effects of Land Use Elements
4.2.1 Update Real Estate Disclosure Ordinance

An improved real estate disclosure ordinance would serve to make more people, who are thinking

of purchasing real estate in the area, aware of the presence of the Montgomery County Airpark and
the potential disturbance caused by aircraft overflights.

4.2.2 Update Comprehensive Plan

An update to the areawide Comprehensive Plan would serve to make more people, including
potential homebuyers, real estate developers, and local groups, aware of the presence of the Airpark.

4.3 Benefits of Implementation, Monitoring, and Review Actions

These ongoing measures are essential to the success of the NCP, but do not by themselves have a
quantifiable benefit. Mechanisms to enforce and monitor implementation of the noise abatement
procedures, and to monitor overall airport activity are critical to the NCP’s success. In that sense,
the entire benefit of the NCP is shared by this category.

4.4 Total Effects of the NCP

The noise contours presented in the NEM volume do not reflect the implementation of the NCP
described in this volume. Figure 4.1 presents the Ldn contours modelled with the 1996 future case
operations prior to development of the NCP and with full implementation of the NCP.

Table 4.1 presents noise/land use compatibility statistics comparing the 1996 future case with and
without implementation of the NCP. As the table shows, there are no residents or residential land
uses within the 60 Ldn or higher noise contours. There are approximately 8 homes and 24 residents
within the 55 to 60 Ldn contour prior to implementation of the recommended NCP. After
implementation, no homes or residents would be located within the 55 to 60 Ldn contour. These
will benefit as a result of implementation of the NCP.

Overall the Ldn noise exposure contours would show minimal change as a result of the NCP
implementation. A minimal reduction in Ldn results in a minimal reduction in population exposed
to the noise within those contours. However, the focus of this study, and the overall major benefit
of the NCP, has been the reduction of single event noise levels, Populated areas north/northwest
of GAI will experience fewer aircraft overflights and, therefore, reduced noise exposure.
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Table 4.1 1996 Future Compatibility Statistics With NCP Implementation

Item

1996 Forecast Case

1996 Forecast Case
w/ NCP Implementation

Residential Population Within Contour Interval (estimated)

55 - 60 Ldn: 24 0
Greater Than 60 Ldn: 0 0
Total: 24 0

Residential Land

Use Within Contour Interval (acres)

55 - 60 Ldn: 2.2 0.0
Greater Than 60 Ldn: 0.0 0.0
Total: 2.2 0.0
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5. CONSULTATIONS WITH PUBLIC, USERS, AND OUTSIDE AGENCIES

The development of this Noise Compatibility Program was undertaken with extensive consultation
with all members of the airport public - including airport users, the interested general public, and
local, State, and Federal officials. Four principal mechanisms were utilized in conducting this
consultation:

(1)  Part 150 Airport Noise Advisory Committee - written and oral presentations on,
and discussions of, study progress;

(2)  Informational newsletters - approximately 5000 were printed and distributed to
area households and institutions within the airport environs, as well as to local
neighborhood groups;

(3) Informational meetings/workshops - open to the general public for the
dissemination of project information and to collect information regarding the
concerns of the community;

(4)  Official communication - used throughout the study process to communicate with
officials of government agencies having jurisdiction over land in the airport
environs, and over airport operation.

Each of these elements is discussed in detail below, as they relate to the NCP development’.

5.1 Part 150 Study Advisory Committee Process

A GAI Airport Noise Advisory Committee was formed for the purpose of reviewing every phase
of technical work undertaken in the Montgomery County study. This committee includes
comprehensive representation from every component of the aviation "public" including airpark,
local, State, and Federal officials. Other representatives include neighborhood groups, airpark users,
and airpark businesses. The official membership list is presented in Table 5.1.

Much of the information presented in this section is a duplication of discussion presented in Chapter 15 of Volume

1, the NEM documentation. This duplication was provided to ensure that each of the two documents could stand
alone to the maximum practical extent.



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 46

Table 5.1 Membership Of The GAI Airpark Part 150 Noise Advisory Committee

Organization

Represented

. Montgomery County
Revenue Authority

. FAA Eastern Regional
Office

. FAA Washington
Airports District Office

. FAA Air Traffic Control
Tower - Baltimore

. Flight Resources Inc.

. Maryland Aviation

Administration

. Montgomery County
Department of
Transportation

. Consultant to
Montgomery County
Revenue Authority

. Montgomery County
Department of

Environmental Protection

Name/Title

F. Stuart Kenney -

Executive Director

Frank Squeglia -

Lori Lehnerd -
Airport Engineer

Mr. Michael Sarli -
Manager

Mr. Doug McNeeley -
General Manager

Mr. Robert Talbert -
Manager, Aviation Noise

Program

Mr. John Clark -

County Executive Representative

Mr. Clyde Pace -
Aviation Consultant

Mr. Tom Ogle -

Director, Noise Programs

Address

Montgomery County
Revenue Authority
211 Monroe Street
Rockville, MD 20850

FAA Eastern

Regional Office

Planning and Program
Branch, AEA 610
Fitzgerald Federal Bldg.
JFK International Airport
Jamaica, NY 11430

FAA Washington Alirports
District Office

101 Broad Street, Suite 300
Falls Church, VA 22046

FAA Air Traffic
Control Tower
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Flight Resources Inc.
7940 Airpark Road
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

Maryland Aviation
Administration,

1'st Floor Terminal Bldg.
BWI Airport, MD 21240

Montgomery County
Department of
Transportation,

101 Monroe Street
Rockville, MD 20850

TAMS Consultants
2101 Wilson Road
Arlington, VA 22201

Montgomery County
Depart. of Env. Pro.
101 Monroe Street
Rockville, MD 20850




Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 47

Table 5.1 Membership Of The GAI Airpark Part 150 Noise Advisory Committee (continued)

Organization
Represented
10. Consultant to

Montgomery County
Revenue Authority

11. Montgomery County
Council

12. Montgomery County
Planning Board

13. Upcounty Citizens
Advisory Board

14. Montgomery County
Airpark Users

Association

15. Gaithersburg & Upper
Montgomery Chamber of
Commerce, Inc.

16. Airpark Leaseholders

17. Airpark Business Interest

18. Neighborhood
Representative

19. Neighborhood
Representative

20. Neighborhood
Representative

Name/Title
Mr. Norm Arnold -
Aviation Consultant

Mr. Ralph D. Wilson
Legislative Analyst/County
Council Representative

Ms. Nellie Maskal/Ms.
Melissa Banach - Planning
Board Representative

Ms. Nancy Shenk - Advisory

Board Representative

Mr. Robert Baumann -
Users Association

Representative

Mr. Eugene S. Casey -

Commercial Representative

Mr. James E. Richardson -
Leaseholder Representative

Mr. Peter Greenberg -

Attorney

Ms. Anne B. Swain

Ms. Rosemary Arkoian

Mr. Harry R. Schulte

Address
988 Saigon Road
McLean, VA 22102-2119

Montgomery County
Council

100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850

Montgomery County
Planning Board

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Upcounty Citizens
Advisory Board

8720 Lochaven Drive
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

Montgomery County
Airpark Users
Association

8005 River Falls Drive
Potomac, MD 20854

Gaithersburg & Upper
Montgomery Chamber of
Commerce

9 Park Avenue
Gaithersburg, MD 20877

4315 Bill Moxley Road
ML, Airy, MD 21771

4400 Jenifer Street N.W.
Suite 380
Washington, DC 20015

20653 Beaver Ridge Road
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

20816 Bell Bluff Road
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

24517 Etchison Drive
Gaithersburg, MD 20882




Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 48

Table 5.1 Membership Of The GAI Airpark Part 150 Noise Advisory Committee (continued)

Organization

Represented Name/Title Address
21. Neighborhood Mr. Dominick L. Alberti 18708 Rocky Way
Representative Derwood, MD 20855
22. Neighborhood Mr. Howard P. Layer - Mill Creek Towne Civic
Representative President Association

17600 Wheat Fall Drive

Derwood, MD 20855
Non-Members

23. Consultant Mr. Nicholas P. Miller - Harris Miller Miller
Part 150 Study President & Hanson Inc.
Mr. Alan G. Hass - 429 Marrett Road
Senior Consultant Lexington, MA 02173

(617) 863-1401

24. Consultant - Ms: Linda M. Hanifin - Hanifin Associates, Inc.
Part 150 Study President 14105 Yardarm Way
Suite 1101

Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 317-9025

25. Consultant - Mr. Paul Puckli - The LPA Group Inc.
Part 150 Study Director of Airport Planning 151 S. Warner Road
Suite 307

Wayne, PA 19087
(215) 975-0960

The GAI Noise Exposure Map (NEM) and Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)® were developed
in a series of technical phases. The Advisory Committee was generally provided with appropriate
background information in printed form, prior to a meeting at which Harris Miller Miller & Hanson
Inc. (HMMH), The LPA Group Inc. (LPA), and Hanifin Associates Inc. (HAI) made a verbal
presentation. The meetings presented the information and allowed input and comments from the
Committee members. All comments and letters received from the Advisory Committee members
were noted and action taken as required, although direct written responses were not made.

Substantial discussions pertaining to the Noise Compatibility Program (Volume 2) began at the third
Advisory Committee meeting and continued through the fifth and last meeting. These meetings dealt

The Noise Exposure Map (NEM) is documented separately, in Volume 1.
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principally with the development of the Noise Compatibility Program (Volume 2). Items discussed
at these meetings included a review of the analysis of operational abatement alternatives, a review
of land use abatement alternatives, and a discussion of the abatement alternatives selected and
recommended for implementation. The first two Advisory Committee meetings dealt principally
with the development of the Noise Exposure Maps (Volume 1). A draft of this NCP was mailed to
Advisory Committee members in advance of the last meeting. Comments and concerns related to
the technical analysis were received from Advisory Committee members at each of the meetings and
were noted and the resulting changes were incorporated into the final Volume 2.

Appendix D presents copies of meeting notices, agenda, minutes, attendance lists, and other
materials distributed prior to, and following the three Advisory Committee meetings that were held
during the NCP development phase of the study. Copies of meeting notices, agenda, minutes,
attendance lists, and other materials for the first two Advisory Committee meetings are presented
in Appendix E of the Noise Exposure Map documentation (Volume 1).

The meeting minutes document verbal comments received from Committee members. Weritten
comments received from the members on any issues after the meetings are also included.

5.2 Informational Newsletters

HMMH and HAI prepared and published two newsletters in the development process of the Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP). Approximately 5000 newsletters were printed and distributed to
residents or interested parties in the Airpark environs. In addition, multiple copies were given to
neighborhood groups for distribution as well as placing copies at the Gaithersburg and Rockville

Libraries, as well as 21 other local libraries. The mailing list was developed from several sources,
including:

(I)  All members of the Advisory Committee were included;

(2)  All the names of any potentially interested parties submitted by the Montgomery
County Revenue Authority or local governments were included;

()  All mailing lists supplied by the business, user, and community groups
represented on the Advisory Committee; the street addresses of the group mailing
lists in the airpark environs was used to develop the bulk of the list;

(4)  The newsletter itself was the fourth and final basis for developing the mailing
list. The recipients were encouraged to inform their neighbors of the newsletters
and that they could be added to the mailing list by contacting HAIL.
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A copy of the two remaining project informational newsletters are presented in Appendix E. Copies
of the first informational newsletter is presented in Appendix F of Volume 1.

5.3 Community Workshops/Public Meetings

A second of three informational community workshops was held on 24 September 1991 at the
Goshen Elementary School in Montgomery Village, MD from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. The meeting
was of an open workshop format, where HMMH, LPA, and HAI staff were available to answer
questions on a one-on-one basis, with the assistance of appropriate graphics materials and handouts.
After interested persons reviewed the data, they were encouraged to complete questionnaires which
solicited their goals and comments with regard to the study process.

The information presented included a review of the Part 150 process and a summary of the data
collection part of the study (also presented at the first workshop). The meeting also presented the

preliminary results regarding the operational and land use abatement alternatives under consideration
at GAL

This meeting was announced in the second newsletter and through advertisements in the local
newspapers; including the Montgomery County Gazette, the Gaithersburg Gazette, The Montgomery
Journal, Comprint Inc., and the Chronicle Express Newspapers. The newspaper advertisement,
minutes and sign-in sheets from that meeting are reproduced in Appendix F.

Approximately 41 individuals registered for the meeting. Individuals and groups attending the
meeting were encouraged to submit written comments through the use of a questionnaire. The results
of the questionnaire are included in Appendix F.

A last of three informational community workshops was held on 30 June 1992 at the Goshen
Elementary School in Montgomery Village, MD from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. The meeting was of
an open workshop format, where HMMH, LPA, and HAI staff were available to answer questions
on a one-on-one basis, with the assistance of appropriate graphics materials and handouts. After
interested persons reviewed the data, they were encouraged to complete questionnaires which solicited
their goals and comments with regard to the study process.

The meeting presented the operational and land use abatement alternatives recommended at GAI.
Details about implementation, responsibility, schedule, funding, and benefit were provided.

This meeting was announced in the third newsletter and through advertisements in the local

newspapers. The newspaper advertisement, minutes and sign-in sheets from that meeting are
reproduced in Appendix F.
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Approximately 68 individuals registered for the meeting. Individuals and groups attending the
meeting were encouraged to submit written comments through the use of a questionnaire. The results
of the questionnaire are included in Appendix F.

5.4 Official Communications

Throughout the study process, HMMH, LPA, and HAI staff had numerous formal and informal
contacts with officials representing a wide range of private and public entities who had potential
interest in the Part 150, who had information that was of use in the study process, and who had
jurisdiction over the operation of the airpark.

The Advisory Committee membership lists include responsible officials representing all of the
institutions that Part 150 requires the Noise Exposure Map’s preparer(s) to contact, including:

(1) Local officials of land use planning agencies with authority over land uses within
the 60 Ldn contour. This includes representatives from Montgomery County, the
municipality most affected by the airpark;

(2)  Airpark Businesses and Users. The representatives included airpark officials, air
taxi operators, aviation users, and maintenance concerns at the airpark. These
individuals represented both users and businesses;

(3)  Other Agencies. Other major agencies contacted and included in the study
process included FAA Air Traffic Control Tower personnel at BWI, and the
Maryland Aviation Administration.
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6. EVALUATION OF OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

FAR Part 150 require a certain number of alternatives be analyzed, providing they are appropriate
to the airport. The selected operational alternatives as outlined in Section 2 represent alternatives
chosen after a detailed analysis. This section comprises the results of the preliminary analysis
distributed to the Advisory Committee at the third Advisory Committee meeting and released to the
public during the second Community Workshop. In some cases, additional information has been
added in response to comments to further bolster the recommendations in Section 2.

6.1 Airport Plan Alternatives
6.1.1 Runway Relocation/New Runway

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

Relocating or adding a runway is a basic noise control tool, because it directly affects the noise from
operations using the runway. However, there is seldom a need to add a runway just for noise
abatement purposes. In fact, the most recent Airport Layout Plan Report does not identify any
airfield improvements required to meet capacity or safety needs’. In addition, the Montgomery
County Council has adopted a "no-build" policy toward any future runway development.

The primary noise impact at Montgomery County Airpark (GAI) is from aircraft departing on
Runway 32. Secondary impacts result from aircraft arriving on Runway 14. Although a new
runway or a runway relocation could provide substantial noise reduction for specific areas around

an airport, these options are not considered appropriate noise abatement measures at GAI for two
reasons; (1) feasibility and, (2) cost.

The area north and west of the Airpark is highly developed. Changes in the runway orientation

and/or location would decrease noise exposure in existing areas, while increasing noise exposure in
other areas.

Any new runway or runway relocation would effectively involve the destruction and relocation of

some on-airpark facilities. In addition, numerous commercial/industrial buildings located off-airpark
would undoubtedly have to be relocated.

"Airport Layout Plan Report - Montgomery County Airpark (Drafl)", Dynaplan International Corporation,
September 1989.
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The cost to pave a new runway would be in excess of several million dollars. This estimate does
not include the costs to repave apron and taxiways, remove and relocate commercial/industrial

buildings, rebuild airpark facilities, relocate utility lines, and to relocate lighting and navigational
aids.

The relocation or construction of a new runway would undoubtedly involve major changes relating
to navigational aids and airspace procedures. This would involve a thorough review by the FAA.

The effective wind coverage for a reoriented runway would also change. Most airports are designed
to have a minimum wind coverage of at least 95 percent. That is, small aircraft (less than 12,500
pounds) should be able to land or takeoff with less than a 10 knot (12 m.p.h.) crosswind. Large
aircraft should be able to land or takeoff with less than a 12 knot (15 m.p.h.) crosswind. If a single
runway cannot provide the necessary coverage, a second runway or crosswind runway is usually
required. At GAI, the existing wind coverage of Runway 14-32 is greater than 97 percent during
all weather conditions. If the runway were reoriented, one would expect the runway use coverage
to change. However, the minimum 95 percent coverage would still have to be provided.

Due to the extraordinary cost of reorienting a runway or constructing a new runway, coupled with

a marginal noise tradeoff, this measure does not appear to be warranted. It is recommended that no
further consideration be given to this alternative.

6.1.2 Runway/Taxiway Extension

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

The extension of a runway is sometimes used as a noise control tool. The extension allows aircraft
to achieve a higher altitude before overflying noise sensitive areas. In the case of GAI, a proposed
taxiway extension or a back-taxi requirement for all aircraft might also be used to allow aircraft to
achieve a higher altitude after departure. Aircraft at a higher altitude would create lower noise levels
on the residential areas under the approach and departures paths to the Airpark.

Presently, the taxiway to Runway 32 is approximately 270 feet short of the runway departure end.
It has been estimated that 80% of all business jets, 50% of all twin-engine aircraft, and 30% of all
single-engine aircraft must back-taxi to the runway end for departures to take advantage of the full
4,196 feet of runway length. It has been proposed either that all aircraft be required to back-taxi
to the end of Runway 32 for departure, or that the taxiway be extended 270 feet to the end of the
runway. The back-taxi requirement or the extension of the taxiway would, in theory, allow aircraft
departing on Runway 32 to attain a higher altitude prior to overflying the residential area to the
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northwest of the Airpark.

Residents northwest of the Airpark are impacted primarily by noise from aircraft departing on
Runway 32. A 270 foot displacement in the start of the takeoff roll would raise the altitude of
aircraft approximately 50 feet higher over residential areas and result in a decrease of less than 0.5
dB in the overall noise level - an unnoticeable decrease in level.

Another option considered is a Runway 32 extension to the southeast of at least 500 feet. The
additional 770 foot increase of the runway length (including the existing 270 foot back-taxi section
of runway) would raise the altitude of aircraft approximately 150 feet over residential areas
producing a one dB decrease in the overall noise level. It is assumed that the extension could be
considered only with a displaced landing threshold on the approach to Runway 32 such that Route
124 would not interfere with the approach slope to the runway.

In addition, one must consider the to cost to pave the additional length of taxiway/runway.
Additional costs incurred also include the lighting systems, terrain preparation, and any property
acquisitions needed.

Both the increase in taxiway length/back-taxi requirement and the runway extension would result in
an insignificant decrease in the noise levels in noise-sensitive areas located to the north/northwest
of the Airpark. Due to the minimal noise benefit, it is recommended that no further consideration
be given to these alternatives.

6.1.3 Displaced or Relocated Landing/Takeoff Thresholds

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

A displaced threshold is a runway marking short of the physical runway end that defines the
touchdown point for landing aircraft. 1If a runway threshold is displaced, aircraft cannot use
pavement beyond the displaced threshold for landings. If a runway threshold is relocated, aircraft
cannot use pavement beyond the relocated threshold for takeoffs or landings. A displaced/relocated
landing threshold shifts the touchdown point farther down a runway, effectively raising the approach
path of an aircraft as it descends to land. A general rule of thumb is that for every 1,000 feet of
displaced/relocated threshold, a larger aircraft will be approximately 50 feet higher on its approach
path, while smaller aircraft will be almost 75 feet higher. The noise benefit is derived from the
increased altitude of the aircraft. Normally, this noise benefit is quite small.

Presently, there is a displaced landing threshold on Runway 14 (200 feet). The approach end of



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 55

Runway 14 is elevated above the surrounding terrain. Therefore, the displaced threshold is there
to provide a safety area should aircraft land short of the touchdown point on the runway.

Several displaced landing thresholds were considered. As mentioned in Section 6.1.2, a displaced
landing threshold on the approach to a lengthened Runway 32 was considered as a means to keep
aircraft at a safer altitude over Route 124. This displacement was not evaluated further per the
recommendation in Section 6.1.2 to not consider lengthening Runway 14/32.

Another landing threshold to consider is for the approach end of Runway 14. The Hunters Woods
residential area is located immediately to the northwest of the runway end and directly under the
extended runway centerline. Residents are impacted by noise from aircraft arriving on Runway 14,
An additional 1,000 foot displacement in the Runway 14 landing threshold would raise the altitude
of aircraft approximately 75 feet, resulting in a 1.2 dB decrease in the single-event aircraft noise
levels at the closest residential area. This decrease would not likely be noticed and should be
considered insignificant. In addition, the total 1,200 foot displaced landing threshold (a combination
of the existing 200 foot threshold plus an additional 1,000 feet) would result in a total runway length

for landing of 3,050 feet. - This would result in a decrease in safety associated with the shortened
landing distance.

The taxiway extension/back-taxi requirement could also be considered a relocated takeoff threshold
for Runway 32 departures. This option was not considered further, in accordance with the
recommendation not to lengthen the taxiway and not to consider the back-taxi requirement further.

The minimal benefit in terms of noise level reduction, in addition to a decrease in safety due to a
shortened runway length for landing, does not warrant displacing or relocating any of the landing

or takeoff thresholds. Therefore, it is recommended that this alternative should be dropped from
further consideration.

6. 1.4 Isolating Maintenance Runup Activity .

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

This action is aimed at accomplishing, by planning, what the regulation of maintenance runups (see
Section 6.2.5) accomplishes by restricting the actual runup. The overall goal is to reduce the noise
from maintenance operations.

Fixed Based Operators (FBOs) are companies located on an airport that conduct flight training,
service and fuel aircraft, and provide other aviation-related services. As part of their work, FBOs
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occasionally need to conduct engine runups in connection with major engine maintenance, and
runups can produce significant noise levels,

For the most part no major maintenance that requires extended engine runups is undertaken at GAI.
No complaints have been noted and no issues have been raised at Advisory Committee meetings or
at the Community Workshop that concern runups.

Before problems related to this activity arise in the future, consideration should be given to
implementing a voluntary use restriction limiting runups to daytime or to early evening hours and
to a specific location on the field. The time-specific maintenance use restriction is discussed in
Section 6.2.5. The location-specific restriction is addressed below.

Engine runup noise is highest at points approximately 45 degrees from the centerline of the aircraft’s
exhaust. Therefore, the ideal location for maintenance runups would be the taxiway holding apron
at the approach end to Runway 32. Aircraft should be restricted to this location and must be
oriented towards the west at a heading of approximately 270 degrees such that the engine exhaust

is directed to the east. The resulting noise impact from maintenance runups would be minimized
on any nearby noise-sensitive areas.

It is recommended that a maintenance runup area be designated and that the desired orientation of
the aircraft during runups be specified.

6.1.5 Noise Barriers

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(2)
- Construction of barriers and shielding, including the soundproofing of public buildings

Noise barriers can often provide a means for reducing the noise produced by ground-based sources
at an airport. Relevant ground noise may include the noise produced during takeoff and landing roll
(particularly start-of-takeoff roll and reverse-thrust noise), aircraft ground movements (on taxiways
and aprons), engine idle noise, engine pre-flight noise and engine maintenance runup noise. There
may also be cases where noise from ground or auxiliary power units used to start aircraft or provide
power during maintenance can also be reduced.

To be effective, barriers must block the line of sight between a noise source and a listener, and the
higher the barrier and the closer it is to either the source or the listener, the more effective it can
be. Barriers must be heavy and solid to eliminate sound transmission through the structure, and
should have a surface weight of at least four pounds per square foot. The FAA has also established
obstruction-clearance requirements which can limit the construction of barriers immediately adjacent
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to the runway ends. Therefore, noise barriers must generally be installed very close to the receivers,
or residences.

Presently, no noise-sensitive land uses are located adjacent to the Airpark that could benefit from
a noise barrier. In addition, discussions with nearby residents, and County/Airpark officials have
not identified noise from maintenance/pre-flight runups or start-of-takeoff roll as a major problem

at GAL Therefore, it is recommended that the noise barrier alternative be dropped from further
consideration.

6.2 Aircraft Operational Alternatives
6.2.1 Change in Pattern or Approach Altitudes

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(4)
- Modification of flight tracks and flight procedures

- Pattern Altitudes

The existing traffic pattern altitude at GAI is 800 feet above ground level (AGL) or about 1,340 feet
above mean sea level (MSL) for single-engine and light twin-engine propeller aircraft performing
touch-and-go pattern operations. The pattern altitude for helicopters is 600 feet AGL (1,140 MSL).

Generally, if the pattern altitude is raised, the increased distance to the aircraft would result in lower
noise levels.

Operations by aircraft performing touch-and-go pattern operations have been an issue at GAI. A
review of the comments received at Advisory Committee meetings and at the Community Workshop
has identified a concern about the constant pattern operations, especially on weekends.

Raising the pattern altitude 200 feet (up to 1,000 AGL) for fixed-wing aircraft would decrease the
single-event aircraft noise level one dB in the residential areas under the downwind section of the
traffic pattern. However, the aircraft would require a higher power setting for a longer period of
time to reach that altitude. As a result, residences under the initial takeoff and crosswind segment
of the pattern would experience higher noise levels. In addition, a higher pattern results in larger

patterns with longer takeoff segments and extended final approaches, thereby exposing more people
to noise.

The benefits of increasing pattern altitudes do not outweigh the consequences of increased noise over
a larger area. In addition, the aircraft performing touch-and-go operations are generally only the
quieter single- and light twin-engine aircraft.
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However, pilots performing touch-and-go pattern operations should be encouraged to turn onto the
downwind as soon as safely possible and to keep downwinds as close as safely possible to the
runway so as to minimize overflights on the East Montgomery Village, Hadley Farms, and
Edinburgh residential areas.

- Approach Altitudes

Standard instrument approach systems have glide slopes which provide electronic vertical guidance
on approach to pilots; these glide slopes are usually set at three degrees. However, GAI has visual
approach runways which pilots, particularly those flying touch-and-go patterns, generally approach

using a higher glide slope of approximately five degrees. The VASI on the approach to Runway 14
is set at a three degree glide slope.

Pilots generally oppose increased glide slopes for safety reasons and because even slight increases
in angle can be very discomforting to passengers. The FAA does not allow increasing glide slopes
for environmental purposes. Waivers to the three degree glide slope are granted only for the
purposes of clearing safety obstruction. Glide slopes are usually increased only up to 4.5 degrees.
Quantitative analysis reveals that increased slopes have relatively little effect on noise level. For
example, Noise Exposure Map Measurement Site No. 1 is almost under the extended centerline for
Runway 14 approaches, approximately 3,250 feet from the landing threshold. Increasing the
approach slope to 4.5 degrees, from the existing three degrees, would reduce the single-event aircraft
noise level by just under two dB. These reductions are too small to be considered significant and

would not likely be noticed on the ground. Reductions at sites off the runway centerline would be
even less.

The majority of the operations at GAI are by single piston and light-twin piston engine aircraft flying
touch-and-go pattern operations. The landing approaches by these aircraft are already generally at
a glide slope higher than three degrees. Increasing approach altitudes does not provide the benefit

of decreased noise over a large area. In addition, the FAA would not approve the change solely for
environmental reasons.

Based on these factors, it is recommended that the aforementioned alternatives be given no further
consideration.
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6.2.2 Noise Abatement Flight Tracks

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(4)
- Modification of flight tracks and flight procedures

Noise abatement flight tracks can offer significant opportunities for noise abatement where
incompatible land use is unevenly distributed. However, opportunities for noise abatement flight
tracks are usually restricted to departures, because approaching aircraft generally must fly runway
centerline long before reaching the airport vicinity.

Flight tracks in and around GAI overfly major residential areas especially to the north/northwest of
the Airpark. The flight tracks to Runways 14/32 cross noise-sensitive sections of Montgomery
County. Aircraft using these flight tracks include the larger turbine-powered propeller and jet
aircraft that often have higher, more disturbing, single event noise levels than the smaller single- and
light twin-engine propeller aircraft.

Due to the dense residential development off the approach end to Runway 14, relief through a
change in departure flight tracks seems minimal. However, it is possible that some of these flight
corridors and/or procedures could be modified to mitigate noise exposure in populated communities.

Two possibilities addressed include: (1) changes to departures on Runway 32; and (2) changes to
arrivals to Runway 14,

- Runway 32 Departures

Presently departures are subject to a noise abatement departure procedure. Airport Regulations
assign aircraft departing on Runway 32 a right turn to a heading of 340 degrees. The Airport
Regulations were presented in Appendix E of Volume 1 - NEM. An airside sign, located near the
departure end of Runway 32, reminds pilots to turn right after departure.

Most VFR and IFR departures on Runway 32 presently fly straight out, at a runway heading of 320
degrees or attempt to make a right turn to at least 340 degrees, per the present Airport Regulations.
These departures fly over populated sections of the Hunters Woods/Goshen Estates areas of
Montgomery County. Residential areas on the extended centerline of a straight-out departure from
Runway 32 receive overflights before any other residential areas. If instead, it were possible for
departures to make a right turn of at least 10 degrees or as much as 50 degrees, aircraft might then
follow the Snouffer School Road corridor overflying sparser populated residential areas, or generally
attain a higher altitude before overflying other residential areas (See Figure 6.1). By avoiding
overflying close-in

residential areas, flying the road corridor or flying over the open area of the Green Park (off the
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approach end of Runway 14), the noise over the existing populated areas might be significantly
reduced, while increasing noise minimally over other community areas.

This impact has been quantified by looking at the number of people exposed to various aircraft single
event SEL noise levels for various noise abatement turns. SEL contours for several aircraft types
departing straight out on Runway 32 are presented in Appendix G. The proposed noise abatement
flight corridor for Runway 32 departures are illustrated in Figure 6.1. Right turns are assumed to
be initiated at 500 feet AGL using the standard FAA departure profile for the Lear 35-type business
jet. Since weather conditions and pilot and aircraft efficiency are different, the point at which each
aircraft reaches the 500 foot altitude will vary widely. Conversations with pilots using GAI reveals
that almost all aircraft reach the 500 foot altitude before crossing Snouffer School Road. Pilots
familiar with GAI are initiating a right turn, per the present noise abatement procedure, well before
the crossing of Snouffer School Road and in some cases just after crossing the runway end.

The SEL levels are from a typical Runway 32 departure of a Lear 35 business jet. The Lear 35
business jet, the noisiest aircraft operating at GAI, has noise and performance characteristics typical
of the IAI Westwind 1124, British Aerospace 125-800, and the Dassault Falcon 50 business jet using
GAI. The population counts are summarized in Table 6.1. These numbers should not be compared
to the population counts as presented in the draft Volume 1: Noise Exposure Maps. The population
counts in Table 6.1 result from the SEL contours created by the departure of a single jet aircraft and

are used for comparison purposes only. The population counts in Volume 1 are based on the Ldn
contours resulting from all operations at GAI.

The purpose of the right turn for Runway 32 departures is to minimize the impact on nearby
residential areas. A right turn, between 30 and 50 degrees, provides the best opportunity to
minimize impacts on adjacent residential areas. Assuming that all departures would depart straight-
out or turn right 10 or 20 degrees, the table indicates that between 12,760 and 13,840 residents in
Montgomery County would experience high SEL noise levels as a result of the departure of a single
Lear 35 business jet. Increasing the runway heading on departures succeeds in decreasing the
number residents exposed to the higher noise levels. Depending on the degree of right turn (30 to

50 degrees), the number of residents exposed to the significant jet departure noise would decrease
to between 10,140 and 11,570.

Aircraft able to initiate a right turn after crossing the end of the runway and before crossing Snouffer
School Road will minimize noise [evels on the residential areas of the Hunters Woods/Goshen Estates
areas of Montgomery County. These residential areas are on the extended centerline of a straight-
out departure from Runway 32 and receive overflights before any other residential areas. An early
right turn before crossing Snouffer School Road would result in aircraft overflying undeveloped area
or the Green Park located off the end of the runway before overflying other residential areas.
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Presently aircraft are reminded to turn right at least 20 degrees after departure. This procedure
would require a right turn of at least 30 degrees after departure. Realizing that all aircraft and all
pilots have different performance levels, the point at which each aircraft could safely execute this
turn will vary widely. The alternative should be presented so that each aircraft turn as soon as
possible after departure so that they overfly the undeveloped parkland/industrial area off the runway
end if possible. This will result in minimal noise impact to residences in this area.

Table 6.1 Population Exposed To Noise Levels Resulting From a Lear 35 Jet Aircraft

Departure
Runway 32 Estimated Population
Departure Heading Within SEL Contours, dBAY
80-90” | 90-100® [ >100 | Total
straight out at 320° 9,410 4,070 10 13,490
right turn(10°) to 330° | 10,060 3,760 20 13,840
right turn(20°) to 340° 8,190 4,550 20 12,760
right turn(30°) to 350° 7,300 4,250 20 11,570
right turn(40°) to 360° 7,030 3,090 20 10,140
right turn(50°) to 370° 6,190 4,250 20 10,460

Developed from 1987 Montgomery County census data and estimated to be
representative of current population. Estimates are rounded to the nearest 10 people.
2 Within planning area of Figure 7.1.

If this turn were determined to be effective in reducing residential noise impact, it would still have
to be proved workable from an air traffic control perspective. Departure clearances from the BWI
ATCT for IFR traffic at GAI could include instructions to turn right after departure and thereby
increasing the possibility of compliance with this recommendation.

- Runway 14 Arrivals

Arrivals on Runway 14 generally fly straight-in on runway heading over residential areas in
Montgomery County or at a radial to a downwind leg of a touch-and-go pattern. Approaches
typically consist of VOR/DME instrument (IFR) approaches or visual (VFR) approaches. An
aircraft flying the Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range (VOR) IFR procedure approaches
the airport from the Frederick VOR which is located approximately 20 miles north-northwest of the
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Airpark. The RNAYV approach uses the Westminster VORTAC which is located approximately 25
miles north-northeast of the Airpark. Both approaches allow straight-in approaches to Runway 14,

The NDB, which was located on the Airpark but is temporarily unavailable, allows a circling
approach to the runways.

The closest residential area to the Airpark is the Hunters Woods neighborhood. This area is located
less than 3,000 feet from the edge of Runway 14 (3,200 feet from the landing threshold). In
formulating a noise abatement approach procedure, the concept is to have aircraft make an approach
to Runway 14 that avoids overflying these homes. In theory, aircraft could fly a curved approach
before being stabilized on the centerline prior to touchdown, or could use the Visual Approach Slope
Indicator (VASI) system on the Runway 14 approach to avoid residential areas.

For a curved approach to Runway 14, pilots prefer being in a stabilized situation with wings level
on the extended runway centerline at least one mile before touchdown. The proximity of the Hunters
Woods residential area to the Runway 14 threshold (less than 3,200 feet) thus precludes a curved
approach from providing any real benefit.

It has also been suggested that pilots fly the VASI approach as much as possible. The VASI is a
visual aid often used by pilots on final approach to a runway threshold. It is only one of many other
approach aids available to a pilot. VASIs are usually installed at airports where one or more of the
following conditions exist: (1) use of the airport by turbojet aircraft; (2) inadequate or deceptive
visual references on approach; (3) unusual turbulence; and (4) the existence of hazards should an
aircraft fall below the glide path or undershoot/overshoot the runway.

A VASI installation consists of bars of lights on both sides of a runway. A pilot too high on
approach sees only white lights from the VASI. A pilot too low sees only red lights, while a pilot
on the correct glide slope sees both red and white lights from the VASI.

Aircraft performing touch-and-go pattern operations would generally fly a much higher approach
than the VASI approach. A VASI approach is generally flown by itinerant VFR or IFR pilots.
Requiring all pilots to fly the VASI would actually decrease the overall approach altitude thereby
increasing the noise levels on the ground. However, if the VASI were offset from the runway
centerline, keeping aircraft more over Snouffer School Road, pilots could avoid overflying the close-
in Hunters Woods residential area.

Presently, the FAA permits a VASI to be offset only for operational purposes such as the existence
of an obstruction in the glide path. Offsetting is not permitted under any circumstances for
environmental purposes. However, a VASI system has a visible arc of at least 20 degrees.
Therefore, it is visible at least on a 10 degree offset from the centerline and pilots could approach
on an angle more over Snouffer School Road.
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Pilots wishing to avoid overflying the Hunters Woods residential area could fly the outer limits of
the VASI visual range. However, it is recommended that no further consideration should be given
to an offset VASI at GAI

The suggested change in the aforementioned arrival flight track would not be feasible due to the
closeness of the residential areas to the runway end. In addition, an offset of the VASI system

would not be feasible. Therefore, it is recommended that changing arrival flight tracks be given no
further consideration.

However, the suggested change in the Runway 32 departure flight track would seem to provide the
benefit of decreased noise over existing residential areas as anticipated. Based on these factors, it
is recommended that changing departure flight tracks on Runway 32 be given further consideration.

6.2.3 Preferential or Rotational Runway Use

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(3)
- Implementation of a preferential runway use program

A preferential runway use program is designed to alter the use of the runways from that occurring
naturally due to weather, demand, physical constraints, navigational aids, and pilot preference.
Altering the use is intended to decrease the frequency with which aircraft overfly the most highly
exposed areas and to shift overflights to less noise-sensitive areas.

Optimal runway use for traffic flow at GAI includes arrivals and departures on Runway 32. This
is primarily due to the wind conditions and the accessibility of the ramp area to the departure end
of Runway 32. GALI is very unique in that it has a fairly even but dense distribution of population
off the approach end of Runway 14 and agricultural/park land off the approach end to Runway 32.
Given this situation, it is appropriate to maximize use of Runway 32 for arrivals and Runway 14 for
departures. Therefore, we have investigated three preferential runway use alternatives, including:
(1) bidirectional runway use at night; (2) maximizing Runway 32 arrivals; and (3) maximizing
Runway 14 departures. Each is discussed below.

- Nighttime Bidirectional Runway Use

The bidirectional runway use concept involves operating the Airpark such that arrivals and
departures both overfly the same area. For example, at night it would be acoustically beneficial to
have arriving aircraft approach from the southeast and land on Runway 32 and to have departing
aircraft take off to the southeast on Runway 14. This concept can only be considered at periods of
very low traffic and light winds due to the operational problems of having aircraft operating with
conflicting flows. Only late night hours are most likely to meet these criteria. However, a major
obstacle to such a program is the lack of local FAA control since GAI does not have a control tower.
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This item is discussed further in Section 6.3.2.

Even so, a decision was made to evaluate the possibility of instituting a preferential runway program
that would direct aircraft to land on Runway 32 and to depart on Runway 14 during periods of low
traffic. For the most part this would occur only at night, when in fact the impact of arrivals on
Runway 14 and departures on Runway 32 would be greatest felt in the residential areas to the north-
northwest of the Airpark. Using FAA Order 8400.9 "National Safety and Operational Criteria for
Runway Use Programs”, dated 9 November 1981, an analysis was carried out using the wind rose
data from the Airport Layout Plan for the Montgomery County Airpark, dated September 1989, The
wind data for all-weather conditions is based on observations acquired by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and taken at Dulles International Airport between January 1965
and December 1974. The FAA Order is presented in Appendix A of Volume 1 - NEM, and the All-
Weather Wind Rose for GAI is presented in Appendix H.

The Order indicates that, with clear and dry runways and in the absence of anemometers near the
touchdown zone, a crosswind component of 20 knots and a tailwind component of five knots are the
limits for active runway designation for large turbine powered jet aircraft. With runways not clear
or not dry, the crosswind limit is 15 knots and there must be no effective tailwind. In the interest
of safety, a 15 knot crosswind and a 5 knot tailwind were used as criteria to identify runway
availability during clear and dry weather for all corporate jet aircraft. The general aviation aircraft
used a limit of a 5 knot crosswind and tailwind.

Using the All-Weather Wind Rose and the FAA Order, the percent of time was calculated when an
aircraft could use Runway 14 for departures and Runway 32 for arrivals. The analysis determined
that this condition could occur slightly over 70 percent of the time for the larger corporate jet aircraft
and slightly over 55 percent of the time for smaller general aviation aircraft. Since lower wind
conditions generally occur at night, this runway use could be expected to occur only at night.
During the remaining time the runway use would be determined as it presently exists (without the
preferential use program). Table 6.2 presents the runway use (in percent) for the 1996 future case
and for bidirectional runway use (at night only). The bidirectional percentages presented in the table
are a composite of the time aircraft could use a bidirectional flow and the time runway use is
determined by normal means.

- Maximize Runway 32 Arrivals

This preferential runway use concept is designed to reduce the arrivals of aircraft on Runway 14 by
maximizing the arrivals on Runway 32. The closest residential areas under the approach end to
Runway 14 are within 3,000 feet of the runway end. The approach to Runway 32 brings aircraft

over large undeveloped agricultural/park land. This concept is studied for both day and night
operations.
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Table 6.2 presents the 1996 future runway use percentages. Since no formal runway use statistics
are logged at GAI, the use percentages were developed from interviews with Airpark management.
In addition, an analysis of the wind rose reveals that Runway 32 is used almost 60 percent of the
time for arrivals. The wind rose indicates that Runway 32 could not accommodate arrivals on a

larger basis than is currently flown. Therefore, this option should be dropped from further
consideration.

- Maximize Runway 14 Departures

This preferential runway use concept is designed to reduce the departures of aircraft on Runway 32
by maximizing the departures on Runway 14. The closest residential areas on departure from
Runway 32 are within 3,000 feet of the approach end of Runway 14. Runway 14 departures would

be primarily over large undeveloped agricultural/park land. This concept is studied for both day
and night operations.

Table 6.2 presents the 1996 future runway use percentages. Runway 14 is used almost 40 percent
of the time for departures. The wind rose indicates that Runway 14 could accommodate departures
up to 55 percent of the time, 15 percent more than is currently flown.

- Results

The NOISEMAP computer model was used to compute Ldn values at several locations off the
approach ends to Runways 14 and 32. This reflects the change in the noise levels as a result of the
shift in arrivals from Runway 14 to 32 and departures from Runway 32 to 14 at night. In addition,

the change of noise levels are presented from increasing the use of Runway 14 for departures during
the day and night.

The locations of the analysis points are represented by noise measurement Sites 1 and 3, which were
located to the north/northwest and south/southeast of the Airpark (see Figure 4.1 in Volume 1 -
NEM). Table 6.3 presents the results of the single point analysis. The table gives the resulting Ldn
at each location, as well as the decibel difference when compared with the future 1996 base case.

A bidirectional use program at night (see Case 1 in Table 6.3), would decrease Ldn noise levels by
0.2 dB adjacent to the approach end of Runway 14. However, noise levels adjacent the approach
end of Runway 32 would increase almost one dB. Less than 10 operations occur during nighttime

hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) at GAI (existing 1991). None of the noise level changes would be
considered significant.
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Table 6.2 Runway Utilization Percentages

1996 Future Case (Day & Night)

(departures/arrivals)
Runway | Corporate Twin Single/Twin
Jets Turboprop Piston
14 40/40 40/40 40/40
32 60/60 60/60 60/60
Total 100/100 100/100 100/100

Bidirectional Runway Use (Night Only)

(departures/arrivals)

Runway | Corporate Twin Single/Twin
Jets Turboprop Piston
14 77/14 66/23 66/23
32 23/86 34/77 34/77
Total 100/100 100/100 100/100

Maximized Runway 14 Use (Day & Night)
(departures/arrivals)

Runway | Corporate Twin Single/Twin
Jets Turboprop Piston
14 55/55 55/55 55/55
32 45/45 45/45 45/45
Total 100/100 100/100 100/100




Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 68

Table 6.3 Specific Point Analysis of Preferential Runway Use Alternatives

1996 Case 1 - Case 2 - Case 3 -
Measurement Ldn Bidirectional Maximized Bidirectional &
Site Runway Use Runway 14 Use Maximized

Runway 14 Use
Ldn Change Ldn Change Ldn Change
in Ldn in Ldn in Ldn

1 55.5 553 -0.2 54.9 -0.6 54.5 -1.0

3 53.5 54.4 +0.9 54.8 +1.3 55.0 +1.5

Maximizing operations on Runway 14 would put fewer of the departure operations, but more of the
arrival operations, over the residential areas to the north/northwest of the Airpark. Maximizing
Runway 14 operations, both in the day and nighttime periods, would decrease noise levels off the
Runway 14 approach end by 0.6 dB, while noise levels would increase adjacent the Runway 32 end

by slightly over one dB (see Case 2 in Table 6.3). None of the changes in the noise levels would
be considered significant.

Case 3 presents the results of the point analysis for the combined preferential runway use program
(see Table 6.3). This combines the bidirectional runway use program at night with the maximizing
of operations on Runway 14 during the day and during nighttime periods when bidirectional flow
is not possible. Noise levels adjacent to the approach end to Runway 14 would decrease one dB,
while the noise levels off the approach end to Runway 32 would increase 1.5 dB. The 1.5 dB
increase would be considered significant. However, the increased noise levels would only impact
the commercial and industrial properties located immediately off the runway end. Most of the area
off the runway end is undeveloped agricultural/park land. The combined preferential runway use
program would result in a minimal change in the Ldn noise exposure contours when compared to
the future 1996 case. The potential benefit of all or part of the preferential runway use program
could provide an improvement in the areas under the approaches to Runway 14. This would come
however, at the cost of increasing noise levels on the approach to Runway 32,

Two measures were initially recommended including a bidirectional runway use program and
maximizing use of Runway 14 for departures. Since a FAA ATCT presently does not exist at GAI
the bidirectional runway use program could not be safely undertaken. Even without an FAA Tower,

a bidirectional runway use program should be considered should a Tower be opened at some future
date.
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The maximized use of Runway 14 for departures should be actively pursued during periods when
operating conditions permit. Airpark Regulations should be changed to reflect the priorities in the
preferential use. Letters to Airmen, Airpark noise abatement pamphlets, pilot association meetings,
flight instructors, and airside signs could all be used to educate pilots on the preferential runway use.
Therefore, it is recommended that a preferential runway use program that maximizes departures on
Runway 14 be considered.

6.2.4 Modification to Departure Procedures

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(5)

= Restrictions on the use of the airport by a type/class of aircraft based
on its noise characteristics.

The modification to aircraft departure procedures pertains only to business jets at GAI. For business
Jets (weighing generally less than 75,000 pounds), this measure would remind the pilot to use either
the manufacturer’s recommended noise abatement departure for the specific turbojet aircraft or the
National Business Aircraft Association (NBAA) Close-In Departure Procedure.

This generalized procedure (see Appendix A) calls for a power cutback on departure for turbojet
aircraft at an altitude of 500 feet AGL until the aircraft reaches an altitude of 1,500 feet AGL. The
measure has been tested by NBAA and proven to reduce noise levels in noise sensitive areas within
10,000 feet of an airport. The measure cannot be made mandatory because the pilot always
maintains ultimate responsibility for how the aircraft is flown. The recommended procedure can,
however, be communicated to pilots through the use of a Letter to Airmen, other informational
handouts, as well as signs in the offices of the FBO’s, or on the taxiways prior to takeoff.

It is recommended that this measure be given further consideration. Business jet aircraft should be
encouraged to follow the NBAA Close-In Departure Procedure for departures on Runway 32.
Airpark Regulations should be changed to reflect this recommended procedure. Letters to Airmen,
Airpark noise abatement pamphlets, pilot association meetings, flight instructors, and airside signs
could all be used to educate pilots on this procedure.

6.2.5 Control of Engine Maintenance Runups

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

This action is aimed at accomplishing, by regulation, what the planning for the location of
maintenance runups (see Section 6.1.4) accomplishes by physical changes to the airport. The overall
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goal is to reduce the noise from maintenance operations.

For the most part no major maintenance is undertaken at GAI that requires the use of extended
runups. No complaints have been noted and no issues have been raised dealing with runups.

Before problems related to this activity arise in the future, consideration should be given to a
voluntary use restriction limiting runups to daytime or early evening hours and to a specific location
on the field. Such a restriction would normally apply only to runups above a specified power
setting. As a means of tracing the level of activity, the restriction could require each FBO to submit
a monthly report to the Airpark Manager summarizing basic data including aircraft type, registration
number, date and times of the test, maximum power setting, and time at maximum power.

Unless runups become a major problem in the future, a voluntary runup restriction could be
undertaken and initiated immediately by the Montgomery County Revenue Authority, by way of a
letter to the FBO’s or a Letter to Airmen. The informal restriction could prohibit runups between
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Should maintenance runups become a bigger concern in the future, the voluntary restriction could
become a formalized restriction with a designated area for runups to be performed. The rule should
contain a provision that would permit the Airpark Manager to waive the restriction to accommodate
legitimate hardships, on a case-by-case, preapproved basis. The restriction could contain a fine
structure for violations. A recommended structure could include a warning on the first offense and

$50 for the second violation. Each subsequent violation would increase $50 up to a maximum fine
of $350 in any calendar year.

Although a restriction on runups would be ineffective in reducing current noise levels, it could prove
effective in dealing with future problems. This alternative should be included as part of the overall
program. The recommended procedure could be communicated to pilots and the FBO’s through
Airport Regulations, Letter to Airmen, and other informational handouts as well as signs in the
offices of the FBO’s, or on apron areas.
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6.3 Airport Use Restrictions
6.3.1 Flight Restrictions Based on Noise

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(5)

- Restrictions on the use of the airport by a type/class of aircraft based
on its noise characteristics.

There are several categories of use restrictions that must be considered under FAR Part 150. These
include:

(1) Restrictions on aircraft not meeting FAA noise standards,

(2)  Capacity limitations based on relative noisiness,

(3) Partial or complete curfews,

(4) Landing fees based on noise or time of arrival, and

(5)  Required use of noise abatement takeoff/approach procedures.

The first four of these categories are evaluated below. The fifth category, noise abatement operating
procedures, was discussed in Section 6.2.1 and 6.2.4.

- Noise Exposure, EXP, Methodology Used to Investigate Use Restrictions

The "EXP" technique involves the computation of incremental changes in total noise exposure, in
terms of Ldn, that might result from abatement actions that affect total noise emissions at the airport,.
It screens out operational variables, such as runway use and flight track use.

The analysis is conducted for a representative point around the airport. The output, estimated
change in Ldn, is a reasonable index of change for all points in the airport’s environs. The EXP
increment is an estimated correction that can be applied throughout the contours.

For many airports, identification of the appropriate noise limit is based on long-term noise
measurement data by aircraft type obtained from a permanent noise monitoring system. For airports
without a permanent system, one alternative is to use published data by aircraft type. One source
of the noise data is the FAA’s Advisory Circular 36-3F entitled Estimated Airplane Noise Levels
in A-Weighted Decibels, dated 10 August 1990. The Advisory Circular is reproduced in Appendix
B. The publication is updated periodically when data for new aircraft become available, but the
document rank orders numerous aircraft types from large air carrier jets to single engine propeller
aircraft based on their maximum sound levels (Lmax) both during takeoff and on approach. The
ranking permits a means of setting a noise limit and determining which aircraft can or cannot operate
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with respect to the limit.

Since aircraft noise levels may vary widely with differences in operational circumstances, it may be
preferable to establish single event noise levels independent of Part 36 certification data. Therefore,
the FAA suggests consideration of a restriction based on estimated noise levels that take operational
variations into account. In the analysis which follows, SEL noise data have been used in conjunction
with operations data by aircraft type to quantify the implications of setting alternative limits.

Operations data by specific aircraft type at Montgomery County is based on the 1996 annual average
daily operations as presented in Table 11.3 of Volume 1 - NEM. EXP is then calculated exactly as
Ldn is, combining the noise of a single operation with the number of times during the day or night
that the aircraft actually operates. The calculation for each aircraft type is:

EXP = SEL + 10*Log(number of daytime operations+(10*number of nighttime operations))

The "partial" EXPs for individual aircraft can then be added together to get a total EXP for the
entire set of operations. We can then evaluate numerous alternative scenarios, re-adding different
sets of partial EXPs to reflect the presence or absence of various aircraft types as they are left in or
taken out of the fleet through different variations of a noise rule.

The principal advantage of the EXP technique is that it allows the effects of noise abatement
measures that influence total noise exposure to be evaluated without the cost and complexity of full
Ldn contour computer runs.

The EXP computations for the 1996 Future Case are presented in Table 6.4. The table lists the
average daily operations by the aircraft in the Montgomery County fleet mix. Each aircraft is
ranked from loudest to quietest, at a single location on the ground -- the FAR Part 36 departure
measurement point (6,500 meters from break release)®. This sum is equal

to the single SEL that represents the same amount of noise energy to which that point would be
exposed if both the takeoff and landing of the listed aircraft flew directly over it.

The first column of the table lists the aircraft types observed in the complete sample (the base or
1996 future case). The second through fifth columns list the noise level information of each aircraft.
The higher the value in this column, the more the aircraft type is contributing to total noise exposure
even though it may not be the noisiest aircraft in the fleet. The sixth through ninth columns list

Departure and approach SELs were calculated using the FAA's INM 3.9 data base that is being used to generate
Ldn contours for this study.
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Table 6.4 1996 EXP Noise Exposure

) 2) 3y @ ) 6) 4] (8) M (10) “an (12) (13)
LT TP TP PP PR R it R R L E L LR R PR R +
. H | | seL |} Operations per | Approx. Cumulative Reduction in Ldn |
! H | SEL [1] at |Energy | Average Day - 1996 i Increasingly Severe SEL Restrictions |
| o | s s e +
i {INM | P. 36 Dept.|Sum for| ' I % i | ! !
! {A/C | Meas. Pt. |one LTO| Departures | Arrivals | Total |Restrict All|Restrict All!Restrict ALl
H H Fomam- Fomm-- + L R EEE T R L L T Fommme- + H } }
I Aircraft Type | # 1 T/0 iAppr.| [20 | Day |Night | Day |Night | Op’ns | Operations |Night Op’ns |Night Dep’s |
L L TR P Fremetumanan $mmm-- temmmana trmmeann LEEER L et temmman temmemnn Fommmmemaaan dommmmmmmm e Fomem e ————— +
{Bchjet 400 (MU3001)| 60 | 87.7 }80.3 | 88.4 | 0.230 }0.021 | 0.230 }0.021 | 0.246 | 0.1} 0.1 | 0.1
{Das. Falcon (LEAR35)| 54 | 87.8 |77.0 | 88.1 | 0.015 }0.001 | 0.015 }0.001 | 0.016 | 0.1 | 0.1 | 0.1
|Brit. Aero (LEAR35)] 54 | 87.8 |77.0 | 88.1 | 0.215 [0.019 ! 0.215 {0.019 ! 0.229 ! 0.2 | 0.1 | 0.1 |
[IAl WestWind(LEAR35)| 54 | 87.8 |77.0 | 88.1 | 0.613 [0.055 | 0.613 {0.055 ! 0.653 | 0.5 | 0.2 | 0.2 !
{King Air (DHC6) | 69 | 79.9 |87.0 | B7.8 | 1.046 |0.056 | 1.046 |0.056 | 1.078 ! 1.0 | 0.4 | 0.3 |
|Twin Pist  (BEC58P)} 76 | 84.7 |78.7 | 85.7 | 2.982 10.160 | 2.982 |0.160 | 3.073 ! 1.9 1 0.6 | 0.5 |
iCitations  (CNA500)} 57 | 81.8 |77.0 | 83.0 | 0.460 ]0.041 | 0.460 {0.041 | 0.490 | 2.0 ! 0.7 ! 0.5 |
{Conquest (CNAGGTY} 73 | Th.4 |77.4 | 79.1 | 1.046 [0.056 | 1.046 }0.056 | 1.078 | 2.1 | 0.7 | 0.5
iSing. Pist. (GASEPF)| 75 | 76.9 [69.5 | 77.6 ]92.266 |2.952 [92.266 }2.952 193.137 | ween: | 0.7 | 0.5 |
B L T R Fmmm-- e Fommmmm- fre-m-- tmmamaan R demmmeee B T L T R Fommmmmeaaaa +

NOTES: [1] SEL at FAR Part 36 departure measurement point: 20000’ from brake release for departures and 15000’ from landing
threshold for arrivals. Derived from INM data base.
[21 LTO = Landing and Takeoff Cycle

average daily operations to be used for computing the effects of imposing noise limits over different
times of the day or night. The tenth column presents the percent of total operations by that aircraft.
The eleventh through thirteenth columns list the approximate reductions in EXP, and hence Ldn, that
would be achieved by eliminating aircraft from the fleet at various times of the day. The cumulative
noise reduction increases going down each of these last columns reflecting the assumption that each

aircraft, in turn, is eliminated from operation as a hypothetical noise limit gets more and more
restrictive.

- Interpretation of EXP Results for Base Case Fleet Mix

In reviewing the results of EXP calculations, a useful rule of thumb to remember is that the current
FAA environmental regulations (Order 1050.1D) set a 1.5 dB increase in noise exposure, within the
65 Ldn noise contour at a noise sensitive receiver, as the threshold above which detailed noise
analyses are required; i.e., a 1.5 dB change is considered potentially "significant".

Restrictions applied to aircraft operations specifically at night, are designed to reduce or eliminate
operations during the most noise-sensitive periods of the day. Typical nighttime restrictions cover
hours ranging from 10:00 p.m., 11:00 p.m., or 12:00 midnight through 6:00 or 7:00 a.m. the next
morning. Not only do these hours protect periods of sleep, they also potentially offer substantial
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reductions in noise exposure because between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. all noise events
are penalized by the 10 dB weighting applied in the calculation of Ldn. As discussed earlier in the

draft Noise Exposure Map, this penalty is equivalent to counting each night operation as 10 daytime
operations of the same aircraft.

To be most legally acceptable, a use restriction of this nature must be based on a noise limit applied
to individual aircraft, making it illegal and/or costly for noisier types to operate, while permitting
operations by quieter aircraft. Selection of the appropriate noise limit should include consideration
of the anticipated noise benefit balanced by the cost of compliance. The process leading to the
selection of a limit is always complex.

Prohibiting all nighttime operations would constitute a full curfew. Few airports have these true
curfews, and from experience in developing use restrictions at other airports, it is not likely that the
FAA would support such a measure in its review of Montgomery County’s noise compatibility
program if it were proposed. Such restrictions are often tested in court and have been found to be
“over broad", "unjustly discriminatory", to impose "undue burden" on interstate commerce, or to
be "arbitrary and capricious", thereby infringing on Constitutionally protected rights. If the
Montgomery County Revenue Authority, as operator of GAI, chose to adopt such a restriction
regardless of FAA support, the Authority would assume a potential liability of having to justify the
restriction in Federal court, perhaps even against the FAA. Thus, the analysis here focuses on a
noise-based use restriction that could allow some nighttime activity by quieter aircraft.

The columns to the right in the tables in Table 6.4 give the approximate reductions in overall noise
exposure (Ldn) that would result if the listed aircraft plus all those louder than the listed type were
prohibited from operating during the times specified. For example, read down the fifth and twelveth
column in the table to see the effect of a noise limit imposed on all arrival and departure operations
during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (nighttime). Note that only 0.7 dB of improvement in
noise exposure could be expected. Restricting only all night departures would provide 0.5 dB of
improvement in the noise exposure. If the SEL noise limit were set at 87.5 dBA, just below the
87.7 and 87.8 dBA produced by a Beechjet 400, Dassault Falcon 50, British Aerospace 125-800,
or a IAI Westwind 1124 on takeoff. Then the noisiest four business jets operating at GAI and all
other aircraft types louder, such as the older Sabreliners, Gulfstreams and Lear business jets, would
be prohibited from operating at GAI at night, while quieter aircraft could continue to operate. The
overall noise level improvement would be minimal resulting in only a 0.2 dB reduction if the aircraft
were prohibited from departing at night. Only about 0.1 nighttime flights would be reduced .or
eliminated on an average day or about one operation (takeoff) every ten days. This would
encompass less than one percent of the annual operations at GAI.

This 0.2 dB decrease in the overall Ldn at GAI would not produce a potentially "significant” change
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in the noise levels. However, the noisiest nighttime operations at GAI would be reduced. Although
not considered significant, the absence of exceptionally loud aircraft overflights at night would prove
to be an important factor to reduce disturbance, especially sleep disturbance, to local residents.

Note from the same columns of numbers, that if the SEL noise limit were lowered to 84.5 dBA,
some twin piston aircraft would be prohibited from operating at night.

The eleventh column lists the estimated reduction in Ldn that would occur if all operations were
prohibited throughout the entire day. This form of the noise rule is discussed later.

Clearly, from this table it is now possible to examine the potential effects of numerous variations
to a nighttime rule. However, consideration of a particular combination of noise limit and applicable

hours must include not only the degree of improvement expected but also the potential effects on
users.

A complete 24-hour noise-based use restriction simply broadens the application of the nighttime
restriction described above and limits operations throughout the entire day. However, because
people are less sensitive to daytime noise, airports having 24-hour restrictions normally set daytime
limits higher than those at night. At Tweed-New Haven Airport, for example, the daytime limit is
10 dB more lenient. This is also consistent with the rationale behind the 10 dB penalty applicable
to nighttime noise in the calculation of Ldn -- the noise is more intrusive, more disturbing at night.

If this same principle were applied to the table of operations shown earlier, then, for example, given
a nighttime limit of 87.5 dBA SEL, a likely choice for a daytime limit might be 97.5 dBA. This
would prohibit nighttime operations by the older Sabreliners, Lears, Glls, Falcons, Westwinds, and
British Aerospace business jets, providing about 0.2 dB improvement in noise exposure. During the
day, the limit of 97.5 dBA SEL would not prohibit any operations by the aircraft that presently
operate at GAI. In fact, the noise limit could not be reasonably set to prohibit some aircraft at night
while allowing some during the day, without severely restricting the operation of the Airpark.

Only a full elimination of operations by the first six aircraft categories, both day and night, would
result in a significant reduction of Ldn, on the annual average day. A significant reduction (greater

than 1.5 dB) in Ldn on the annual average day, could not be achieved by only restricting aircraft
operations at night.

These EXP results should not be interpreted to imply that use restrictions do not have potential
usefulness at GAL. Public concern regarding particularly noisy individual events in the Montgomery
County environs does not focus on "annual average day" activity. Rather, comments made during
the noise measurement program, at Advisory Committee meetings, and at the Community Workshop
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clearly indicate that most concerns are generated by particularly loud events or corporate jets, and
that the problem is most significant at night.

With this information as background, the following section addresses potential limitations to the
adoption of a use restriction, followed by consideration of each of the categories of use restriction
that the FAA requires the airport to consider.

- Limitations to the Adoption of Use Restrictions

Use restrictions at an airport can be extremely controversial actions to consider, and are frequently
challenged in court. Such challenges normally are based on Constitutional issues.

Airport use restrictions have been tested in court on several occasions. The courts have used three
principal criteria in determining the legality of the restrictions, including: (1) whether or not the
restrictions have an "undue burden on interstate commerce"; (2) whether or not the restrictions are
“discriminatory"”; and (3) whether they are "arbitrary and capricious".

The issue of burden on interstate commerce deals with the issue of whether the benefits of the
restriction are in line with the costs, and, in broader terms, the absolute effect on commerce overall.
Any restriction that has a noise benefit will have some effect on commerce. The full effect on
commerce cannot be determined because any restriction affects future, as yet unplanned, operations.

The effect on commerce also has much to do with the availability of reasonable alternatives to the
aircraft operators.

Discrimination concerns whether the restriction applies equally to all aircraft that have similar noise
emission characteristics. A hypothetical discriminatory ordinance would be one that restricted

operations according to the type of powerplant, such as prohibiting operations by jet aircraft, but that
allowed louder propeller-driven aircraft to operate.

The arbitrary and capricious test relates to whether or not the restriction can be justified in terms
of its noise benefits.

- Restrictions on Aircraft Not Meeting FAA Noise Standards
FAR Part 36 prescribes noise standards that aircraft must meet in order to obtain "type certificates".

Aircraft which are not compliant with these standards are termed "Stage 1", those meeting original
Part 36 noise standards are "Stage 2", and those meeting the most recent and stringent standards are
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“Stage 3"°.

The form of restriction contemplated under this category is one that restricts aircraft based on their
FAR Part 36 status. To fully understand the potential benefits and costs of such a restriction, details
regarding the Part 36 classification of aircraft operating at the airport must be considered,
particularly the classification of corporate jets.

All air carrier jets that are over 75,000 pounds are classified Stage 2 or 3. All aircraft must meet
these standards. However, Stage 1 business jet aircraft or private aircraft under 75,000 pounds are
still allowed to operate. There are very few, if any, Stage 1 "non-Part 36" aircraft flown at GAI
today. The aircraft listed in Table 6.4 that do not meet the Stage 2 or 3 standards may include the
aircraft under the IAI Westwind/British Aerospace HS125 series aircraft. However, only a few
versions of these aircraft are Stage 1; most are Stage 2. Overall, a majority of the corporate jets
operating at GAI are either Stage 2 or 3 types.

There is little, if any, benefit to be derived from a restriction on Stage 1, non-Part 36 aircraft,
because their use at the Airpark is so infrequent. Moreover, the information presented in Table 6.4
indicates that such a restriction may not accomplish the desired results, because the IAI
Westwind/British Aerospace HS125 series aircraft flown at GAI may well be the Stage 2 type. In

addition, their use is infrequent compared to the other business jet aircraft and the total fleet mix at
GAL

There is potential benefit from a restriction on Stage 2 aircraft. However, this could not be an
outright ban on Stage 2 types, since such a significant portion of the aircraft operating at the airport
fall into this category. A Stage 2 restriction would prohibit a majority of all jet operations at the
airport. Such a restriction would probably be challenged by individual operators, aviation interest
groups, and the FAA, acting on behalf of the Department of Commerce, on the grounds of
interference with interstate commerce. The forthcoming National Noise Policy as outlined in the
Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 has proposed to prohibit all Stage 2 aircraft weighting
greater than 75,000 pounds after December 31, 1999. However, the applicability of phasing out
Stage 2 aircraft under 75,000 pounds is currently under review.

Another federal regulation, FAR Part 91, required that essentially all aircraft with maximum gross takeoff weights
over 75,000 pounds be in compliance with Stage 2 standards by January 1, 1988, In addition, the National Noise
Policy has set regulations that are to phase out the Stage 2 fleel (weighing greater than 75,000 pounds) by December
31, 1999. Presently there is no such rule for aircraft under this weight. This includes aircraft in the GAI fleet.

However, regulations for the phaseout of Stage 1 and 2 aircraft weighing under 75,000 pounds are currently under
review.
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- Capacity Limitations Based on Relative Noisiness

The FAA identifies two ways of implementing this type of limit: (1) restrictions based upon
certificated noise levels and (2) restrictions based upon estimated single event noise levels.

The certification levels to which the first of these two categories refers are noise levels at the FAR
Part 36 measurement locations in terms of Effective Perceived Noise Level (EPNL), which is
basically the same type of cumulative single event measure as SEL, based on the "Perceived Noise
Level" rather than the A-weighted level. Measured or estimated noise levels are presented for most
civil aircraft types in a series of Advisory Circulars.

The second implementation approach, "based upon single event noise levels”, refers to the use of
FAA-published noise estimates for the A-weighted maximum levels produced by aircraft at the Part
36 departure and approach measurement locations or from noise level data produced under actual
operating conditions'. Estimates for most civil aircraft types currently in operation in the U.S.
are presented in AC 36-3F. The FAA developed AC 36-3F specifically for the purpose of providing
airports with a consistent A-weighted basis for rating aircraft. It is preferable to the EPNL Circulars
because it lists all aircraft, in decreasing order of noise level, regardless of their Part 36 status. The
EPNL Circulars split aircraft into two documents (one for Stage 1 aircraft, and one for Stage 2 and
3 aircraft) and into several tables within each document, depending on aircraft weight.

Appendix B presents a copy of AC 36-3F. This Advisory Circular would provide the most
straightforward basis for developing and implementing a restriction of the types of aircraft.

- Partial or Complete Curfews

The preceding discussion of use restrictions focused on the effects of night operations in particularly

noisy aircraft types; i.e., on a "partial curfew". We also can look at the potential effects of a full
curfew!’,

A full nighttime curfew was evaluated using the EXP methodology. Using EXP, all nighttime
operations were eliminated outright. This alternative did not result in a significant noise reduction.
The outright elimination alternative reduced EXP by 0.7 dB. If the restricted operations were shifted

The departure measurement point is 6,500 meters from break release; the approach measurement point is 2,000
meters from the landing threshold.

Part 150 requires the Airpark to consider a full curfew. However, to our knowledge, there are no full curfews in

effect at any U.S. airport and no full curfew has ever survived a legal challenge. In fact, the most recent precedent
regarding a full curfew was at nearby Westchester County Airport, in White Plains, New York.
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to the daytime, the noise reduction would be slightly less.
- Landing Fees Based on Noise or Time of Arrival

This option is a mechanism for implementing use restrictions rather than a type of restriction. A
noise-based landing fee is intended to encourage the use of quieter aircraft through the use of
economic incentives: the higher the noise of an aircraft, the more it would cost to fly into GAI.
However, Montgomery County currently does not have any landing fee structure at GAL. To
achieve the desired noise abatement effect, the fee would have to be high enough to eliminate the
undesired operations. A noise-based landing fee is not intended to collect additional money, but is
intended to get compliance with the noise rule. Therefore, the fee or penalty should be structured
to get compliance. Structured correctly, the disproportionate fee would decrease the number of
noisier operations, while still providing the necessary revenues to operate and maintain the Airpark.
Alternatively, noise surcharges totally unrelated to a landing fee formula could be applied as an
operating penalty to noisy aircraft.

In principle, a supplementary noise-based fee could be based on the same published noise data as
a use restriction -- FAA Advisory Circular 36-3F. A typical fee structure might incorporate the
following strategies:

L] Using the earlier concept of a 87.5 dBA SEL noise limit as an example, an aircraft
producing more than that level might be charged $2 for every decibel or part thereof

over the limit; thus, a Dassault Falcon 10/20 with an SEL level of 88.1 dBA would pay
an additional $2 to land.

® To account for the increased intrusiveness of night operations, landings between 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m., for example, might be charged starting at a level 10 dB lower than
the daytime threshold -- 77.7 dBA in this case. Then a Dassault Falcon 10/20 with an
SEL level of 88.1 dBA would pay a $2 surcharge for a daytime landing and a $22

surcharge at night. All aircraft paying a daytime surcharge would pay an additional $20
to land at night,

@ Variations of this schedule might include starting the surcharges at a different level,
charging a rate other than $2 per decibel, reducing the landing fee for quieter aircraft,
charging the fee only at night, and so on.

Although it is difficult to predict the effectiveness of a particular fee structure, the measure is
believed to be an effective means of changing patterns of operations.
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- Potential Form of Use Restriction at GAI

In order to pass the discrimination test, a restriction must be based on objective noise rankings.
Table 6.4 provides such a basis.

A use restriction that prohibited all night operations in aircraft noisier than 87.5 dBA SEL would
appear to be effective at GAI. The 87.5 dBA limit represents the SEL level of the MU300 and the
Lear35 business jet aircraft modelled at GAI. These are the INM equivalent of the Beechjet 400,
Dassault Falcon 50, British Aerospace HS125-800 and the IAI Westwind 1124 jet aircraft assumed
to be operating at GAL. To determine the best possible form of a use restriction at GAI, the FAA’s
AC36-3F should be evaluated and the noise limit for the aforementioned aircraft set based on the
metric used in the publication - maximum A-weighted sound level or Lmax.

An evaluation of AC36-3F reveals that a maximum permitted noise level on takeoff of 71.5 dBA
would be an acceptable level for use at GAI. This would prohibit, voluntarily, all night departures
by older noisier corporate jets. Jets still permitted to operate at night would include the Cessna
Citation I, II, and some versions of the III; the Gulfstream IV; the Dassault Falcon 10 and 900; the
Challenger 600 and 601; the Lear 55 and some models of the Lear 35/36 with the Century III
engines; and only the IAI Westwind 1124 model, not the 1124A or 1124IW model.

The proposed use restriction would result in a 0.2 dB decrease in the overall Ldn at GAL. The
information presented in EXP analysis indicates that these operations would not produce a potentially
"significant” change in the noise levels but that the noisiest nighttime jet operations would be
reduced, on average, by one operation every ten days. The elimination of all other nighttime
operations would only result in a decrease in the Ldn of an additional 0.5 dB. Although not
considered significant, in terms of overall operations, the reduction in exceptionally loud aircraft

overflights at night would prove to be an important factor to reduce disturbance, especially sleep
interference, to local residents.

The restriction would probably meet several of the legality issues discussed previously. The
restriction is not arbitrary or capricious, because Table 6.4 clearly indicate its benefits. The
restriction is not discriminatory because it is based on accepted operational noise data. However,
the potential effects on interstate commerce would still be questioned. The impact on interstate
commerce would be minimal for several reasons: (1) the restriction would not affect any daily
scheduled operations; (2) it would affect aircraft types that are only responsible for less than one
percent of the total daily operations at GAI (less at night); and (3) the restriction would not impact
an important portion of the daily operations at GAI.

The number of restricted operations would have an insignificant impact on the size of the contours
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modelled for the Airpark. However, community input provides strong evidence that the benefits of
the restriction would be substantial. The goal of the restriction is to set the noise limit at a level that
maximizes noise benefits with the minimum limitation on airpark use. The use restrictions could
be modified to include different time limits (10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. or midnight).

The FAA would almost certainly not approve a nighttime use restriction at GAI due to the low levels
of noise impact surrounding GAI and the resulting limited noise benefit from a night use restriction.
However, a voluntary noise-based use restriction on behalf of GAI can provide some noise benefits
to the surrounding community and would eliminate some of the late night operations by particularly
disturbing aircraft. Despite the relatively low number of operations affected, it is recommended that
this voluntary nighttime use restriction for the noisiest aircraft operating at GAI be considered for
inclusion in the noise compatibility program.

The MCRA Board rejected this recommendation at their meeting on 28 October, 1992. The inability
to include enforcement with this measure and the lack of cooperation with pilots and FBO’s with a
voluntary measure was the reasoning behind this decision.

6.3.2 Air Traffic Control Tower

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

It has been discussed in several of the aforementioned operational abatement alternatives that an air
traffic control tower (ATCT) is needed to implement several of the elements discussed. The overall
purpose of such a ATCT would be to provide positive local direction to pilots operating at GAI.
This could in fact increase compliance with noise abatement measures at the Airpark.

The two ATCT options that are considered include a full time FAA-operated ATCT and a non-FAA
ATCT operated by a private firm (contract tower).

The FAA, until early 1991, had established general criteria which an airport must meet to "qualify"
for an FAA-operated ATCT. The most important criteria was the activity level at the airport. The
activity level required to establish an FAA-operated ATCT was approximately 200,000 annual
operations. At that level, the FAA would construct and equip the tower and pay all operational cost
(equipment maintenance and staffing costs). Presently, Montgomery County Airpark has existing
annual operations of just over 108,000 which is expected to increase by 1996 to just over 122,000
annual operations.

The actual number of operations that the FAA would count towards the criteria level would likely
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be somewhat higher. Any ATCT staff at GAI would also count overflights and other local traffic
which they might handle. However, it is very unlikely that these additional traffic sources would
add sufficiently to local traffic counts to justify an FAA-operated ATCT.

The FAA can also authorize the operations of ATCT by private firms. The FAA has approved two
firms to provide such services. The firms operate the ATCTs either under contract to the FAA or
to the local airport proprietor. Prior to early 1991, the FAA required that an airport have 125,000
annual operations to be eligible for an approved contract ATCT. However, FAA approval does not
mean FAA funding. Approval for FAA funding is a separate issue, with a higher operational
requirement, as noted above. Annual operations at GAI are presently just over 108,000 and are
projected to increase to just over 122,000 operations within five years. However, since GAI is a
non-towered airport, no operations records have been kept over the years. Therefore, over the past
year the Maryland Aviation Administration undertook a study to determine the annual operations at
the Airpark. The operations data is accurate within a 95 percent confidence level or (+12.27 %).
Therefore, 1991 existing operations could range up to 121,000 operations and the 1996 future
operations could range up to 137,000 operations. Although operational levels would not warrant
FAA approval for existing operations under any scenario, the future operations could warrant the
approval of a non-FAA contract ATCT. In addition, the operational criteria levels are not absolute
numbers. The FAA Regional Director may also approve a contract ATCT at his discretion.,

A contact at Barton-ATC, one of the two firms the FAA has approved to operate contract ATCTs,
provided the following information on approximate costs.

Operating and capital costs for a ATCT which is open ten hours a day, seven days a week would
be approximately $300,000 per year under a five year contract. For this amount, Barton would
provide and install the tower and all associated equipment. Under this scenario, the tower and

equipment remain the property of Barton. The company would remove the tower and equipment
at the end of the contract.

Barton will sell and install a fully-equipped ATCT that would meet requirements for service at GAI
for approximately $750,000. Barton will operate such a ATCT for approximately $150,000 to
$225,000 per year for 14-15 hours a day, seven days per week. Twenty-four hour operation would
cost approximately $300,000 per year.

As previously mentioned, the FAA early in 1991 changed the criteria necessary to operate and fund
a ATCT. The new criteria are not based entirely on the activity levels but are subject to a
benefit/cost (b/c) analysis.

The benefits and costs of an ATCT are based on a complicated formula with numerous variables.
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In addition to the activity levels, the new formula takes into account the type and number of specific
aircraft types, value of aircraft, accident potential, amount of scheduled and air taxi service,
community benefit, fuel savings, aircraft spacing, and numerous other items. If the benefit/cost ratio
is greater than one (1), than the airport is eligible for approval and funding of an ATCT. However,
if approved the ATCT may still not be operated by the FAA, due to a lack of personnel. The ATCT
would than be included in the contract tower program and would be eligible for Federal funding.
However, in the past, the ATCT would be eligible for funding of only operational costs, not the
costs of the tower and related equipment.

The new FAA guidelines for a ATCT installation are very unclear. The determination of whether
an FAA ATCT or a contract ATCT should be installed are also very unclear. It is anticipated that

the FAA will have clear guidelines regarding the complete tower program sometime near the end
of 1991.

To determine if the airport meets the new guidelines, the airport or airport proprietor must apply
to the FAA Regional Administrator and request consideration for an ATCT. The airport must
request Federal assistance in funding and supporting an ATCT. The FAA will generally undertake
a study and determination of the need for an ATCT by the analysis of the benefit/cost ratio.

Although a ATCT may increase local direction and control of pilots and stricter adherence with noise
abatement procedures, this is not covered under Part 150 guidelines and is not recommended as part

of this study. However, Montgomery County may chose to pursue any further consideration for
installation of an ATCT at GAI with the FAA.

6.4 Miscellaneous
6.4.1 Airside Signs

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

To educate and remind pilots of the various voluntary and mandatory noise abatement rules at GAI,
various means to convey the information must be considered. Some of the information may be
conveyed by use of the Airport/Facility Directory, Letters to Airmen, and Jeppesen Plates.

Informational brochures and notices or bulletin boards located in the offices of the FBOs would also
serve this purpose.

Another method could be the installation of additional noise abatement signs located directly on the
airfield to serve as a last minute reminder to pilots. GAI already has one airside sign on the taxiway
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for departures on Runway 32. The sign states "Noise Abatement Runway 32 - Turn right to at least
340 degrees, refrain from night use of Runway 32". Based on the aforementioned discussions,
analysis, and recommendations the additional or updated signs could be used as a reminder to pilots
to; (1) maximize departures on Runway 14, (2) use the NBAA Close-In Departure Procedure
(business jet aircraft only) for Runway 32 departures, (3) turn right on Runway 32 departures, and
(4) restrict operations by noisy aircraft after 10:00 p.m..

Installation of noise abatement signs would be an integral part of noise abatement procedures at GAIL.
Signs would tend to remind pilots that noise abatement procedures are in effect and that in fact there
are sensitive noise areas surrounding the Airpark. It is recommended that noise abatement signs be
given serious consideration as an integral part of the Noise Compatibility Program.

6.4.2 Noise Complaint Receipt and Response Procedures

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

Noise complaints received by Airpark personnel are presently not subjected to any formal logging
process. It is suggested that the Airpark designate a telephone line for the purpose of receiving and
logging noise complaints from the community. In addition, a telephone answering machine could
be used to record messages from callers 24-hours per day. Every day, or the first day after a
weekend or holiday, the messages from the previous day should be taken and transferred to a

standard complaint form. The form (see Appendix D) should note the following information,
providing it was given by the caller:

date of the call;

the name, address and telephone number of the caller;
the nature of the complaint; and

remarks relating to the complaint.

Every complaint should be reviewed by the Airpark manager or a member of his staff, and logged.
Airpark personnel should attempt to determine the owner (operator) or ’N’ number of the aircraft
in question, through discussions with FAA tower personnel at BWI, FBO personnel, or through their
own observation. A full investigation may not be undertaken if minimal information is provided.
If ownership is determined, a letter is sent or a telephone call is made to the owner of the pilot of
the aircraft. The pilot is asked for his/her cooperation in reducing noise over the noise-sensitive
areas around the Airpark, providing the complainant has a legitimate complaint.

Comments from pilots which are relevant to the complaint are also logged. Every caller should be
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contacted by a member of the Airpark staff within 15 days of the call (providing the callers
telephone number was given) or in writing to acknowledge receipt of his/her call (providing the
address was given). The caller should be told the disposition of the original complaint.
Periodically, all complaints are summarized and follow-ups are discussed. A summary of noise
complaints would prove beneficial in the identification and evaluation of future problem areas.

The procedures as outlined above and in Appendix D should be an effective method for dealing with
noise complaints as received at GAIL. It is recommended that the responsibility for the complaint
review process be delegated to one specific Airpark employee. Every effort should continue to be
made to identify the source of each complaint and to encourage greater pilot awareness when needed.
It is recommended that this measure be included formally in the noise compatibility program.

6.4.3 Noise Monitoring System

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

A noise and operations monitoring system is often considered a noise abatement tool because of its
capability to collect and analyze noise data. It can also play an integral part of a monitoring and
implementation program. Any system would initiate a data base of all aircraft-related noise events
at the Airpark. Analysis would be able to disaggregate the loud events and help determine if aircraft
-are following noise abatement flight tracks or help to identify an especially loud aircraft. Noise
complaints could be tied to noise events to help correlate aircraft operation/location with type of
complaint. The system would also be able to detect changes in the noise exposure to determine if
an update of the exposure maps should be undertaken. It could be an effective tool for monitoring
the noise environment around GAI.

A permanent noise monitoring system for GAI would be a system to collect long-term cumulative
Ldn and SEL noise data. However, system cost could easily be $200,000 to $300,000. Another
option to consider would be the purchase of several portable noise monitors. These monitors would
be used during different periods throughout the year monitoring noise levels at different locations
within the community. This would serve to collect the same base of information as the permanent

system. It is estimated that two portable noise monitors would cost approximately $30,000 ($15,000
each).

The size of the Airpark and the resulting noise levels are too low to warrant the funding of this
system at GAL. FAA would almost certainly not approve or fund the system. In addition, funding
of this magnitude from the MCRA is also highly unlikely.
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It is recommended that no further consideration be given to including a noise monitoring system in
the noise compatibility program.

6.4.4 Public Information Program/Review and Implementation

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

A continuing public information program should be undertaken to inform the public about aircraft
noise, impacts, and compatible land use. This public information is usually in the form of a noise
abatement committee. Presently, no such committee exists. The group would meet to discuss items
related to the noise problems at GAI, and the discussion would include a summary of the noise
complaints registered since the last meeting, progress on the Part 150 study, and items relating to
old problems and new ideas on noise abatement.

The noise committee should meet on a regularly scheduled basis. This committee would be made
up of Airpark users, County officials, Airpark representatives, and concerned citizens. The
committee would result in a public information program that could inform the public about noise and
work on additional noise problems at the Airpark. The committee should stay in contact with the
local population by periodically developing small informational handouts to be mailed to interested
citizens or by releasing information to the press. Handouts could include a telephone number of a
member of the committee that could be contacted should interested parties have any questions. The
committee could have the responsibility of overseeing the implementation of the Noise Compatibility
Program. This would include overseeing the implementation of the NCP measures and the periodic
updating of the overall program.

Information about the Airpark noise environment should be available for public review at locations
such as at county offices or at public libraries. As part of this program the Airpark should advise
the public of its desire to be a good neighbor and inform them of the Airpark’s efforts to control
noise. As part of maintaining or improving relationships between the aviation community and
Airpark neighbors, it is recommended that a strong public involvement program be included as an
element in the Noise Compatibility Program.

6.4.5 Noise Abatement Contact

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

A Noise Abatement Officer’s typical duties include handling noise complaints, collecting and
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compiling noise measurement data, serving on local noise abatement committees, and keeping the
public informed. A Noise Abatement Officer must be able to quickly handle complaints and trouble-

shoot the complaint review system from the time of the actual complaint through the final report to
the public.

The level of noise at GAI does not warrant the appointment of a full- or part-time Noise Abatement
Officer. It would seem more appropriate to designate an existing Airpark employee to handle the
position. This employee would become the official "contact" for all noise related items concerning
the Airpark. Specifically, the noise contact would be responsible for the noise complaint review
process and would participate in the public information program through attendance at noise
abatement committee meetings.

It is recommended that a noise contact be designated at GAI. This noise contact should be
considered as part of the overall Noise Compatibility Program.

6.4.6 ATIS/ATCT Advisories

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

The FAA can play an instrumental role in helping to make pilots aware of some noise abatement
measures, even those of a voluntary nature. This could be accomplished both through the use of the
Automatic Terminal Information Service (ATIS) or direct FAA Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)
transmissions to pilots, reminding or advising them to follow certain noise abatement instructions.
The ATCT option is evaluated should GAI eventually receive a Tower, although the BWI ATCT
which controls IFR departures at GAI could relay procedural information to IFR pilots.

The ATIS is a continuous recording relaying non-control information in areas of high activity. ATIS
procedures outlined in Section 9, "Automatic Terminal Information Service Procedures," of Order
7110.65E do not specifically identify noise abatement messages as allowable content. The FAA has

stated repeatedly that this service is for operational messages and will not be used for noise
abatement messages.

Proposed revisions to FAR Part 150 regulations have recently been evaluated by FAA in Washington
to include approval of ATIS transmissions as reminders to pilots to "follow noise abatement
instructions per Letter to Airmen No. ". Subsequent correspondence from the FAA has indicated
that ATIS transmissions can be used to remind pilots that noise abatement procedures are in effect.

The FAA also discourages day-to-day advisories between the pilots and tower personnel other than
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those necessary for the safe control and separation of aircraft. This is done to protect interests of
safety and to reduce transmissions during busy air traffic control periods. An ongoing program to
remind all pilots to "follow noise abatement procedures,” would almost certainly not be approved
by FAA. However, another possibility might be for air traffic controllers to give noise abatement
advisories only to those pilots who fly itinerant business jet aircraft and who are generally believed
to be unfamiliar with the operations at GAIL. In addition, pilots who request headings not consistent
with noise abatement procedures, would be reminded that noise abatement procedures are in effect.

Presently, almost all IFR traffic departing on Runway 14 or 32 at GAI are given instructions to
"proceed to the Westminster VOR". It is recommended that the BWI and the FAA continue giving
aircraft instructions upon departing Runway 32 to "proceed to the Westminster VOR".

Increased ATIS radio transmissions should be encouraged, at least on a minimal advisory level.
These would be especially helpful for reminding VFR aircraft to follow noise abatement procedures.
Instructions from the BWI ATCT could play a part an important role in advising local IFR traffic.

It is recommended that these alternatives should be given strong consideration in the noise
compatibility program.

6.4.7 Informational Brochures

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(6)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts

A informational brochure that summarizes all existing and proposed noise abatement procedures
should be considered at GAI. It would be another means to convey to pilots the methods by which
they can “fly quiet" and be a good neighbor to the residents surrounding the airport. The brochure
would be in addition to the Letters to Airmen, Jeppesen Plates, airside signs, bulletin boards and
notices in the offices of the FBO’s.

The brochure would outline all use restrictions, preferential runways, departure procedures, and
would highlight noise sensitive areas around the Airpark. The brochure could also give information
on the noise abatement committee, and whom they should contact if they have any questions.

Although the brochure would be an additional method to remind and instruct pilots to follow noise
abatement procedures, it would contain a short summary that would be useful for pilots to have.
It is recommended to give further consideration of publication of a informational brochure in the
Noise Compatibility Program.
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7. EVALUATION OF LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

FAR Part 150 regulations require that a certain number of alternatives be analyzed, providing they
are appropriate to the airport. The selected land use alternatives as outlined in section 2 represent
alternatives chosen after a detailed analysis. This section comprises the results of the preliminary
analysis distributed to the Advisory Committee at the fourth committee meeting and released to the
public during the second Community Workshop. Additional information may have been added to
further bolster the recommendations in Section 2.

7.1 Remedial Strategies

Remedial land use measures for airport noise compatibility planning are generally implemented to
correct or alleviate existing land use compatibility concerns. As identified in the NEM, there are
no incompatible land uses located within the noise contours according to FAA guidelines.
Therefore, the following is a listing of the remedial measures with a recommendation regarding
inclusion in the implementation plan as a preferred land use alternative.

7.1.1 Land Acquisition and Relocation

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Acquisition of land and interests, including but not limited to air
rights, easements, and development rights.

A land acquisition and relocation assistance program could be instituted to eliminate certain
incompatible uses in areas subject to higher noise levels (Ldn 70) or areas that will experience
adverse social impacts. Land acquisition through fee-simple purchase and subsequent relocation or
residences and businesses that could not otherwise be made compatible would enable specific
development control over the land purchases.

Land acquisition and relocation should follow the procedures identified in the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), which identifies the
provision of moving and related expenses, length of time allowed to find suitable replacement,
housing payments, relocation assistance, advisory shares and federal share of the cost of such
payments and services. In general, any property that is subject to acquisition is appraised by a
certified appraiser. Prior to negotiations with the owner, a just compensation amount is established
for the property and improvements, excluding relocation cost.

Each property subject to acquisition is required to have at least one appraisal completed and reviewed
by the airport sponsor. The sponsor will establish just compensation for each property under review
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prior to negotiation. Property acquisition is then carried out by reasonable negotiation and by
condemnation only if all other reasonable efforts fail. Once the property under review is acquired,
the regulation of the Uniform Act for relocation assistance are implemented. The Uniform Act is

designed to benefit and protect the public in obtaining fair market value and assistance with
relocation costs.

If an acquisition and relocation program is implemented, fee-simple purchase of the structure,
associated improvements, and land is usually undertaken. Acquisition of structure and land is
required in subdivided areas where dwellings are located on typical urban/suburban-sized lots, which
are normally less than one acre in size. However, in more rural areas where dwellings are located
on larger tracts of land (i.e., several acres), it may be possible to purchase the dwelling or the
dwelling and land directly associated with the structure in lieu of the entire acreage.

This strategy is not recommended for implementation since there are no incompatible land uses
located within the existing 60 Ldn contour or above. Additionally, it is not likely that the FAA

would provide funds for implementation of this strategy as a remedial measure in areas outside the
65 Ldn contour.

7.1.2 Easement Acquisition

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)

- Acquisition of land and interests, including but not limited to air
rights, easements, and development rights.

An easement is the right to make use of a land owner’s property for a limited purpose. There are
a variety of easement types, such as utility, avigation, and navigation. In the context of airport noise
compatibility planning, two general types of easements are available: 1) those which permit noise
over land; and 2) those which prevent establishing or maintaining noise-sensitive uses on the subject
property. Avigation easements, which have proven to be an effective means of ensuring compatible
development around airports, should ensure the right and privilege of using the airspace for the right
of flight, right to create noise, and the right to prohibit future height obstructions into the airspace.
In addition, aviation easements should restrict the use of the land itself to those uses which are
considered compatible in FAR part 150. Typical restrictions that may be addressed by aviation

easements include types of buildings or structures, types of agricultural activity that may attract
birds, electromagnetic interference, and light emissions.

Easements may be obtained in several manners, including purchase, condemnation, and dedication.
Easements can also be purchased via negotiation, with the price based upon the value to the owner
of the rights surrendered. This purchase amount can vary considerable, but a guideline of 10 percent
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of real market value is frequently used to obtain rights to permit specific noise levels. Easements
may also be obtained by condemnation in a manner similar to full-rights condemnation. The typical
cost to the airport owner will be less than fee-simple acquisition but, due to direct condemnation
costs, the amount will be higher than through negotiation procedures. Dedication of rights may also
be obtained through subdivision regulation or site plan review requirements. Provisions of
easements upon private land for public purposes can be required prior to local government approval,
In addition, easements may be obtained in return for sound insulation assistance or other mitigation
programs,

This strategy is not recommended for implementation since there are no incompatible land uses
located within the existing 60 Ldn contour or above. Again, it is not likely not the FAA would

provide funds for implementation of this strategy as a remedial measure in areas outside the 65 Ldn
contour.

7.1.3 Environmental Review

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(I)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

A comprehensive environmental review program could be established with thresholds or other
mechanisms to trigger an environmental review of existing or proposed development. Permit
requirements for activities such as remodeling, restoration, redevelopment or the identification of
an area undergoing public facility capital improvements could justify a review of existing
development. In addition, all new development located with the 60 Ldn noise contour could be
required to be subject to the environmental review process. The review process could be established
in a manner similar to subdivision or site plan review procedures utilizing local staff in a committee
format. Airpark noise impacts could be determined for specific properties and mitigation, including
post-construction sound insulation, or real estate disclosure could be required prior to development
approval,

The jurisdictions have the means to control development in this manner. This may be a feasible
manner to control new development within the contours. However, this strategy is not recommended
for implementation since no residential properties are located within the 60 Ldn noise exposure
contour and, therefore, would have no remedial benefits.
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7.1.4 Sound Insulation Program

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Construction of barriers and shielding, including the soundproofing
of public buildings.

Sound Insulation (soundproofing) programs could be developed to obtain greater noise reduction
levels within the interior of residential buildings and other structures. Sound Insulation is most
effective in reducing interior sound levels in structures that are affected by noise up to 10 decibels
over the compatibility threshold. Emphasis could be placed on heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning systems (including humidification) to reduce noise infiltration through open doors and
windows, as well as sound attenuation through greater insulation requirements or specifically
designed sound-deterrent materials (windows, doors, ceilings, and walls). Sealing existing leaks or
small gaps in structural foundations (walls, ceilings) can reduce the initial 5 decibels or excessive

noise. Implementation of the techniques identified above are capable of providing further noise
reduction.

Although sound insulation has proven to be a feasible means of reducing the level of interior noise,
the location, age, and condition of older structures may dictate the degree of insulation which can
be effectively utilized. In general, it is more difficult to justify, from an economic standpoint, the
implementation of capital-intensive insulation techniques for a low-value home than for one of higher
market value. The major drawback to the program is that sound insulation and climate control
mitigates interior sound levels only and does not ameliorate noise considerations outdoors.

Costs associated with the implementation of a sound insulation program could vary considerably.
Experience has shown that sound insulation costs could range from $5,000 to $30,000 per dwelling,
depending upon several variables such as the degree of sound insulation required (from insulating
the attic only to insulating all exterior walls and ceilings and upgrading doors and windows), size
and condition of home, and location within the noise exposure area (lower costs in lower noise
impact areas, higher costs in higher noise impact areas). In order to implement the program, a
structural and acoustical survey (pre-existing and post modification) of all homes designated as
qualified compatible would be required. The Montgomery County Revenue Authority would be
eligible for Federal funding assistance under the Part 150 program to implement sound insulation
improvements for only those areas located in the 65 Ldn contour and above.

Insulation of existing buildings can be a costly alternative. Buildings within the 60 Ldn contour
would not be eligible for federal funds thereby leaving the financial burden on the local communities.

This strategy is not feasible since there are no incompatible uses located in the 60 Ldn contour. The
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insulation of structures below the 60 Ldn contour would provide little benefit and would likely be
very costly. Therefore, this strategy is not recommended for implementation.

7.1.5 Noise Barriers

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)

- Construction of barriers and shielding, including the soundproofing
of public buildings.

A program that includes the construction of noise barriers would serve to alleviate noise impact to
development that is close to the Airpark. In application, a barrier will reflect and/or refract noise
energy prior to its being received by receptors located further away from the noise source. This
strategy was evaluated as part of the analysis for Operational Alternatives (see Section 6).

Since there are no residences located along the sides of the runway, or close in to the airpark with
line-of-sight exposure to noise from takeoff roll and reverse thrust, there is no likely benefit from
noise barriers. Therefore, this strategy is not recommended for implementation.

7.1.6 Tax Incentives

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Remedial tax incentive programs are typically related to promoting sound attenuation improvements.
The strategy is to provide a break in federal, state, or local taxes to existing incompatible uses in
order to encourage structural improvements which serve to reduce interior noise levels.

Additional tax incentive programs may be instituted by federal, state, or local governmental bodies
as a means of redeveloping specific areas. For instance, a designated blighted zone or foreign trade
zone can provide a redevelopment catalyst.

Various tax breaks, such as reduction or elimination of property taxes may also be provided, usually

to private industry, for relocating or expanding industry to increase local ad valorem tax base or to
diversify the local economy.

Tax reduction or differential tax assessment can foster incentives for development in specific areas.
As an example, development of noise-tolerant uses in areas subject to higher noise levels can be
encouraged, which may consequently discourage other noise-sensitive uses. Industrial development
is particularly sensitive to taxation systems and can be affected to a greater degree than residential
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or commercial development. This type of development typically requires input and support from
the local economic development agency in terms of designation of areas and planning and zoning
coordination with regard to compatibility issues and appropriate zoning.

Since the sound insulation program would have no remedial benefits a tax incentive program to
promote sound attenuation improvements is unnecessary.  Therefore, this strategy is not
recommended for implementation.

7.1.7 Purchase Assurance Program

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

A purchase assurance program would give homeowners who wish to relocate a guarantee that they
will get the fair market value for their house. Homeowners willing to move are usually given a set
time to sell their house. Typically, if not sold within that time the property is valued by three
independent appraisers, with the homeowner generally lowering the price of the house to achieve
asale. The Airport would than pay the difference between the assessed value and the sale value of
the property. The property is than resold for residential use with the Airport in return getting an

avigation easement for the property. Additional noise insulation may be incorporated into the
property before it is resold.

This program is most always proposed in areas where the noise level is between 65 and 75 Ldn.
However, because of the difficulty of determining the effect of aircraft noise on property values at
low noise exposure levels, to our knowledge, this option has never been implemented at levels less

than 70 dB Ldn. Also, the program would be ineligible for Federal funding at levels less than 65
dB Ldn.

This strategy is not feasible since there are no incompatible uses located in the 60 Ldn contour. In
addition, buildings within the 60 Ldn contour would not be el igible for federal funds thereby leaving
the financial burden on the local communities. Therefore, this strategy is not recommended for
implementation.

7.2 Preventative Strategies

Preventive land use measures for airport noise compatibility planning are normally enacted to
decrease the possibility of incompatible land uses being developed in the future. Since these
strategies are preventive in nature, it is not necessary for existing incompatibilities to be present.
Many of the preventive strategies require action by the local government and can be implemented
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by the local government in any noise contour they choose. The following is a listing of the
preventive measures with a preliminary recommendation regarding inclusion in the implementation
plan as a preferred alternative.

7.2.1 Land Acquisition

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Acquisition of land and interests, including but not limited to air
rights, easements, and development rights.

Similar to that discussed earlier under remedial land use measures (see Section 7.1.1), the acquisition
of land could also be pursued as a preventative measure. This measure would acquire property that
has the potential to create incompatible land uses.

This strategy is not recommended for implementation because no undeveloped area, that has the
potential to become incompatible residential, exists within the 60 Ldn noise exposure contour. Other
areas outside the 60 Ldn contour can best be addressed by other preventive measures.

7.2.2 Easement Acquisition

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Acquisition of land and interests, including but not limited to air
rights, easements, and development rights.

Similar to that discussed earlier under remedial land use measures (see Section 7.1.2), the acquisition
of easements could also be pursued as a preventative measure. This measure would acquire the right

to create noise and overfly undeveloped property that has the potential to create incompatible land
uses.

This strategy is not recommended for implementation because no undeveloped area, that has the
potential to become incompatible residential, exists within the 60 Ldn noise exposure contour. This
measure would also have no preventive benefits since it would not prevent incompatible uses from

being developed. Other areas outside the 60 Ldn contour can best be addressed by other preventive
measures.
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7.2.3 Real Estate Disclosure

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

The preparation of real estate disclosure notices is a common practice when environmental
regulations and issues affect the potential of development. Identification of airport noise impacts on
real estate may foster an awareness of airport/community relationships and serve notice to potential
lessors or buyers in noise-impacted areas of the potential for disturbances due to aircraft noise.

Regulations could be written to require the seller or his agent to be required to provide notification
of potential noise impact in the form of a deed covenant. Voluntary notification through the Board

of Realtors or local lenders would eliminate the need for making real estate disclosures a legal
requirement.

This measure would ensure knowledge of aircraft noise impacts on the area to new residents. It is
felt that if local lending institutions, realtors, mortgage companies, developers, and title companies
were educated in terms of the Airpark’s noise exposure area and its effect on development, that these
organizations would support the establishment of "a program that would include real estate

disclosures. In essence, the real estate disclosure would be included in the title of a property located
within the noise exposure area.

The Montgomery County Code, Chapter 40, Section 40-10 and 40-11 , presently requires notification
to prospective homebuyers. This notification includes the right to review the Gaithersburg Vicinity
Master Plan and the notification that an airport is within five miles of their homes. Most real estate
contracts in the area presently contain the clause "Purchaser acknowledges that the Agent has advised

him of the relative location of any airport or heliport existing within a five (5) mile radius of the
property."

A strengthening of the real estate notification process has had support from many parties involved
in this study. These include the Montgomery County Airpark Association, the Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission, the Airport Manager, members of the Technical Advisory
Committee, and the Montgomery County Airpark Liaison Committee.

Although there are no incompatible land uses within the 60 Ldn noise exposure contour, a
strengthened real estate disclosure ordinance is recommended. This ordinance should be expanded
to become a more formal and separate disclosure beyond the limit of the noise contours to notify
prospective homeowners of the nuisance of aircraft flyovers. Use of the Figure 1.1, Noise Exposure
Map Summary, (see Volume 1, NEM) could be used as basis for this new notification process
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7.2.4 Compatible Use Zoning/Overlay District

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Typically, the most common and effective method of controlling land use is zoning. Zoning
ordinances enable local governments to designate appropriate uses and the densities of such uses on
land with respect to the lot or parcel, limitation, and the relative character of adjacent uses.
Conventional zoning refers to the application of regulatory control throughout a local jurisdiction.
Enactment of zoning to promote compatible development, rezoning of land to a compatible use,
decreasing density by increasing minimum lot size, and prohibiting mobile homes in high noise
impact areas are all conventional techniques which serve to minimize the number of residents
impacted by airport noise in the future.

Other zoning techniques which may also serve to mitigate adverse noise impacts include providing
airport noise overlay districts and transfer of development rights. The overlay zoning concept
involves restricting uses which are highly sensitive to noise and may also feature general construction
references to insulate against exterior noise. The overlay district is particularly effective in that
criterion-specific (i.e., noise, pressure, etc.) boundaries can be developed to implement the
regulatory requirements. Transfer of development rights promotes development at higher densities

in areas with compatible noise levels in return for lower densities or no development on land within
incompatible noise levels.

The jurisdiction, Montgomery County, regulates land development through a zoning ordinance. This
zoning ordinance was evaluated to determine how future development in the airpark vicinity is being
regulated, whether any future incompatible land uses can be developed, and what revisions may be
instituted to ensure land use compatibility between the airpark and its environs.

Through rezoning of undeveloped land, an airport zoning/overlay district strategy could ensure that
incompatible development is prevented. Montgomery County has a Zoning Ordinance in effect.
However, the zoning regulations do not specifically address aircraft noise impacts as they relate to

surrounding land uses. The possibility of updating the existing zoning ordinance to address aircraft
noise impact is a very viable option.

Figure 7.1 presents existing land use in the GAI environs. The figure includes developed land use
and areas committed for development. Presently, no residential development exist within the 60 Ldn
noise exposure contour adjacent to GAI. The Gaithersburg Vicinity and Upper Rock Creek Master

Plans address land use and zoning issues and recommends residential development in areas outside
of the 60 Ldn contour.
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Only a small area of residential use exists within the 55 Ldn contour. All other undeveloped area,
within 55 Ldn, is either commercial industrial, parkland, or committed for industrial development.
A proposed residential development outside the 55 Ldn contour was analyzed for rezoning to a less
noise-sensitive use. Although several groups pressed for the rezoning of this parcel to prevent future
noise problems, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (MNCPPC), through
the Montgomery County Planning Board, reaffirms its position that residential development is
appropriate outside the 60 Ldn contour as shown on various area Master Plans.

Therefore this strategy is not recommended for implementation because no undeveloped area, that

has the potential to become incompatible residential, exists within the 60 Ldn noise exposure
contour.

7.2.5 Building Code Revisions

Part 150 Reference B150.7 ®)1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Minimum structural construction techniques and material standards often determine whether changes
in current standards or adoption of new standards can increase the interior noise reduction levels of
typical residential or commercial structures in impacted areas. Requirements for insulation in the
Uniform Building Code are typically based on energy efficiency and not sound attenuation. Each
new structure is required to pass inspection procedures provided by the Building Code in each
particular area prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Code revisions could occur in
a complimentary manner with a sound insulation program.

Through the building code process, new development could be required to provide proper sound
insulation in noise impacted areas. However, this strategy is generally used in noise level areas
greater than 65 Ldn. This alternative is not recommended for implementation since no undeveloped
residential property is located within the 60 Ldn noise exposure contour.

7.2.6 Subdivision Regulations

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Subdivision regulations can guide development in noise-impacted areas by reducing building
exposure through orientation and density transfer and by providing better areas and open space
requirements. Subdivision review requirements enable the local jurisdiction to determine or evaluate
various strategies to minimize noise impacts.
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Only a small area of residential use exists within the 55 Ldn contour. All other undeveloped area,
within 55 Ldn, is either commercial industrial, parkland, or committed for industrial development.
A proposed residential development outside the 55 Ldn contour was analyzed for rezoning to a less
noise-sensitive use. Although several groups pressed for the rezoning of this parcel to prevent future
noise problems, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (MNCPPC), through
the Montgomery County Planning Board, reaffirms its position that residential development is
appropriate outside the 60 Ldn contour as shown on various area Master Plans.

Therefore this strategy is not recommended for implementation because no undeveloped area, that

has the potential to become incompatible residential, exists within the 60 Ldn noise exposure
contour.

7.2.5 Building Code Revisions

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Minimum structural construction techniques and material standards often determine whether changes
in current standards or adoption of new standards can increase the interior noise reduction levels of
typical residential or commercial structures in impacted areas. Requirements for insulation in the
Uniform Building Code are typically based on energy efficiency and not sound attenuation. Each
new structure is required to pass inspection procedures provided by the Building Code in each
particular area prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Code revisions could occur in
a complimentary manner with a sound insulation program,

Through the building code process, new development could be required to provide proper sound
insulation in noise impacted areas. However, this strategy is generally used in noise level areas
greater than 65 Ldn. This alternative is not recommended for implementation since no undeveloped
residential property is located within the 60 Ldn noise exposure contour.

7.2.6 Subdivision Regulations

Part 150 Reference B150.7 ®))
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Subdivision regulations can guide development in noise-impacted areas by reducing building
exposure through orientation and density transfer and by providing better areas and open Space
requirements. Subdivision review requirements enable the local jurisdiction to determine or evaluate
various strategies to minimize noise impacts.
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In addition, restrictive covenants may by required for all newly platted or replatted subdivisions
within areas subjected to relatively low (65-70 Ldn) noise levels where residential development is
to occur, or in areas of higher noise levels where commercial or industrial development is proposed.
The covenants should be prepared to legally put the owner on notice that the property is subject to
noise from aircraft operations and is exposed to aircraft noise. Additionally, a covenant should be
developed that requires the building to be designed and constructed to minimize interior sound levels

derived from exterior noise sources to the degree required for conformance with FAR Part 150
regulations.

This program could be developed as a preventive strategy. However, revised subdivision regulations
would not affect existing development. The benefits that could be gained from this strategy could
also be gained from other strategies such as zoning or environmental review.

This strategy assumes that new incompatible development would be allowed but mitigation techniques
would be incorporated into structures or developments. However, no undeveloped residential
property exists within the 55 Ldn noise exposure contour. Therefore, this strategy is not
recommended for implementation.

7.2.7 Comprehensive Planning

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

A comprehensive plan is a policy guide to decisions on physical growth and development of a
community. Comprehensive planning takes into account existing development and coordinates future
development to be compatible. Through an awareness of airport and community relationships, goals
and policies can be determined to stimulate proper development of areas subjected to airport noise
and discourage sensitive land uses from developing in areas that are impacted by noise. The
jurisdictions have some form of a comprehensive plan. These plans could be used to make noise
abatement planning a larger part of the growth management and development review process. As

policy guides the comprehensive plans could incorporate many of the noise abatement strategies into
its policies.

The Gaithersburg Vicinity and Upper Rock Creek Master Plans address land use and Zoning issues
and already prohibits incompatible residential development in areas within the 60 Ldn contour,
However, the Plans should be updated to reflect the extent of the airport noise influence and to make

more parties aware of the extent of the noise impact surrounding the airport. Therefore, this strategy
is recommended for implementation.
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7.2.8 Capital Improvements

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Other actions with beneficial noise impacts.

Development can be stimulated or discouraged by the presence or absence of an infrastructure
network, which typically includes roads and utilities (power, gas, water and sewer). Other
community facilities and services, such as schools, police, fire and EMS service, also tend to
promote development. Capital improvements can be programmed for placement of infrastructure
to support industrial and commercial uses in areas where growth would be compatible or discourage
certain types of growth such as residential development, from areas that are considered incompatible
for such use. Similarly, the capital improvements program can be developed to provide appropriate
types, sizes, and locations of infrastructure in the noise-impacted areas to encourage noise-tolerant
land uses and discourage noise-sensitive land uses in appropriate areas.

Through the development of a capital improvements plan the development of compatible uses could
be stimulated. However, capital improvements plans are usually geared towards industrial and
commercial fand uses and require the development of infrastructure.

A basic infrastructure is already in place in noise impacted areas. Therefore, this strategy is not
recommended for implementation.

7.2.9 Development Rights

Part 150 Reference B150.7 (b)(1)
- Acquisition of land and interests, including but not limited to air
rights, easements, and development rights.

This method for controlling land use would include the purchase from a landowner a limitation on
the type or amount of development that could occur on the property. An example would be of
residentially-zoned agricultural land that is being considered for a housing development. The
property owner would sell to the airport the rights to develop his land. The landowner or farmer
would keep the land in agricultural use and would be paid to not develop the property.

However, there is no undeveloped, potentially incompatible, land within the 60 dB Ldn noise
contour. Therefore, it was recommended that no further consideration be given to this alternative.
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APPENDIX A NBAA Departure Procedures
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NBAA Noise Abatement Program
\

Preface

NBAA's Noise Abatement Program has been in existence since 1967. The NBAA objectives
and operating procedures have generally withstood the test of time, and have been
effective in reducing noise exposure for citizens on the ground.

NBAA procedures are recommended for all operations where they exceed local noise
reduction procedures and where no local procedures are established.

When professional opinion indicates that local procedures may be of less effect than

NBAA procedures, pilots should contact airport managers with the specific recommen-
dations for change. :

Objectives

The objectives of the NBAA Noise Abatement Program, established by the Technical and
Operations Committees, state that jet aircraft noise abatement procedures must be:

1. Safe. Procedures must not only meet the requirements of known parameters of aircraft
performance, they must also provide adequate safety margins so that a prudent, com-

petent pilot will be willing to use them on a repetitive and routine basis under varying
conditions.

2. Standardized. The same procedures should be applicable to all runways and all air-
ports. For example, the entry point of the second (reduced power) segment of the close-
in departure procedure described on page 6 is expressed as an altitude, not a geographic
fix. Similarly, the terminal point of this procedure is based on an altitude at which return

to climb thrust will not create excessive noise. It should not be based purely on local
factors.

Some NBAA procedures impose an operational penalty which cannot be justified solely
by the noise level reduction achieved by each aircraft type. We have felt it necessary to
make such compromises to achieve standardized procedures which could be used re-
gardless of type and class of aircraft.

3. Uncomplicated. Complexity can create misunderstandings, resistance to use and loss
of effectiveness. '

A publication of

THE NATIONAL BUSINESS AIRCRAFT ASSOCIATION
One Farragut Square South—Washington, D.C. 20006 202/783-9000



The NBAA Noise Abatement
Program

The NBAA recommended program for reducing
the noise impact of turbojet business aircraft has
broad implications for all the various communities
affected by aircraft/airport operations.

Turbojet Business Aircraft Operators

1. Business aircraft operators should accept re-
sponsibility for operating their aircraft to reduce the
noise impact to the lowest practicable level. Noise
abatement procedures should be made part of the
routine in operating aircraft in and out ofal/ airports.

2. Aircraft operators must also take the initiative
and responsibility to obtain all pertinent information
on the local noise abatement policies followed at

any airport they currently use, or expect to use in
the future.

3. Operators should be aware that unnecessary
use of reverse thrust when landing can be a source
of noise. Except for killing residual thrust, use min-
imum reverse thrust necessary for safety, consistent
with runway conditions and available length.

4. Operators flying multi-engine aircraft should
refer to the aircraft manufacturer’'s manual to de-

termine the feasibility of using only one engine to
taxi,

Local Communities and Airports

1. The.noise abatement procedures recom-
mended by the National Business Aircraft Associa-
tion are suggested as a national standard for busi-
ness jet aircraft. They may be applied to any noise
sensitive airport. Procedures adopted by any local-
ity should, whenever feasible or beneficial, conform
to such a national standard to ensure pilot under-
standing. acceptance, and use.

2. NBAA member companies should participate
inlocal airport affairs, particularly those concerning
noise abatement procedures. Where necessary,
technical assistance can be provided to assist air-
port management in adopting procedures which
meet the objectives of the NBAA Noise Abatement
Program as they relate to operational safety. Every
effort should be made to tailor procedures to the
specifics of each airport in order to provide the

2

maximum noise reduction consistent with safe
operations practices and without unduly restricting
the flow of air traffic.

3. NBAAbelieves thatcommunities mustbe given
factual data to demonstrate that airport noise level
reductions below those achievable through the pro-
cedures described cannot be realistically antici-
pated with current equipment and engines.

4. Approach aids of various types can aid noise
abatement procedures at an airport. Improvements
in runway facilities aids increase the possibilities
for aircraft to use specific runways and approach
patterns over the least noise-sensitive areas. Opti-
mal employment of visual and electronic approach

aids should be investigated by the airport manage-
ment.

5. Airport approach and take-off paths should be
designated on all official zoning maps. This should
be done for all airports, existing or proposed, in
order that real estate activity is conducted with full
awareness of the confines of such areas. Similarly,
the land use permitted in these areas should be
specified in zoning regulations and building codes
in order to protect inhabitants.

8. Airport management should develop jet air-
craft runup areas located so that engine noise will
notunduly disturb nearby community or airport ten-
ants. Blast fences, hush houses, etc., should be pro-
vided where necessary.

7. Airport management should take a close look
at the airport’s natural terrain and consider ways in
which improvements to landscaping might improve
noise conditions around the airport.

8. Airport management should post signs in pilot
information centers, as well as at conspicuous
places along the taxiways or runway areas, giving
the pilots a last reminder that they are in a noise-
sensitive area calling for use of noise abatement
procedures.

9. A mixing of high and low performance general
aviation aircraft on the same runway is often the
cause for noticeable additional noise. Some prob-
lems that can arise from this type of intermixing are:



a) excessive go-arounds.

b) extended flight over noise-sensitive areas by
aircraft in the high-drag high power-setting
configuration (flaps and gear extended).

c) derogation of the pilot's ability to follow noise
abatement procedures to the fullest.

d) excessive holding before take-off.

The airport management has the responsibility to
look at all possible alternatives to control this type
of situation. For example, building a short runway
of 2500-3500 feet for the use of low performance
aircraft would not only help solve many of the prob-
lems listed above, but would also allow the airport

management to set up more effective noise abate-
ment procedures.

10. The airport management should also contact
tower personnel to discuss the development of new
ATC procedures for the airport. Adding a phrase
such as "use noise abatement procedures” to all
tower take-off clearances should also be discussed
with the tower.

Airframe and Engine Manufacturing

1. The lowest engine noise levels that can be
achieved by engine and airframe manufacturers,
without imposing excessive operational penalties,
should be determined. New aircraft should be de-
signed to remain within those noise limitations.
Regulatory noise limitation on manufacturers
should be confined to that which can be achieved
within the existing state of the art. Any regulatory
action should have sufficient flexibility to permit
further noise level reductions as they are developed.

2. Powersettingsthatwillachieveaspecificflight
profile for noise abatement purposes should be de-
veloped and published in the manufacturer’s flight
manuals. Maximum gross weights should be used
because business jet aircraft generally have limited
gross weight flexibility without incurring an unreal-
istic operational penalty. Weight reduction as a
means of achieving noise reduction is not practical
for business jet aircraft. Power setting recom-
mended by manufacturers should meet the follow-
ing minimum safety criteria:

A. Approach and Landing—

1) Sufficient engine RPM to permit rapid ac-
celeration of the operative engine(s) in the
event of engine failure.

2) Sufficient engine RPM to permit rapid ac-
celeration of the engine(s) in the event it
becomes necessary to abort the approach
or landing and made a go-around.

3) Sufficient engine RPM to operate anti-icing
equipment.

4) Sufficient engine RPM to operate compo-
nent equipment.

B. Take-off—

1) Sufficient engine thrust to provide a sus-

tained rate of climb of 1000 FPM.

Flight Information and Pilot Training

Pilot training for turbojet business aircraft should
include basic noise abatement procedures in all
types of ratings and ATR flight checks.

It is important that airport management also re-
alize that successful application of each airport's
noise abatement procedure depends on the effort
that is put into educating the pilots. Airport man-
agement should consider an education program to
inform pilots as to the need for, and procedures
associated with, noise abatement and good com-
munity relations. A more thorough understanding
by the pilots as to what the procedures are, as wel|
as the reasons behind them, is the key to success.

Specific information should be developed by air-
port management, and made available to the pilot
through publication of easily obtainable flight man-
uals, NOTAMS, AIMS, letter to airmen, charts, and

explanatory pamphiets. This information shoul!d in-
clude:

a) Approach and departure over least noise-sen-
sitive areas;

b) preferential runway usages:

c) recommended noise abatement procedure
(see explanation and diagram);

d) general map showing surrounding area and
marking places of specific sensitivity such as
schools and hospitals.

Air Traffic Control Procedures

1. Preferential runway use systems that are safe
and do not unnecessarily restrict the flow of air
traffic shoulc be established at all airports having
a need for them.

2. Control tower operators should be permitted
to give any needed special attention to jet aircraft
that may, for purposes of noise abatement, be re-
quired to land or take off using a different runway
than the one in use by smaller aircraft.

3. The tower should develop procedures that will
separate high performance aircraft from low per-
formance aircraft as much as possible.

4. Air traffic control procedures should keep air-
craft more than 3000 ft. AGL over noise-sensitive
areas to the extent that this can be accomplished
without excessive derogation ot air traffic flow.

5. The FAA"Keep-'em-high” Program is intended
to provide noise relief to communities surrounding
airports. Pilots should cooperate with controllers in
effecting the “"Keep-'em-high” Program.

6. SID's should include a noise abatement pro-
cedure.

7. ATC clearance when issued by tower should
include a statement to “‘use noise abatement pro-
cedures.”



NBAA Flight Procedures

The prime requirement for an acceptable noise abatement procedure is that it will ensure

operational safety.
Secondly, it should provide the lowest sound level over noise-sensitive areas surround-

ing airports.
The NBAA procedures have been developed to cover:

1)  Take Off*

a. Standard—for communities more than 10,000 feet from brake release point.
b. Close-in—for communities less than 10,000 feet from brake release point.

2) Approach and Landing

a. VFR
b. IFR

*When in doubt use the clase-in procedure.
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NBAA STANDARD DEPARTURE PROCEDURE

1) Climbatmaximum practical rateat Vo + 10 Knots indicated airspeed (IAS) with take-off flap

setting to 1.500" above field level (AFL)

2) At1,500" AFL, accelerate to final segment speed (VFS) and retract flaps. Adjust attitude
and power to maintain 1,000 FPM maximum climb until reaching 3,000 AFL. If ATC
requires level off prior to 3,000" AFL power may be reduced to avoid excess |AS. (See

Notes 1 and 2)
3) Above 3,000" AFL, resume normal climb schedule.
4) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

Notes applicable to the procedure are-

1) Consult your flight manual. Final Segement speed (VFs) is usually found in the aircraft's flight

manual and is generally equal to, but never less than, 1.25 Vs,

2) Itis recognized that aircraft performance will differ with aircraft type and take-off conditions.
Therefore, the business aircraft operator must have latitude to determine whether take-off

thrust should be reduced prior to, during, or after flap retraction.

ACCELERATE TO Vfg
AND RETRACT FLAPS.
ADJUST ATTITUDE
AND POWER TO
MAINTAIN 1,000 FPM
MAXIMUM CLIMB
UNTIL REACHING

CLIMB AT MAXIMUM
PRACTICAL RATE AT

ABOVE 3.000°
RESUME NOR-
MAL CLIMB
SCHEDULE.

Vo + 10 1AS WITH 3.000" AFL.
TAKE-OFF FLAP SET-
TING TO 1,500'.

3.000

1.500
B e A e p—— =
BRAKE LIFT END OF AIRPORT
RELEASE OFF  RUNWAY BOUNDARY



NBAA CLOSE-IN DEPARTURE PROCEDURE

%

1) Accelerate tc V2 + 10 Knots IAS with take-off flaps.

2) At 500" AFL, reduce power to a climb setting that will maintain V2 + 10 Knots IAS and
sustain a 1,000 FPM maximum rate of climb.

3) At 1,500" AFL, accelerate to final segment speed (VFs) and retract flaps. Adjust attitude
and power to maintain 1,000 FPM maximum climb until reaching 3,000' AFL. If ATC

requires level off prior to 3,000' AFL power may be reduced to avoid excess IAS. (See
Notes 1 and 2)

4) Above 3,000" AFL, resume normal climb schedule.

5) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions

Notes applicable to the procedure are:

1) Consult your flight manual. Final Segement speed (VFS) is usually found in the aircraft's flight
manual and is generally equal to, but never less than, 1.25 Vs.

2) It is recognized that aircraft performance will differ with aircraft ty.pe and take-off conditions.

Therefore, the business aircraft operator must have latitude to determine whether take-off
thrust should be reduced prior to, during, or after flap retraction.

AT 1,500 ACCELER-

ATE TO Veg AND RE-

TRACT FLAPS. AD- ABOVE 3,000
AT 500° REDUCE JUST ATTITUDE RESUME NOR-
POWER TO A CLIMB AND POWER TO MAL CLIMB
SETTING THAT WILL MAINTAIN 1,000 SCHEDULE.
MAINTAIN Vo + 10 FPM MAXIMUM
AND SUSTAIN A 1,000 CLIMB UNTIL
FPM MAXIMUM REACHING 3,000
RATE OF CLIMB. AFL

ACCELERATE TO

Vo -+ 10 IAS WITH TAKE-
OFF FLAPS.

500 1,500' 3,000°
=
8, @ D rm o e e e - P —
BRAKE LIFT END OF AIRPORT
RELEASE OFF RUNWAY BOUNDARY
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NBAA APPROACH and LANDING PROCEDURE
VFR

N

1) Inbound flight path should not require more than a 20 degree bank to follow noise
abatement track.

2) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

3) Initial inbound altitude for noise abatement areas will be a agescending path from 2,500
AFL or higher. Maintain a minimum VRef(1.3Vso) + 20 Knots airspeed with gear up and
approach flap.

4) Startlanding gear extension andfinalflap desired so asto be in final landing configuration
not more than 4.0 miles from runway threshold or less than 1,000' AFL.

5) Except for killing residual thrust use minimum reverse thrust necessary for safety, con-
sistent with runway conditions and available lengths.

GEAR UP
APPROACH FLAP
VRef + 20 KNOTS.

3‘%
PN

7z

START LANDING GEAR
EXTENSION AND FINAL
FLAP DESIRED.

N #

|

|

|

|

|
\L/

NOT LESS THAN

2,500 FEET ABOVE \\ wL LANDING CON-
! FIGURATION NOT MORE
PEDEEVEL O e
/ .
: 1 RUNWAY OR LESS THAN
i { 1.000° AFL.
E or START : :SZ"EESS
I OF FINAL 1| USE MINIMUM RE-
| DESCENT | VERSE THRUST
| TOLAND | CONSISTANT WITH
I ! SAFETY.
|
|
|
] I
| i
1
A I
L [

RUNWAY
THRESHOLD

|



NBAA APPROACH and LANDING PROCEDURE
IFR

1) Inbound flight path should not requir'e more than a 20 degree bank to follow noise
abatement track.

2) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

3) Initial inbound altitude for noise abatement areas will be a descending path from 2.500'

AFL or higher. Maintain a minimum VRef(1.3 Vso) + 20 Knots airspeed with gear up and
approach flap.

4) A nominal 3 degree glideslope should be used on approach to runway threshold.

5) Startlanding gear extension and final flap desired so as to be in final landing configuration
not more than 4.0 miles from runway threshold or less than 1,000" AFL.

6) Except for killing residual thrust use minimum reverse thrust necessary for safety, con-
sistent with runway conditions and available lengths.

GEAR UP
APPROACH FLAP
VRef + 20 KNOTS.

AN
g
e

'
7/

!

I

1

|

i
Sl
v

.

START LANDING GEAR
EXTENSION AND FINAL
FLAP DESIRED

FINAL LANDING CON-
FIGURATION NOT MORE
THAN 4.0 MILES FROM

RUNWAY OR LESS THAN
1,000 AFL.

NOT LESS THAN
2,500 FEET ABOVE
FIELD LEVEL. \

USE MINIMUM RE-
<lr// VERSE THRUST
CONSISTANT WITH

SAFETY.

RUNWAY
THRESHOLD



NBAA Flight Procedures

The prime requirement for an acceptable noise abatement procedure is that it will ensure

operational safety.
Secondly, it should provide the lowest sound level over noise-sensitive areas surround-

ing airports.
The NBAA procedures have been developed to cover:
1) Take Off*

a. Standard—for communities more than 10,000 feet from brake release point.
b. Close-in—for communities less than 10,000 feet from brake release point.

2) Approach and Landing

a. VFR
b. IFR

*When in doubt use the close-in procedure.
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NBAA STANDARD DEPARTURE PROCEDURE

1) Climb at maximum practical rate at V2 + 10Knots indicated airspeed (IAS) with take-off flap
setting to 1.500" above field level (AFL).

2) At 1,500" AFL, accelerate to final segment speed (VFs) andretract flaps. Adjust attitude
and power to maintain 1,000 FPM maximum climb until reaching 3.000' AFL. If ATC

requires level off prior to 3,000° AFL power may be reduced to avoid excess IAS. (See
Notes 1 and 2)

3) Above 3,000" AFL, resume normal climb schedule.
4) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

Notes applicable to the procedure are-

1) Consult your flight manual. Final Segement speed (VFs) is usually found in the aircraft's flight
manual and is generally equal to, but never less than, 1.25 Vs,

2) Itis recognized that aircraft performance will differ with aircraft type and take-off conditions.
Therefore, the business aircraft operator must have latitude to determine whether take-off
thrust should be reduced prior to, during, or after flap retraction.

ACCELERATE TO Vgg

AND RETRACT FLAPS. gggbﬁgsﬁgﬂ-
ADJUST ATTITUDE MAL CLIMS

AND POWER TO
MAINTAIN 1,000 FPM
MAXIMUM CLIMB
UNTIL REACHING
3.000" AFL.

SCHEDULE.

CLIMB AT MAXIMUM
PRACTICAL RATE AT
Vo + 10 IAS WITH
TAKE-OFF FLAP SET-
TING TO 1,500',

1,500 3.000°
Y
@ s e e e g . B
BRAKE LIFT END OF AIRPORT
RELEASE OFF RUNWAY BOUNDARY



NBAA CLOSE-IN DEPARTURE PROCEDURE

m
1) Accelerate to V2 + 10 Knots |AS with take-off flaps.

2) At500" AFL, reduce power to a climb setting that will maintain V2 + 10 Knots |AS and
sustain a 1,000 FPM maximum rate of climb.

3) At 1,500" AFL, accelerate to final segment speed (VFS) and retract flaps. Adjust attitude
and power to maintain 1,000 FPM maximum climb until reaching 3,000" AFL. If ATC

requires level off prior to 3,000 AFL power may be reduced to avoid excess |AS. (See
Notes 1 and 2)

4) Above 3,000" AFL, resume normal climb schedule.

5) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions

Notes applicable to the procedure are:

1) Consult your flight manual. Final Segement speed (VFs) is usually found in the aircraft's flight
manual and is generally equal to, but never less than, 1.25 Vs.

2) Itis recognized that aircraft performance will differ with aircraft tybe and take-off conditions.
Therefore, the business aircraft operator must have latitude to determine whether take-off
thrust should be reduced prior to, during, or after flap retraction.

AT 1500 ACCELER-
ATE TO Vgg AND RE-
TRACT FLAPS. AD- ABOVE 3,000'
AT 500' REDUCE JUST ATTITUDE RESUME NOR-
POWER TO A CLIMB AND POWER TO MAL CLIMB
SETTING THAT WILL MAINTAIN 1,000 SCHEDULE.
MAINTAIN Vo + 10 FPM MAXIMUM
AND SUSTAIN A 1,000 CLIMB UNTIL
FPM MAXIMUM REACHING 3.000
RATE OF CLIMB. AFL
ACCELERATE TO

Va2 + 10 IAS WITH TAKE-
OFF FLAPS.

500° 1,500' 3,000
'i".?._-.
9 © von om mm em = s - G
BRAKE LIFT END OF AIRPORT
RELEASE OFF RUNWAY BOUNDARY
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NBAA APPROACH and LANDING PROCEDURE
VFR

M

1) Inbound flight path should not require more than a 20 degree bank to follow noise
abatement track.

2) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

3) Initial inbound altitude for noise abatement areas will be a descending path from 2,500

AFL or higher. Maintain a minimum VRef(1.3Vso) + 20 Knots airspeed with gear up and
approach flap.

4) Startlanding gear extension and final flap desired so as to be in final landing configuration
not more than 4.0 miles from runway threshold or less than 1,000" AFL.

Except for killing residual thrust use minimum reverse thrust necessary for safety, con-
sistent with runway conditions and available lengths.

GEAR UP
APPROACH FLAP
VRef + 20 KNOTS.

START LANDING GEAR
EXTENSION AND FINAL
FLAP DESIRED.

NOT LESS THAN
2,500 FEET ABOVE  \
FIELD LEVEL. \

FINAL LANDING CON-
FIGURATION NOT MORE
THAN 4.0 MILES FROM
RUNWAY OR LESS THAN
1.000" AFL.

NOT LESS
THAN 3
O;SFTART USE MINIMUM RE-
ggséhé/l\ql:l‘ VERSE THRUST
NSISTANT WITH
s pre CONSISTANT

SAFETY.

==

RUNWAY
THRESHOLD




NBAA APPROACH and LANDING PROCEDURE
[FR

1) Inbound flight path should not require more than a 20 degree bank to follow noise
abatement track.

2) Observe all speed limits and ATC instructions.

3) Initial inbound altitude for noise abatement areas will be a descending path from 2.500'

AFL or higher. Maintain a minimum VRef(1.3 Vso) + 20 Knots airspeed with gear up and
approach flap.

4) A nominal 3 degree glideslope should be used on approach to runway threshold.

5) Startlanding gear extension and finalflap desiredso asto bein finallanding configuration
not more than 4.0 miles from runway threshold or less than 1,000" AFL.

6) Except for killing residual thrust use minimum reverse thrust necessary for safety, con-
sistent with runway conditions and available lengths.

GEAR UP
APPROACH FLAP
VRef + 20 KNOTS.

AN
/

~N s

1
1
{
i
|
x‘/
3

START LANDING GEAR
EXTENSION AND FINAL
FLAP DESIRED.

NOT LESS THAN
2,500 FEET ABOVE
FIELD LEVEL. \

FINAL LANDING CON-
FIGURATION NOT MORE
THAN 4.0 MILES FROM
RUNWAY OR LESS THAN
1,000" AFL.

USE MINIMUM RE-

<r7/ VERSE THRUST
CONSISTANT WITH

SAFETY.

RUNWAY
THRESHOLD




Other Noise Abatement Procedures

Aircraft Manufacturers

Although the manufacturers as a group have not established noise abatement procedures for
each aircraft not certified under Part 36, some individual companies have taken steps in this
direction. Business aircraft operators flying aircraft not certified under Part 36 should request
from the manufacturer the noise abatement procedures that could be put into the aircraft manual
and used by its owner. These procedures should be of such a degree as to allow the FAA to
approve them and enable the aircraft to meet provisions of Part 386.

FAA’s “Profile Descent”

The Federal Aviation Administration's Profile Descent, although used at only a few major airports,
portends to be an important ATC procedure in coming years because of its capabilities to save

fuel as well as to ease the noise problems around airports. A general procedure is described on
page 10.



FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION’S
| PROFILE DESCENT

The FAA, in keeping with its “'Keep-'em-High" philosophy has established a “‘Local Flow Traffic

Management Program.” It is designed to save fuel, reduce the impact of aircraft noise on local
communities, enhance safety, and standardize high performance aircraft arrival procedures. The
profile descent is part of this program and is based on an altitude loss of 300 feet per mile which
is designed to provide an unrestricted descent from cruising altitude to interception of a glide
slope or to a minimum altitude specified for the initial or intermediate approach segment of a
non-precision instrument approach.

The profile descent keeps the high and low performance aircraft separated while the approach
control is positioning each individual aircraft for landing. Through metering, which is a method
of time regulating arrival traffic flow into a terminal area so as not to exceed predetermined
acceptance rate, low and high performance aircraft flight paths are joined in the vicinity of the
final approach when their speeds are more compatible.

Although profile descent is now functional at only a few major air carrier airports, its potential
benefits ensures us that it will become an important part of our future ATC procedures.

For your information, below is a general example of a profile descent. NBAA suggests you
become familiar with this should you have the opportunity to use this procedure.

CRUISE OR
HOLD ALTITUDE.

DESCEND WITH MINIMUM POWER
AT CRUISE MACH UNTIL REACH-
ING CHANGEOVER SPEED (VMmo).

20 FLIGHT PATH MILES
TO TOUCHDOWN 7,000
FT..210 KNOTS.

7.000 FEET& 20

]

10.000 FEET

DESCENT START POINT WILL NOR-
MALLY PUT AIRCRAFT AT APPROXI-
MATELY 10.000 FEET, 250 KNOTS. 30
FLIGHT PATH MILES FROM RUNWAY
THRESHOLD.

CONT!NUE APPROACH
IN NORMAL MANNER.

STABILIZE APPROACH FOR
LANDING 1,500 TO 500 FT. AFL.

P}
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Summary

This publication was designed to illustrate the need for, and the availability of, noise
abatement procedures for turbojet business aircraft.

It is not intended to describe all the different types of noise abatement policies fol-
lowed by airport and aircraft operators. Nor does it pretend to describe the “'best” way to
handle the problem of airport noise.

We have tried, however, to point up some workable, sound alternatives.

In closing, we would like to stress the importance of three points:

1) A noise policy must be developed, published, and followed by the airport operators

and pilots in order to convince the community of the determination to make the airport a
good neighbor.

2) At the time the decision was made to buy and operate a company aircraft, the
business aircraft operator bought the best available type of equipment that would fit the
requirements of his individual needs. Many such aircraft, although not certified under
Part 36, have the ability to fly within its specifications, and business aircraft operators are
strongly urged to utilize the procedures that let them do so.

3) A system of flight procedures is only one part of a complete noise abatement
program. As the procedures are the only part that can be implemented immediately, there
is a tendency to use them beyond reasonable expectations for effectiveness as a means
of resolving the whole problem. We believe this tendency is self-defeating, particularly

when used to mislead the general public as to the effectiveness of flight procedures as a
permanent solution to the overall noise problem.

Published by The National Business Aircraft Association
One Farragut Square South
Washington, D.C. 20006
202/783-9000
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APPENDIX B Sample Real Estate Disclosure Ordinances



‘310d11y [RUOnBUIBUY pue[lI0
wo.iy suonesddo jjeadaie woay asiou Aq payoedwy aq Aewr sostwaad ay) gl
2onjou duipraoad ‘Sunjouys erpuopisal yons Jo sjueua) Jao saaseydand sanoadsoad
L[V 0} JUIWYE)S 2InSOPSIp e apisoad [eys .inojued asiou Joydiy 10 g9 up
OU} 9PISUL PAJEIO] .UMONLYS [RIPEDPISAL AUB JO JQUMO I, DANSOPSIOLO 69 CE

U041y ‘pueioJ

auoy jpeduy jrodiry




NOISE DISCLOSURE ORDINANCE

No person shall sell or offer to sell any residential structure or land within the Ldn
65 airport noise zone unless the prospective buyer has been given the following notice in
writing:

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

That tract of land situated at

lics within the Airport Zone as depicted on the official zoning map. The purchaser is hereby
notificd that this land is affected by noise resulting from aircraft on the approach and
departure routes to and from Portland International Airport and is subject to noise levels
that may be objectionabie.

The undersigned purchaser(s) of said land hereby certify(ies) that (he/she/they)
(has/have) read and understand(s) the above disclosure statement and acknowledge(s) the
re~existence of the above named airport and the potential for objectionable noise.

(signed) Buyver

The undersigned seller(s) of said land hereby certifies(y) that this disclosure
stalement has been presented to the prospective purchaser; and that (he/she/they)
(has/have) rcad and understand(s) the above disclosure statement,

(signed) Scller
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Guidance Charer drz permisted or

1

e3iriczed in the appropriace
Zones based upon their similarizy 20 nojise tolerance as exhibi-
ted by the land uses which are lisred ia the Land Use Guidance
Charz.

Section 3-35. Sound level requiremencs for buildings
and strucctures.

The provisions of this Arzicle shall apply to the
construction, alteration, moving, demolizion, Tepair and change
0f use of any building or sc— ture wizhin rthe Cizy of Boeca
Racon, excepc:

(1 Work locatead primarily ip a.public :igh:-of-way,
Public ucility towess and poles, and mecianical equipmenr noc
SPecifically regulaced ip this o dizance, is exeapc.

(2) For compiared buildings and STIuctures in existanca
on  zhe effeczive dzra of this ordinance, when accdiz:ions,
alterations, or Tepairs within any tires-vear perzod excsed 3
PerCenr of the value of the duilicding or STtTaczture, such Suiid-
Ing or strucsturs shall be made =g conriora to the T2guiremencs
of this Ar=icle. Howevers, ncc more than 30 percent of the roor
Govering of any such Suilding or STTuczture shall be Teplacead in
any tarse-year period unless the jew Toof covering is made to
CoOnrora o the -8quiredmencs of tlis Arcicla.

Seczion 3-136. Approval of necthods of consTruczion.

The chief code administracor nay appraGe any mecthods of
construction provided for ip the Recommended Haterial and Con-
3trucztion List ig ghis ordinance (Append:ix 4), provided thar
the proposed design is satisfactory and complies with the Sound
Level Reducczion requirsmencs, The chief code acdminiscracor
shall require chat sufficient evidenca or proof be submirted ro
subscanciare any claims made as to the periormance of submitzed
construcction methods Prior to issuance of a building permic.

Seczion 3-37. Sound level reduction (SLR) design re-

quirements.




1 (1)  The sound level recduction (SLR) Tequirements of

2| chart A may be achieved by' any suitable combination of building
3 design, choice of building matarials and execution of con-

4 struction decails in accordance wizh established arzhitac:yral

5| and acouscical principles. The SL3 Tequirements shal) apply to
6] a11 oczupied rooms having one or mors exterior walls or cgeil-
7 ings, when furnished in accordance with the incended £ipal
8| usage of the room.

8 (2) No buiil ing or scsucture for which an SIR25 or
10| siz220 is required by Charct A of this ordinancs may be
1 constTucted, altersd, moved, or repairad unless and uncii g
12 | building permirt thersfore has bee=g issued. No such permic

13 | shall be issued unless conformance with the sound level =a-

14| duc=zon r2gquiremencs of this Ariicle are indicared by nlans and
Speciiications for =rje building or STieture, such plans and

18 | specziZicacions include the provisions of aAbpendix 4 of =ziis

7 ordinance, and a sound level reduc-iop for cthe. appiicabie
18 | =som(s) ar 1east as greac as Zhe SL2 value speciiied in Char- 4
18 | will resulr for the parzicular usage involved.

< (3) for caleulatzons underzaken Zor cthe purpose of
21 me=Zing the requirsmencs oL zhis seczion, the building
- '

=~ | inspeczor Tay use he assumed ouzside sbecim:m shown ia Char: 3
=% | aztached o znd pade Part of this ordinancs. Such calculacions
24 | shall take inco aczounc rhe area of exposed room surlacass, :he
€39 sound Cransmission loss characzeristics of eXposed room sur-
26 faces, and the amount of sound absorpction in the room. Tor
7 Tooms Iin residencial StTuctures, it is assumed that the rartio
18 | of the sound absorprion in each Toom to the room floor arsa is

-
R P follows:

~um e
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32
33
34

Oczave Frequency Sound Absorption

Band, H=z Tloor Area
63 0.30
125 0.50
250 0.75
500 and highesr 1.0
-53-




CIART B

aaure lLevel dp

L ]
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Relative Octave Band Sound Pre
L ]

63 125 o) CC ICCC 22¢C0 4CCC
Oczave 3and Zamrae- fTecuency In Zez==
Note: Closed Cirslas show “Re coITe=srcondiag -elazive

24 A-Weizhted oczave band soundé zressuce levels.

27 CCTAVI 3AND NCISZ SPECTRUM TO 3E USEZD TOR
ALCTLATION OP NOISZ LZVEL REDUCTION

-imiae
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In che a2 ulazions, allowance shall be made for a
decrament of ar leasc two decibels for sound leaks ang flanking
sound transmission pazhs.

Seczion 3-38. Administrarion and enforcement.

(1) The caief cade administracor may, PrIor to granting
final approval of rhe finisned building or STIucture, raquisce,
4T cthe expezse of the owner, field rescs by & qualified
acouscical comsulizanre :p veriiy zhe sound lavel Teduczion (SLR)
of the building;

(2) Tor zhe PuIDose of standardizacion, field z=szs =p
verily the noise lavel Teduciion requirsmencs 1ay use e gir--
CT3LZ noise pPrevailing ourside zhe building.

(3) Usizng =he lolse signal gamerazrad 5Y an izdividual
aircTalt operation flyover avent), outside and inside noisae
lavels I3y bde neasurad StTulzaneousiy. The diZfarence Sezwean
tie Dnaximum a0ise levels ocurside angd inside the raom ‘or the

flyover event should be zaken as =he Teasurad SLR Sor ke ly-
over event, provided =shar the maxizum  ingide JQise leval
eXC2=2ds, DY at laas: seven decibels, rhe backzzound zcise -evel
of the absencs of ke Ilvove-,

(4)  The SLR shouid de determined for At least four
flyover eveacs Zor 23c2 room :ssted. The resuliizg 51R valuye
assigned %o zhe =pom would be zhe arithmectic average of :he

individual Ziyover evenrt SI2 valpesx.

(5) For oczupied rooms ipn residencial STIuczurss, the
inside noise level shouid De deasured wirh 2 single micraphone
four fesc above ke Iloor aear rhe ceacer of the room. For
otier rasidenzizl JTTactures, the inside poise leve.l should be
@easured with a single BicTophone Ffive faap above the fligor,
eitier near the cencar of the room, or eight fee:z inte the rpom

from che extarior wall mest direczly exposed to the aircrafs

'

g

tn
i
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(3]
12

(8]
(8]

29
30
31

-
-

33
14

s

noise source, whichewer discance from the most direc:ly exposed
wall is less. The ourside noise level should be measured at an
unobstructaed locacion approximately five fest above the level
of the floor of the =oom unde= test and eight faar outside the
exZerior wall pmosz dizeczly exposed to rthe aircraf:t noise
sourcs, gear the csnzer gof the wall.,

(6) For struczurss in v¥dicd several rooms ars to pe
evaluated, the Gfescs geed only be conduczed for those rooms
whose exterior walls ars 2esT direc:tly exposed to :the noise
sourcs. If 2oise level rceducsion Tequirs=ments ars met for
these rooms, the cascs 3esd Dot be repeated Sor rooms of
similar construcsion which 4T® noC as dirsctly exposed o rhe
Ilyover evenr.

(7)  For sct—iczures w“her® a aJumber of =rooms re=csive
aearly egual exposurs =o d41I27alT noisa, tasts nead he con-
STIuczed In only wo 2f =he dear-identical -goms.

(8) For residencial unizts, iz will usually be sufsi-

cient £o conduc: tes:cs in wo rocms. One of the rooms o be

il
t
R

tescted shall be the Sedroonm 20T direztly exposed to zi-
noise. The other room ro de Iaszted shall be 2izler the livia
room, dining room or Zamily room, whicheves is most dirmczly
exposed Lo the girzral: poise source,

(9) When the sound level reducrtion is measursd in an
unfurnished room or a3 Toom f{urnishned less chan aorzally, the
adjusted sound level c=duczion shall be computad by adding ten
Cimes the logarithm to the base ten of the racio of the floor
area of the room =o :he-sound absorption in the unfurmished
room, but ip 4ny evenc, such correction shall oot excead rtwo
decibels. The adjusced a0ise level reducczion value shall be
used 1in determining compliance with the SIR requiremencs., IF

the noise level reduczion is measurad in a furnished room, no
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adjustment in the noisa level raduczion shall be made.

(10)  The noise levels Deasursd outside and inside the
room under te2s: 3ay be observed diceczly by simultaneously
reading the maxssum fcise levels on rwo sound level pecers.
Al:::nacively, Zhe outside and inaside flyover event noise
signals should be Tecorded on magnecic Cape Wit noise level
Teduczion derammined by analysis of she recorded signals., In
eizher case, the =wo De3asuriag systams used Zor outside and
inside noise Weasurements mustc ezeh satisiy tie requirements
for a Type II sound level zecar according o ANSI SI.4-197 and
be operatad im =he lanner designatad by ANST S1.13-197 (or
lacesz ravisions Rer=orf). further, the ruo Systams ar= o be
caiibrated szigr =5 and Izllowing :3e Ilyover evencs s¢ chac
Ciey iadicare cHe Same level, witlin ope decibdel, Zor zhe same
Q0lse, using suizapla caiibracion Procsdur=s is speciiiad by
the sound level mera= lanuizcIurer,

Seczion 2-20, Nociification of Potezcial aoise impacs:.

(1) Yoise Zope 4. Yo residenzial developmeat spail be
allowed wizhia Yoisae Zone 4,

(2) Yoise Zzpes 3 and C. Comszzuc=ive xnowledgae spalil
be made availabie =o all owness znd Purciasers of rassidencial
PTODeTI7 as provided Zor ig Seczion L475.28, Tlor-da Statuges,
and Public Law 96163 (49 Tsc 2101). Publiic aocice through zhe
use of a map (Appendix 2), depicting =he noise Zones asctablish-
ed by this ordinancs, shall He availaple ar the 3ocz Racon Com-
munity Developmenr Deparaenz and the 0fficze of che Cizy Clerk,
together wizh a listing of a1l Tesidential proper:y wizhin the
Roise zones,

(3) A listing of al1 Tesidential property wizhin Yoise
Zones B and C will be compiled fropm the rescords of the Paig

Beach Councy Property Appraiser, and shall be updated at leasr




1( once each year. This liscting and the map will be available for
2| use by title companies, real escace ag=ncies and propercy
3| owners to determine the nocics required to be given to pro-
4| Spective purchasers of .residencial propercty. A disclosure
5| scacement (Appendix 5) shall be completed for the sale of all
6| residencial property locazed ia Noise Zones B and C. This
7| statement shall be filed with the pProperty deed.

8 Section 2. Codification of this ordinance in the Code

9| of Ordinances is hereby authorized and direczed.

n

10 Seczion 3. This ordinance shall crake effec immediately
11| upon adoption.
14 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Cizy Council of che Cicy of
13| Boca Raron this /JQF{ day of &G%Mm,.-—- , 1984,

| J

15 CITY OF 3CCa RATCN, FLORIDa

15| ATTEST:

13 ) J/Maw / W

= = /47 . Wi_.zam X. xonrac, Mavor
B &_m {451' ')?/‘ﬁ'z{.(__(.._;___,"

Cancace - Bridgwacgr, Cizswr Clark

20 Approved as o form:

. 4 QM

i3 a. Gasbraiza, _
Cizy Actzornev

26
27
28
23
30

32
33
34
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APPENDIX C Noise Complaint Receipt and Response Procedures
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Figure C.1 Noise Complaint Receipt and Response Procedures

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT
TELEPHONE COMPLAINT AND RESPONSE PROCEDURES

1) All telephone calls received will be logged on the approved form for noise complaints.

2) The form will include the following basic information (if given by the caller):

e name of caller;

® address;

® home and/or business telephone number;
e type of complaint; and

° remarks.

3) Every complaint recorded will be properly logged and reviewed by the Airpark Manager. The MCRA
will direct the Airpark Manager to investigate complaints requiring further explanation. Complainants

will be contacted by the Airpark manager to acknowledge receipt of the complaint and to provide
followup information,

4) Should the MCRA require an investigation, the Airpark Manager or his designated representative will
attempt to secure as much information as possible from various sources around the airport including

the BWI FAA Tower. However, if the caller’s information is considered by the Airpark manager to be
incomplete, insufficient or of a very minor nature, he may choose not to undertake a full investigation

of the complaint but will log and retain the information for future used in determining a possible pattern
of complaints.

5) If a valid complaints can be verified by the Airpark Manager, he will notify the company/pilot by
letter or telephone and ask for his cooperation in reducing noise over the noise-sensitive areas around
the airport. He will note in his report any comments by the pilot which are relevant to the complaint
and the reasons why he flew that particular pattern. Repetitive complaints on the same company/pilots
will be acted upon by the Revenue Authority within their statutory limits.

T) The complainant will receive a letter from the Airpark Manager relative to the disposition of the
complaint.

8) A monthly summary shall be kept on all noise complaints,
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Figure C.2 Recommended Noise Complaint Form

- Mo TGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK NOISE COMPLAINT FORM

...... e = Momgomery County Axrpark ""fﬁ
7910 Aupark Road-
 Goithersburg; MD 20879

CitylTown - Stals Zip

. Night Pione #

AMO) PMO)

LOW-UP ﬁEQUESTED: (Chcck if copy of completed form rcquestéd: il f.-.).:'

d1catcd responsc by (date):

FOL_}__ ow UP ACTION TAKEN (Taken by:

' AFT OWNER (If ldentlﬁed)

AIRCRAFT P[LOT (lf Idenhf' ied):
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APPENDIX D Agenda, Minutes, And Mailing Lists For Advisory Committee Meetings
Dealing With The Development Of The Noise Compatibility Program



MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR PART 150 STUDY

_FAR PART 150 STUDY
ADVIS.RY COMMITTEE MEETING

JUNE 18, 1991
. a00P.M.
6TH FLOOR CONFERENCE. ROOM
'COUNCIL OFFICE BUILDING

100 MARYLAND AVENUE
'ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

Fo
Hanifin Associstes, Inc.
(301) 317-9025 or (804) 873-8726



MEETING SUMMARY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR 150 ADVISORY COMMITTEE
JUNE 18, 1991

Attendees

Dominick Alberti
Howard Layer
Rowland Schulte
Anne Swain
Nancy Shenk

James Richardson

Peter Greenburg
Wendy Johnson
Doug McNeeley
Tom Ogle

Nellie Shields Maskal

Stuart Kenney
Robert L. Talbert

Ralph Wilson
Eugene Casey

Norman Arnold
Alan Hass
Linda Hanifin

Absent Members

Rosemary Arkoian
John Clark

Terry Page
Michael Sarli

Guests
Steve Federline

George Lieberman
Association

Neighborhood Rep.
Neighborhood Rep.
Neighborhood Rep.
Neighborhood Rep.

Upcounty Advisory Committee
Airpark Leaseholders

Airpark Business Interests
Flight Resources

Flight Resources

Mont. Cty. Dept. of EPA
MNCPPC, Mont. Cty. Planning
MCRA

MD Aviation Admin./Noise
Program

Mont. City Council

Upper Mont. Chamber of
Commerce

TAMS Consultant

HMMH

HAI

Neighborhood Rep.

Mont. Cty. Dept. of
Transportation

FAA Wash., ADD, Falls Church
FAA Air Traffic Control Tower

MNCPPC Enviornmental
Planning
Greater Goshen Civic
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ORDINANCE NO. 3274

AN ORDINANCI OF THE CITY OF BOCA RATON
REGULATING AND RESTRICTING THE HEIGHT AND
MODE OF CONSTRUCTION OF STRUCTURES AND
OBJECTS OF NATURAL GROWTH; REGULATING THT
USZ OF LAND AND CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
WITHIN NOISZ IMPACTED ARFAS IN PROXINITY
OF THE BOCA RATON AIRPORT; PROVIDING AN
EFTICTIVE DATE AND REPEALING ALL ORDI-
NANCZS OR PROVISIONS THEREOF IN CONFLIC
HEREWITH; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION

THE CITY OF 30C4 RATON HEREBY ORDAINS:

Seczion 1. A new Chapter 3 is added o the Code
2-C--0n_ -

Qrdinances to read:

CIAPTER 3

AIRPORTS AND AIRCRAFT

ARTICLE 1.
GENZRAL PRCVISIONS
Section 3-1. This orcinancs isg adopted pursuanc to
. p

aucthority conferred by Sec<tions 233.03, 163.3177(7)(b)

or

the

nd

.1}

166.021, Florida Stactutes. I is hereby found that ag airporsz

obstrucction is hazardous to aircraft operations as well as

PeTscns and property on the ground in the vicinicy of cthe

the

ob-

Struction. An obstrucrion may aflfect land use in its vicinicy

and in effect reduces Che size of areas available for the land-

ing, taking off and Raneuvering of aircrafz, thus, tending to
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30
31
32

34

35

destroy or impair the ucilicy of the Boca Raton Aizpor: and the

public ipvestment therein. It is furcher found that airgcTaf
noilse 1s an annoyancs and is objeczionable to residents of the
community surTounding the Boca Raton Airpor:. Accordingly, irn
is declared thac:

(1) The creation of an airport obstruction is a public
auisance= and an injury to zie T=gion served by :the Boca Rarton

Airporz.

(2) Iz is 2ec=ssazw in the iﬁtcr::: =) the publie
health, safecy and general welfare rhac the creation of aizpor:
obstruczions and zhe incompatibie use of land withia carcain
3izport noise zones be preveaced.

(3) The prevenrion of aizport obst-uctions and iacom-
patible land uses snouid be iccomplisned to —he s2xzTanc legally
pozsible by zhe exercise of the poiice power, wiz=ou:z sompensa-
tlon. . -

(4) The prevenzion of cthe e-=zc-on of airporz obstric-
tioms, sTructurss and incompacible land uses and the el
tion, Temoval, alteracion, 2i:iigation, or markizg and lighzing
of exiscing airport hazards ars Proper public purtoses.

Seczion 3-2. Definiz:ons.

4s used in this ordizance:

(1) "Airpor:z" means the 30ca Racon Ai~porz.

(2) TMAizport elevation” means che highess point of che
usable landing area at zhe alIpor, measured in fee:t above :ean
sea level.

(3) "Airpor:z obstrucczion” means any sIructure, objec:
of nagural g-owth, or use of land which exce=eds the federal
obstruccion scandards as contained in 14 CTR ss. 77.21, 77.22,
77.25, and 77.28; which obsctructs che airspace required for

flight of airerafs in landiag and take-off ac the airporz: or
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is otherwise hazardous cto the landing or take-off of aircrafs
at the airpors,

(4) m"Ai-space height" means height ip feet above mean
sea level elevarion (AMSL), unless otherwise specified.

(5) "Avigation easement" means the conveyance to an
aiIport propriector of a right to a porzion of the rtocal bene-
firs of the ownership of real ProperTy. The selected righrs
may be granted to the airport propriecor or :ﬁay be purciased by
bim,

(6) "Chief Code Adminiscracor” means the person who is
responsible for the building inspeczors of the City who will
inspect the acouscical design of buildings conscruczed wiczhin
ooise zones Co insur= char they Dee=t the r=quiss=menrs of shis
orZinance.

(7) "Height of scrucrturs or oosTucIzon'” means the
highest point azbove mean sez level (AMSL) ainus =he aizoors
elevation of fourzasa (14) feame.

(8) "Ldn” means a day/night average sound level wnich
is the 24-acur dverage sound level, in decibels, obtained afcs=-
the addizion of 10 decibhels to sound levels Zfrom 10:00 p.a. co
7:00 a.m.

(9)  "Minimum enrcure alzizude"” means the alzirude in
efiect between radio fixas which assures dccteptable naviga-
tional signal Coverage and meets obstrucs=ion clearance requizs=-
ments becween those Sixes.

(10) "M4nimum obsctruccicn clearance alzitude” means rhe
Ipecified altitude in effecs between radio fixes on VOR air--
ways, ofI-airway rouces, or foute segment and which assurss
dczepcable navigarional signal coverage only within 22 miles of
a VOR.

(11) r"Minimum vecloring altitude” means the lowest MSL

-48-
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altizude at which IFR aircraf: will be veccored by a radar
controller, excapt when otherwise gauthorized Zor radar ap-
proacies, departures or missed approaches.

(12) "Noise Ireduc:ion (NR)" means the reduccion ina
decibels of sound pressure levels betweesn rwo designated
locazions or rocoms for a srtaced frequency or band.

(13) "Nonconforming use” Deans dny pre-=xiscing
sSTicTturs, objecz of n‘atural gTowth, or use of land which 1is
indconsistent wizh zhe provisions of chis ordinancs, or amend-
ments thereto.

(14) "Oczupied rooms” means rooms wizhin enclosed
StIHcTuares waich are or may reasonably be expeczad 0 be used
for Suman aczivizies whicha involve Speecl communication; sleap=
i3g; eacing; listening o live, raco ded or broadcasc ausic or

Sbe=c2; or the reguiar use of telepnones.

[

(12) "CverIlight areas” nean those arsas thar lie
direczly below and 500 faec on eizher side of the cantarline of
Runways 4 and 22 ar che airporz, and =xzend 3,000 Za=c from the
Tunway ends.

(16) "Qualified acoustical consulzant” means a pe=son
wno, bezause aof tTaining and experienca in =he sciezcs and
technology of accuszies and knowledgs of conszrucsion Jethods
and macerials, is considerad qualified to P42s judgment on
acoustical designs, matezials and methods of comst—uczion for
the actenuation of noise.

(17)  "Runway” means a defined area om an aizpor:z pre-
pared for landing and taka-ofs of aireraf:s along ics lengrth.

(18) "Site specific analysis (SSA)™ means rhe process by
which a proposed land use in 2 designated aircraf: noise-
impaczed area is examined for compliance wirh the Boca Racon
Comprzaensive Plan, the aczached Yoise Zone Map, and the Land
Use Guidance Clars contained her=in. Sice specific analysis

will consider the specific usage of a stcrucrure wizhia 2 »ar-

-49-
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ticular noise zone. The type of const—ucszion cthac will be
vequired will be based upon the necs=ssary measurss to Caducs
iaside noise levels o dczeptable sound levels. 1In addition,
Site specific analysis ip overilizhe arsas Tzquires an analysis
of specific usage and location o determine compatibilicy wizh
an aisporcz.

(19) "Sound absorpcion” peans the cavacily of materials
and furnishings in a Toom o absord sound. Tor the purpeses of
this ordinancs, the sound absorption is egual zo 0.25 Zimes che
Toom voiume ia cubic Zaar divided by zhe measursd reverderation
time in seconds detarmined Y11 an oczave band of qoise canrcarT-
ed ac 500 He-z=,

(20)  "Sound level"™ aeans 4 quancity of sound, in deci-
bels, measuras 5¥ an insz—:genr Sartisiying <xe Te=gulr=ments of

lcatzon for T¥pe LI Sound Lavel Yerars.

Amezican Stainda-d Spec
The sound level shall pe the IT=guency-weignrad sound pressure
level obtained wizh the Irequency “eighzin "A"  and zhe
standardized dynamie czaracssriscie "slow',

(21)  "Sound level rad czion (SLR)" zeans -he difZerancs
in decibels becween Ze sound lave: ouisice 3 builiiag and che
sound level :iaside g3 designated room o I2e Duildizyg which is
caused by exterior noise.

(22)  "Stzuczure" peans dny obiect, construicted or im-
stalled by man, includiag bur not limicad zg3: buildings,
towers, smoke szacks, uciliiy poles and overiead transmission
lines.

(23)  "Visual unway”" neans z Tdaway incended soliely for
the operation of aircraf: using visual approack procadures,
with no straighe-ip instrumenc approach proc=dure and no
inszrument designation indicated. on 2 fAA-approved aimpors
layout plan, 2 mili:ary-schic=:-appraved ailizary aimpor:
layoutr plan, or any planning documenc submictzad o zhe Taa by

compectent authorizy.
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(24)  "Zoning adminiscracor” Beans the dirsctor of the
Deparzmenc of Communizy Development of che City.

Seczion 2-3. Admiz:istration and enforcement.

(1) It shall be zie general duty of the city manages
and the specific duty of zhe Zoning administrzator, or his or
her designee, to administar and enforce chese re=gulacions wich-
in the Ciry of 30ca Raron.

(2) Prior to the issuancs or demial of a
Permiz by rthe Zoming acministTator, the Federal Aviacion
Adminiscracion must Tevie¥ the proposed scTuccura plans and
issue a Decarminacion of Hazard/No Hazard.

(3) In the eveac =aac Che zoning admzaisctracor finds
any wviclacion of :he T=gulitlons concained dersing che Zoning

administracor shall g=Ve YTiiZsn notics I the perscn ~=sponsi-

s
n
4]
B
rn
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ble Zor zhe viciar-on. “Se aotics shall indicara
the violation and =he QeT2I3aT7 action o corTact or aparea e
violation. The Ioning ac=:ioisTrator 33y order disconcizuancs
of any work being doune, and shall ctake any ocher aczion
BeC233ary o correct violations and 0btain compliances wizh =-je
Provisions of this ordinznmcs.

Seczicn 3-4. Joncorniorming uses.

(1) The regulacions Prescribed by this ordinmancs spall
20t be comnstried co Tequir: the re=moval, lowering or other
alterarcion of a0y exisZing stTucturs or r-ae aoc confo'::in.g to
the regulacions zs of Tde elfeczive date of this ordinancs, or
Lo require the sound condiiioning or other changes or alzerz-
tion of any Pre-existing sizuc-ure not conforming co cthis
Arlicle as of the effeac=ive date of zhis ordinancs, or ocher-
Wise incerfere with tche eonzlauance of any such pre~=xiscing
nonconforming use.

(2)  Nothing hersia concained shall resquire any change

i
i
[




e e

10
1
12
13

14

=3

27

-

in the construecion or alteraction of any structure for which
work has commenced under a-cu:::n: and valid building permic
issued by the City prior to rthe eifeczive date of this ordi-
Rance, and which is dilig:q:ly prosecucted to complecion within
two (1) years thersof,

(3) No nonconiorming struicrure may be replaced, sub-
stantially altered, or rebuilt unless the structurs or irts
replacement is thereby broughc inco conformity with thesa regu-
lations, excepc as Provided in Sezzion 3-35(2). _

(&) No nonconforming trese shall be permitted ro grow
higher, bur shall be cut back as often as is necsssary o a
heizht no grearer than its height as of the effeczive date of
this ordinancs,. The cost of Temoving or lowering any tres pot
conferming to the Tequirements as of the effeczive date of zhis
ordinancs shall be bgrpe by the airpor: pProoriecor.

(S) No permic shall bhe gTanted tha:t would allow the
establishmenr or €T=atlon of an aimsor: hazard, or per=it a
nonconrorming struccure OT nonconforaing use to be made or
become higher or become 31 gre=arer #azard to air navigacion than
it was as of the effecczive date of t2is ordinancs.

Seczion 3-3. Variances.

Any person desiring o use 2TODETIy Or erect or increase
the heighr of any sTucture within z zopa established bv :his
ordinancs not ip dccordance wizh :the Tegulacions prescribed in
this ordinance Ray apply to the 3card of Adjuszment for a varp:-
ance from these regulacions.

(1) The requirements of Federal Aviaction Administrarion
Advisory Circular 70/7460-1 and subseguent revisions thersto
T2sSpecting markers and lights shall noc be subject to any vari-

ance,

(2) The proceduras for such applicacions and the
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gTounds for gTanting variances shall be the same as for varsi-
ances from the zoni::xg code, as set forzh in Arcicle VII of
Chapcer 25, Code of Crdinancas. The foning admiaistracor may
require such addizional informaction as is decessary for the
proper consideration of applicacions for variances from these
regulacions,

Section 3-6. 3ocard of AdjusTment.

The Board of Ad-ustment shall have the power to hear and
decide any queszion iovolviag the inteprezaction of any pro-
Vvision of this ordimancs upon appeal Irom a1 decision of the
Zoning administracor ia the enforcament of zhis ordinance, and
FO0 grant variancs=s from: the sc—ies applicarcion of :h;: require-
ments of this ordinmancs, subjecT to the Tequirsmentcs and
limizacions of Sec=Zon 25-143(b), Code of Ordimances.

Seczion 3-7. Femalries.

2cX viclation of =ohis ordinancs or of any cegulaction,
ordez or ruling promulzated hersunder shall be punisnable by a
fine of a0t mors than 5500.00 or imprisenmenc Zor aoc more shan
60 days or borh. Zack day a violarion concinues 2o exisc shall
SOmSTIIUCLe a separate offense.

Seczion 3-3. Csnfliczing reguiac:ons.

Whers thers exiscs a1 conilicz bercwes=n any of cthe reguila-
tions or limitacions Prescribed in this orZinancs and any octler
regulacions or zoning applizzble go rhe same are=a, Whether the
conflic: be wish respezz to the heighr of str:iciurss or tozes,
the use of land, or any ocher matter, rhe more st:’ingeﬁ:
limicacion or Tequirement shall govers and pravail.

Section 3-9. Severapilicy,

1f any of the provisions of this ordipnapcs or the appli-
cation thereof =g 4Ny person or circumstancss is held invalid,

such invalidity shall aoc affect ocher provisions or applica-
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tions of che ordinance which can be given effect withour :the

invalid provisions ‘or applicazion, and rto this end cthe pro-

visions of this ordinancs are declared to be seaverable.

limitarions.

nance, therss aras lderady cre=atad €=xzain surfacss which include

all

sontal and conieal suriaces as they avply 2o the 3o0ea Rarcon
Alrpori. Sucz surfacas ars= snown on zhe 30ca Ratom Airpors map
whick is actached :o I2is ordizancs and zmade 2 par: hermof 3s

ADpendix 1,

surZacss is conside—ed to be only in zhe surizcs with the amors

restriczive heighs 1: Lzation.

on 2 runway, extendiag 200 feez beyond each end of the minway
wizh the width so specified for each Tinway for the mos:c
Precise approach exiszing ;r planned for eishe- ead of zhe
funway. No structure or obstriczion will be permizied wizki

the
p 2
the

€ach runway is as follows:

ARTICLE II
AIRPORT SURFACTS AND AIRSPACT HEIGHT LIMITATIONS

Secztion 3-20. Aizpors: rfac=s and airspacs heighr

(1) In order co ez =7 out the provisions of rhis ordi-
Ty P

of the land ! Z0g benearh zhe dbprodci, transicional, hor:-

-

(2) An area locaced in mora L2an one of the descibed

(2) The various SuTiices zre es3tiblished and defined azs

(2) Primary surfacs. aAn gr=a longizudinalily centersg

Primary surface thar is not pars of the landing and take-
area, and is aof a gT=ater height than she Redrest point on

funway centerline. The widzh of trhe primary suriace for

Runway 4: 500 feec.

Runway 22: 500 feec,
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(b) Horizonzal surface. The area around rhe aimorz
WiZh an ouzar bounda:y counstructed by Deasuriag arcs of Speci-
£ied radii from rhe ceater of each end of the primary surface
of each airsorz's Inway and conneciiang the adjacent arcs by
lines tangenc co those arcs. Yo Stmuecture or obstr-uction will
be permizzed ia the horizoncal surface that has 3 heiznc
gTeater than 150 feer apove Che airpor: heiznc. The radius of
each arc is:

Runway 4: 10,000 feec:.
Runway 22: 10,000 feec,

{(¢) Conical suriacs. The ar=z exiending outward Sweom
Ihe periphery of rhe dorizoncal sur<acs for a discancs of 4,000
fe=z. Heighr limitacions for JtT1ctures in the copical suracs
2z2 120 Zeet sbove =ne 3irpor: heighr ar the inner boundarw,
iac-=asing one fooc vertizally for every 20 fa=rz of aorizeoncal
diszancs measursd outward Irom the imner boundazvr, o a @axImum
bheighr of 250 femr above airpors heighz.

(d) Approach suriace. An area longi:udinaily c=nters=
on Ile exTanded SAnway c=aterline and eXZsnding outward S-om
eack end of :he PTI3ary suzfaca. ag aPpProacl suriice is de-
signated Sor each Tinway based upon rthe IFPe OL approach avail-
able or planned for 2at m:away end.

1. The :inper- edge of the approaci surfacs ig she same
width as zhe PTImary surfacs and =xXpands uniformiy to a widzx

or:

Runway 22: 1,500 femr,
2. The approach suriics  extends fer a horizoncal
distance of:
Runway 4: 10,000 faec.

Runway 22: 3,000 feeac.

1
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3. The maximum pernitted height limizacion within each
approach suriace is. the same as che unway end heigne ac the
inner edge and increzses with horizontal discance ocurward from
the inner edge as follows:

Runway 4: Permiczed height iacreases one fooc
vertically for every 34 faec horizoncal discancs.

Runway 22: Parmizzed height iacreases one foor
vertically for evervy 20 faar horizontal discancs.

(e) Transizional surfacs. The are=a exteading ourward
from rhe sides of the Primary surface and approack surfacss
counecIing them £o the hor:zoncal surfacs. Height limics wirk-
in the tramsizional surfacs ars Che same as zhe Pr_mary suriacs
OT approach surfac=a ac zhe boundary line whners ir adjoias and
inc-e=ases at 3 zacs of one foot verzically Sor every seven famr
bor-_':.onr:ally, Wizl the 3xor--zonrcal distancs :neasursd ar Tizhz
angles o che unway cs=acsriine and extended czata-iine, ungil
the height zmatches =he Qeight of zhe horzzocntal surfacs or
conical surfacs or for a horizontal discancs of 3,000 fesz foom
the side of zhe PRTT of the precision approaci suriacs rthac
eXteads beyond the comical surfacs.

(£) tier areas. 11 addiz:on o the neignt limirazions
imposed above, no stTucrurs Or obstrucsion will he peraitied
withia the Cizy of Boeca Raron oat would cause a ginimum ob-
Struction clearancs= al:izude or gz zinimum veczoring alzizude.

Section 3-21. Airporz land use rescrictions.

(1) Yoctwithstanding any octher provisions of this ordi-
aance or of the Code of Ordinances to zhe contrary, no use zay
be made of land or watas wizhin any zone escablished by this
ordinance in such a manner as o interfere wizh the operation
of an airborne airecc-afr.

(2) In addition to all oche= applicable requiremencs of
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Che Code of Crdinances, the following special requiremencs
shall apply 25 each ﬁe:ml::cd use:

(a) ALl lights or illuminacion used ia conjunczion wizh
3tT=el, parking, signs or use of land and stTucIures snall be
arranged and operatad in such panner that it is noc misleading
or dangerous o airs-zf- operaciag from a1 public ai=mar: or in
the vicinisy chereqr.

(b) Yo operations of any type shall producs smoke,
glare or other visual hazards WiIZin three (3) scacuce ziles of
any runway of the aizpors:.

(c) Yo operations of any Iype shall producs eleczzonic
inceriesences wizh 1avigation signals or radio communication
betwesn the aizsorc and airezafz;

Seczion 3-22. Obsz=uc=ion lighcing.

The owner of any STZacTure over 200 Zs=t above gz-ound
level wizhin any zone ¢s2ablished by this ordinancs shall in-

Fadeszl

3y

stall lighziag on zhe STTucTure, in accorsZancs wic
Aviation Admiznist-acion Advisory Cirsular 70/7460-1 and Amend-
[ents tlersco. Addiciomally, bigh incensizy whize obscrucc=ion
lights shall be iastziled 00 4 STTuCcIure Wnicl excs=eds 749 foar
above mean sea level, in accordance Wik TFederail aAviacion

Adminiscracion Advisory Circular 70/7480-. and Amendmencs.

TICLz IzII.
CCMPATI3LE LAND USES, NOISE ZONES,
AND REAL ISTATE NOTIFICATION

Section 3-30. Purposa.

for tzhe

The purpose of this arsicle is to provide
healzh, safety and welfare of the general public locarad in

proximity to the Boca Racon Airpor:.by establishing standards

un
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for land use ang sound 1Eycl reduction requiremencs with res-
Pect Lo exterior npoise resulting from the legal and normal
Operations at the alspors. This Article establishes noise
Zones of difiering intensizies and allowable land uses, as ap-
proved by the Cirzy Council, in the vicinity of rthe airpore;
establishes those allowable land uses in the noise zones, as
approved by the City Council; and establishes notificacion pro-
cedures to PTospeciive purchasers of real estate wichin the
noise zones.

Seczion 3-31. Zstablishment of noise zones.

There are hershy c¢reated and established thres (3) land
uUse noise zones; Zone A, Zone 3 and Zone C. Noise Zone A is an
area wichin the 75 Ldin noise contour in which land use should
be limirzed rto aczivities tha:t are poc noise sensizive. Noise
Zone 3 is an area bezwean zhe 70-75S 1dn noise concour in wnich
land use would TeqUire a size spec:ific analysis, avigation
fasemenis and apprepriaza sound level reducs:on measures Ior
consTuczion of carczin Suildings. Noise Zone C is an are=a
becwesn che 63-70 Lén noise conrour in which land use :s
noraally acceprable for construczion of buildiags which include
APpropriate noise dCienualion measures, Such zones acs shown
on the airpor:s noise S°ne zap Ior the Ci:vy of 3oca Xatzn which
is attached and made 1 PATT hereto as Appendix 2. The aoise
Zones ars based on 3 Projezzion of ZFurure noise environmentcs

arising from aircraf: flight operations 4t the airpor: through

the year 1998,

Seczion 3-32. Legal descriprion of nolse zone bounda-
ries,

(a) Zone A (75 Ldn and above) -- Noise Zone a applies
Lo an area of 75 Ldn enCirely within rhe Boca Raton Airvor:z and
Surrounding Runway 4-22 st various depths more particularly
described in Appendix 3.

(b) Zone B (70 Ldn to 75 Ldn) -- Noise Zone 3 applies
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O an aregz of 70 Ldn Surrounding the Boca Raton Airpor: more
Particularly described in Appendix 3.

(¢) Zome C (63 Ldn cto Ldn) -- Noise Zone C applies to
an  area of 63 Ldn Surrounding the Boca Rarton Airporc more
Particularly described in Appendix 3.

Seczion 3-33. Determination of boundaries.

In determining the location of noise zone boundaries,
the following rules shall apply:

(1) Where boundaries are shown to follow STres=ts or
alleys, the centerline of such screscs or alleys shall be the
Noise Zone boundary, .

(2) Where boundaries are shown £o cross placted bliocks,
the Properly lines of lots, as tiey exist ar the Cime of
adopcion of shesa regulations, shall bae the Noise Zone
boundary.

(2 Where boundaries dre siown to cross dny placzasd
loc, ProvisZons of the Dors resiriciive zone shzll aDDLYy o zie
entire loc.

(&) Where boundarz:es are shown to crass property norc
subdivided of Tecord and less cthan 10 dcres In area, provisions
of the more Testrictive zone shail abply to the ensi-a
properszy.

(Z) Where boundaries are SBOWN to cross Property not
subdivided of T2cord and 10 or mors dcres in area, the locacion
shall be determined by scale shown on the map unless dimensions
ire given on :zhe map.

Section 3-34. Land Use restricrions.

The Boca Raton Airpors: is exeapt from the preonibition of
various land uses ip zZone A,

Land uses shall bpe permizzed in the several noise zones
as provided in the Land Use Guidance Charsz, Chart_A. Lo the
€XTent permicrzed by the underlying zoning of cthe properczy,

Those land uses not specifically ligrad in  the Land Use
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HARRIS MILLER MILLER
SEP 5 1991
& HANSUN INC.

SUMMARY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR 150 ADVISORY COMMITTEE

June 18, 1991
Sixth Floor County Council Conference Room
Rockville, MD

Presenter: Alan G. Hass, P.E.
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson

Attendees: Attachment A

Meeting Agenda

1, Introduction
2; Discussion and Reactions to First Community Workshop
3. Evaluation of Operational Alternatives

A. Airport Plan

B. Aircraft Operation

C. Airport Use

D. Miscellaneous

4. Closing Comments and Questions



1. Introduction - Howard Layer

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. by Howard Layer, who introduced
the technical consultant, Alan Hass, to present the second of two reports of the
FAR Part 150 Study for Montgomery County Airpark.

2. Discussions and Reactions to First Community Workshop

Mr. Alan Hass requested additional comments and reactions to the April
community workshop.

Many attendees felt that the workshop was not well publicized. Mr. Hass
responded that it had been advertised both in the local paper and in the
libraries. The advisory committee agreed that the libraries were not an effective
location for advertising. It was suggested that the next workshop be promoted
in the Gazette, possibly in two or three different editions (East, Rockuville,
Germantown, Montgomery County). Furthermore, it was suggested that placing
posters in the community might be a viable option for notification.

3. Evaluation of Operational Alternatives - Alan Hass

Using Table 1.1 (Operational Abatement Summary), Mr. Hass began by
evaluating those operational alternatives. These options were divided into four
categories, which are:

* airport plan,

« aircraft operation,

* airport use, and

 miscellaneous.
It was pointed out that if these methods are recommended by the advisory
committee, the Airpark must still continue to go through approval processes

with the Montgomery County Revenue Authority and the FAA. In other words,
any recommendations are not final, but will be considered for further evaluation.

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
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AIRPORT PLAN ALTERNATIVES

A number of options dealing with the airport plan were evaluated. They
are as follows:

1.

Runway Relocation/New Runway

One of the options suggested was to reorient the runway or build
a new runway. Reorienting the existing runway or building a new
runway will only move the noise concentration from one area to
another. This solution is not recommended because neither
represents a solution to community concerns.

Runway/Taxiway Extension

Another suggested option was to extend the runway, allowing
planes to achieve higher altitude before flying over residential
areas. This would lower the noise level over affected areas.
However, extending the runway an additional 500 feet would bring
the runway closer to highway 124. This might create clearance
problems with each landing. The noise reduction was considered
too minimal to make this a viable option.

Displaced Landing/Takeoff Thresholds

It was suggested that the landing threshold could be displaced.
This would keep aircraft at a higher altitude before flying over
residential areas. However, it was pointed out that by displacing
the threshold, the landing runway is shortened. For this reason,
this possibility is not recommended.

Isolating Maintenance Runup Activity

Another limited solution to reduce noise was to limit or restrict
maintenance runups. "Runups" involve the turning-up of the
engines when the aircraft is stationary and are a critical part of
aircraft maintenance. Though they cannot be eliminated, it was

recommended that isolating engine runup activity to limit noise be
evaluated further.
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B.

Noise Barriers

No ground-based noise problems have been identified. Therefore,
noise barriers were eliminated as a viable option since they would

limit ground-based noise only, and have no impact on air-based
noise.

AIRCRAFT OPERATION

The next group of options addressed were those dealing with aircraft

operations.

1.

Noise Abatement Flight Tracks

One suggestion to address noise associated with aircraft
operations is to change the flight tracks so that residential areas
would receive less noise. Though this option would lower single-
event noise levels, to the overall population, turning flight tracks
would result in new population areas being affected. This point
was illustrated in Figure 1 - Supplemental Map (Proposed Noise
Abatement Flight Tracks). It was pointed out that the average turn
is 350 degrees with an affected population of 11,570 with the best
possible turn of 370 degrees with an affected population of
10,460. It was noted, however, that it may be possible to move
the turning point for some aircraft a little earlier than presented.

Doug McNeeley commented that aircraft should climb as high and
as soon as possible to allow more space above the residential
areas in the event a problem arises. Safety is a priority over
noise for all pilots.

Different aircraft have various climbing altitudes and speed
characteristics which prevent them from turning at exactly the
same point in the air. However, some procedures could be
implemented and the public and pilots better educated concerning
noise abatement procedures. For more information, see
comparisons in Table 6.1 - Population Exposed to Noise Levels
Resulting from a Lear 35 Jet Aircraft Departure.
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It was stated that the following single-event decibel levels occur
from aircraft: 60-70 dB for a single-piston aircraft and 80-100 dB
for a jet. A level of 80-90 dB is sufficient to interrupt sleep or
speech.

One of the final solutions discussed was the relocation of the
Airpark. Implementing that suggestion is not possible within the
current FAR Study or the existing contract.

Preferential or Rotational Runway Use

Another recommended solution was the increased use of other runways
for departures. It was pointed out that there are some seasonal
variations in the direction that airplanes take off and land. Normally, the
pilot makes that determination based on wind direction.

A belief noted, that taking off is noisier than landing is not necessarily
true particularly if the pilot comes in at too fast a speed he must retrace
his path causing twice the amount of noise.

The option of a bi-directional runway use program was also proposed,
but it was explained that the FAA would not approve such a program at
an uncontrolled airport (one without a tower)

Modification to Departure Procedures

It was suggested that by following the NBAA Close-In Departure
Procedure (cutting back power at 500 feet AGL until 1500 feet AGL) the
noise problem at the residential areas off Snouffers School Road could
be reduced. This option would ultimately be left up to the pilot, but with
additional information provided to pilots, awareness and adherence to
these guidelines could be improved. This suggestion is another option
warranting additional study.

Control of Engine Maintenance Runups
The possibility of restricting engine maintenance runups between the

hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. was suggested. According to
Montgomery County Noise Ordinance, 9:00 p.m. is the latest that such-
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runups should be performed; however, emergency circumstances
override that stipulation.

C. AIRPORT USE RESTRICTIONS

Many of the suggestions involved the restriction of airport usage.

1.

Flight Restrictions Based on Noise

Flight restrictions could be imposed as a way of limiting noise, or made
as as voluntary restrictions. It was also pointed out that if a pilot violates
such restrictions, a noise complaint could be filed against him.

On-Site Air Traffic Control Tower

The possibility of an air traffic control tower received much attention. Old
regulations for an on-site FAA tower required 200,000 operations a year
which the Montgomery County Airpark does not meet. In order to be
FAA contracted but not funded, the old regulations required 125,000
annual operations. Montgomery County Airpark currently has 108,000
operations annually. New regulations outlining tower construction are in
effect and should be evaluated. Some expressed concern that a tower
only wastes time and money, while others pointed out that a tower

presents positive benefits for local control of arriving and departing
aircraft.

The other point raised concerning a tower was its cost, estimated at
about $300,000 per year for a 24 hour per day tower. However, despite
the cost, one person commented that a tower would decrease noise,
increase enforcement of existing regulations, and prevent accidents.
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D. MISCELLANEOUS

A number of additional comments and suggestions were received that did not fit
into any of the previous categories. These options are listed below.

Airside Signs

Airside signs could be placed on the runway to inform pilots of take-off

and landing procedures. It is an option recommended for further
evaluation.

Noise Complaint Receipt and Response Procedures

A program using a complaint form or the availability of personnel to
respond to complaints on a 24-hour basis could be instituted. This type
of formalized complaint procedure will allow personnel to track violators
and to educate them about local noise abatement procedures. This
increased accountability will, it is thought, increase compliance with
voluntary restrictions. A copy of the formal complaint form is shown in
Figure 6.2 Recommended Noise Complaint Form. An enclosed sample
of procedures is shown on page E-2.

Noise Monitoring System

A noise monitoring system is one solution that is not recommended at
this time.

Public Information Program/Review and Implementation

Public information Program/Review and Implementation activities are also
ongoing to address current aircraft activities.

Noise Abatement Contact

It was suggested that there should be only one person, with a phone
number who could be contacted for information or to report loud aircraft,
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E. CLOSING COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

A few questions were posed at the end of the meeting, and some closing
comments were made.

What is the next step in HMMH's study?

The land-use measures will be evaluated and presented at the
July 23 meeting. Following another public meeting in September,
the final recommendations will be provided in the Noise
Compatibility Program Volume 2 in the Fall at the last advisory
committee meeting. Volume 2 will be a supplement to Volume 1.
The final document will be reviewed by the advisory committee
and approved by the MCRA before delivery to the FAA.

Did you compare this noise study to the one completed in 19887

Yes, we (the study team) did. The noise has been reduced
slightly. However, the previous study contained too many
unrealistic forecasts, and HMMH focused only on the actual noise
situations. There is no FAA-defined impact on Montgomery
County. It is solely a single-event impact.

The next MCRA board meeting is July 10. The next advisory committee
meeting with HMMH will be July 23 at 4:00 p.m. in the 6th floor conference
room of the County Council building. Nellie Shields Maskal will bring the

appropriate Park and Planning people for their input and HMMH will bring their
land-use specialist.

Please contact Alan Hass at Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson or Hanifin
Associates, Inc. (301-317-9025) if there are additional comments.

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m.
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{ARRIS MILLER MILLEN
AUS 1 4 1991
& HANSON [NC.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR PART 150 STUDY
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

THE JULY 24TH AIRPARK ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
WAS RESCHEDULED TO WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 21, 1991, AT
4:00 PM THE MEETING WILL BE HELD
IN THE 3RD FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE
MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL OFFICE,

STELLA B. WERNER BUILDING.

THE SECOND COMMUNITY WORKSHOP/OPEN HOUSE IS
SCHEDULED FOR TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1991.

COL. Z. MAGRUDER HIGH SCHOOL AUDITORIUM/LOBBY
MUNCASTER MILL ROAD
HOURS ARE FROM 6:00 PM TO 10:00 PM

COMMITTEE MEMBERS REQUESTING COPIES OF THE
CITIZEN INFORMATION REPORT FOR DISTRIBUTION TO THEIR
ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMUNITIES, PLEASE ADVISE
STUART KENNEY BY AUGUST 14, 1991.

COUNCIL OFFICE BUILDING
100 MARYLAND AVENUE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

For More Information:
Hanifin Assoclates, Inc,
(301) 317-9025 or (804) 873-8726
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MEETING SUMMARY

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR PARK 150 ADVISORY COMMITTEE

August 22, 1991

Third Floor County Council Conference Room

Attendees

Robert Baumann
Nancy Shenk

Anne B. Swain
Ralph Wilson
Dominick Alberti
Doug McNeeley
Rowland Schulte
Eugene Casey
Nellie Maskal
Rosemary Arkoian
Howard Layer (Chairman)
Stuart Kenney

Bob Talbert

Robert Clifford
Stephen Federline
Bette McKown
Alan Hass

Linda Hanifin
Laura Rauber

Sara Green (Guest)

Absent Committee Members

Tom QOgle

Peter Greenberg
John J. Clark
Michael Sarli
Norman Arnold

Meeting Agenda

Rockville, Maryland

Organization Represented

Airpark Users' Association
Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board
Neighborhood Representative
Montg. Cty. Council Staff
Neighborhood Representative
Flight Resources

Neighborhood Representative

Upper Montg. Chamber of Commerce

M-NCPPC, Montg. Cty. Planning
Neighborhood Representative
Neighborhood Representative
Montg. Cty. Revenue Authority
MD Aviation Admn./Noise Prog.
The LPA Group, Inc.

M-NCPPC, Montg. Cty. Planning
M-NCPPC, Montg. Cty. Planning
HMM&H

Hanifin Associates, Inc.

Hanifin Associates, Inc.

The Gazette

Montg. Cty. Dept. of Env. Prot.
Airpark Business Interests
Montg. Cty. Dept. of Transp.
FAA BWI, Air Traffic Control
TAMS Consultants

1. Land Use Alternative Analysis Discussion
2. Proposed Operational Alternatives Comments
3. Second Community Workshop Plans

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
Laure!, MD



Land Use Alternative Analysis Discussion

Bob Clifford, LPA Consultant/Team Member, opened the discussion by asking
for committee input on alternative land use measures presented in the working

report.

Committee Comments:

e Suggested the implementation of noise abatement

procedures as a necessary element for the surrounding
community.

e The existing noise abatement procedure on runway 32

(departure) is not a new concept, but is only now being reinforced.

The data has changed due to changes in flight patterns.

e [t was asked if the takeoffs could be shifted over Route 104
instead of Montgomery Village.

e Suggested the possible extension of the runway, using a
displaced threshold, which would ensure that planes will continue
to land in the same spot. Mr. Alberti also suggested possible
shifting of the main contours as a result of the runway extension.

Comments - A. Hass, R. Clifford

Prepared by

Mr. Hass and Mr. Clifford offered several strategies to the committee;

® A displaced threshold

Ms. Shenk did not agree with this alternative. She suggested that the
best way to enforce the displaced threshold, if implemented, is not by
painting the runway, but by digging it up. Her concern is that pilots will

ignore the threshold. A suggestion was made to post warning signs on
the runway.

® Acquisition of undeveloped property surrounding the Airpark by the
Revenue Authority

Mr. Layer disagreed with this proposal, stating that zoning measures
like this are "nonsense" solutions.

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
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e [Extension of the runway by 500 feet

e Enforcement of the Real Estate Disclosure Policy

Preparations - L. Hanifin

Prepared by

Ms. Shenk suggested the following for a new location for the Sept. 24

meeting, commenting that Magruder High is too far away and not in the
area affected by the Airpark.

e Goshen Elementary

e Church of the Nazarene

e Flower Hill Community Center
® Lake Marion Community Center

The committee was informed that the information reports had gone to

press, but an attempt would be made to stop printing and track down a
new location for the meeting.

Ms. Shenk suggested enlarging the display maps for the next meeting.
Ms. Maskal also suggested a larger-scale land use map for the
upcoming community meeting.

Several committee members requested copies of the information reports
for their own distribution. Ms. Hanifin replied that copies will be

distributed to those who request them. A total of 5,000 reports are being
printed.

Mr. Casey expressed concern about communication with members of the
committee. Relative to a late mailing of materials, Ms. Hanifin replied

that she discovered the problem was the "oversized" package containing
the July report required additional postage. The county was not charged

for this; immediate steps have been taken to ensure that the incident
does not reoccur.

Ms. Hanifin also informed the committee that in addition to the

information reports, press releases and 18 x 24 posterboard meeting
anhouncements would also be distributed. Ms. Shenk suggested the
following locations for poster distribution:

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
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Goshen Crossing
Giant Food -

Erol's Video
Little Caesar's

Goshen Plaza
Hardee's

wer Hill
Giant Food

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m. Mr. Hass again requested that

committee members convey in writing any additional comments they may
have on the land use report.

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
Laurel, MD



MEMORANDUM

TO: FAR Part 150 Study Advisory Committee Members

FROM: Linda Hanifin
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
DATE: June 1, 1992
RE: Airpark Advisory Committee Meeting

This is to notify you that a FAR Part 150 Study Advisory Committee meeting is
scheduled for Monday, June 29 from 4:00 - 6:00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the

Third Floor County Council Conference Room in the County Council Building, located
at 100 Maryland Avenue in Rockville.

Enclosed is a copy of the Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Documentation
Report Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program. Please review the report and bring
any comments you may have to the June 29 meeting.

In addition, the third Airpark Open House/Community Workshop is scheduled for
Tuesday, June 30 at the Goshen Elementary School from 6:00 - 10:00 p.m. Goshen
Elementary is located at 8701 Warfield Road in Gaithersburg. Representatives from

the study team wiil be available to answer any questions area residents may have. All
advisory committee members and area residents are urged to attend.

Please call Laura Rauber at (301) 776-7407 if you have any questions.



MEETING SUMMARY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK

FAR PART 150 ADVISORY COMMITTEE

June 29, 1992

Third Floor County Council Conference Room

Attendees

Stu Kenney
Doug McNeeley
Rowland Schulte
Frank Squeglia
Howard P. Layer
Dominick Alberti
Eugene Casey
Bruce F. Mundie
Norman Amold
Nancy Shenk
Anne Swain
Peter Greenberg
Rosemary Arkoian
Carol Edwards
Lori Lehnerd
Nellie Maskal
Sara Green
Betsy Steiff

Bob Clifford
Joseph M. Mott
Alan Hass

Linda Hanifin Bonner
Laura Rauber

Absent Committee Members

Tom Ogle

John J. Clark
Michael Sarli
Robert Talbert
Ralph Wilson
Robert Baumann
James Richardson
Paul Puckli
Nicholas Miller
Thomas Breen

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
90-129 MR

DRAFT - August 6, 1992
A: advisory.com

Rockville, MD

Organization Represented

Montgomery County Revenue Authority

Freestate Aviation
Neighborhood Representative
FAA Eastern Region
Neighborhood Representative
Neighborhood Representative

Upper Montgomery Chamber of Commerce

TAMS Consultants

Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board
Neighborhood Representative
Airpark Business Interests
Neighborhood Representative

Montgomery County Council Staff
FAA Washington

M-NCPPC, Montgomery County Planning

The Gaithersburg Gazette

Neighborhood Representative
The LPA Group, Inc.

Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc.
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
Hanifin Associates, Inc.

Montg. Cty. Dept. of Env. Protection
Montg. Cty. Dept. of Transportation
FAA, BWI, Air Traffic Control

MD Aviation Adm./Noise Program
Montg. County Council Staff
Airpark Users' Association

Airpark Leaseholders

The LPA Group, Inc.

Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc.
Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc.



SUMMARY

Mr. Alan Hass from Harris, Miller, Miller, & Hanson opened the discussion with a review of
Table 2.1, found in Volume 2 of the Noise Compatibility Program report. Table 2.1 is an
overview of the Elements of the GAI Noise Compatibility Program, and offers 16
recommendations, broken down into Operational Elements, Land Use Elements, and
Implementing, Monitoring, and Review Actions.

1 Institute Noise Abatement Flight Tracks

2 Institute Preferential Runway Use

3. Modify Business Jet Departure Procedures
4, Restrict (Voluntarily) Nighttime Operations
5 Restrict Nighttime Maintenance Runups

Suggested Land Use Elements:
6. Update Real Estate Disclosure Policy
7. Update Comprehensive Plans

Suggested Implementation, Monitoring, and Review Actions

8. Program Publicity: Letters to Airmen
9. Program Publicity: Airside Signs
10. Program Publicity: ATIS/ATCT Advisories

11. Program Publicity: Informational Brochure

12. Appoint Part-Time Noise Abatement Contact

13. Institute Noise Complaint Receipt & Response Procedures

14. Institute Public Information Program/Review and Implementation
15. Evaluate (Quantitatively) Changes in Cumulative Noise Exposure

16. Assess NEM & NCP due to Airport Layout/Operation Changes
and at Minimum Intervals of Time _

if there was a program suggested to measure compliance.
and referred to numbers 12 and 13 of the elements listed
often difficult to reach anyone at the Airpark. Ms. Shenk
arty be chosen as a noise abatement contact, if this

A member of the committee asked
Mr. Hass answered that there was,
above. Ms. Swain added that it is
suggested that an objective third p
element is implemented.

The discussion then moved on to the issue of voluntary nighttime restrictions. Mr. Hass
explained that planes violating any restrictions should be reported by number, and that the
Baltimore-Washington Airport can be contacted if no one is available at GAI. One committee
member did not agree, saying that she was told by BWI that they do not have any control over

flights that are farther than five miles from BWI airport. Mr. Hass added that it might not be
100% effective, but could work, with BWI's support.
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Mr. Hass then referred to Figure 2.4 - the Recommended Letter to Airmen. Ms. Shenk
pointed out that the 30% map shows pilots taking their turn after Snouffer School Road - to
her this is not "as soon as possible," and indicated that the map and directions are conflicting

in Figure 6.1 - Proposed Noise Abatement Flight Tracks. She added that the impact analysis
is not valid, based on the recommendations in Figure 6.1.

Mr. Casey also stated that Figure 6.1 is misleading and should be deleted from the study. He
also feels there is some confusion regarding the difference between noise awareness and

noise abatement in the study, and is concerned that the recommendations given by committee
members have been ignored.

Mr. Hass reminded the committee that the study indicates there is no actual noise impact, but
that the consultants are still involved and willing to interact with the community.

Some committee members expressed concern about the amount of interaction with the

community. Ms. Arkoian added that she was told many area residents didn't receive
newsletters at all.

The discussion then moved on to the status of the study, and whether the FAA is in authority.
According to Ms. Lehnerd, the airport owner has the responsibility to comply with the FAA.
The issue of a control tower was also discussed, and whether it might reduce nighttime and

low flying traffic. Ms. Arkoian mentioned that the citizens are aware and are concerned about
the possibility of a tower increasing air traffic.

Mr. McNeeley pointed out to the group that the length of the runway is always the determining
factor regarding the amount of traffic, not a control tower.

Ms. Shenk mentioned that they are concerned that the report was released to the press prior

to the third workshop. She stressed the importance of obtaining input from the committee
first.

Mr. Layer suggested that some measure of effectiveness for achieving compliance be
included in the final document. Mr. Hass agreed that they would also like to See this.

Mr. Casey suggested HMMH call the AOPA in Frederick at (800) 872-2672, and ask for either

Jeff Gilley or John Luce. He believes they have publications with recommendations for
operating procedures.

Ms. Shenk then cited a figure on page 81 that contained 1980 Census figures. She asked if
there was a way to obtain more recent figures. Mr. Clifford from the LPA group answered that
these figures were obtained from M-NCPPC, and are an estimate of persons per household.

It was requested that more shading be included in Figure 5.1.

Mr. Hass said they would make
the requested change.
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Mr. Hass then touched on the subject of airside signs in Figure 2.5. Mr. Mundie suggested
that the wording on the first sign should be changed from "as soon as possible" to "as soon
as practical," or "as soon as safely possible." Mr. Schulte expressed his concern that a
printed document isn't going to discourage pilots, and emphasized that most complaints are
based around continuous noise, not single~event noise. He wanted to know how they can get
to the pilots that use standard procedures, and create continuous noise.

Mr. Arnold also added that there is concern that some aircraft are continuing up Snouffer
School Road at full throttle and are not climbing. Mr. Hass agreed that this issue should be
addressed. HMMH will research this issue and put more wording into the signage or letters.

Mr. Clifford then began his presentation with an overview of the two Land—Use Elements:

e Update Real Estate Disclosure Policy
e Update Comprehensive Master Plans

Update Real Estate Disclosure Poli

Mr. Clifford mentioned that the community can decide what criteria should be used for the real
estate disclosure policy. It should relate to all land use. There are some concems that it

could reduce the value of existing homes in the area, a factor the committee needs to
consider,

Mr. Clifford added that, as a land use planner, he believes it should not be a full disclosure. |t
should include a revised map of the study area (geographic boundaries)

Update Comprehensive Master Plans

Mr. Clifford emphasized that the results of the study and single event noise contours should
be placed as an appendix in the master plan.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Hass added that he would like to receive all comments from committee members by the
end of July. Mr. Kenney said that he will need to take comments and recommendations and

revise the report. He will then inform the committee (if it is acceptable to the MCRA board)
and submit the report to the FAA.

Mr. Squeglia informed the committee that the FAA will then do a preliminary review to see if
everything is in line. If there are no additional comments the report will be automatically

approved. Mr. Kenney said the report will also be submitted to the County Council and
Council Executive for their review.

Mr. Hass concluded the meeting by stating that he hopes these recommendations will reduce
the number of single event impacts around the Airpark through education and publicity. He
added that this is an ongoing process that should provide some relief.
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Montgomery County Airpark
FAR Part 150 Study

Monigomery County Covernment

A Public Information Report
From the Montgomery County Revenue Authority

August 1991

PROGRESS
IN THE
NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

In October 1990, the Montgomery
County Revenue Authority (MCRA)
began an important study at the Mont-
gomery County Airpark (GAl). Funded
by the U.S. Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA), the State of Maryiand,
and Montgomery County, the study is
examining the impacts of aircraft noise
on land uses and residents in the
vicinity of the airpark. The principal
purpose of the study is to develop a
noise control program that addresses
concems of the airpark’'s neighbors and
minimizes potential noise/land use
incompatibilities.

The MCRA and the FAA are conducting
this study under a federal program
called Federal Aviation Regulation Part
150. Part 150 establishes a standard
approach for airports to follow in devel-
oping and documenting a noise control
program. Satisfactory completion of a
Part 150 Study makes an airport eligi-
ble for federal funding support in imple-
menting noise control measures.

The principal goal of the Part 150 Study
is to minimize disturbance resulting
from aircraft operations. To accomplish
this goal, the study is organized into six
technical elements, including:

O development of a study data
base,

O identification and evaluation of
aircraft noise abatement
{operational) alternatives,

O identification and evaluation of
compatible land use planning
and control alternatives,

O selection of a "package” of
operational and land use
actions for implementation,

O development of a program to
implement and monitor the
selected altematives, and

O preparation of the required
documentation.
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At this point in the study we have com-
pleted the first three technical elements.
Information from the first element in-
cluding noise measurement data, run-

way and flight track use, aircraft types
and annual operations, computer mod- PROPOSED
elling of annual exposure for existing OPERATIONAL
and future conditions, land use and
zoning data, and determination of im- NOISE ABATEMENT
pacts was presented in the first public ALTERNATIVES
information report and at the first com-
munity workshop.
The second and third technical ele- The chart on the.. adjacont
ments involved the identification and page presents the initial recom- |
evaluation of various operational and menqgtlor_ws resulting f_(or_n' the i
land use abatement strategies that identification and evaluation: of -
could be implemented to reduce exist- the operational noise abatement -
ing noise impacts or to prevent future alternatives. Several miscella-"
noise impacts around Montgomery neous alternatives for el
Airpark. The remainder of the study abatementare a‘.SQfeCQ,mm?Dd‘f;
will recommend final abatement alterna- ed.  Operational cotrses+of?
tives, determine the procedures - action affect the airport plan,
required to implement each alternative, airport use, or aircraft operation. -
the parties responsible for implementa- Miscellaneous measures SOe
tion, the sources of funding, and the cern pilot education and public -
implementation schedule along with the awareness. The proposed alter-
anticipated benefits of the overall com- natives were developed by ex-
patibility program. Final noise abate- amining not only the minimum
ment alternatives will be selected abatement options that must be
following public, MCRA and FAA analyzed under Part 150 regula- -
review. tions, but also by examining
other measures that could pro- *
At the completion of the project, the - vide benefit to Montgomery
MCRA will have developed a Noise Airpark.
Compatibility Program -- a package of

operational and land use planning
actions designed to minimize noise
impacts from the airpark.
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OPERATIONAL NOISE ABATEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Izolate Maintenance Runup
Actlvity

Reduce noise levels In residental
areas by restricting location and
orientation of alrcraft undergoing
malntenance runups.

Present Airpark regulations do not
restrict location and alrcraft orlenta-
tion during maintenance runups.

Nolge Abatement Flight Tracks

Reroute aircratt on departures from
Runway 32 over areas of Mantgom-
ery County that would expose less
people nolse.

Turning alrcraft right betwean 30
and 50 degrees would reduce the
number of residents sxposed to
nolse Impacts from alrcraft depar-
tures on Runway 32,

Preferential Runway Use

Shift alrcraft using the Alrpark to
runway ends that would reduce the
Impact on populated areas located to
the north/northwest.

Maximizing departures on Runway
14 could prove beneficlal in reduc-
ing nolse levals In residentia! areas
adacent to the Alrpark.

Modity Aircratt Departura
Procedures

Reduce noise by having alrcraft use
recommended nolse abatement de-
parture procedures for departures from
Runway 32.

Nolss will bs reduced If businesa jet
aircraft follow NBAA departure proce-
dures on departures from Runway 32,

Control Maintenance Runups

Reduce nolse levels In populated areas
by limiting the time alrcraft can per-
form the runups, most notably at night

Alrpark regulations should restrict the
performancs of maintenance runups
at night. A fine structure could be
added to penalize violators of the
restriction.

Use Restrictions

Reduce nolse levels In populated areas
by limiting the types of alrcraft that
can operate and/or times alrcraft can
operate at the Alrpark.

Due to the limited number of night-
time operations, a nolse-based use
restriction would have an Insignificant
reduction on the nolss sxposure ad-
Jacent to the Alrpark. However, the
elimination of most of the nighttime
activity would provide a slgnificant
berefit in terms of the community
reaction.

Air Traffic Control Tower

Provide positive local directlon to pi-
lots operating to/from the Airpark and
to educate and remind pilots to follow
any adopted noise abatement proce-
dures,

Provides for increasad safety and
siricter adherence to nolgse abatment
procedures.

Alrside Signs

Educate and remind pilots to follow
any adopted nolse abatement procs-
dures at the Alrpark.

Provides for stricter adherence to
nolse abatement procedures.

Nolse Compialnt Recaelpt and
Response Procedures

Provide an effective means for the
Alrpark staff to recelvs, log, respend
to, and summarlize all alrcraft nolse-
telated complalints.

Provides the Alrpark with a means
to Identity and educate violators
and to emphasize the Importancs of
adherence to noise abatement
procedures.

Publlc Information
ProgramAntormational Newsletters

Provide a means to contlnuatly Inform
the public about alrcraft noiss, Im-
pacts, and compatible uge.

The Alrpark will become mare attuned
to noise issues with the community
and provide a means of disseminating
Information on nolse lssuss.

Nolse Abatement Contact

Provide a llaison betwesn the Alrpark
and the communlty for all nolserelated
matters.

The extent of the nolse problem justi-
fles an Alrpark employee devotsd to
thig role,

ATIS/ATCT Advisorles

Provide a means to educate pllots and
remind them to follow all nolse abate-
ment procedures,

Provides for stricter adherence to
nolse abatement procedures.

s 7 ¥ T L SR
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PROPOSED LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

FOR

NOISE ABATEMENT

There are typically two types of
noise abatement measures avail-
able to land use planners: reme-
dial and preventative. These
measures include the minimum
abatement options that must be
analyzed under Part 150 regula-
tions, as well as other courses of
action.

Remedial measures for airport

- noise compatibility planning are
generally implemented to correct
or reduce existing land use con-
cerns. These remedial strate-
gies were not recommended
since there are no noise-sen-
sitive land uses within the 65 Ldn
noise contour and since both
federal and state land use guide-
lines for such actions generally
apply only where noise exposure
exceeds 65 Ldn. These
remedial measures generally
include:

O land acquisition

and relocation,

easement acquisition,

enactment of new
zoning,

changes in current
zoning,

environment review,

sound insulation,

noise barriers and

tax incentives.

aQogg o Qo

Remedial Land Use Abatement Summary

ALTERNATIVE

Easement Acquisition

Alrport Zonlng/Overlay
District

‘. Environmental Review

Sound Insulation Program

Nolse Barriers

Tax Incentives

Prgventative measures for airport
noise compatibility planning are

DESCRIPTION

Land Acquisition/Relocation Fee-simple acquisition and

relocation for.incompatible
land uses in higher noise
level areas (generally great-
er than 70 Ldn).

The purchase of easements
acquires the right to creals
noise and overfly incom-
patibie land use in noise
impacted areas (generally
greatsr than 65 Ldn).

Enacting for restrictive zon-
ing in areas affected by
airport noisa,

An environmental review
process that friggers a re-
view of all proposed re-
modeling, restoration, or
redavelopmenl projects
within the noise impact
aroa. :

Insulates affected struc-
tures from exterior noise.
Provides additional noisa:
reduction within the interior
of public and residential
buildings, lessening impact
from aircraft noise (gen-
erally for areas greater than
65 Ldn).

Construction of a noise
barrier to minimize ground
level noise impacts.

Provides tax incentives to
promote sound attenuation
improvements. '

The table on the following page presents the
results of our initial analysis of the proposed

generally enacted to decrease
the possibility of incompatible land
uses being developed in the future.

7 ST T T R TR

land use abatement alternatives.
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PREVENTATIVE LAND USE ABATEMENT
SUMMARY CHART

Land Acquisition -
Relocation

Fee-simple acquisition and relocation of
property of incompatible land uses in
higher noise level areas (generally great-
er than 65 Ldn).

Not recommended since there is no
land area involved.

Easement
Acquisition

The purchase of aviation easements
before occupancy acquires the right of
aircraft to create noise and overfly in-
compatible land use in noise impacted
areas (generally greater than 65 Ldn).

Would not prevent new incompatible
land uses from being developed.

Not recommended since there are no
noige-sensitive land uses within 65
Ldn noise contour.

Real Estate
Disclosure

Requires seller to provide notification of
potential noise impacts.

Could notify potential undeveloped
land buyers of noise impacts on the
area.

Airport Zoning -
Overlay District

Enact zoning to require compatible use
of undeveloped land.

Could rezone undeveloped land to
non-residential compatible uses.

Revised Building
Code

Require proper sound insulation in new
structures.

Could require new development to
be properly sound insulated.

Comprehensive
Planning

Through goals, objectives, and policies
stimulate compatible development and
discourage incompatible development.

Could incorporate proper compatibil-
ity policies into plan. It would dis-
courage incompatible development.

Capital
Improvements
Planning

Stimulate compatible development
through Capital improvement spending.

Adequate infrastructure already
exists in noise impacted areas.

Environmental
Impact Review

Enact review process that requires a
noise impact review before new
development approval.

Could require noise impacts be ad-
dressed before new development
approval

Tax Incentives

Enact tax incentive program to promote
compatible development.

Would promote development of land
uses (industrial, commercial) which
may not be desirable in the area.

L SHIRChS Sl e N R |
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WE WOULD LIKE TO HEAR FROM YOU!

The second.community workshop will be held at Goshen Elementary
School, located at 8701 Warfield Road in Gaithersburgon September 24,
1991, from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

The purpose of this workshop is to share our findings and recommenda-
tions regarding proposed operational and fand use courses of action for
reducing noise levels around the airpark. Répresentatives from the study
team will be available throughout the workshop to answer any questions
and to talk to interested parties on a one-on-one basis. Your input on
the recommended alternatives, as well as your comments about the
Airpark are welcome and appreciated.

Montgomery County Covernment

Montgomery County
Revenue Authority

211 Monroe Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Attention: Notice of Community Workshop
September 24, 1991 "TO BE AN OPEN HOUSE*

Printed on recycled paper,
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Qatibility Study
4blic information Report June 1892

.om the Montgomery County Revenue Authorlty

PROGRESS
. IN THE
NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

In October 1990, the Montgomery County Revenue
Authority (MCRA) initiated an important study at the
Montgomery County Airpark (GAl). Funded by the U.S.
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the State of
Maryland, and Montgomery County, the study is examin-
ing the impacts of aircraft noise on land uses and
residents in the vicinity of GAI. The principal purpose of
the study is to develop a noise control program that
addresses concerns of the airpark’s neighbors and
minimizes potential noise/land use incompatibilities.

The MCRA and the FAA are conducting this study under
a federal program called Federal Aviation Regulation
(FAR) Part 150. FAR Part 150 establishes a standard
approach for airports to follow in developing and docu-
menting a noise control program. Satisfactory comple-
tion of a Part 150 Study makes an airport eligible for
Federal funding support in implementing noise control
measures.

The principal goal of the Part 150 Study is to minimize
disturbance resulting from aircraft operations. To
accomplish this goal, the study is organized into six
technical elements. The first five elements of the study
are complete, while the sixth is nearing completion and
will be finalized after the next round of public information
meetings.

The six elements include:

« development of a study database,

+ identification and evaluation of aircraft noise
abatement (operational) alternatives,

* identification and evaluation of compatible
land use planning and control alternatives,

* selection of a “package” of operational and
land use actions for implementation,

« development of a program to implement and
monitor the selected altematives, and

* preparation of the required documentation.

Two final project steps need to be completed:
» completion of the public participation process; and

« submission of the final documentation of the
recommended Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
to the FAA.

The first technical element included collecting noise
measurement data, gathering information on runway and
flight track use and on aircraft types and annual opera-
tions, land use and zoning data, computer modelling of
noise exposure for existing and future conditions, and
determining noise impact. This information was pre-
sented in the first public information report and at the
first community workshop. The second and third
technical elements involved the identification and
evaluation of various operational and land use abate-
ment strategies that could be implemented to reduce
noise impacts around GA!. This information was
presented in the second public information report and at
the second community workshop.

This third public information report, and the upcoming
community workshop, will present the results of the
fourth and fifth technical elements. They will describe
the remainder of the study and recommend final abate-
ment alternatives, determine the procedures required to
implement each alternative and the entities responsible
for implementation, determine the sources of funding
and the implementation schedule, and present the
anticipated benefits of the overall compatibility program.

continued: see Progress...,page 5
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Recommended Noise Compatibility Program

The recommended NCP for GAl includes 16 recommended measures: 5 operational measures, 2 land use measures,
and 9 measures related to ongoing program implementation, monitoring, and review.

The first section presents the recommended operational measures for GAL. Operational measures are those that affect

the airport plan, airport use, or aircraft operation.

; . PROPOSED ORERATIONAL MEASURES
Institute Institute Modify Business Restrict Restrict Nighttime
Noise Abatement Preferential Jet Departures (Voluntarily) Maintenance
Flight Tracks Runway Use Procedures Nighttime Operations Runups

This measure will re-
mind pilots to turn
right after departure
from Runway 32.
This tum will reduce
overflights on the
close-in  Hunters
Woods residential
area. The FAA will
conslider the feasibil-
ity of this measure
during the NCP re-
view, after which the
MCRA and the BWI
Alr Traffic Control
Tower will work to
advise pilots. Theas-
soclated costs are
discussedon page 3.
This action is pres-
ently being partially
implemented and full
implementation is ex-
pected in 1993.

This measure will en-
courags pilots to use
Runway 14 for depar-
tures to the maximum
extent possible. Such
use will reduce depar-
tures over all residential
areas tothe north/north-
west of GAL. The FAA
will examine its feasibil-
ity during the NCP re-
view, after which the
MCRA will work to ad-
vise pilots. The associ-
atedcosts are discussed
on page 3. Full imple-
mentation is expected
in 1993.

This measure will en-
courage pllots of busi-
ness Jet alrcraft to use
the NBAA Closs-in De-
parture Procedure on
Runway 32 departures.
This procadure will re-
duce noise levels on all
residential areas to the
north/northwest of GAI.
The FAAwillexamineits
feasibility during the
NCP review, after which
the MCRA will work to
advise pilots. The asso-
clated costs are dis-
cussed on page 3. Full
implementation Is ex-
pected in 1993.

This measure Institutes
a voluntary nighttime
use restriction by
nolsler, predominantly
business, Jet aircraft.
Such a restriction will
reduce the louder night-
time overflights of all
residential areas to the
north/northwest of GAL
Sinca this would be only
a voluntary restriction,
the MCRA will decide
on the legal format of
the restriction and will
work to advise pilots.
Costs associated with
this action are covered
on page 3. Full imple-
mentation is expected
in 1993.

Although runups are
notcurrently anissue
at GAl, this measure
will restrict tha time
and locatlon for any
future runups. This
restriction will reduce
nighttime nolse lev-
els from ground op-
erations for all resi-
dential areas adjacent
to GAl. Since this
would be only a vol-
untary restriction, the
MCRA willl declde
upontheformatofthe
restriction and will
work to advise pilots.
Thecosts assoclated
with this measura are
discussed on page 3.
Fullimplementationis
expected in 1993.

The next section presents the recommended land use measures for GAL. There are typically two types of land use
abatement measures available to land use planners. Remedial measures for airport noise compatibility planning are
generally implemented to correct or alleviate existing land use compatibility concems. They include land acquisition and
relocation, easement acquisition, enactment of new zoning, changes in current zoning, environmental review, sound
insulation, noise barriers, and tax incentives. Preventative measures for airport noise compatibility planning are gener-
ally enacted to decrease the possibility of incompatible land uses developing in the future. They include land acquisition
and relocation, easement acquisition, real estate disclosure, zoning, revised building codes, revised subdivision regula-
tions, comprehensive planning, capital improvements program planning, environmental impact review, and tax incentives.

& z +PROPOSED:I'-AND USE MEASURESH
Update This measure will update the existing ordinancs to inform potential home buyers about the presence of
Real Estate aircraft noise. Potential home buyers could recelve information about the potential disruptive effect of
Disclosure alrcraft nolse levels from GAl. Implementation would be the responsibility of Montgomery County after
A arequestby the MCRA. No costs, outside of normal County administrative function, are assoclated with
Ordinance  this action. Full implementation is expected in 1993.
Update  This measure wouldupdate local plansto accurately reflect the noise impact from GAI. These plans would
Comprehensive help determine future growth and development within the community. Implementatlon would be the
responsibility of Montgomery County after a request by the MCRA. No costs, outside of normal County
Plans  administrative function, are associated with this action. Fullimplementation is expected In 1993.

“
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The last section deals with the ongoing program implementation, monitoring, and review. These measures educate and
remind pilots of operational noise abatement procedures, educate the local community about the airport and noise
abatement procedures, provide the airport with a method to respond to noise complaints and to solve local noise prob-
lems, and provide a means by which GAI can determine when changes occur in the noise exposure surrounding the
airport such that an update of the noise study needs to be undertaken.

: .:PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION; MONITORINGAND REVIEW MEASURES

Program Publlcity:  This measure will remind pilots to follow all noise abatement procedures at GA, including all five proposed
Letters to Alrmen  operational measures previously mentioned. Following FAA review of the five measures, the MCRA will
publish and distribute the Letter to Alrmen. Better pliot awareness of local nolse abaternent procedures
Isexpected. ltis expectedthatthe Letter would cost $3,000, of which the FAA would pay 90% and the MCRA

would fund 10%. Implementation would be carried out in 1993.

Program Publiclty:  This measure will remind pilots to follow all nolse abatement procedures at GA, including the first four
Alrslde Signs proposed operational measures praviously mentioned. Following FAA review of the four measures, the
MCRA will erect the alrside signs. Better pllot awarenass of local noise abatement procedures Is expected.
It s expectad that the signs would cost $8,000, of which the FAA would pay 90% and the MCRA would fund

10%. Implementation would ba carried out In 1993.

Program Publicity:  This measure will remind pilots to follow all noise abatement procedures at GA, including all five proposed
Informatlonal operational measures previously mentioned. Following FAA review of the five measures, the MCRA will
Brochures  publish and distribute the brochure. Increased pilot awaransss of local noise abatement procedures Is
expacted. It is expected that the brochure would cost $5,000, of which the FAA would pay 90% and the

MCRA would fund 10%. Implementation would be carried out In 1993.

Program Publlcity: This measure will remind pilots to follow all noise abatement procedures at GAI, including the first four
ATIS/ATCT  proposed operational measures previously mentioned. Following FAA review of the four measures, the
Advisorles  MCRA will request that the FAA place a nolse abatement message on the ATIS and that the FAA ATCT

advise pllots requesting procedures not consistent with local noise abatement procedures. Better pllot
awareness of local noise abatement procedures Is expacted. No related costs are expected for this
measure. Implementation would be carried out In 1993.

Appoint Nolse  This measure will require the MCRA to appoint a Nolse Abatement Contact for GAL. This personwouldbe
Abatement Contact  responsible for handling noise complaints and tracking aircraft not complying with noise abatement
procedures. Increased compliance with procedures is expected. No implementation costs are expected,
since the employee would be funded from other sources as part of his/er regular Job. While this could be

implemented immediately, a 1993 implementation date is more likely.

Institute Nolse  This measure will require the MCRA to adopt procedures to log and track noise complaints. ftis most likely
Complalnt Recalpt  that this logging would be the responsibility of the Noise Abatement Contact. Increased compliance with
and Response  procedures Is expected. Theonly implementation costs would be forthe purchase of atelephone answering
Procedures  machine ($200) to handle after-hours complaints. This would be 90% FAA funded and 10% MCRA funded.

This measure could be implemented immediately, atthough a 1993 implementation Is more likely.

Institute Public  This measure will require that the MCRA form a nolse abatement committee to oversea the implementation
Information Program of the NCP and related noise abatement procedures. Increased compliance with noise abaterment
procedures s expected. No implemantation costs are expected and the/procedure could be implemented

Immediately, although a 1993 date Is more likely.

Evaluate Changes This measure wlll allow the MCRA to review annual nolse exposure on a regular basis. It will also reassess
In Nolse Exposure  the need to update the NEM/NCP, basad on changes in airport oparation. Information will be forwardsd
Due to Changes In  tothe noise abatementcommittes. No Implementation costs are expected and Implementation Is expected
Alrport Layout/ by 1993,
Operations and at
Minimal Intervals
of Time

.
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= COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE ||
= The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR |||
I Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville, |
I MD 20850. l
| I
| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and |
| recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 3 |
I program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program |
| Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures |
| effectiveness of each measure, with 1 2 3 |
| 1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to |
| 2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and |
} 3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of time |
1 2 3 |
| a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks |
! 1 2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be |
|| b. Institute preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons. {
1 2 3 !
| ¢. Modify business jet departures procedures [
| 1 2 3 I
!I d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations 1
1 2 3
{ e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups Ii
1 2 3
| f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance |
' 1 2 3 |
% g. Update comprehensive plans }
1 2 3
= h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise I
| 1 2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss 1
| i. Program publicity: airside signs them here. {
1 2 3
Ii j. Program publicity: informational brochures li
1 2 3
'i k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories ||
1 2 3
'i 1. Appoint noise abatement contact %
1 2 3
| |
| |
L e e e e e e s e S — — mm s e e 4
Progress..., continued from page 1 e o B A R e e R R e e e
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknow!- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

#
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Monlgomery County Government

Montgomery County
Revenue Authority

211 Monroe Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Frinted on recyced DaEoe,
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Questionnaire Analysis Report
MONTGOMERY AIRPARK FAR PART 150 STUDY
Community Workshop #2

24 September 1991

In conjunction with the Montgomery County FAR Part 150 Study
Open House workshop, attendees were asked to respond to a -
questionnaire so that their specific concerns could be identified and
their recommendations and advice recorded. Of the 44 persons
attending the workshop, 39 completed the questionnaire. This report
discusses the 39 questionnaire responses and provides an overview
and analysis of some issues of concemn.

l. How did you learn about this workshop?

Nearly half (46%) of the respondents had learned about the FAR Part
150 Study workshop from information reports previously circulated.
The remainder of the respondents received their information from a
spectrum of sources. Ten (26%) had heard about it from another
individual, two had read a newspaper article about it, three saw the
informational poster at the Goshen Plaza Giant, and ten indicated the
following additional sources: a notice at Goshen Crossing, a notice
posted at the airport itself, an airport association mailing, an
informational form dropped off by a neighbor, from being in the area
and happening to hear of it, through covering the workshop for a
newspaper, from the MCAA, from a previous meeting, and through a
telephone call to the consultants.

It is clear, from the fact that nearly half of the respondents had come
to this workshop based on information received through the
information reports, that these reports are an effective
communication mechanism for this study. In addition, the fact that
more than a quarter of the people who filled out the questionnaire
had heard about the workshop from another individual is a clear
indicator of the strong community interest in this issue; people are

talking to each other about the study and becoming personally
involved.

Prepared by Haaifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991



2. Why did you come to this workshop?

More than two-thirds of the respondents attended the workshop in
order to gather basic information on the FAR Part 150 study and to
"have a voice" in future Study proceedings. There was a lesser,
though still considerable, interest in commenting on specific findings
or alternatives (38%) and in having specific questions addressed or
issues clarified (46%).

3. What is your interest in the Airpark FAR Part 150 Study?

There are two primary interest groups represented by the
respondents. Seventy-four percent are residents of the area in the
vicinity of the airport, and 51% are associated with the airport, as

either pilots, airpark users, or airpark officials. Five of the pilots,
however, are also residents of the area.

4. Have you received other informational materials before attending
this workshop?

Most (59%) respondents had received other materials. As the
responses to Question 1 also indicate, the public information reports
have been effective in informing the community about the Study.

5. Which information sources have you used?

In corroboration of the effectiveness of the information reports, 59%
of the respondents, when specifically asked, cited these reports as
their primary information source. The other information sources
listed - previous community workshops, technical reports, and other
sources - were each used by 28-31% of the respondents. The
category of "other" included newspapers, civic association meetings,
Advisory committee meetings, FAR Part 150 Committee meetings,

talks with airport personnel, the spring 1991 meeting at Casey Barn,
and homeowner meetings.

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991



6. Rate the information sources - Public Information Report #1,
Public Information Report #2, Community Workshop #1, and
Community Workshop #2 - from | being the least effective to 5
being the most effective,

Forty-four percent of the respondents did not answer this question
at all. Those who did respond showed a wide scatter in their answers
but in the case of both the information reports and the workshops
there was a trend towards considering the second of each of these
categories more effective than the first. There was also a trend
towards considering the reports as more informationally effective

than the workshops. The differences in each case, however, were not
great.

’

7. Is there any other information that might have helped you
prepare for this workshop?

The response to this question demonstrated the desire of citizens to
be kept informed. In addition to the materials already provided,
respondents would have liked the following:

* More publicity: more posters, announcements
and handouts

* An announcement on the Gaithersburg cable TV
channel

* Publishing of times of meetings in Gaithersburg Gazette

* A formal, detailed agenda

8. Have you been active in other meetings concerning the Airpark?

Sixty-two percent of the respondents ‘had been previously active.
Three of the remaining 38% had not known of the previous meetings.

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991



9. Did you have specific questions about the FAR Part 150 Study that
you wanted addressed?

There were a number of specific issues that respondents were hoping
to see addressed during the workshop. These included:

* Safety of nearby school

* Timing of flights, especially early in the morning and on
weekends

* Touch and go flights
* Changing current flight patterns

* Fanning flight patterns out

* Sincerity of efforts to have flights avoid neighborhoods
* Zoning of current park area into residential land
* Relocation of airpark to an undeveloped area

Except for the safety of the nearby school, these are all factors that
relate to the issue of noise abatement. Subsequent questions address
this issue in more detail, and their answers also illustrate the high
degree of respondent concern.

10. Has the information provided throughout the Study assisted you
in understanding the data presented and in formulating an opinion
on Airpark Noise Abatement Options?

Sixty-two percent expressed satisfaction with the information
provided to date. Seventeen of those who were satisfied had been to
previous meetings, but six people who had not been to any earlier
meeting also expressed satisfaction with the materials they had seen.
(Some respondents did not fill out this question.)
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11. What is your opinion on the following Operational Abatement
Alternatives, with 1 meaning you disapprove completely, and 5
meaning you approve completely. (The alternatives listed and the
responses to them are detailed in the appendix.)

An analysis of the responses indicates:

* Those operational abatement alternatives that met with the
highest approval were those directly concerned with either limiting
noise or distributing it over a broader area.

* Restricting aircraft operations based on noise was the
preferred alternative, followed by

a. extending the runway/taxiway,

b. changing flight tracks.

c. installing an air traffic control tower, and
d. implementing noise complaint procedures.

* There was a strong division of opinion on the option of
extending the runway/taxiway - 38% disapproved completely and
28% approved completely. All but one of those who strongly
disapproved of this alternative are residents; nine out of the eleven
who strongly approved are pilots.

* Those who disapproved of implementing noise complaint
procedures are either airpark officials or, with one exception, pilots.
This is a reinforcement of earlier indications that noise abatement is
of greater concern to residents than to airpark users.

* On alternatives that relate to aircraft operations, such as
isolating engine run-up activity, it is more likely to be pilots than
residents who strongly disapprove. However, the large number of
respondents who failed to fill in answers to the alternatives of
displacing thresholds and isolating engine run-up activity indicates
that these options may not have been understood by everyone.

* About equal numbers of pilots supported as opposed an air
traffic control tower.
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* Providing a public information program received the highest
approval rating of any of the alternatives - 62% of the respondents
completely approved.

12, In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3 those options that are
your first, second, and third preference.

No overwhelming preference was given in the answers to this
question (see Appendix). However, extending the runway/taxiway
was rated first, second, or third by 21% of the respondents. Other
favored alternatives included changing flight tracks (15%), installing

an air traffic control tower (13%), and implementing noise complaint
procedures (13%).

13. Please identify the area in the vicinity of the Airpark where you
either live or work.

The following locations were given in answer to this question: Goshen
(6), Montgomery Village (4), Hunters Woods (4), Avalon Farm 4),
Ashford, North Village, Granby Woods, Hadley Farms, Airport (3),

Montgomery Aviation, Mill Creek Town South (2), and No answer
(10).

14. How long have you lived or worked in the area?

Forty-one percent of the respondents have lived or worked in this
area for one to five years, 10% for six to ten years, 26% for eleven to
twenty, and. 1% for more than twenty.

15. What are the ages of the residents in your home?

The ages range from 13 months to over eighty. Most respondents,
however, fell into the late twenties to mid-forties age span. Thirty-

one percent were families with children. Twenty-three percent did
not answer this question.
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16. Were you aware that the Airpark was actively used when you
purchased your home?

The majority (64%) knew the Airpark was actively used; 13%,
however, were not aware of this fact. Twenty-three percent did not
answer this question.

I7. Can you identify the approximate times and levels of aircraft
noise that you find are disturbing?

Weekends and early morning use were disturbing to more than 50%
of the respondents, with evening and night noise affecting a further

18%.

Have there been any incidents that concern you relative to the
Airpark?

Forty-six percent responded affirmatively to this part of question 17
mentioning such incidents as congestion of landing planes, a recent
emergency landing, large commuter plane use, low-flying planes,
repeat flight patterns over houses, an incident involving a kite, and
deviations from set take-off and landing patterns.

3

Would you support construction of an airport tower as both an
operational control and a safety measure?

A third of the respondents would support such construction, but 38%
would oppose it. Twenty-eight percent left this question unanswered.
The approval in this question is rather greater than that given in
question 11, perhaps because safety was explicitly mentioned.
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18. Is there any additional information you would like provided to
you?

The responses to this question included:

* What do local politicians think about this issue?

* Why is the County Council continuing to approve residential
building in affected areas? -

* Can we receive status reports on the progress of the Study?

* What percentage of homeowners in the vicinity of the airport
are opposed it?

* Can we be informed of changes before they happen,
especially with regard to expanding commuter flights?

* Can we see Airport regulations and statistics?

19. Have you completed a card to have your name placed on the
master mailing list and to verify our information?

Four people (10%) did mot fill out such a card.

20. Please use the space below to provide the study team and county
officials with any additional comments you may have.

The comments given here are diverse, informative, and often useful.
In addition, several people took the opportunity to indicate their
satisfaction with the Airport and its noise levels.

. Motorc_ycles on Shady Grove are louder than aircraft at
airport property line.

* Moved to this location in order to be near the airport.

* Planes fly too low over houses.

* A safe airport by any objective measure. Zoning and
permitting decisions were made in the past that were known
would exacerbate future conflict.
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* It would be fairer to have a fanned-out pattern of flight
allocation that directed flights over a wider area.

* Phase out this airport and consider a new location.
It is hard for homeowners to see plane numbers so as to
report violators of set landing and take-off patterns. Should

require registration on wing bottom.

* Montgomery Aviation has not yet been consulted about the
various noise abatement options or alternatives.

* The workshops are constructive, and the information
welcome,

* Place meeting notices at grocery stores.

* It would be helpful if local politicians would take a public
stand on the air park.

* It seems that it is only a handful of residents who are
bothered by loud single event noises.
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__Briefly Noted

The Montgomery County Air-
park area residents are invited to
a Noise Study Community Work-
shop on Tuesday, Sept. 24, 6 to
10 pan., Goshen Illementary
School, 8701 Warficld Rd. They
can question the consultants now

completing the Airpark Stucy.
For more information call Hanifin
Assoc. Inc. in Laurel, Md. at
301-317-9025.



SUMMARY
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP NO. 2
FAR PART 150 STUDY
MONTGOMERY AIRPARK (MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD)

24 September 1991 - 6:00 PM
Goshen Elementary School
Gaithersburg, Maryland

Presenter; Alan G. Hass, P.E.
Harris, Miller, Miller & Han_son, Inc.

Thomas Breen
Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc.

Robert Clifford

LPA Group
Facilitator: Linda M. Hanifin
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
Attendees: Attachment A
Handouts: Attachment B

Summary of Evaluation
Questionnaire: Attachment C

The purpose of the second community workshop was to provide neighboring residents and
other interested persons with information on the FAR Part 150 Study, as well as an
opportunity to discuss the study's progress with the technical consultants. The workshop
format was conducted in an ‘open-house" forum, allowing attendees an opportunity to ask
questions and discuss issues with the technical consultants on a one-on-one basis. The
community workshop also provided area residents with an effective mechanism to provide
their input and comments regarding the study on a more personal level,

The workshop room was set up with five "
results. A member of the study team was
questions. Approximately 40 people atten
community organizations. Participants we
a registration form and questionnaire. Att

nformation clusters,* each providing details of study
available to explain information and answer

ded, representing concerned citizens, groups, and
re greeted by the study team and asked to complete
endees were then directed to the “information
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clusters" to meet the technical consultants — Mr. Alan Hass of HMM&H, Mr. Thomas Breen of
HMM&H, and Mr. Robert Clifford of LPA.

The information clusters were arranged as follows:

INFORMATION CLUSTER #1
Welcome and Basic Study Information
Linda Hanifin - Hanifin Associates, Inc.

INFORMATION CLUSTER #2
Airpark Operations
Tom Breen - HMM&H
e Contour Development
e Flight Track Information
® Annual Operations Information

Operational Abatement Alternatives
Alan Hass - HMM&H
e Operational Abatement Summary
e Single-Event Contours
e Operational Analysis
e Existing Noise Contours

INFORMATION CLUSTER #4
Land-Use Abatement Alternatives
Bob Clifford - LPA Group
e Land-Use Abatement Summary
Land-Use Map
Acres of Impact
Future Noise Contours

INFORMATION CLUSTER #5
Study Information Display and Handouts
Laura Rauber - Hanifin Associates, Inc.

The workshop took place from 6:00 - 9:30 P.m. with attendees arriving in a steady flow
throughout most of the evening. Several attendees lingered and were still asking
questions as the workshop was wrapped up at 10:00 p.m.
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GENERAL COMMENTS

COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #2
MCRA

Mr. Stuart Kenney of the Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA), expressed
disappointment at the low turnout at the workshop. Given the concerns conveyed by
committee representatives, he expected that more persons would attend. He hopes
the citizens groups are doing a thorough job of educating their neighbors - perhaps
explaining the low turnout? Mr. Kenney also mentioned that there appeared to be
some people who were benefiting greatly from the workshop information.

Harris, Miller. Miller & Hanson

Mr. Alan Hass of Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson commented after the meeting that
the main concern of the attendees seemed to be the lack of available noise reduction
options generated from the study. He also mentioned that though the reaction to the
workshop was fairly calm, they are still looking for a ‘magical" noise reduction
alternative that just isn't possible. Mr. Hass also stated that the size 0

f the workshop
turnout was about average for this kind of study.

Tom Breen also noted that most of the people he spoke with knew little about the
study and had not participated in any of the previous meetings. These people wanted
to be educated on the study and were very inquisitive. He mentioned that while few

specific technical questions were asked, participants basically wanted to know what
had been accomplished in the study to date.

The LPA Group, Inc.

Mr. Clifford of the LPA Group stated that the majority of attendees he spoke with
appreciated the opportunity to meet with not only the consultants, but with each other
to give and take information. Most stated they had learned a great deal more about
the Airpark's operations and were reassured after seeing that the County is available
and willing to communicate with them. Most felt that the Airpark and its surrounding
communities will become better neighbors after this workshop.

Mr. Clifford mentioned that some of the attendees were not aware of the scope of the
residential land use surrounding the Airpark. They seemed to be concerned about
preventative land-use measures and suggested that any undeveloped land currently

surrounding the Airpark (particularly south of the Airpark) should be protected and not
zoned residential in the future.
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Mr. Clifford also noted that a few area residents stated they were misinformed by their
real estate agents when purchasing their homes re: the five-mile airport disclosure.

They felt they were not specifically informed about the Montgomery Airpark i.e. size,
flight schedules, etc.

Specific O . | C :

The majority of those who attended the workshop spent quite a bit of time at the
meeting asking questions and initiating open discussions. Several attendees continued
discussions with the study team until 10:00 p.m. Participants appeared to be quite
enthusiastic about filling out the questionnaires, seeing this as an opportunity to
provide their own specific input to the study. Many of the new participants also
provided additional names to the mailing list for future study information.

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28, 1991



ATTACHMENT A

LIST OF ATTENDEES



Jim Rives
Avalon Farm

Jeff Meshinsky
Montgomery Aviation

Jack Collins
Ashford

Charles Settgast

N. Village Homes Corp.

Mary Ritchie
Ashford

Russ Rankin
Hunters Woods

Rosemary Arkoian
Prathertown

Robert Oberlander
MD Air Safety Institute

Judith Ellis
Avalon Farms

Jeff Hartwick
Hunters Woods

Brian Poole
Highfield

Donna Whitridge
Hadley Farms

LIST OF ATTENDEES
Far Part 150 Study

Joulyn Fraser
Montgomery Aviation

Joli McCathran
MD General Assembly

Ann Toblin
Prathertown

Janet O'Neil
Burton Woods

David Bohn
Ashford

Nancy Shenk
Goshen

Douglas McNeeley
Flight Resources

Dominick Alberti
Granby Woods

Bonnie Buntain
Avalon Farms

Mike Whitcomb
Granby Woods

John Whitridge
Hadley Farms

Vincent Morris
Express Newspaper



Leonard J. Stone, Sr.
North Montgomery Village

Clifford Swain
East Village

Albert Ducker
Hunters Woods

Richard Boggs

Goshen Community Assn.

Jimmy Haller
Montgomery Village

Sonya Overeem
Prathertown

Bob Ciri
Brookfield

Margaret Natof
Mill Creek Towne

Sara Green
Gazette Newspapers

Karen McCarthy
Hunters Woods I

Anne Swain
East Village

Janet Martin
Ashford

Barbara Eisenbeiss
Hunters Woods |

Murray Weiss
MCAA

Sampath Arepalli
Hunters Woods

Stuart Natof
Mill Creek Towne

Melanie Rankin
Hunters Woods



ATTACHMENT B

HANDOUTS



following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain communi
iplete your responses as you tour the i
act team. Thank you in advance for

ly.

2)

5)

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

AT R vwwiery

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

— Newspaper article (specify)
— Notice at public library

— From another person

—_ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

___To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

— To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

— To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?:

___ Pilot ___ Airpark user
__ Airpark official — Community
official

—_ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

— Other (specity)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop?

__Yes __No

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

nformation clusters, or after you ha
your time and cooperation in providi

8)

10)

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports
— Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

[s there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

Yes No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

_ Yes No °

o

ty input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
ve finished, and return it to a member of the
ng us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this



) 7
e
////7,’.- 3 .

AIRPARK AREA-RECOMMENDED LAND USE
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INFORMATIONAL MATERIAL

FOR THE

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AIRPARK
FAR PART 150
NOISE AND LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY STUDY

COMMUNITY WORKSHOP NO. 2
GOSHEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
GAITHERSBURG, MD

SEPTEMBER 24, 1991

6:00 P.M. - 10:00 P.M.



Montgomery County Airpark

FAR Part 150 Study

SELF GUIDED TOUR OF INFORMATION CLUSTERS




MONTGOMERY AIRPARK FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE '

INFORMATION CLUSTER LAYOUT

This Open House has been designed to provide interested persons information on the
FAR Part 150 Study, as well as access to experts from the study team. The meeting
room has been set up with 5 "information clusters,” each providing details describing

INFORMATION CLUSTER #1
Welcome and Basic Study Information
Linda Hanifin - Hanifin Associates, Inc.

INFORMATION CLUSTER #2 N
Airpark Operations #3
Tom Breen - HMMH

* Contour Development

¢ Flight Track Information ﬁ>

¢ Annual Operations Information <§
INFORMATION CLUSTER #3 #4
Operational Abatement Alternatives
Alan Hass - HMMH

¢ Operational Abatement Summary

¢ Single-Event Contours #1 <y #*S5
 Operational Analysis

* Existing Noise Contours

INFORMATION CLUSTER #4 \‘ |\_J

Land-Use Abatement Alternatives

Bob Clifford - LPA Group
¢ Land Use Abatement Summary
* Land Use Map
* Acres of Impact

“e Future Noise Contours
INFORMATION CLUSTER #5

Study Information Display and Handouts
Laura Rauber - Hanifin Associates, Inc.

PLEASE COMPLETE AND TURN IN YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE. YOUR
INPUT IS IMPORTANT TO US.




Montgomery County Airpark
FAR Part 150 Study

COMMENTS

Your comments with regard to the Montgomery County Airpark Part 150
Noise/Land Use Compatibility Study, or thjs Community Workshop are
appreciated. Should you have any questions, comments, or suggestions,

please feel free to provide your comments to us tonight or to contact us at
any time.

GAI PART 150 STUDY GAI PART 150 STUDY
MR. ALAN G. HASS, P.E.

MS. LINDA M. HANIFIN
HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. HANIFIN ASSOCIATES, INC,
429 MARRETT ROAD

14105 YARDARM WAY #1101
LEXINGTON, MA 02173 LAUREL, MD 20707
(617) 863-1401 (301) 317-9025



ATTACHMENT C

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION
QUESTIONNAIRE



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page F-1

APPENDIX F Sign-In Sheets and Comments From Second and Third Community Workshop



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

project team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this
study.

1)

Ad veot~a e,

2)

Qat wﬂvﬁ

How did you learn about this workshop?

___ Information report mailed to my home
or business

___ Newspaper article (specify)

___Notice at public library

___ From another person

X Other (specify) FAC (ST (Meé‘fﬂv\-fi

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

___ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

__To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

XPilot

__ Airpark official

__Airpark user

__ Community
official

___Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

___Other (specify)

Have you received other informational
Xlerials befere attending this workshop? 10)

Yes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

k Public Information Report (Newsletter)

__ Previous community workshops e

\l_ Technical reports

iOther (specify) FAR 1SC CMM(W

Rate the information sources below from

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

é"u)blic Information Report #1

2 3 4 5
Public Ipfarmation Report #2
1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note. DO

=
Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_&Yes

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

No

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

XYES

No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. dending runway/taxiway

1 3 4 5

b. placing thresholds

1 3 4 5

c. Isolatin ine run-up activity

1 2 4 5

d. Changiggiight tracks
> | 2 4 5

Changing runway use
2 3 4 5

Modifyj eparture procedures
2 4 5
Restriclimg.engine run-ups
G M

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
1 2 3 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control

1 ; y 3 4 5

j- Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 @

k. Implementing noise complaint
proced

1 2 4 5

l. Providing a public information

program e
1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
conta

1 2 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4 5

o. Producing informational

brochures
1 2 3 4 @
A

R .- Brorswe
BOs RUER Fiis DIRWE
otowas, &2 20874

12) In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those oplions that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work. [

A wat ceatde 1 (un Rale et

14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area?

Q YAl _
15) What are the ages of residents in your
home?
a Ao

16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? X Yes __No. If so, how did you
learn ofthis information?

17) Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
__Yes__No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

___Yes _,X No

18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

"Yes No
X

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

AR s @ sale aw o™ Bey Qezg

Ol eetrie wessne , Mauy & we
issces aledt wlic Gk \vkuf’dla@@ aweqf
“é’%v} eTW N COV\L{)QCW were ak owe Tt
aucdaste by (oudd qovecnwesd,
DUT_Coawsroes cieuams v wado |
lazy O.wum&f*g ot weeve oues
that tuue Kusrcaw Yo exacev Datd
Name Lotove CinSlet (*Z)&CLL«PQE» Jonms, &S
Address @%tée:,cctc& kd/u_é v The \wiwedzeée
Uie Mo — qrwsive B0 duns pe weikS
Telephone Number ey COMLwm Quc el SQ“’\KH‘WS
Organization Lot indvede wle, e Ruag
(aovmuctu/ \CU,LL(—-V*( e, e'cf) Cfcic
wwdFevence (ute C)\’)G&’LK w\m2
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Optional



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
xmplete your responses as you tour the information clusters;, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this
study.

.) How did you learn about this workshop? __ Previous community workshops
___ Information report mailed to my home __ Technical reports
or business
__ Other (specify)
—_ Newspaper article (specify)
6) Rate the information sources below from
___Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.
__ From another person

s . Public Information Report #1 . )
. j/Other (specify) / /zéw/ %2 QZ// é/xzs‘uﬁéué1 2 3 4 5 @/

2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2 ﬁh 3
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5 /l/
__To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1 ) N
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5 N
_\f{o comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2 e A
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5 (

'\lTo "have a voice" in future study

proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
o/ have helped you prepare for this
_\/fo have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note. . ol 9
or issues clarified }jés ; &b/(.j b Aree e 6}1 .:‘ﬂa s u#ﬁ
8) Have yols éen active in other meetings Gaze
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR cencerning the Airpark?

Part 150 Study?

__Yes _\/No

__ Pilot __ Aimpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the

__Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:

i Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly

neighborhood) é@d?/&/ FJVWS

__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed

community group (specify) adequately?

__ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the

information you require.

4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending thjsworkshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
___Yes N No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
used?

Options?

___ Public Information Report (Newsletier) __ Yes \_ No



A

11)

2=

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

o

Extending runway/taxiway
2 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

Isolating engine run-up activity
2 3 4 5

©

Changing runway use/—.j
2 3 4 5

Modifying departure pr [res
2 3 4 5

Restrldmg engine run(u
2 )

Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise .
&)

2 3 4

Instaliing an air traffic control
tower

2 3 4 5

Changing flight tracks
2 3 4

Placing airside signs
2 3 4 5

Implementing noise complaint

procedures @

2 3 4

Providing a public information
program

2 3 4

S

Appointing a noise abatement

conlacl
&)

2 3 4
Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committees
4

2 3
Producing informational

brochures
< (3

2 3

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

7 /‘:“” S CpvC /r:-r.J'
Ot
Optional

la question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,

and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have, you lived or worked in the

area? /Z Lufb

What are the ages of resudents in your

home? Z% - %D

Were you aware that the Airpark was

actively used whe
home? __ Yes.”/ No.
leam of this information?

you purchased your
if so, how did you

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing?

[ 42,6/('(»21,1:[ L f’”“ Frac
a. Have there been any mctdents that
concern you relattve to the Airpark?

Yes
b. Would you suppo

control and a safety measure?
_ Yes L/lﬁo

Is there any additional |nformat|on you

would like prowded to you?

yélfeiﬁ o éﬁm/ﬂ

L(jC/HSf'

7’2::,4_‘./4 Tt —H'f—'ir'ﬂ [

eterit G eanat incsey
construction of an
airport tower as both an operational

u completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list

and to verify our information?
/
~ Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

ﬁf 71—2n('_[{ -rj{_‘_,\ 7Ll"((LiL\‘) %&Aﬁ
!I)-'l < ;g‘ Qi1 /LLL”S?L /06 A‘{);L'ﬁ/[)//Q:/.
(715 abseloTe B-5 ~f bhave - o/

0&/6/(//2@45/ —,@/ /u:u;f_g

gé“/?/fv'{"-}/ 7+ Se ma’aU Faovt i S

Name  Joha () hiArde-

Address ™) ¢7 (, g/,f;{/k resvE Ce

Telephone Number
Organization

oarviz’mevs/gurj M 875

(3:) §65-4173

(8%



MAIL TO:
MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY Ms. Linda M. Hanifin
Hanifin Associates
14105 Yardarm Way #1101
Laurel, MD 20707

he following questions have been daveloped as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
\Jject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

tudy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

___Information report mailed to my home
or business

"_'_/ Newspaper article (specify) )t ! A
6)
___Notice at public library

___ From another person
___ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

_ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

y
' To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified
8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

_1 Pilot __Airpark user

__ Aimark official Community

official

L Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) 47ee (/7R Sc

-

___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

___Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

__Yes _«No

Which information sources have you
used?

___Public Information Report (Newsletter)

___Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? [f so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

Yes | -No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

il Yes ~_No



11)

L.

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve.
a. Extending runway/taxiway
1 2 8 4, s
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 @’/ 5
C. Isolating engine run-up activity
1, 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 (4 /) 5
e. Changing runway use
(1) 2 3 4 5

Modifying.departure procedures

f.
1 2 (9_./4 5

g: . Restricting engine run-ups
1! 2 3 4 5
h Restricting aircraft operations
-~ based on noise
T
Qo 2 3 4 5
i Installing an air traffic contral
tower
M, 2 3 4 5
- Placing airside signs
1 2 @ 4 5
k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures
1 2) 3 4 5
"
I Providing a public information
Drogram
1 é/ 3 4 5
m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact __ .
1 2 @ 3, 4 5
n. [ncreasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
) committe\e_s
1 2 (3 4 5
0. Producing informational
brochures

—

2 (3) 4 5

12) {n question #11, mark with a 1, _ 33
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

ke cRese ¢y, e

14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area? j ¢,

[
15) What are the ages of residents in your

home? g .. S*;)

16) Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? ~~Yes __No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

17) Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

. A .. . 7 - PR ./.a'§r~1~
are disturbing? A7z ;77530 v ff e f COFTEPRS

e R i A AT
a. Have there been any incidénts that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
__Yes _iNo

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes i—No

18) Is there any additional information you
would lke provided to you?

18) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

Yes 3_{ No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Morpecycles oAl
SHRD ) ¢ v~ FAr2e&
Lot &g 7 Al
g7 o~ <7/ Atz f”/\

77 {/\/’9 ';:{"7"5‘"'// f{f’f--f'

Optional

2 e~ AT

Name

Address )71y ( /7(0//"7/;(@\ g&fﬁ}v

S Vitl&~ 77/
Telephone Number
Organization

2o



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Pleasa

complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished,
project team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with y.

study.

1) How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

___ Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library

X From another person

__ Other (specify)

2) Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

_?éTo gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

%_ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

)<‘_ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

£_To have specific questions addressed
‘ot issues clarified

3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
__ Pilot . Airpark user
___ Airpark official __ Community
official

)5 Resident of a ected area (specify
neighborhood) 1147\3; Lcda{.;‘h -f.--;

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

—_ Other (specify)
4) Have you received other informational
_materials before attending this workshop?
Yes _ No
5) Which information sources have you
used?

___Public Information Report (Newsletter)

7)

9)

10)

and retum it to a member of the
our thoughts and viewpoints on this

ﬁ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

\7/_ Other (spacify) @/n(. et Calipe ot

(_/7{?//, (e |

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 (3) 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 @ 4 5

Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

/XYes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a  Please list them briefly f,//fd - LL%J L Wik

/?"U’g' A ,XLML:VCQL Ak M i ijL'I-'L-

o éomkﬁa_u( A, MO L (}_,_f.,(- et

b. Were they addressed L { -
adequately? s Taf'\""—ﬁ&'ﬂkt";

drz— . iy b’éLf/J¥ﬁ'L936{

Yes __No; If no, please state thé &, 4 f £

information you require. Heo . 0Al Yt

Has the information providedlﬁth{rédéhoéﬁﬁuuuc | S&/

the study assisted you in understanding G-y, "t /

the data presented and in formulating an

opinion on Aimpark Noise Abatement

Optlions?

Yes No



11) What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly - Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway
@ 2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5
c. Isolating-engine run-up activity
1 2 (8) 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4 @

Changing ruaway use

1 2 3 2 (5)

f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 4 <‘ 5>

g. Restricting engine run-ups

1 2 é 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations
@ based on noise

1

2 Q) 4 5
i. Installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2@ 4 5

- Placing airside signs
1 2 3 4 5

K. Implementing noise complaint

procedures
1 2 3 4 @

l. Providing a public information

program

N

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitlees

1 2 3 4 5

0. Producing informational

brochure
1 2 @ 4 5

12) In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

Jlontic, Cbtdo= [ 00istn Wi |
14) How long have you fived or worked in the {/*J‘"’X
area? g\o %/\/Q/J R

15) What are the ages of residents in your
home? T o

16) Waere you awére that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __ Yes X_No. If so, how did you

learn of this info matlon‘7 MJA, 7&( e L/ di’*
)'l\m'\“é L ITL LL—CEJ \..—1‘-—3“5 \k YL
17) Can you identify the pro ate times

and fevels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? "7.00 & , /i,
1.0¢ o Lo, JE TS

a. Have there been any incidents that
ncern you relative to the Airpark?
Yes _ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safely measure?

N
Yés=No , i it 1£/1L1L0
18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you? ~podcomu Y

Ao e a4 g
19) Hﬁﬁ{cjco‘glgleted ca@'m/"cio have your : /A‘W

name placed on the master mailing list /(R“Lﬁm :
and to verify our information?

>_< Yes _ No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Lt M ot et fhw
Z&’?Muuu,ca‘(

| e KM/;&A,
/ U&i{u_ \f U f/z /mm}&
Optiond :
Name %/M %L (l/ﬁa A
Address fgéé? M/ﬁk
Yaci .

Telephofde Number —
Organization LQS §=0%




MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Plsase

xmplete your responses as you tour the i
roject team. Thank you in advance for

study.

G d b w il e %L‘ﬁ/}ﬁ%ol@i 6y oVt V] FeUSe

/X Resident of affected area (speci
neighborhood) ) LLO’\IELS Weret #L

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
___ Notice at public library

X From another person

__ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

—_ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

X To "have a voice™ in future study
proceedings

___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Aimpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot __ Airpark user
___ Aimpark official __ Community

¢

Q Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specity)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop?

_ Yes X No

Which information sources have you
used?

XPublic [nformation Report (Newsletter)

8)

9)

10

nformation clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on thisg

—_ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

_ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective. '

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Have et
Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5  Seen m ECJ

Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings r, (4/ _ C ' (
concerning the Airpark? g el Lé-(u.é{ alraill UL

__ Yes __No lj&\‘!‘f;_{c_
Did you have specific questions about the

FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefiy CL . :&
] /< > o7 ¢ f’"}')[/
Fesf cote. «Hfgﬁu/g veny 5&“3 -/ i
b. Were they addressed %Elm% in

adequately?

weck ¢ -
Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

X Yes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernaltives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.

' Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway
1 2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5
c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4 5
e. Changing runway use
1 2 3 4 5
f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 4 5
g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 5
h " Restricting aircraft operations

1

based on noise

2

3

4@'

Installing an air traffic control
tower

2

3

4 5

Placing airside signs

2

3

4 5

implementing noise complaint

procedures

2

3

e

Providing a public information
program

2

3

4 @

Appointing a noise abatement
contact

2

3

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committees

2 3 4
bb}’l(-QQ,L& w

Producing informational
brochures

2

3

5
" apeshan

12) (n question #11, mark with a 1,2, and 3
those oplions that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

e bloct gagt & ik Claghen P ot 3a_

14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area? =
; !
7 5
15) What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Me @b, tushand 38, &‘iﬂu@/}ug 3gR 1309
16) Were you aware that the Airpark was

actively used whén you purchased your

home? __ Yes __ No. If so, how did you

learn, of this |nforant|on’?

ﬂlj Pritale glouns
17) Can ydqu identify the apprommate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find LH%
are disturbing 7 The, ow USC
Py OX T (’y (0 (’-{’w’g A ¥ CL& &YDmLL{‘Q’}

a. Have there been any incidents that
concermn you relative to the Atrpark'?

% Yes BN WQ Mh 7&6,(1%2{% chl

b. Would you support construction of an GO Lot
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes X/No No. Uk Al unovate e fSedfi

18) (s there any additional information you
would fike provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

% Yes __HNo

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional

Name A{,J t@; K ) A K&P&q{/@
Address l ch 6RA ’\J BLE @Uﬁf :Dﬂz
Telephone Number @A’TH LR&C@ L)Ré’) O‘Vtz) &087 O}

Organizalion



MAIL T0O:
MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY Ms. Linda M. Hanifin
Hanifin Associates
14105 Yardarm Way #1101
Laurel, MD 20707

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

How did you learn about this workshop?

/
Y Information report mailed to my home
or business

— Newspaper article (specify)

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports
—_ Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
__ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
___ From another parson
Public Information Report #1
__ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
__ To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
— To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
*" To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
— To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study? F
“ Yes __No
v Pilot v/ Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
__ Aimark afficial — Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
__ Resident of affected area {specify a. Piease list them briefly
neighborhood)
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes ___No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
 Yes _ No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formutating an
5)

Which information sources have you
used?

_;’: Public Information Report (Newsletter)

opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

/ Yes _ No



What is your opinion on the following 12) In questen #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3

Operational Abatement Alternatives, with those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you eith etther live gr;bvork
Strongly Approve | H /] Ciecl  lowone b
a. Extending runway/faxiway 14) How long have you lived or worked in the
1 2 L(_g/, 4 5 area? 9_ b}_Q(_L,(__rj
b. Displacing thresholds AOO P! N1OH 15) What are the ages of residents in your
1 2 3 4 5 home? 9 @ Ao ots
(o] solating engine run-up activity 16} Were you aware that the Airpark was
1 2 3 4 5 actively ?ed when you purchased your
home? v Yes __ No. If so, how did you
d. {.‘jhanging flight tracks {eam of this information?
1 (2 3 4 5
~ 17) Can you identify the approximate times
@ Changing runway use and tevels of aircraft noise that you find
2 3 4 5 are disturbing? DL
g Modlfym eparture procedures a. Have there been any incidents that
1 \ 5 concermn Y;ZU relative to the Airpark?
__Yes * No
" Restricting engine run-ups
@ 2 3 4 5 b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
h Restricting aircraft operations control and a safety measure?
based on noise __Yes_No (o @UD;,LLW
@ 2 3 4 5
18) Is there any additional informatjon you
i Installing an air traffic control would like provided to you? .
tower <
1 2 @ 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
‘ - name placed on the master mailing list
i Placing airside signs Ko O:P' ! and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 S
__Yes + No
k. Implementing noise complaint X-
procedures 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 @ 3 4 5 the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

I Providing a public information ) "

T S
1 grogra@ 4 5 Lie moved s beation

) : e {/{’_JZCL/L ‘/LZIIL,
og J.ﬂ:’_w‘?
m. Appointing a noise abatement e P rpos< 7
ntact wirport.
1 @ 3 4 5 & (P
n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees @ G{P‘“‘* ¥
1 2 3 4 5 Optional / i
Ma ot
o. Producing informational Name M /‘JMLT /./QJ ,l Cf
brochuris Address 172 ¢ //af(:(f_ S
1 2 (3 4 5
© Qi lle MO 26855

Telephone Number
Organization



16

Number of years respondent has lived or worked in the area

1-5 6-10 1120 >20

16 4 10 2

Respondent's attitude towards construction of an_airport tower

Supports 13
Opposes 15
No Answer 11
Prepared by

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991



10
APPENDIX

How respondent learned about the workshop

1. Information report 18
2. Newspaper article 2
3. Notice at public library 0
4. From another person 9
5. Other 11

Reason for attending workshop (check as many as apply.)

1. To gather basic information on the FAR Part 150 Study 25
2. To comment on specific findings or alternatives 15
3. To "have a voice" in future study proceedings 26
4. To have specific questions addressed or issues clarified 18

Respondent's interest in the Airpark FAR Part 150 Study

1. Pilot 10
2. Airpark user 7
3. Airpark official 3
4. Community official 3
5. Resident of affected area 29
6. Member of environmental or community group 1

7. Other (reporter, State Aviation Administration) 2



L1

Had respondent received other: informational materials before
attending this workshop?

Yes 23 No 16

Information sources used

1. Public Information Report (Newsletter) 23
2. Previous community workshops 12
3. Technical reports 11
4. Other 11

Ranking. from 1 being the least effective to 5 being the most
effective, of (1) Public Information Report #I. (2) Public_Information

Report #2. (3) Community Workshop #1. and (4) Community
Workshop #2.

Effectiveness
Source 1 2 3 4 5
L. 5 2 7 1 \
2. 3 1 9 1 2
3. 3 3 3 2 1
4. 2 2 4 3 4

Seventeen respondents did not answer this question.

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 199]



12

Has the information provided throughout the study assisted the
respondent in understanding the data presented and in formulatirg
an_opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement Options?

Yes 24 No 16

Respondent's opinion on the following Operational Abatement
Alternatives. with 1 meaning complete disapproval and 5 meaning
complete approval.

1 2 3 4 5 No Answer

Extending runway/taxiway
15 1 6 1 11 5
Displacing thresholds
6 2 3 3 6 19
Isolating engine run-up activity
7 2 7 4 6 13
Changing flight tracks
4 3 6 3 15 8
Changing runway use
8 2 1 2 15 11
Modifying departure procedures
3 1 9 2 16 g
Restricting enginé run-ups

7 2 8 3 10 9

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991
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1 2 3 ' 4 S No Answer

Restricting aircraft procedures based on noise

9 4 4 2 14 6
Instaliing an air traffic control tower

11 5 7 2 7 7
Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 13 16
Implementing noise complaint procedures

4 2 4 6 19 4
Providing a public information program

| 1 2 6 24 5
Appointing a noise abatement contact

1 1 8 6 19 4
Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory committee

1 2 7 2 9 18
Producing informational brochures

1 0 10 2 19 7

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inec.
December 28th, 1991



Respondents were asked to mark their first, second and third
preferences for each of the above Operational Abatement
Alternatives.

First Choice Second Choice Third Choice

Extending runway/taxiway

5 1 1

Displacing thresholds

0 2 0
Isolating engine run-up activity

| 0 1
Changing flight tracks

1 2 3
Changing runway use

3 0 : 1

Modifying departure procedures

1 2 0
Restricting engine run-ups

0 2 1
Restricting aircraft operations based on noise

3 l 4
Prepared by

Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991

14



First Choice Second Choice

Installing an air traffic control tower

3 2
Placing airside signs

0 0
Implementing noise complaint procedures

2 1
Providing a public information program

2 1
Appointing a noise abatement contact

0 2
Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory committees

0 0
Producing informational brochures

0 2

Third Choice

Changing landing pattern (added by respondent)

Prepared by
Hanifin Associates, Inc.
December 28th, 1991

15



Opinion was strongly divided on F, the measure to update the real estate disclosure
ordinance. It was both the measure most-people considered as very effective and the one
most people considered as not effective. The issue for the latter appears to have been that
updating the disclosure ordinance would not change the level of noise; rather, it would make
people aware that the Airpark was in the vicinity before they purchased a home.

In addition to ranking the listed measures, respondents were asked to make any other

suggestions for noise abatement measures that they deemed appropriate. The following
suggestions were offered.

e Stop evening jet operations; discontinue business jet departures.
¢ Monitor the Airpark management and the increase in the number of aircraft.
e Establish fines for aircraft not following noise abatement procedures.

e Tax, to discourage, noisy aircraft.

e Stop all helicopter flights; alternatively, restrict their operation and space take-offs
further apart.

e Have the Hotline for reporting violations set up in the County offices.
e Limit the number of take-offs and landings permitted each hour.
e Prohibit take-offs and landings from 11:00 pm to 7:00 am, with a fine for violators.

e Limit the flight school's activity, and use Runway 14 (rather than 32) for practicing
touch-and-go.

e Install a localizer navigation aid at GAI to reduce "missed approach” procedures by
aircraft that require full throttle in poor weather.

e Establish higher minimum heights and modify the flight tracks.
e Raise the VFR pattern 100 or more feet, consistent with safety.
e [nstitute enforcement procedures if the voluntary measures are unsuccessful.

e Keep the Airpark as a hobby airport and not for commercial flights.

e Include a corridor for commercial helico

pters with minimum height requirements and
an allowable maximum noise level.

e Don't allow new housing any closer to the Airpark.

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992



e Train new pilots on close-in, instead of long and low, approaches.

e Educate the community about the difference between noise and sound.

The workshops conducted as part of the FAR PART 150 study clearly have been effective
both in educating residents and Airpark users about possible solutions to noise concemns and
in facilitating the receipt of community input. The answers to the final questionnaire
demonstrate an increased awareness of airport procedures and, in addition, offer some
constructive suggestions. The respondents express a willingness to see if those proposed
noise control measures that are voluntary tumn out to be effective; if not, they do feel
mandatory measures should be implemented. Since increased pilot awareness of the noise
control issue has developed as a result of this study it seems likely that, when the proposed

pilot education measures are also in place, the voluntary pilot-initiated measures will become
accepted standard operating procedures.

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Aduthority
14 September 1992
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APPENDIX C - Questionnaire Comments From Residents are as Follows:

Question 2 - For any measure you do not feel will be effective, please give us your reasons:
e Redirect patterns from runway 44 to avoid increased flights over Avalon.

e Too much literature addressed to pilots (that is repetitious) will be tossed away and ignored - do not generate
more paper (trash) at unecessary cost.
e Changing flight tracks - to send more planes and take-offs toward the no

rthwest will negatively impact a
significant amount of high value real estate homes, whose owners pay taxes

e The effectiveness of any of these procedures is significantly reduced because all of these actions on the part of
the pilots are strictly voluntary. The map on the reverse is inaccurate. Currently, there are many more than four
houses being impacted. This map was drawn to the benefit of the airpark.

e The noise abatement measures currently being suggested will only remind and encourge pilots. What about
tracking and enforcing these rules, including the use of penalties,

e We in Avalon Farms are concerned that the proposed changes will have more imapct over our area. We want
assurance that the flight patterns and increased take-offs from runway 14 will not include more planes over Avalon.

e |live in Avalon Farms and am concerned that changes will increase noiseftraffic over my house.

e Disturbing noise caused by airplanes flying over our house, includin

g late hours at night (10:30 p.m.) and early
morning (6:30 a.m.). It wakes up babies, the elderly and the sick.

Question 3 - Do you have any other suggestions for noise abatement measures? If so, please discuss
them here:

e Use a traffic pattern over non-residential areas (people do live in Avalon Farms).

e - Concentrate on noise awareness by pilots
- Change chart 6.1
- Contact AOPA
~ Put in land use recommendations

e Make complaince mandatory - with penalty and fines for those who deviate from acceptable practices,

] 1) Have BWI and other towers instruct pilots about noise abatement procedures - and have some
flexibility in patterns to avoid NW/NE populations as well as other areas.
2) Have flight instructors vary their practice patterns to spread out the noise impact.
° 1) Make the restrictions mandatory.
2) Failure to follow proper procedures will result in revocation of Airpark privileges.
3) Better dissemination of information to the PUBLIC!
L

a) Eliminate jets from the alrport. | have been awakened by jets flying overhead.

b) Please institute measures to reduce fiights over Edinbur

gh. On weekends, dozens of planes go
directly over my home . . . please reduce/stop this!!

13



e We suggest that flight patterns be more flexible during training flights so that instructors take students over a
variable area and not always over Avalon. Also, flight towers should should advise jets that they should avoid
houses and not continue to use a set pattern which brings them fow over houses. There is a large non-populated
area around the airport which should be used for take-offs and landings. Must avoid residential areas.

e Vary training flights - seems like a lot go over our house. Use non-populated areas for take-offs and landings.

e A curfew - from 7:30 am. to 8:00 p.m. — with some allowance one day a week.

Communities the above respondents represented included Avalon Farms, Edinburgh, Ashford, and Hunters Woods.

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992
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APPENDIX D - List of Attendees (FAR Part 150 Study)

Bob Ciri
Avalon Farm

Dominick Alberti
Granby Woods

Paula Gillette
The Downs

Richard Boggs
Goshen Estates

Carol Weir
Hunters Woods

Thomas Weidner
Avalon Farms

Gary Gillette
The Downs

Judith Ellis
Avalon Farm

Patrick Smith
Goshen Community Assn.

Barbara Rogers

Greater Goshen Civic Assn.

Richard Wilder
Whetstone Run

Martha Cadle
Montgomery Village

Farrel Becker
Gohshen Estates

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992

Robert Goldberg
Greater Goshen Civic Assn.

Mike Whitcomb
Granby Woods

Doug McNeeley
Freestate Aviation

Jeffrey Hartwick
Hunters Woods

Barbara Kay Smerko
County Council Representative

Rosemary Arkoian
Greater Goshen Civic Assn.

Anne Swain
East Village

Barbara Cox
East Village

Wendy Johnson

Freestate Aviation

James Rogers
Greater Goshen Civic Assn.

Andrew Weir
Hunters Woods
Janet O'Neil

Greater Goshen Civic Assn.

Gerald Yager
Self

15



Jeff Fishman
Pheasant Run

Mary Ritchie
Ashford

Nancy Conant
Hunters Woods

T. Peter Kristian
Montgomery Village

M. Erickson
County Council Representative

Steve Poteat
Upcounty Gov't Center

Lee Petruk
Pilot

Kim Miller
Hunters Woods

Norman Arnold
TAMS Consultants

Community Workshop #3
FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992

Robert Harkins

. Self

Robert Smith
Flower Hill

Scott Conant
Hunters Woods

Bonnie Buntain
Avalon Farms

Charles Tilford
Brinkwood Estates

A. Fair
Foxlair Estates

John McKendrew
Pilot

F. Stuart Kenney
MCRA

16



5
I COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE I
{ The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR }
| Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockuville, I
| MD 20850. I
I I
| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and |
[ recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 @ |
I program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program |
| Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures |
| effectiveness of each measure, with 1 2 & [
l 1 meaning very effective, 0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to [
I 2 meaning moderately atfective, and changes in airport layout/operations and |
{ 3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of time l
1 2 |
I a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks |
| 1 2 (é 2. For any measure you do not feel will be |
| b. Institute preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons. |
| - Zo LAl A gk j
| ¢. Modify business jet departurgs procedures E 7 7 |
| 1 2 ng |
i d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations :
1 2
i e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups :
1 2
: f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance :
1 2
} g. Update comprehensive plans :
1 2
I h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise I
| 1 2 abatement measures? If so, please discuss [
| i. Program publicity: airside Zi%ns them here. {
1 2
| . o : . - I
I | Progr?m pubhcnt);_. mformaét‘\lg)c?al brochures Chise 7/ 044”; |
I k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories {
1 2
i I.  Appoint noise abatement contact I
1 2 |
I I
| I
t———————————— sl
Progress..., continued from page 1 —
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.’
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in - the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknow!- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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j- Program publicity: informational brochures
® 2 3
k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
® : 3 :
<
Q
l Appoint noise abatement contact A
@ 2 3 §;

Institute noise complaint receipt and response procedures

@ 2 3

n. Institute public education program

0, : ;

o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to changes in airport layout/operations and at minimal
intervals of time

(™ 2 3

For any measure you do not feel will be effective, please give us your reasons:
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Do you have any other suggestions for noise abatement measures? If so, please discuss them
here;
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...._______————__—-——-————._.__.___.__.____—_._—————____..____

COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise @ement flight tracks
1 3
b. Institute preferential runway use
1 @ 3
c. Modify busines&/ﬁ departures procedures
2

1 3
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations
1 3

e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups
1 D) 3

f.  Update real estgte disclosure ordinance
1 .3

g. Update comprehensive plans
1 2 3

ity letters to airmen

3

i.  Program publicily airside signs
1 3

j. Program puincité)informationaI brochures
1 3

k. Program publicitéjATIS/ATCT advisories
1 3

[. Appoint noise a&ﬁment contact

2

1 3

1 3
Institute public information program
response proc@res

1 3
Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
changes in airport layout/operations and
at minimal intervals of time

1 @ 3

Institute noise zfgﬁlaint receipt and

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
effective, please give us your reasons.
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3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

abatement measures? If so, please discuss
them here.
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Tt M,é»c,ug I/% 20539 NITY QUESTIONNAIRE

|
I
~miig questions have beeti wove.oped as'a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR {
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.
1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 2 3
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with % 2 3
1 meaning very effective, Q/ 0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
2 meaning moderately;tftective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at minimal intepyals of time
1 3 -
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks &f&%—ﬂa B W@p
1 2 @ 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferential mnwaﬁe ettectlve ple§se give us your reasor%
1 2 3 4= —ﬁ, Apd_. [ =S
¢. Modity business jet depantures procedures 4
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttitie operations MMM /L/(,/ 52 w'ﬂﬁ%

1 2 HIﬁooL iikes | L atlide
f. Update real estate disclosupg ordinance m A &‘/,

1 2 3

g. Upd ompre@sive plans /@u&
2 3 A Edei t
h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3 Do youthave any other suggestions for noise

1 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicify: W them here.
1 2 3 @ W Ibta GL#WW

j. Program publicity: inform@al brochures

1 2
k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
1 2 A ?I

Appomt noise abatement contact

|
I
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
{ 1 2 3 I,I)M(wﬁ(xb!/
| 1 2
|
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I

e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups M dw’@'ﬁ %MVW I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|

Progress..., continued from page 1

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAI.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt




FAR Part 150 COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and drop off at the registration desk before you
leave, or mail to MCRA, 211 Monroe Street, Rockville, MD 20850,

1. The following fifteen measures have been recommended as part of the noise control program for

the Montgomery County Airpark. Please give us your opinion as to the level of effectiveness of each
measure, with

1 meaning very effective
2 meaning moderately effective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. [nstitute noise abatement flight tracks
1 2 @
b. Institute preferential runway use
1 .
c. Modify business jet departure procedures
@ 2 3
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nigﬁttime operations
e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups
2 3
f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance
@ 2 3
g. Update comprehensive plans
2 3
h. Program publicity: letters to airmen
2 3

i. Program publicity: airside signs
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Ploase
~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

woject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in provi

btudy.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

K Information report mailed to my tiome
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

6)
___ Notice at public library
__ From another person
___ Ofther (specify)
Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)
X To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study
X To comment on specific findings or
alternatives
X To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)
X To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified
8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
>X_Pilot __ Airpark user
9)
__ Airpark official __ Community
official
_>4 Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)
___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)
__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

__Yes X No

Which informatign sources have you
used?

)<Pubhc Information Report (Newsletter)

ding us with your thoughts and viewpoints on thig

__ Previous community workshops

S“( Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 S

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

&

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

/& Yes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? _ (f£D—

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

XYes

~_ No



11)

W

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve '

completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiwal

1 2 3 4 @

b. Displacing thresholds

1 2 3 @ 5 .

C. Isolating engine rupn-up activity
1 2 3 @ 5

d. anglng flight tracks

1 5
e. Changing runw. se

f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 @ 5
9.

1

estricting engine run-ups
3 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

1@345'

i Installing an air traffic control

tower
1 2 @ 4 5
i acing airside signs
1 3 4 5

K. Implementing noise complaint

procedures
+ 5D

1 2 3
l. Providing a public information

program

1 2 3 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

12@45

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory ;ﬁﬂ
commitiees
1 2 3 4 5 WJ de
0. Producing informational
brochures
—\.
1 2 3 4 @

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

x,ﬂ-*’

In quostion #11, mark with a 1, 2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

6054/)% &;ﬂ@j}% - /MOVJL U/ //CLC

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? %/ o aadel -
What are the ages of residents in your

home? (L S 19 /6
/ / /

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? X Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

: "l i
are disturbing? %VLCOU? s

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ Yes X'No

rolol e |

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

¥Yes __ _No

is there any additiona!l information you !
would like provided to you? féﬁw ons (Uz%

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

XYeS

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Q4
wnq)

2,

v

_ No

boo pmey
7

S

/}9‘/141\%7().0) >/ NoeA

g
o7 !"Y".f‘lr‘z_},"uio/‘_) Ofra e

TR T LT

Optional L
Name & Oveveeinn—

Address T%/e/ (/(& &'fl

Telephone um%e{r\[/dq UD&ZDLU’&) ZO ?79

Organization

Ci?ﬂ 17 é,t»-:

6 O&yulﬁ[“““
e

/}/34,75,@%’



The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain communi
~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters
roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and coo

biudy.

2)

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

How did you learn about this workshop?

e

¥_Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library
___ From another person

_L-Other (spacity) [ k&L ‘/‘g) ﬂf’iaf
AT Aief

Why did you come to this workshop?

(Check as many as apply.)

ﬁ'o gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

___ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

_/r 0 "have a voice™ in future study
proceedings 7)

/'To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

Pilot A

___ Alrpark official

irpark user

9)
__ Community
official

e

~__ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) %Nﬁr 0025

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__Other (specify)

Have you received other informational

nﬁerials before attending this workshop? 10)
Vv'Yes _ _No

Which information sources have you
used?

e

~ Public Information Report (Newsletler)

ity input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the
peration in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on thig

_ﬁrevious community workshops
Achnical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effactive.

Public Information Report #1

2 3 4 5
blic Information Report #2
{ﬁ 2 3 4 5
(Gﬁmmunity Workshop #1
j) 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might

have helped you prepare for this o

workshop? If so, please note. 7 A @’UEU@NSQ@
¢ UWOERSAW O 5/’U¢97’

Have you been active in other meetings EMET S

concerning the Airpark?

Vv Yes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes ~ No



11)

What is

your opinion on the foliowing

Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,

and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxxw

1 2 3 \
b. Displacing thresholds z
1 2 3 4 @

- O -t

- @

Isolating engine run-up actiyity
2 3 4 55

Changing flight jeasks
2 3 0 5
Changing runway use
2 @ 4 5

Modifying departure procedures
o

Restricting engine run-ups
2 )@ 4 5

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
2 3 4 5

Installing an air traffic control

tower

g )
Placing airside signs

2 3 4 5 )5

Implementing noise complaint

procedures
2 L@ 4 5

Providing a pubtic information

program
< )

2 3
Appointing a noise abatement

contact
2 @ 4 5

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committees @

2 3 4
Producing informational

brochures 3
4 @

2 3

12)

13)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional <Wowy Th<

Name M M:‘E

In question #11, mark with a 1,2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Axrpark where you either live or work.

@/{,« 4 V20005

How long have you fived or worked in the
area? /Oy'gA/c’/S 2

What are the ages of residents in your

home? ?’—L)

Waere you aware that the Airpark was

actively usegd when you purchased your

home? + Yes __ No. I[f so, how did you

learn of this mformatlon'? (it +iAALDN O
rSEENE A2 PLANES

Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? Da Nom = MO TR PRELT CULA 677
STULEINMA~, Lide To UWHTcW T

EHZIiVG there beenLa:l{;—mc&denté-trhat &fw FIM

concern you relative to the Airpark?

__Yes _-_/ No

b. Would you support construction of an

airport tower as both an operational

control and a sa‘ety measure? -
ES

Is there any additional information you L)
would like provided to you? I puAiT T2 KNJ[
(WHAT Mc}/ FouiTi e AnS HAVE 70 )Q7
Have you completed a card to have your

name placed on the master mailing list

and to verify our information?

S

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county offidials with
any additional comments you may have.

es No

T LATHE PociTicos —1y TAEE

A STANp Frleicdiy PRo sRCan
Sp T [Lpond WHERR THEY fmr%ﬂ /

T Faso WALy FEFL TUAT THSIC o7

J 7, ca i FTHRTTREY M4y Mo
S CrMT ‘qLWﬁéténj/f/ }/

W et 8

Address /4 7(57 ,éa b/é/ M/M‘y

Telephone Number
Organization

D Eawoo] M 100¢%
7o) 63 /9 78
Cim2EN M 1éq Q2 FRIZK 6’2"‘-”"\



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
~amplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providin

oudy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

_K Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library

___ From another person

___ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

X To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

2 To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__Pilot __ Airpark user

___Airpark official __ Community

official

2<'Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) GRAN 87 wecds

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

_XYes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

X Public Information Report (Newsletler)

g us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

¥ Previous community workshops
Technical reports
__ Other (spacify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 @ s

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 (m s

Community Workshop #1
1 @ 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 (2) 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

X Yes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly
LAND woE
b. Were they addressed

adequately?

Yes %,No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

>Yes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Opaorational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

a. xtending runway/taxiway_
: ARG
@isplacing thresholds

: 3 4

¢ Isolating engine run-up agtivity
1 2 3 4 >,

d./” 2 Ohanging flight tracks -~
1 @ 3 4 ( 5)
Changing runway use

T2 s e (3D

f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 a (5>

g. Restricting enginerun-ups

1 2 3 @ 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise -~
1 2 3 @ 5

i. Installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2 3 @ 5

i Placing airside si
1 2 3 @ 5

K. implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 s (5

. Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 @

. Appointing a noise abatement
conlact ’>

1 2 3 4 Q

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitlees

1 2 3 4 @

G. Producing informational

brochures
1 2 3 4 @

12) In question #11, mark witha 1,2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.. ) L .
e RS USSR D P Gk
li;mz S \%0B RocXy W‘y Derwed. |
14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area? Vophzd e enes 2
oD A\ ERR
15) What are the ages of residents in your

home? 0 -SQ

16) Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? _><7es ___No. If so, how did you ,
learn of this information? . Foowed c [toou=
wo e TR YNNG (PLoie Lagsses
17) Can you identify the approximate times
and fevels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing? N oOMNE

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ Yes >AMNo

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

>Yes __No

18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

>(‘Yes ___No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional

e Daninick L ALy
N cle iy
8702 ROTHL )y P70 mD AoRssT

Telephone Number 258 -0 30
Organizatign

EL}R'P/TRH /—l/‘fﬁf\ &_)/ﬂ M'TD)‘%



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Ploase
omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpaints on this
study.

2 How did you learn about this workshop? __ Previous community workshops
___Information report mailed to my home ___ Technical reports
or business
__Other (specity) Ao
L Newspaper article (SPecify)Kz% gtte
6) Rate the information sourcas below from
__Notice at public library , 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.
__From another person

Public Information Report #1

__Other (specify) A 2 ; 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? ublic Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 2 3 4 5
___To gather basic information on the ommunity Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__ To comment on specific findings or ommunity Workshop #2
alternatives 2 3 4 5
I/ To "have a voice™ in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this <o
___To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note. Wﬁ‘“’é &C”g
or issues clarified D et en o Purpoie—
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study?
_ Yes __\1_440
__Pilot __ Alrpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
___ Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
A&sident of affected area (specity a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) {—yrso Cc"/fd - adequately?

__ Other (specify) Yes _ No; If no, please state the

information you require.

4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending thig"workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_ Yes 0 the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
used? Oplions?

__ Public information Report (Newsletter) Yes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,

and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve
Strongly

a. Extending runway/taxiway
1 2 4

. Displacing thresholds
LS

1 2 4

c. Isolatim@wgine run-up activity

d. Changing flight tracks -

e. Changing runway use

1 2 3 4 @

f. Modifying departure pr ures
1 2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine,run-ups

h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise
1 2 3 4 @

i {nstalling an air traffic control

wer
1 2 3 4

- Placing airside sigas
1 2 3 @ 5
K. Implementing noise complaint

procedures
1 2 3 4

l Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

commitiees
1 2 3 @

0. Producing informational

brochur
1 2 @ 4

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Nazﬂ;‘ﬂr\a

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have you lived or worked in the }
area? =

What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when,you purchased your
home? __ Yes 4/No. [f so, how did you

learn of this information? Mﬁ%d#fﬂ\-

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find -

are dtsturbmg”_g T Gan/ —, Al

' BN 4
aéﬁ%ﬁe@n any%ocir;gmsat (4 A L’[

concern you relative to the Airpark?

([ Yes o &é‘/

M% oSt~ -
b. Would you support construction of an

airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes  No 2

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master maijling list
and g verify our information?

Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

gjL\.meA hroa_ o7/
Ag;wg’ Zu*ﬂg

Optional

Name
Address

Qs '
Jos amLC&WLHvM Vi—
Gt lorcbimg 208 77

Telephone Number

Organization /UO. (/[

g,a,/%ﬁ‘hwy, @‘7& 3



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE
The following questions have been developed as a vehicls to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
project team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

study.

1)

How did you learn about this workshop?

x\information report mailed to my home
or business

__Newspaper article (specify)

-__ Previous community workshops

__Technical reports

. Other (specify) MEmBee AOU(Suky Cottan TR

6) Rate the information sources below from
___ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
__ From another person -
Public Information Report #1
__ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) ﬂ/ /?1/ 1 2 3 4 5
___To gather basic information 0n the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
___To “have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
__. To have specific questions addressed workshop? [f so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the AirpaW
Part 150 Study?
K YesA DWSNL? __No
__Pilot __Airpark user
STATE 9) Did you have specific questions about the
__ Airpark official XG@:Z;HHZ;% FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
___Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
___ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately? ___
n v (w8 7
&G@T(Espe@;fy){ ATiguo Abmewsleadiop Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
XYGE __No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement

used? .

___ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

Options?

?gYes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operalional Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly:
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway

1 2 3 4

b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 @

c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 4 (5)

d. Changing flight tracks _
1 2 3 4 @
e. Changing runway use

o2 s a4 (59

f. Modifying departure pro res
1 2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 5
h. Restricting aircraft operations

sed on noise
1 2 3 4 5

i Installing an air fraffic control

er
1@345

j- Placing airside signs .

1 2 3. 4 5"

K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 4 @

I Providing a public information
program

1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 @ 4 5

0. Producing informational

brochures o=
1 2 3 4 @

12) In question #11, mark witha 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13} Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark whaere you either live or work.

f"/ /-

14) How long have you lived or worked in the 2
area? /%_
15) What are the dges of residents in your

home? W_
16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was

actively used when you purchased your
home? __Yes ___ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

17) Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
" concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ _Yes__No
b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes __No

18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

_ Yes No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additiona!l comments you may have.

Optional

Name ,?-OL’Q_K_T—(—- ’}'M(—QL(
— o
Address &UJJ__ /HK()O/L—/

Telephone Number 20 ( gg«? - 70 70
Organization ey A A



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

complete your responses as you tour the i
project team. Thank you in advance for

study.

1)

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

x%formation report mailed to my home

or business

— Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library

__ From another person

__ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

ﬁ o gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

e

Z_To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

%‘have a voice" in future study
proceedings
g

 To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot __ Airpark user
__ Airpark official __ Community
official
P

Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) AVALGIs FARMS

(rex .- i29 Lciirme proe)

__ Member of environmentat or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop?

“Yes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

‘_/lgublic [nformation Report (Newsletter)

nformation clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the
your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

v

Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

— Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information. Report #1
1 2 @ ) 4 5

Public Information. Report #2
1 2 @ 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 @ s

Community Workshop #2
- 1 2 3 4 5
7) Is there any other information that might

have helped you prepare for this
workshop? [f so, please note.

8) Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_lﬁs No

9) Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly
b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes ___No; if no, please state the
information you require.

10) Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Oplions?

u_’/Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Oparational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and S meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

Extending runway/taxiway
2 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

Isolating engine run-up activity
2 3 4 5

Changing flight tracks
2 3 4 5

Changing runway use
2 3 4 5

Modifying departure prooedufes
2 3 4 5

Restricting engine run-u
2 3 4 e 5}

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
2 3 4

®

Installing an air traffic control

tower
1 2 3 4 @
J- Placing airside signs
1 2 3 4 @
k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures
1 2 3 4 @

L. Providing a public information

program

1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committess

0. Producing informational

brochur
CORE s

12) {n question #11, mark with a 1,2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.
AVA LG ENTUN (2T 124
7. C e ATEE P‘UE)
14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area? 1Yz Y& .

15) What are the ages of residents in your
home? 42 € i

16) Ware you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? v“ Yes _ No. If so, how did you
leam of this information?

17) Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find _
; i 0 3ET PRoFPS b SoMie
gigls.___tul rb,‘”l% a’;_)r_t o :. eEvVeriue \oues

e H,Q%iﬁ& JCERD TOC RIS
a. Have there n any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?

/ e VE T Lo

Yes No AN CTZMAET ~

— — e’ MM otARTE Y
AL e ou SLY 0 ee Ll ons
AEedE MY Homme G By e DN

b. Would you support constridtizn' 6t Gn

airport tower as both an operational

control and a safety measure?

es _ No

18) {s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

A No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional

Name S U DTy S-S -
Address | 9 S0\ PilwE Cov& -
& o e, NMNNO. 2 o% A9

Telephone Number (2 0\) 9 7% -t 09
Organizalion AN Ao — A AN



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in provid

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

; )S Information report mailed to my home

or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

__ Notice at public library

___ From another person

X, Other (specity) Levjard dasce WM&%?

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

jé_ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

';zg To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

tr[ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
K Pilot JAirpark user
9)
___ Airpark official __ Community
official

__ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)

___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specity)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

;ﬁ Yes __HNo

Which information sources have you
used?

__Public Information Report (Newsletter)

ing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

__ Previous community workshops

7& Technical reports

—_ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5 oL
Wj"

Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

V' Yes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

L/Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following 12) In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3

Operational Abatement Alternatives, with those options that are your first, second,

1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.

and 5 meaning that you approve

completely. : .

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of £Ziwe a~ CL&F}?

Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you either live or work. CAase

Strongly Approve Lopth . D C

a. Extending runway/taxiwa . 14) How long have you lived or worked in the

1 2 3 4 Coprtruned area? --

L\.ﬂ:tf\ 7
b. Displacing thresholds 4 Lo mw*ﬁ’é:( What are the ages of residents in your
1 2 3 4 5 o) home?
e

C. Isolating engine run-up activity 16) Ware you aware that the Airpark was

1 2 3 4 5 . actively used when you purchased your

= T Sepe dil fither apaccle s home‘t?y Yes Nyo I‘f)so, how diyd you

d. Changing flight tracks . feam of this information?

1 2 3 4 5 dm it vane J;j Dafe

Can you identify the approximate times

e. Changing runway use and levels of aircraft noise that you find

1 2 3 4 5 M/Mcyvla are disturbing?

f. Modifying departure procedures Ao A gan a. Have there been any incidents that

1 2 i concern you relative to the Alrpark”

/# - Yes __ No l Lren 4-(/(9
Restricting engine run-ups ' 4% k Ww

@ 2 3 4 @ fd-mu sl b. Would you support construction of an

s
h. Restricting aircraft operations %

based on noise
@ 2 3 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2 3 4 @

- Placing airside signs

1 2 3 i (5

k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures
O 3 4 5

L Providing a public information
program

1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitiees

1 2 3 4 @)

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4 @

airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

\{; Yes _ No

18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

[ Yes _ No

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

ww

/zti:jZ: % Comen Aliclly, oven

,earm:?/ Aiern g4

g %,./ ARBGE. o

Optional

Name
Address

%aﬂ?

Brt . Obedante

éf@f £ apX- wﬂ,,i/bim,
N

mp ;20&7/::

Telephone Number (4) 5. /5J'é F 49y

Organization

(W 2oz [344- 3592

WM i @g} o



The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain comm
complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you
roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in provi

—iudy.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
6)
__ Notice at public library

___ From another person
I10RE.

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

_\/To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

__ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

;/_/T o0 have specific questions addressed
or issués clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

_ Pilot __ Airpark user

__ Aimpark official

/

Y Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) Hunfers Weods

__ Community
official

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)
_l/YeSI) or)/?a cnetime  __ No

Which informatign sources have you
used?

Y Public Information Report (Newsletter)

unity input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
have finished, and retum it to a membar of the
ding us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

neld ar (isey fpacas
(771 '

./ Other (spacify) /NE€tng A

<SpLiv of
Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Informatio/aﬁeport #1
1 2 8/ 4 5

Public Inforrnatio/q~ Report #2

1 2 (3/\ 4 5
Community Woryshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Worys_hop #2

1 2 @ 4 5

Is there any other information that might

have helped you prepare for this )
workshop? If so, please note. Apre POSTELS, 4 .
CNCUNCEMENTR CCRQNA OUFs ™ Re” Vs preef ve,
Have you been active in other meetings

concerning the Airpark?

P
v Yes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this avening; if so:

a. Please list them briefl , S
N Nl CONSITER '/’Ae 0/0770/7 L=
Relocah ve Yhe rRpark 7o an updevelsped
b. Were they addressed ARCCL
adequately? VO, gepc esenta st e o
NCT COMMERF On 'S Sugeje s/
Yes __No; If no, please state the d
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes fi No



11) What is your opinion on the following 12) In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3

Operational Abatement Alternatives, with those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference. ‘
and 5 meaning that you approve Q@v _ (- /g = .;';
completely.
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of

Disapprove Approve Strongly th9 Airpark where you either live or work.
Strongly Approve Hunters. Woods.
a. Extending runway/taxiway 14) How long have you fived or worked in the
1 2 3 4 S/ area?  (p yeaRs 2
b. Displacing thresholds 15) What are the ages of residents in your
1 2 3 4 5 home? i 3es ) yes
; Isolating engine run-up agtivity 16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
1 2 3 4 l5 / actively used when you purchased your

' "r | home? JYes __No. If so, how did you _

. Changing flight tracks - &1 ORCE learn of this information? A/ pvere told i 7

1 ) 3 4 { SJ \/JJ)L’LS (_4:{0: /”_C,I} 7T L€ Mot

s 17) Can you identify the approximate times
e. Changing runway use and levels of aircraft noise that you find ,
1 2 3 4 5 are disturbing? Eaely AN (fefrl Tam ) WigAss.

(aFtel I A7) Weetend ceFfee neens .
f. Modifying departure pro@ ures a. Have there been any incidents that . . . .. .
1 2 3 4 5 congarn you relative to the Airpark? ﬁf@faﬁ 7 CRBAE
ﬁea __No FAdecrals deviade FrRom

g. Restricting engine run-ups. ser 7‘7'/'5/’17‘ fate -off //ﬂ/-’u//'/L} /JLU%S y /itfle 7o
1 2 3 4 @

b. Would you support construction of an .19 EnfoRCemen:

airport tower as both an operational s auadaits
h. Restricting aircraft operations control and a safety measure?
based on noise : Yes v/ No
1 2 3 4 @
18) Is there any additional information you
i Installing an air traffic control would like provided to you?
wer
1 é) 3 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
i- Placing airside signs ~ — and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 5 /
VvV Yes __No
K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures : 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 2 3 4 @ the study team and county officials with

any additional comments you may have.
hx T A )-,,‘-4[ s T a
program ,/4//6({’&{7‘ %/2%{1‘@27‘4474 Qezl//aﬁ e fivc/}? ser
1 2 3 4 @ Jake oy Landing OLAS e HALel 05
= I Fp ne enfoedemenst,  TIOMEOWni
m. App{omttmg a noise abatement aae '#d 7o watch Lo S CA QIR CH 7/[
contac — ‘ / o
: 5 5 s E) /?eca/z&/ Yhe plne number and call
: Ve aupack manager . This /s Ao
! REasonable, : 1) no7a/l @récraf 7 Aau
commitiges / _ NUIMBEYR 5 Visdore TRom Y& GO 74
1 2 4 (5 Optional 7y AV 5 0 1 “ !
InAehomeo wnersy CaAnnor SPEr
TR S [l e i . 1’ . ,/ 5.
0. Producing informational Name m;’é} ”n’?./?%f/f. ---,‘9‘05/"/5 77 AL
brochures Address Lz e/t 05/{5;— YA aou/aﬂ&t X

1 2 (3 4 5
Melanie Zenkin o
Telephone Number  /Ges, 7/ /A/ei€ Sntple Wil
Organization @/%5{59@& Y075, 20579

L. Providing a pubtic information

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

- Fow Countip oficiads - Why (5 @ OSnfL pauk | Lide ConsTRUCTor af Yhe highesr, elgvidion
R g O ut D itp e et L CuklCF Phedaer MMORRGEE s Fold M-



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE
The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Ploase

»mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
‘oject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

'swdy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

__Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
6)
___ Notice at public library

___ From another person

_f_/&ler(spech‘y) SiGu v S ole W iwbowe

__ Previous community workshops
___Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
'_/To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
___ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
_‘/"’fo "have a voice™ in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
___To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study? :
Yes _'/ﬁo
< 4 —
_tPilot Arpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
___ Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
'_/Resident of affected area (speci a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)  N¢ KTt 7l 7GE
__ Member of environmenta! or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes _ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
malerials before attendingWorkshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_ Yes _~No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
S)

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes No



1 2 3

11) What is your opinion on the following 12) in question #11, mark with a 1,2, and 3
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of M onT At
Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you either live or work. oy
Strongly Approve Mot Vil 1
1
a. Extending. runway/taxiway 14) How long have you lived or worked in the 3 Y'g ¢ .
1 2 Cy 4 5 area? =
b Displacing thresholds 15) What are the ages of residents in your (73
L_T/i 2 3 4 5 home?
C. {solating engine run-up activity 16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
@ P 2 3 4 5 actively u when you purchased your
home? + Yes __ No. If so, how did you
d Changing-flight fracks learn of this information?
1 2 (3, 4 5
d 17) Can you identify the approximate times ~
e. _Changing runway use and levels of aircraft noise that you find fy owe
1 (\12/ 3 4 5 are disturbing?
f. Modifying_c\ieparture procedures a. Have there been any incidents that
1 2 3 4 5 concern yourelative to the Alrpark?
__Yes i No
3 Restricting engine run-ups
(3 J 2 3 4 5 b. Would you support construction of an
- . .
airport tower as both an operational
h. Restricting aircraft operations control and a.safety measure?
: based on noise _Yes j[ﬁo
C‘I/ 2 3 4 5
18) Is there any additional information you |
i tnstalling an air traffic control would like provided to you? N
i tower
Q/" 2 3 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
i- Placing airside signs . and to verify our information?
@ 1 2 3 4 @ /
" Yes __No
k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures : 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 2 3 Cty 5 the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.
e L Providing a public information
i[_ ] program -
J 1 2 3 4 ( 5 )
m. Appointing a noise abatement
contac
1 2 (L,_B// 4 5
n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
. committees
<_y 2 3 4 5 Optional
B 0. Producing informational Name LEDM'MD J Sare
brochures —~ Address 732 JPEH T D D7/ VAL

¢ (y éﬁﬁﬁrﬁj‘ﬁk/ﬂct Ao 20879
Telephone Number ) ¢7- 3#i- 27 9-53%

Organization /wfﬂ'/‘&



The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a membaer of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

study.

2)

-

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business -

__ Newspaper article (specify)

Notice at public library

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

___To gather basic information on the
I:?Pan 150 Study

2 To comment on specific findings or
alternatives :

V_/ To "have a voice" in future study

p?edings

To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

_%ot | "/

—_ Airpark user
_?_/Ai/rpark official __ Community

official

__ Resident, of affected area (specify .

_neighborhood)

r

__Member of-environmental or

community group {specify)

_Other (specity) * a

- Yes

e

Which informalion sources have you

Uy 8 . A,
_¥ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

Frgm another person
Aer (specify) /{/"‘/’? A‘;é:‘/ /

Have you received other informafional
materials before “attending thjg'workshop?
. ¥ No -

9)

10)

__ Previous community workshops

___Technical reports

___ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5
Public Informatiop-Beport #2

1 2 4 5
Community Workshop #

1 2 3 5
Community Workshop #

1 2 3 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerfing the Airpark?

_¥ Yes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? __

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

12)

13)

completely.
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

Extending runway/taxiwa
2 3 4 @

Displacing thresholds

2 3 4 5

Isolating engine run-up activity

2 3 4 5
Changing flight tracks
2 3 4 5
Changing runway use
2 3 4 5

Modifying departure procedures
2 3 4 5

Restricting engine run-ups
2 3 4 5

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
2 3

4 5

Installing an air traffic control

tower

2 3 4 5
Placing airside signs

2 3 4 5

Implementing noise complaint
procedures
2 3 4 5
Providing a public information
program
2

3 4

Appointing a noise abatement

contact
2 ()

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

commit
2 4

5

D R 000 -

L)
Producing informational
brochur
2 @ & s

14)

15)

17)

18)

19)

20)

sl
o a»/

lelcqp

/A}

Yool e 0‘2/'/0{/‘

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

E I 217 /57}74 //)L
How long have you lived or worked in the
area? /Z y&%ﬂf
What are the ages of residents in your

home?
2,25 ,27

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
activelyJu;%?When you purchased your
home? es __ No. If so, how did you

learn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern yoyTrelative to the Airpark?
__ Yes 0

b. Would you support construction of an

airport tower agboth an operational
control and &’safety measure?
No

_ Yes ¥

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list

lay verify our information?
Yes " No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may

hav
(!M/nf«, wo@éj&/
Sf oercenih .g.,.;./ Z.
te srte brpes
2o 2 Al
Leee_

J'M-C -,
vov looe 0¥

_,p/sz o /it d

Optional J gr///vﬂf‘;/ .
Name m/&d?’ff‘? 247~
Address

G//WMJ . /77/ ZsP29
Telephong Number

Organization

V720 A’wrmé

(307) 258-2770

,&//
/.Pc.. JM/



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

‘he following quastions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

i ectteam. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpaints on this
{ ly.

! How did you learn about this workshop? _1_Previous community workshops
__ Information report mailed to my home __ Technical reports
or business
__ Other (specify)
__ Newspaper article (specify)
6) Rate the information sources below from
__Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.
___ From another person

i A , : > Public Information Report #1
7& Other (specify) 7{/5""0/’,_2/’ Qwﬁifi 1 (%13/' 3 4 5
1. Me e
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
___To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
W
___To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
_“ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
L To have specific questions addressed orkshop? If so, please note. \/"’ = )
or issues clarified C\i“""‘f(’ Aimed o ‘rﬂﬁf O~ /‘—dwc;- Ye QM‘U;-J-" “"f'&"“‘—’b
8) Have you blen active in other meetings T
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark? L A
Part 150 Study? fresr Lo T
_ Yes A) No
__ Pilot __Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
___ Airpark official __ Community FAR Part. 150 Study that you wanted
] official addressed this evening; if so:
_l/ésident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately? ___
__ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
malerials before attending this werkshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_ Yes L-No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise-Abatement A T‘L
'l

used? Oplions?({J 1_,,;%/1»W»</ o ,\J/l}-UM';-
L Public Information Report (Newsletter) Y Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway

@) 2 3 4 5

"] Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5

c. Isolating,gngine tun-up activity
1 2 (3 4 5

d. Changing flight ?@ks

1 2 3

u 5

. P 0
e. Changing runway use ?/35‘*’ St
1 2 3 4
f. Moditying departure procedures
1 2 @ 4 5
g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2| @ J 4 5
h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise :
1 2 3 ﬁ'\ 5

&2

i. {nstalling an_air traffic control

v tower Waa® L
@ > 3 4
I- lacing airside signs
1 2 3 4 5

k. Implementing noise com nt
Proced @7“‘ G LZL
1

L. Providing a public information

program ™

1 2 3 @ 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact ]

1 2 S @ 5

n. {ncreasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commiltees

1 @ 3 4 5

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4

pﬂm

/ d@ L dl

Yeu 5-’4'\(:5"2%

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

20)

A
Mxhg@y

Optional raseg

%@m%%ﬁhy V. HS

Name

Address _.

in question #11, mark with a 1,2,and 3
those options that are your flrst second,
and third preference.

._,—-"'_'fp_.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Aipark where you either live or work.

Asalom Feens — 5 cthey
How long have you lived or worked in the
area? / Z{ r/,ﬂj-_

What are the ag of 7e31dents in your
homo? A{ ity &

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __ Yesﬂ@ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information? (24 Asancte

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are dlsturb\l ,(91;3_1?“}? K e a’é__l Lo /;_,,ng

a. Have there been any incidents that
concem you relative to khe .ﬂnrparl}r
X Yes __ No Cerys SHep— leerss

b. Would you smnstructlon of an

airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes __No

{s there any additional information you

W%Id%‘;fr?wdediﬁi}ﬁmﬁ“é i

Have you cogjpleted a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

L~Yes _ No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

D*/L LxCH"“&GJ ot 7é{ ﬁd‘w v

me /j;{’
it 1

o 4t of Plario Yuke

C—L—M
Frov CLire /7€ DR
Z)/})TIJ(,JQ /56170( i Ir o t’?,

Be b

Telephone Numbe(

Organization

e 2278 “,Q? ") %

W

e /

Gﬂ} Lzz_‘L/-r__

/c‘m%f



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

““mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters
| oject team. Thank you in advance for your time and coo

A,ludy.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

_Jnformation report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

6)
__ Notice at public library

___ From another person

___ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

LA’ gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

—_To "have a voice” in future study
proceedings 7)

__ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

_‘ﬁ Arpark user

___ Alpark official __ Community

official

_Asident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) MMJ}ﬁvv(r] il (dy

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specity)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

__Yes Ao

Which information sources have you
used?

" Public Information Report (Newsletter)

, or after you have finished, and retumn it to a member of the
peration in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

—_ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5 Dc*ﬂ
Community Workshop #1 da
1 2 3 4 5 WA
Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? [f so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_ Yes A

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

_ Yes _\4



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternalives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway,.

1 2 3 4 @

b. Displacing thresholds

1 2 3 4 5

c. Isolatin gine run-up activity

1 2 4 5

d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 4 5

e. Changing runway use
1 @ 3 4 5

f. odifying departure procedures
1 3 4 5

g. stricting engine run-ups

1 3 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations

—t

ed on noise
3 4 5

i. installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2 3 @ 5

J- Placing airside signs
1 2 3 4 @

k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 5

L Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 @

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 C@ 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4 5

0. Producing informational

brochures
1 2 3 4 @

12) (n question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,

and third preference.
@ED

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

Ul — Lz?kC'S/Dc:o,:.

14) (ﬂ'}%;‘aﬁ vaed or Worked lﬂ qu

area? ZO G

15) What are the ages of residents in your
?
home? 73(37{ 3-7‘ 2

16) Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? es __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

17) Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing? 3 1~

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ _Yes ~No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control.and a safety measure?

es _ No

18) Is there. any additional information you

would lke provided to you? &zg7.4 AC\(;

19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

__Yes I/Q

20) Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional

Name  Jimney et
Address
TE L Frcesra7s ,/7(*01

Gt 77mrs Ao (MDD Q067
Telephone Number ‘Q ‘ d 7

Organizalion 30(_ F26 & 25C



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following quaestions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters
woject team. Thank you in advance for your time and coo

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

_2§Notioe at public ﬁ%;%rghe 4 Crassing

__ From another person
___ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

ﬁ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

X To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

X To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

ﬁ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot ___ Airpark user

___Airpark official __ Community

official

/< Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)  H ynTers Woods T

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational

materials before attending this workshop? 10)
__Yes _XNO

Which information sources have you
used? I wl\\ vs e them the,n

; T can Tind them.
A Public Information Report (Newsletter)

We& peed wmore.

. or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
peration in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

__ Previous community workshops

___Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective. Have na ¥
Public Information Report #1

Seen Tthewy
1 2 3 4

yet

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings

concerning the Airpark? T WwWasS n o1
__Yes X No Q@ ware oF

. » . the me eTx‘ng
Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted (d
addressed this evening; if so: oo

' o
a Please list them briefly [iKe
attead a I
b. Were they addressed Th € mMmeaetlin
adequately? ’
Yes __'No; lf no, please state the
information you require.
Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?
Yes No

) » ‘ ﬁ?’ akout Thes.

Hot+ enough public

able
ot e T twalChed the 49T



11)

Q

What is your opinion on the following 12) in question #11, mark with a 1, 2,and 3
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you either live or work.
Strongly Approve tne  hlock east of Goshen Plaza,
a. Extending runway/taxiway 14) How fong have you lived or worked in the
2 3 4 5 area? 3 yeqls ~—
ke Wl“ facrelse aic TraFch :
b. Displacing thresholds 15) What are the ages oaf( reside&nts in your
1 2 3 4 5 home? A 3
Do+ uvanderstand 57 4
c. Isolating engine run-up activity 16) Were you aware that the Airpark was
1 2 3 4 5 actively used when you purchased your
Don't vaders fand home? X Yes __ No. If so, how did you——————————
d. Changing flight tracks learn of this information?
1 2 g,g M vt on\y for sQaI(P{“”?_}
Change 1T away From my hovse, 17 Can you identify the approximate timasd !¢ engraes ll1
e. Changing runway use and tevels of aircraft noise that you find .
1 2 3 4 _, are disturbing? §:30 am and early morn‘(?{]
as lor\g as 1t Qdocs not ratcease a&hv.‘ryi_ar e elane commuTecr F,'ﬁ hts .l R
f. Modifying departure procedures a. ﬁave there been any incidents that WaKe_s Cvery ong
1 2 3 4 concern you relative to the Airpark? l LRl i e A
(\/\(\01\3& Eliokt Pu‘i"\‘er,\, away Trom oY KAYes __No TFThere are moré J .
g. Restricting engine run-ups house, | L iae Plane Comamouter Flights ~Lovd Moise.
1 2 3 4 5 b W%uld you support construction of am—
Don ¥ uaders +aa d airport tower as both an operational
h. Restricting aircraft operations control and a safety measure? a Yhe
based on noise __Yes__No on l)/ as long 45 Y
1 2 3 4

raccedase Flighwt

Installing an air traffic control Le“"é’-oof‘[:::{ (\\  would like provided to you? myulti - eaginé

a not € . ~
we wopld Ke Commdter planes o 18) s there any additional information you[ioTlVrf'}’ of .

tower Advance Nelice oF e'xetmd-'nj flanes V) ‘
2 3 4 5 19) Have yoﬁ'ac"c\)f%bfl\c—a?gd g c\:airé }bTﬁave your
NO t (T o\ vacrease asr . name placed on the master mailing list
i- Placing airside signs Ararm&. . and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 5
Don'+ unders +an oA X Yes __No
K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 2 3 4 @ the study team and county officials with

we 4
l.

1 -
Un‘lfc‘

m. =

1

on'T Know ke Complaiat protess  any additional comments you may have.
Providing a public information

program Planes F\‘f 40 [ow T L\Oujc?S—
2 3 4 _
T Saw & $ign aT Gracery STUTE, directly over my hovse

e F T

A{bgiﬁmg ann%?gﬂe:é\;’atement £ et Cemmutecr {’lcu\e; ond smallec Planes.
contact
2 3 4 @ fublic NoTices ofF meetngs —

(|

[
1ease cy St ores .,
|nyo§e%s’mg)iT13/ATCT advisory Ploce ot (Grocecy res

committees

2 3 d 4 5 d Optional

'+ understaa gen beiss

Producing informational Name Barbacd FUsen 27 .
brochures Address |94} 7 Bramble Bush Decive

2 3 4 @

Telephone Number<30 D 977~ 644

Organization ResidenT sF aFFecTea( arceaq .



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

roject team. Thank you in advance for y

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

Aormation report %WM

-oFbugifess Wl A X o x

__Newspaper article (specify)
__Notice at public library

__ From another parson

___ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

(. ~To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

_{(o comment on specific findings or
alternatives

;/Tﬁhave a voice” in future study
proceedings

'ZTE have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot ___Airpark user
__ Airpark official _[Co/mmunity
official

_ﬁesident of affected area (specify

6)

neighborhood) @GO3 i W) SSTATES <

_tMember of environmental or

community group (specify) G S4HE A
S RIN O Ty

__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
materiats before attending this workshop?
. es __No

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

S S A

10)

our time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

—_ Previous community workshops
__ Technical reports

e L O S SN A o

Other (spocity) &, G TS AL TS 2 S
T A To Ao S =R =

Rate the information sources below from << i

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effactive.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

N

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? {f so, please note. v «>

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_L/@/ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly -
SLPaDC SACI Ty
ML G v-T T < ond G
b. Were they addressed

adequately? o= = A P AR TANT L i
THE G4y DoSsN T & ST
Yes __ No; [f no, please state the C‘S’Wt’k AT
information you require. Scrhel g o X 2

S v Ay —,

_ be M T 4 Lo

Has the information provided throughout EL TS T
the study assisted you in undefstanding T = (Y

the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

LTS No



@ G

What is your opinion on the following 12) In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3

Operational Abalement Allernatives, wilh those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely. '
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you either live or work.
Strongly Approve By SSsS1S e CF MEw TAR O
S <SR oSO
a Extending runway/taxiway 14) How long have you lived or worked in the
@ 2 3 4 5 aea? Z. O YT AR S w=
b. Displacing thresholds 15) What are the ages of residents in your
1 2 3 4 5 home? 5"4/ ST
. Isolating engine run-up activity 16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
1 2 3 4 5 actively used when you purchased your
home? __ Yes «No. If so, how did you -
. Changing flight tracks fearn of this information? By ExPERITWIC T {
1 2 3 4 ¢ INOCREASTO D sSE
17) Can you identify the approximate times
. Changing runway use and levels of aircraft noise that you find
1 2 3 4 C?: are distyrbing? 24 R~ 7O Re e & |
Fro E ©F T v A (BEFORE T.ioo <==m (G_-q/,M
f. Modifying departure pro&eﬁireéd - a. Have there been any incidents that " p
1 2 3 4 w1 s oo RuAceconcern you relative to the Airpark?
LATE NMasET 4 SAR Oy A ra, zféy_jmo
g. Restricting engine run-ups s E
1 2 3 4 5 b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
h. Restricting aircraft operations control and a safety measure?
based on noise __Yes__ No me DPeNIS
1 2 3 4 5 '
18) {s there any additional information you
i Installing an air traffic control would like provided to you? o
tower
1 2 3 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
j- Placing airside signs and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 5
Ves __No
k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures 20) Please use the space below {o provide
1 2 @ the study team and county officials with

3 4
BT G ST CAAY \Tbe

any additional comments you may have.
L Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 5
m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact @ ;
1 2 3 B __
< e Ik
mn. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
v G committees
1 2 3 4 5 Optional
Q. Producing informational Name Riempr o F. .Boees
brochures Address 29 3 b PUuvom LRE@ S >R
1 2 3 4 5 SACTEERS B @< ey -
20?82’

Telephone Number 32 ( — R & ¥ —O o _—
Organization
-5 &AL 'I_;/



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE
The foliowing questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
woject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

study.

How did you learn about this workshop?

—_ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (spacify)

__ Previous community workshops

__ Tachnical reports

— Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
__ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
___ From another person
: Public Information Report #1
b£ Other (specify) HAPPEY To 8¢ 1 THC 1 2 3 4 5
ALEA
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
__ To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
— To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
__ To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study?
__Yes +/ No
__ Pilot ___ Alrpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
__ Aimpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
_~/Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood) HuwTees weeg S
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_VYes / No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement

used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletler)

Options?

__Yes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Oparational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway

1 2 @ 4 5

b. Displacing thresholds

1 ® 3 4 5

c. solating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks

-

@ 3 4 5

e. Changing runway use
) 3 4 5

f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 é} 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups

1 2 3 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise
1 2 ©) 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2 3 4 &

i- Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 5

K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 @ 5

L. Providing a public information
program

1 2 3 03 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

s @ s

n Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 G 4 5

o. Preducing informational
brochures

pury

2 @ 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.
HUUTERS wWoo0S

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? = S 1RS

What are the ages of residents in your
home? 39 ,37,9,7,3

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? +/ Yes __ No. If so, how did you
tearn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ Yes_/No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

/Yes _ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

ALBERT  Ducker
9§21 CocHRANE  WAY
GAlTH - ~D 0§74

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

oroject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in provid

study.

1) How did you learn about this workshop?

_Aormation report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
___Notice at public library

__ From another person
___Other (specify)

2) Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

ﬁ o gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

Uﬁ comment on specific findings or

alternatives

- To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

__'4’0 have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
__ Pilot __ Airpark user
___Airpark official __ Community
official

%sident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) A VALON FA(LM

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop?
L Yes _ No

5) Which information sources have you
used?

_I/Public [nformation Report (Newsletter)

6)

10)

ing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

L Previous community workshops

___Technical reports

— Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Publiic Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 (5D

Is there any other information that might

have helped you prepare for this Fwinai ¢ o
workshop? [f so, please note. gk o ‘N(\Q %45 —de

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

J[és _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted

addressed this evening; if so: (7 Touch ~guer

@f:ﬁr)mwrj gk

@ L. Vet 'J\_%
MOty 0wty L4

—
‘a/ Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? _Q;ﬂ: 1ot GV gl
G 0 Pdea W %m;_{ Cln 't~ chine
Yes __ No; [f no, please state the 5‘
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

t{

es No



11) Whal is your opinion on the following 12)
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.
13)
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
. Extending runway/taxiway 14)
(D 2 3 4 5
2 hyn' t (}, Displacing thresholds v 15)
15/ ey A 2 3 4 5 '
¥
M" ™ © Isolating engine run-up activity 16)
T 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks Fan Ou f‘/
1 2 3 4 (DMere |
2 17)

! Don + p—ﬁef— Changing runway use P
FROSVES L 8 O

f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 4 E 5) (D

I Radiyes
g Restricting engine run-up (\ﬁﬁ,‘ Qi)
M,A:L_Tfiii? 1 2 3 4 @ : hr

h. Restricting aircraft o
based on noise
1 2 3

ttons

4 EOQE\J@

i Installing an air traffic control

fower
1 2 @ 4

5 19)
i Placing airside signs
1 2 3 i GO
k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures 20)
1 2 3 & &

L. Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 @
m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact
1 2 3 4 @
. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory ?
D @lﬁ,\d committees A cs
TS &
' 0. Producing informational
brochures :
1 2 3 4 @

Telephone Number

&_1 ¥ /IMLL\',QJJ'

Ophm

Name
Address

in question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those oplions that are your first, second,
and third preference.

A0 a-dle #Hr- g/

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

\M’O’V\ F:O\(“ﬂ'—’

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? v i 2y

What are the ages of residents in your
home? 0'a

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
homae? ﬁ Yes __ No. If so, how did yo
teamn of this information? K ¢ ol ackor
ot
Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing? o e — RGr) X

a. Have there been any incidents that
concernyou relative to the Alrpark"
_l{ﬁ:’y L\ OL-J !7(‘ ™
S‘;}-vd\a/yr(‘ il ote fep
b. Would you support construction of an
aimport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
Yes NMaed e m \[\0)
Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you? )LJZ/L -~

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

/Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

@P(QC{/‘LQ QM“::',LIJ— ﬁ&n C)u‘")‘

o s 4o bribue norgw
S‘J‘Y ..), \"\f‘OUC/L\ f: ves O \J'J"-l‘:/t‘
ﬁf‘s e ’J’ML“’L e

FRAF Y

+ N SJ\J‘

]

F %=

ucio»«mp ]JL(;!

A

iM@a_)tL

)o
oo+ 2 }«}o,,,.,.
P w g

@) L—)‘Hli'}i %/u_unub'oii-t QALby
v é«g/o%;z_

Ronn.e R\}Yl“l-dpk/r\

(G500 Pirne Cons CF
G—-q\,\‘%fi‘!oufj .
F0l~ 64~ 207

Organization

Mny K20%7¢



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

“he following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
"~mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
dject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

udy.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

__Information report mailed to my home
or business

___ Newspaper article (specify)
___ Notice at public library

___ From another person

ot e Rrsrer AT G/ANT oD
x or (specily) GoSscen FPLAZA

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

_\/ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

_‘i/To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

/ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

'_/ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot ___Airpark user
__ Airpark official __ Community
official

_/Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) tyms e s (ks s

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop?
vV Yes __No

Which information sources have you
used?

Y,

Public Information Report (Newsletter)

6)

10)

__ Previous community workshops
__ Technical reports

“Other (specify) /CETING HeLD AT <CASEY
BAenN (N SPruwG 199/

Rate the information sources below from

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 L)

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_ Yes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly
How ABu T /THVING
b. Were they addressed
adequate!y?x

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in farmulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes No

e AT PR



11)

What is

Operational Abatement Alternatives, with

your opinion on the following

1 meaning you disapprove completely,

and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

g,
¢
©

— Q.

o

Extending runway/taxiway
2 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

Isolating engine run-up activity
2 3 4 5

Changing fiight tracks
2 3 4 @

Changing runway use

2 3 4 @
Modifying departure propedyres
2 3 4 e
Restricting engine run-u

Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise
2 3 4 5

Installing an air traffic control
tower
2 3 4 5

&)
Implementing noise complaint

procedures
o &

2 3
Providing a public information

program
«©

2 3
Appointing a noise abatement

contact

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees
2 3 4

Placing airside signs
2 3 4

Producing informational

brochures
4 5

2 3

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

UnNTERS (NTUPS

How long have you lived or worked in the

aea? (o YeAnes —

What are the ages of residents in your

home? 3¢5 ¢ 37

Ware you aware that the Airpark was

activelyyd when you purchased your

home? L Yes __ No. If so, how did you

learn of this information? BY JUST LODLING /N |
THE SEtY AND SEEm6 PLARES,
Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? £2/0/Y A FIERTT W) T76C
SUNDAY EVEN/NG

a. Have there been any incidents that

concern you relative to the Airpark?

zg Yes __ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes __No

{s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

2~<_: Yes __No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Hod ABour A Ppse OUT 0F
e A fhrk ENTiReLy | SPAY (T
oyt oven A 5 70 /U YG'%@

Pemevo, THE Apen HAS 0T G

MHE MR PARK. TIME TO CON/DELL,
Optioél Hew LOTATIOND N ) M PALK.

Name
Address

Telepho

Organization

/uw Y7 NY
[961) Bute smoke WY

ne Number 6/‘}’7ﬁ*/67_f g U/ZGr /070,

69902 2R7

N



)
MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

lhe following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
-“mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
oject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in praviding us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

6)
__Notice at public library
%From another person
___Other (specify)
Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)
gTo gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study
___ 1o comment on specific findings or
alternatives
__To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)
___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified
8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
__ Pilot __Airpark user
9)
KAimam official _ Community
official
__Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)
_ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)
__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
lerials before attending this workshop? 10)

Yes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

X Public Information Report (Newsletter)

Previous community workshops
XTechnical reports
__ Other (specity)
Rate the information sources below from

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Informati eport #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Informatio port #2
1 2 4 5

Communily Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this

workshop? If so, please note. N [A"
Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

XYes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? __

Yes ?i No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

K Yes __No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Oparational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiwa
T2 s a(8)

b. Displacing thresholds
g trastelts =y
c. Isolating engine run-up activity

1 2 é 4 5

d. Changing flight tracks

1 2 @ 4 5

e. Changing runway _use
1 2 3 @ 5

f. Modifying depart rocedures
T2 s éj“ 5
g. Restricling.engine run-ups
S 7 A

h. Restricting aircraft operations

based o ise
1 2 é:? 4 5

i Installing an air traffic control

tower
1 2 4 5
i Placing airside signs
1 2 3 4 @

K. Implementing noise complaint

procedures
5

1 2 3
l. Providing a public information

program
1 ° 3 Q 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18}

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

Telephone Number
Organization

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.
ON B2 POAT _ wolk
Yo ML WEST ~ HamE

How long have you lived or worked in the

area? 4 ’]E‘ﬂ‘f\/s

What are the ages of residents in your

home™ ) nas. 14 nas,

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? _ Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

N/h-

Can you identify the approximate times
and tevels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing? s
a. Have there been any incidents that

concern yoyl relative to the Airpark?

__Yes A No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational

cogjrol and a safety measure?
\Yes __ No

{s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

XYes __No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

G N EAT ddB.(

Y-RAS MCI\)_EE(_,C’J]
AFINPILT MAENAGETL

20,-330-(Ps0



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

'he following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

‘tudy.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

¢ Information report mailed to my home

or business

___Newspaper article (specify)

6)
___Notice at public library

~
o

“_From another person

__ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

f To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

+~ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

s

# To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

__To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__Pilot __Airpark user

L/Community
official

___Airpark official
L Resident of affected area (SEiJI
neighborhood) TS oo00

___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

_ Ofther (specify)
Have you received other informational
malerials before attending this workshop? 10)

“ Yes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

_/Public Information Report (Newsletter)

sject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

___Previous community workshops

L/Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 @ 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
/9

1 2 4 5
Community Workshop #1
1 2 (B 4 5
Community Workshop #2
1 2 ( 3,/ 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

o

— Yes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? __

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

‘L/N

_ Yes o



11)

@ 2 3

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway
(v 2 3 4 5
b. Displaciqg. thresholds
1 2 Cy 4 5
c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 w 5
d. Changing flight tracks

1 2 3 4 @

e. Changing runway use
1 2 3 4 (B

f. Modifying departure procedures

1 2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups—

1 2 3 4 (5/

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

(s

i Installing an air traffic contro

tower y
i- Placing airside signs =
1 2 3 4 @

K. Implementing noise complaint

procedures X
=/

1 2 3 4
L Providing a public information

1 2 3 4

program ™~

8 6

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact _

1 2 3 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitiees

1 2 3 @ 5

Q. Producing informational

brochures :
1 2 3 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name

Address ﬁ(:» & 2\‘)6(7/ C\b&ﬁs
Cop THheE 506V )

in question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

[4

{
Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have you fived or worked in the
area?

What are the ages of residents in your
home?
72, 4%, 3’?/ 9, 6

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively L?d/men you purchased your
home? # Yes __ No. If so, how did you
tearn of this information?

Can you ideritify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft nOIse that gou find
are disturbing? «o =€\ ~0 MG ST
WEEE DS GHM T (DM
a. Have there been any incidents that
c(o/naém you relative to the Airpark?

Yes __ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

~“Yes __ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

’ Yes __No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

rrpse D Haereoi—

%2 879

Telephone Number <30> 7S P-7{ES-

Organization

DAL

[R%]



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE
The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the
roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

study.

How did you learn about this workshop?

é Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

__ Previous community workshops

___ Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sourcas below from
__ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
) most effective.
i From another person
Public Information Report #1 _—
___ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 é,'
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 @
i To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 @7 5
—_ To "have a voice” in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this /\/*
__ To have specific questions addressed warkshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified ;
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study?
¥ Yes __No
¥ Pilot - Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
__ Airpark official —_ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
__ Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes _ No; If no, please state the
"“information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
X Yes __No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5)

Which information sources have you
used?

_rPublic Information Report (Newsletier)

opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

_><Yes __No



11)

3

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending, runway/taxiway
1 2 & 4 5
b. Displacing-thresholds
1 2 ég, 4 5
c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 (8 4 5
; Changing flight tracks
1 2 8./ 4 5
e. hanging runway use
1 2) 3 4 5
f. Modifying.departure procedures
1 2 é@,) 4 5
g. Restricting-engine run-ups
1 2 3/ 4 5
h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise
1.2’ 3 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control

tower
1 2 é) 4 5
i- Placing airside signs
1 2 3 é} 5
K. Implementing noise complaint

procedurg
1 2 @j 4 5

[ Providing a public information
program

1 2 s () s

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact ,r‘*)

1 2 3 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitiges

1 2 @ 4 5

0. Producing informational

brochures [N
2 3 (&) s

—_

12) in question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where youyiter live or work.
/

JTomT EomanT LLAs 2

14) How long have you lived or worked in the
area? /35 Vg

15) What are the ages of residents in your
home? /¢

16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? X Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information? K#zcgoe-<

17) Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
__Yes X No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes _\fNo

18) Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you? /(/3

19) Have you completed a card to have your

name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

¥ Yes ~_No
20) Please use the space below to provide

the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional
Name

Address

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

project team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this
study.

1) How did you learn about this workshop? Lﬁrevious community workshops
_r_,Anformation report mailed to my home ~_Technical reports
or business
___ Other (specify)
___ Newspaper article (specify)
6) Rate the information sources below from
___ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.
___ From another person

Public Information Report #1
. __ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information-Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 4 5
__ To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
__To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
___To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study?
_x/_éas __No
__ Pilot __ Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
]ZAirpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
___ Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
___ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group {specify) adequately?
___ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational -
malerials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
i/ Yes __No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement

:15/82‘? Options?
/. J

ublic Information Report (Newsletter) Yes — No



11)

QUGS SISO LS NG S ACRLAS St

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove
Strongly

Approve
Approve

Extending runway/taxiwa
A AN )

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

Isolating angine run-up activity
2 @ 4 5

Changing flight tracks
2 3 4 5

Changing runway use
2 3 4 5

Modifying departure procedures
2 3 4 5

Restricting engine run-ups
2 3 4 5

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

2 3 4 5

Installing an air traffic control

tower

2 3 4 @
Placing airside signs

2 3 4 @

Implementing noise complaint
procedures
2 3 4 5

Providing a pubtic information

program

2 3 4 5
Appointing a noise abatement
conlact

2 3 4 5

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committe
FRORENE

Producing informational
brochures
2 3 4 5

Strongly .

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,

and third preference. )L?/} = & e

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

O/@Q//L&b topt | Qe
How long have you lived or worked in the
area? JC) [/'ZS

What are the ages of residents in your

home? /U /4

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information? U//g

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? }‘\)0 il

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ Yes g/No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

Yes _ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you? N9

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

_&es __No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

fhe following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

oject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this
itudy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

%fon’naﬁon report mailed to my home
or business

___Newspaper atticle (specify)

6)
___ Notice at public library
_«{ From another person
___Other (specify)
Why-did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)
__ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study
___To comment on specific findings or
alternatives
ﬁo "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)
___To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
__ Pilot __ Airpark user

9)
___ Airpark official __ Community

official

L/Resident of affected area (specify N
neighborhood) Ash €oxvd, & ast Villag @

___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specity)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10)

X Ves __No

Which information sources have you
used?

{ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

___ Previous community workshops
___Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effactive.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5
Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
warkshop? If so, please note.

1 ®o
Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

?—(Yes Mo

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

o

Yes No

MO Y e C{\e‘(iv;tf’“"k

oM Runwagys = (AJ/\(CA\.UN7 hoadey



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve

completely.
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

a.

@
b.
1

2

Extending runway/taxiway
2 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds .
Isolating engine run-up £ js(ity
2 3 4 \5}

Changing flight track
anging flight tracks @

2 3 4
Changing runway use N
Modifying departure procedures

2 3 4 \5/

Restricting engine run-ups .
AN

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
=)
&

2 3 4

Installing an air traffic control
tower

2 3 4

Placing airside signs
2 3 4

) @

Implementing noise complaint
procedures
2 3 4

C,

Providing a public information
program
2 3 4

()

Appointing a noise abatement
contact

2 3 4 @

Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees
2 3 4 5

Producing informational
brochures
2 3 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

ln question #11, mark witha 1,2, and 3
those oplions that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

Fhst v.fage
How long have you lived or worked in the

area? 7)7965)@%

What are the ages of residents in your
?
home? $%

Ware you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? > Yes __ No. If so, how did you
tearn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? InC escaw Falle o ¥4
an gve €

a. avg there b%;\n \aiun; }n%m%'ﬁ that

concern you relative to the Airpark?

___Yes ><No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

~%es __ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

>cYes __No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization

Quvev

%]



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

‘he following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Pleass
mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

iudy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

_/@mation report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
___Notice at public library
___From another person

__ Other (specity)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__‘{{gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__ To comment on spacific findings or
alternatives

___To "have a voice” in fulure study
proceedings 7)

__To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

___Pilot __Aipark user

__ Airpark official __ Community

official

JAasident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) /5p SAen 257%\6";
g2/ [Plore £

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have ygu received other informational

mateptals before atlending this workshop? 10)
es __No

Which information sources have you
used?

_ Public Information Report (Newsletler)

dject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

_@ther (specify) :%Of” Cocner~ ﬂ?QQf/ fﬂ
Rate the information sources below from

1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Informatiop R port #1

1 2 ] "~ 4 5
Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 S
Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? {f so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

Yes ‘4

o]

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes  No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes ~_No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
] Extending runway/taxiway l
(L )2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5
C,. Isolating engine run-up activity

@ 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks -
(19D 2 3 4 K
.~ Changing runway use
@ 2 3 4

=~ Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups

1 2 3 4 @

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

1 2 3

i. Installing an air traffic control
tower

(1> 2 3 4 5
i 5 Placing airside signs
@ 2 3 4 5°

k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures
1 2 3

L. Providing a public information

program

T (D

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 g 4 @

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4 5

Q. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4 @

s 35 D

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

7~
) @ 18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

{n question #11, mark with a 1,2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

(osh €n Eswél es

How long have you lived or worked in the

area? /411%5

What are the ages of residents in your

home? ()~ [ S

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used’when you purchased your
home? ¢/ Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information? AJe/~ <o

@ Froe LS g1 0e
Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? @%J Qaf,c',/‘%'/é 5

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
czf@ﬁ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an-operational
control arw:asure?

__Yes 1o

{s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list

arfto/ver'ty our information?
es No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization

(3%



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

sroject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpaints on this

study.

1)

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

__ Previous community workshops

___ Technical reports

—_ Other (spacify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
__ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
:ﬁn another person
Public Information Report #1
__ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
— To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
__ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
Ahave a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
__ To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study? P
L—"Yes _ No
__ Pilot __ Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
__ Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
i._l/Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group {specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
malefials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
A? _ No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
S)

Which information sources have you
used?

l/Public [nformation Report (Newsletter)

opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

_Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following 12)
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.
13)
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway 14)
1 2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds 15)
1 2 3 4 5
c. Isolating engine run-up activity 16)
1 2 3 4 5
d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4 5
17)
e. Changing runway use
1 2 3 4 5
f. Modifying departure procedures
2 3 4 5
g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 5
h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
1 2 3 4 5
18)
i. Installing an air traffic control
tower
1 2 3 4 5 19)
i Placing airside signs
1 2 3 4 5
K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures 20)
1 2 3 4 5
. Providing a public information
program
1 2 3 4 5
m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact
1 2 3 4 5
n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees
1 2 3 4 5 Optional
0. Producing informational Name
brochures Address
1 2 3 4 5

EAsT

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or wor

MonNT N LAGE
How long have you lived or worked in the
area?

What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? 1—Yes __ No. If so, how did you

learn of this information? SUU___Z)E,Q

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aJrcraft 101 e that yOli?

aredtstu‘sgﬁ/ J—ﬁz’,

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern-you relative to the Airpark?
L~Yes _ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes__No

Is there any additional information you
would fike provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

Yes

_ No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organizalion



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Ploase
~omplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the

woject team. Thank you in advance for your time and coo

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

-

i Information report mailed to my home

or business

__ Newspaper article (speciy)

6)
___Notice at public library
__ From another person
__ Other (specify)
Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)
_'_A o gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study
__ 1o comment on specific findings or
alternatives
__ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)
__ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

8)
What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?
__ Pilot __ Alrpark user

9)
___ Airpark official ¥ Community

official

__ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)
___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)
__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
ryerials before attending this workshop? 10)
" Yes _ No

Which information sources have you
used?

\/PUbHC nformation Report (Newsletter)

peration in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

\ZPrevious community workshops

_'_»/T achnical reports

_‘_/Other (specity)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5
Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_/__Yes No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes _ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

-
[Yes _ No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Allernatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly

Strongly Approve

a. Extending runway/taxiway

1 2 3 4 5

b. Displacing thresholds

1 2 3 4 5

c. Isolating engine run-up activity

1 2 3 4 5

d. Changing flight tracks

1 2 3 4 5

e. Changing runway use

1 2 3 4 5

f. Modifying departure procedures
2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups

1 2 3 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

1 2 3 4 5
i Installing an air traffic control
tower

1 2 3 4 5

- Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 5

k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 4 5

L. Providing a public information

program

1 2 3 4 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 5

n. {ncreasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4 5

a. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

_18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

{n question #11, mark with a 1,2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have you lived or worked in the
area?

What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __ Yes __ No. If so, how did you
tearn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ _Yes __ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
controt and a safety measure?

__Yes __No

{s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

_ Yes _ No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

he following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
amplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and retumn it to a member of the

dy.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

>_< Information report mailed to my home
ar business

___ Newspaper article (specify)
___ Notice at public library

__ From another person

__ Other (specify)

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

___ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

/}(To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

__ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__Pilot __ Airpark user
___ Airpark official ___ Community
official

/}é Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) F’k#?@ RD

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

___ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational
materials before attending tp,is workshop?

_ Yes 7>\ No

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

10)

jject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

___ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_ Yes XNO

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the sludy assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

3 2 _
%’Ys No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly

Strongly Approve

a. Extending runway/taxiway

1 2 3 4 5

b. Displacing thresholds

1 2 3 4 5

(o} Isolating engine run-up activity

1 2 3 4 5

, Changing flight tracks

1 2 3 4 5

e. Changing runway use

1 2 3 4 5

f. Modifying departure procedures
2 3 4 5

g. Restricting engine run-ups

1 2 3 4 5

h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

1 2 3 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control

tower

1 2 3 4 5

i Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 5

k. lmplementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 4 5

L. Providing a public information

program

1 2 3 4 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 5

a. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

1 2 3 4 5

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4 S

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

{n question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have you lived or worked in the
area?

What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
tome? __Yes __ No. If so, how did you
fearn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you telative to the Airpark?
__Yes__No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes__ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after

woject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in

study.

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library

_ Fﬁ)m another person e

.

+” Other (specity) ¢ f/mjv’;\

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

— To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7)

P
1/To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Aipark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot __ Airpark user

__ Airpark official __ Community
official

—_ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)

__ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

-
Fy

‘\I,f-- ) u,.,u/_““— =TI

il
!bther (specify)

Have you received other informational

matefials before attending this workshop? 10)

A ANes _No

Which information sources have you
used?

J;/‘Publlc Information Report (Newsletter)

you have finished, and retum it to a member of the
providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

L"_ Previous community workshops

_’Jg_ Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3" 4 5

Public Information Report #2

1 2 3 4 5
L

Community Workshop #1

1 2 37 4 S
L

Community Workshop #2

1 2 3.7 4 5

i

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

L7 Yes S!/}Q—»:‘_A/Lf“-r’l _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes __ No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway
1 2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5
c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 4 5
: Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4 5
e. Changing runway use
1 2 3 4 5
f. Modifying departure procedures
1 2 3 4 5
g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 5
h. Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise
1 2 3 4 5

i installing an air traffic control

tower

1 2 3 4 5

I Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 5

K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

1 2 3 4 5

l. Providing a public information

program

1 2 3 4 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact

1 2 3 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
commitiees

1 2 3 4 5

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

in question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those oplions that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.
4 A

Lt
/ i
vy F i

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? ) i
;) \/{ \/ 17

I
What are the ages of residents in your
home? 3 !
Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __Yes __ No. {f so, how did you
learn of this information?  + i

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you refative to the Airpark?
__Yes__ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes__ No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided fo you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

Yes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organizalion



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE
The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please

complete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
project team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

siudy.

1) How did you learn about this workshop? __ Previous community workshops
_‘i Information report mailed to my home ___ Technical reports
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

___ Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
___ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
___ From another person
Public Information Report #1
__ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 i
__ To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 2 3 4 5
__ 1o comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 2 3 4 5
_{To "have a voice” in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
/ have helped you prepare for this
_¥_To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study? /
/ / \L Yes _ No
Y Pilot v Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
___Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
__ Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood)
__ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (spécify) adequately? _
___ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informationat
materials before attending thjs workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_ Yes v No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
5) Which information sources have you opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement

used?

51 Public Information Report {(Newsletter)

Options?

Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly .
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway.

1 2 3 4 é)

b. Displacing thresholds

1 2 3 4

isolating engine run-up activity
2 3 4 5

c
@
Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4 5
1 Changing runway use
@ 2 3 4 5
f
1

Modifyir@departure procedures
3

2 4 5

s Restricting engine run-ups
6) 2 3 4 5
h

Restricting aircraft operations
based on noise

@ 2 3 4 5
i. Installing an air traffic control

tower
1 2 @ 4 5

i Placing airside signs

1 2 4 5

k. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

@ 2 3 4 5

L. Providing a public information
program

1 > B) 4 5

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contac

1 2 3 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

@ 3 4 5

0. Producing informational
brochures

1 2 3

—
4 @

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

Telepho

In question #11, mark with a 1,2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

o, u
7°) v
Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

O~ —R&no M/K/O}O\a

How long have you lived or worked in the

area?
ed e (_/l/‘/_:» '

What are the ages of residents in your

home? > A ; \ .

Waere you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing?
¥ Noue

a. Have there been any incidents that

concern you relative to the Airpark?

__Yes _vNo

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes v'No

is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Aex
Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

_\/ Yes __No
Please use the space below to provide

the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Wd N = lo

I Re gidind QSY Rias
DRI e v

ne Number

Organization

‘iJ oo el west



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The foliowing questions have been developad as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
»mplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
roject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpaints on this

study.

2)

How did you learn about this workshop?

___Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
__Notice at public library
___From another person

j:Other (specify) MC AR

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

_¥ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__l_/TO comment on specific findings or

alternatives

AAa"have a voice" in future study

proceedings 7)

___To have specific questions addressed
of issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR

Part 150 Study?
_Arpark user

__ Community
official

_¥ Pilot

__ Airpark official
__Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood)

___Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational

r?arials before attending this workshop? . 10)
Y

es _ No

Which informatign sources have you
used?

_ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

L/Previous community workshops

__ Technical reporls

___ Other (spacify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Infcrmation Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 NG,

Community Workshop #2

1 2 3 4 @

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
warkshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

L/Yes __No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately? ___

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding

the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement

Oyns?
¥ Yes ~ No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operalional Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/taxiway

1 2 é 4 5

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

c. {solating engine run-up actjvity
1 2 3 4

Changing flight tracks

T ®

Fp

e. hanging runway use

1 @ 3 4 5

f. Modifying departure procedyres
1 2 3 4 5

Restricting engine run-ups
2 3 4 5

@

h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise

@ 2 3 4 5

i. Installing an air traffic control
O,

J

1

K

1

{

1

m

1

n

1

0

1

tower
2 3 4 5

Placing ajrgide signs
2 @ 4 5

Implementing noise complaint
procedures
2 3 @ 5
Providing a public information
program

2 3 4 @
Appointing a noise abatement
contact

2 3 4

¢/

increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

mmittees ¢
@ 3 4 5

Producing informational

brochur
2 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

How long have you lived or worked in the
area?

What are the ages of residents in your
home?

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? __ Yes __ No. if so, how did you
learn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find
are disturbing?

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
__Yes __No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?
__Yes__No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

_ Yes X_No
Please use the space below to provide

the study tearm and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
crmplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

{ Jject team. Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on thig
4.4dy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

—_ Other (specify)

6) Rate the information sources below from
___ Notice at public library 1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.
_X_ From another person
’ Public Information Report #1
__ Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
2) Why did you come to this workshop? Public Information Report #2
(Check as many as apply.) 1 2 3 4 5
_X_ To gather basic information on the Community Workshop #1
FAR Part 150 Study 1 2 3 4 5
___ To comment on specific findings or Community Workshop #2
alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
__To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings 7) Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
__ To have specific questions addressed workshop? If so, please note.
or issues clarified
8) Have you been active in other meetings
3) What is your interest in the Airpark FAR concerning the Airpark?
Part 150 Study?
__Yes X_ No
__ Pilot ___ Airpark user
9) Did you have specific questions about the
___ Airpark official __ Community FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
official addressed this evening; if so:
A Resident of affected area (specify a. Please list them briefly
neighborhood) HAOLE 1 Fa Qe
___ Member of environmental or b. Were they addressed
community group (specify) adequately?
__ Other (specify) Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.
4) Have you received other informational
materials before attending this workshop? 10) Has the information provided throughout
_ Yes } No the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
3)

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

_Yes _ No



What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
— Extending runway/taxiway
@ 2 3 4 5
b. Displacing thresholds
1 2 3 4 5

c. Isolating engine run-up activity
1 2 3 4 5

e. Changing runway use _—=
1 2 3 4 @

f. Modifying departure procadures
1 2 3 4 Qj

d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 4

g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 @
h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise =
1 2 3 4 C@

i. Installing an air traffic control

tower

1 2 3 4 5

j- Placing airside signs

1 2 3 4 5

K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures

£

1 2 3 4

L. Providing a public information

program S

1 2 3 4 Q}

m. Appointing a noise abatement
contact =

1 2 3 4 5

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committees e
1 2 3 4 @
0. Producing informational
brochures ¥
1 2 3 4 5

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

Haveer Taeus - BLiodx Te RRAC

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? | I/’OZ

Yea ~
What are the ages of residents in your
home? .
29, 29

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? _X Yes __ No. If so, how did you
learn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and levels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing?TR4,in/e FL16 TS, Cildter A/6- ADO,

EALY AH  FL/6HTS
a. Have there been any incidents that

concern you relative to the Airpark?
~ Yes__ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

_ Yes 7}{ No

{s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing list
and to verify our information?

/X Yes __No
Please use the space below to provide

the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Optional

Name
Address

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

he following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
:nmplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the
) ject team. Thank you in advance far your time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

hudy.

2)

How did you lsarn about this workshop?

__Information report mailed to my home
or business

_l/ Newspaper article (specify)

6)
__Notice at public library

___From another person

v Other (specify) al%o yeno vxo\ﬁa o?
T omerting o Asicid Meekin
Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

/ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

___To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

'_1/T o "have a voice” in future study
proceedings 7)

v~ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot ___ Alrpark user

___ Airpark official __ Community

official

+/ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) Ashkfere

_ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

_ Other (specify)

Have you received other informational

materials before atlending this workshop? 10)
_ Yes “ No

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

_ Previous community workshops

___Technical reports

__Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

Public Information Report #1
1 2 3 4 5

Public Information Report #2
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4 5

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? [f so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

__Yes v No
Did you have specific questions about the

FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a Please list them briefly wk\{ 0o nos sego -
f‘Ja;HI«w_ 'T(/w—( f-ﬁHﬂLﬂAL?‘ (s .{4‘..‘367
b. éarjawhere they éjcﬁ—r:ég;egcﬂ Attt e ‘{"A‘_?"y
adequately? #.-3 < :

Yes  No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and S meaning that you approve

completely.
Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve

O
v

o

1/

Extending runway/taxiway
2 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds
2 3 4 5

Isolating engine run-up activity

2 3 4 5
Changing flight tracks
S e

Changing runway use
2 3 4 5

Modifying departure procedures
2 3 @ 5

Restricting engine run-ups
ORI

Restricting aircraft operations

based op-noise
2 @ 4 5

Installing an air traffic control

wer
1 3 4 5

P =

Placing airside signs
2 3 4 5

Implementing noise complaint

procedures
OXN

2 3
Providing a public information

program
:

2 3
Appointing a noise abatement

contact

2 3

increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory
committees

2 S5 4 5

Producing informational
brochu

res
e (@ 4 s

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Optional

Name
Address

in question #11, mark with a 1, 2,and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Aipark where you seither live or work.

A o h oo

How long have you lived or worked in the

area? —
[ N

What are the ages of residents in your

home? LfS = (p

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? ;| ~Yes __ No. If so, how did you

learn of this information? 33 0 |l i 8o gman

Can you identify the approximate times

and levels of aircraft noise that you find )

are disturbing? m“r\i‘f\j Qf‘{ﬁx_ﬂd t—5
wir |oza 2ngl

a. Have there been any incidents that

concern you relative to the Airpark?

es__No [ide jvc Celon ca

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

1 Yes No

[s there any additional information you
would like provided to you?

Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master maifing list
and to verify our information?

‘ﬁes No

Please use the space below to provide
the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.

Telephone Number
Organization

M2



1..e following questions have been develo
complete your responses as you tour the i
5“ jject team. Thank you in advance for y

¢ ady.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

__ Newspaper article (specify)
__ Notice at public library

__ From another person
(\LU\J\-\ri DQ

J .
___ Other (specify) CSvoito\Laa

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

__ To gather basic information on the
FAR Part 150 Study

__ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

__ To "have a voice" in future study
proceedings

__ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot ___Aimpark user
__ Airpark official _‘/ Community
official

__ Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) G v

_i Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
m_e}{erials before attending this workshop?

_ Yes __No

Which information sources have you
used?

_'_ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

8)

10)

ped as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Ploase
nformation clusters, or after you have finished, and retum it to a member of the
our time and cooperation in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

7

__ Previous community workshops

/
__ Technical reports

/
—_ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the
most effective.

@bﬁc Information Report #1
1

2 3 4 5

CFijlic Information Report #2
1

2 3 4 5

Community Workshop #1
1 2/ 3 4 S

Community Workshop #2
1 2 3 4

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? [f so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_"/Yes _ No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

4

Yes No



11)

What is your opinion on the following
Operational Abatement Alternatives, with
1 meaning you disapprove completely,
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.

Disapprove Approve Strongly
Strongly Approve
a. Extending runway/{axiway

é_ﬁﬂ_—ﬁ)z 3 4 5
M}z 3 4 5

Displacing thresholds

c. Isolating engine q-up activity
1 2 3 @J 5
d. Changing flight tracks
1 2 3 s G
. Changing runway use
1 2 3 4 ®/>
f. Modifying departure procegdures
1 2 3 4 5 ———-—‘7
g- Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 s
h. Restricting aircraft operations

based on noise ~LWONOS < Kol AN o

1 2 3 4 (&) o8

i. Installing an air traffic control

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

NSEo P 18)

In question #11, mark with a 1, 2, and 3
those options that are your first, second,
and third preference.

Please identify the area in the vicinity of
the Airpark where you either live or work.

CJO s\einq

How long have you lived or worked in the
area? 15 \:S(S

What are the ages of residents in your
home? over 4O = 2 Jdegnc

Were you aware that the Airpark was
actively used when you purchased your
home? ~ Yes _ No. If so, how did you
fearn of this information?

Can you identify the approximate times
and fevels of aircraft noise that you find

are disturbing? @\ d\qﬁ

a. Have there been any incidents that
concern you relative to the Airpark?
v Yes _ No

b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
control and a safety measure?

__Yes ¥ _No

Is there any additional information you
would like provided fo you? J

tower
@ 2 3 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
= name placed on the master mailing list
i Placing airside suéns and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 5 _
- _“\'/Yes ' _ No

k. Implementing noise complaint

procedures 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 2 3 4 @ the study team and county officials with

any additional comments you may have.

. Providing a public information

program
1 2 3 4 (5)
m. Appointing a noise abatement

contact
1 2 3 4 ()

—

n. Increasing ATIS/ATCT advisory

committees
1 2 3 4 & 5 Opticonal
0. Producing informational Name

brochures Address

1 2 3 4 (5)

Telephone Number
Organization



MONTGOMERY COUNTY FAR PART 150 STUDY

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to obtain community input into the FAR Part 150 Study. Please
enmplete your responses as you tour the information clusters, or after you have finished, and return it to a member of the

peration in providing us with your thoughts and viewpoints on this

¢ dject team. Thank you in advance for your time and coo

¢ udy.

How did you learn about this workshop?

__ Information report mailed to my home
or business

— Newspaper article (specify)

__ Notice at public library

_XFrom another person 7(95;, Fpvy
__ Other (specify) A Ybairie

Why did you come to this workshop?
(Check as many as apply.)

g\To gather basic information on the
~AR Part 150 Study

__ To comment on specific findings or
alternatives

___To "have a voice™ in future study
proceedings

__ To have specific questions addressed
or issues clarified

What is your interest in the Airpark FAR
Part 150 Study?

__ Pilot __ Airpark user
___ Airpark official ___ Community
official

Resident of affected area (specify
neighborhood) AVAler Faym

___ Member of environmental or
community group (specify)

__ Other (specify)
Have you received other informational
materials before attending,this workshop?

_ Yes No

Which information sources have you
used?

__ Public Information Report (Newsletter)

10)

__ Previous community workshops

__ Technical reports

__ Other (specify)

Rate the information sources below from
1 being the least effective, to 5 being the

most effective.

Public Information Report #1

1 2 3 4 5
Public Information. Report #2

1 2 @ 4 5
Community Workshop #1

1 2 3 4 5
Community Workshop #2

1 2 3

D s

Is there any other information that might
have helped you prepare for this
workshop? If so, please note.

Have you been active in other meetings
concerning the Airpark?

_ Yes A No

Did you have specific questions about the
FAR Part 150 Study that you wanted
addressed this evening; if so:

a. Please list them briefly

b. Were they addressed
adequately?

Yes __ No; If no, please state the
information you require.

Has the information provided throughout
the study assisted you in understanding
the data presented and in formulating an
opinion on Airpark Noise Abatement
Options?

& Yes ~_No



11)

promreemmny

What is your opinion on the following 12). {n question #11, mark with a 1,2, and 3
Operational Abatlement Allernatives, with those options that are your first, second,
1 meaning you disapprove completely, and third preference.
and 5 meaning that you approve
completely.
13) Please identify the area in the vicinity of
Disapprove Approve Strongly the Airpark where you either live or work.
Strongly Approve fiV A Lo l'— Av e
Extending runway/taxiway 14) How long have you lived or worked in the
@ 2 3 4 5 area? | RV
b. Displacing thresholds 15) What are the ages of residents in your
1 2 3 4 5 home? 29,20
c. Isolating engine run-up activity 16) Waere you aware that the Airpark was
1 2 3 4 5 actively used when you purchased your
home? 2{ Yes __ No. {f so, how did you
: Changing flight tracks fearn of this information?
1 2 3 4 5 Laws wipe vefiper T
17) Can you identify the approximate times
e. Changing runway use and levels of aircraft noise that you find
1 2 3 4 5 are disturbing? Py Sk
. Modifying departure procedures a. Have there been any incidents that
1 2 3 4 5 concern you relative to the Airpark?
_ Yes A No
g. Restricting engine run-ups
1 2 3 4 5 b. Would you support construction of an
airport tower as both an operational
h. Restricting aircraft operations control and a safety measure?
based on noise ~ - Yes&t No
1 2 3 4 @
18) Is there any additional information you
i Installing an air traffic control would like provided to you?
tower
@ 2 3 4 5 19) Have you completed a card to have your
name placed on the master mailing fist
i Placing airside signs and to verify our information?
1 2 3 4 5
X Yes ~_No
K. Implementing noise complaint
procedures 20) Please use the space below to provide
1 2 3 @ 5 the study team and county officials with
any additional comments you may have.
L Providing a public information A
program L oMl 2.
1 2 3 4 @ 53(,00#’ F/V/"‘\) ,Ai'/’vv/“qf_?
m. Appointing a noise abatement '
cgstact . P —D Tpe~TiFyrag PAvTic c«/“q//y
! @ 3 4 @:’J Loul> AjcvarFT.
n. Incregsing ATIS/ATCT advisory Twonld 1.4e s 2o TvA FEIo o befl
committees N Sme B i el ve ey ke
1 2 3 4 5 Optional 5 PeFf = et PIVEAVES
= ;1 Rives
0. Producing informational Name o 6 g
brochures e Address /2% | CLirs Foast e
1 2 3 \4} S GAIT[C’PS%%V& na

Telephone Number 74D~ 3 Y7

Organization

na



REPORT AND SUMMARY ANALYSIS
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP NO. 3
FAR PART 150 STUDY
MONTGOMERY AIRPARK (MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD)

30 June 1992 - 6:00 p.m.
Goshen Elementary School
Gaithersburg, Maryland

Presenters: Alan G. Hass, P.E.
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc.

Thomas Breen
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc.

Robert Clifford
The LPA Group, Inc.

F. Stuart Kenney
Montgomery County Revenue Authority

Norman Arnold
TAMS Consultants

Facilitator: Linda Hanifin Bonner
Hanifin Associates, Inc.

Attendees: Appendix A

Analysis of Questionnaire
and Comments: Appendix B

Report Distribution and
Notification List: Appendix C

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the third community workshop was to present to neighboring residents and
other interested persons the study's findings and suggested recommendations about land use
controls and aircraft operations in and around the Airpark. The workshop was conducted in
an "open-house" format, allowing attendees an opportunity to ask questions and discuss
issues with the technical consultants on a one-on-one basis. |t also provided area residents
with an effective mechanism to provide their input and comments regarding the study.

Community Workshop #3
FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992



The workshop took place from 6:00 - 10:00 p.m. Approximately 45 people attended,
representing concerned citizens, business-interests, and community organizations (see
Appendix A). Attendees were asked to complete a registration form and questionnaire. The
technical consultants - Alan Hass and Thomas Breen of HMM&H, Robert Clifford of the LPA
Group, and Norman Arnold of TAMS Consultants interacted with members of the community

via open discussions. Mr. Stuart Kenney of the Montgomery County Revenue Authority also
attended. Portions of the workshop were recorded on videotape.

Organized around ‘“information clusters," specific details pertaining to the study results were
presented.

Cluster information boards providing study highlights included

e Elements of GAl NPC,

e Recommended Letter to Airmen,

e Recommended Wording for Airside Signs,
e Summary of NCP Implementation,

e 1996 Future Ldn Contours,

e Future Compatibility Statistics,

e Elements of 150 Process,

e Development of Noise Contours,

e Potential Operational Abatement Alternatives,
e Potential Land Use Abatement Alternatives,
e Land Use with 1991 Contours, and

e Land Use with 1996 Contours.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION
The workshop notification process was extensive and included:

e Mailing and hand delivery of 2,000 information reports to area residents and public
officials,

e Posting meeting notices at libraries, county public buildings and businesses in the
vicinity of the Airpark, including the following:

e Goshen Crossing Shopping Center
- Giant Food
- Little Caesar's Pizza
- Ben & Jerry's Ice Cream

e Goshen Plaza Shopping Center
- Hardee's Restaurant

e Flower Hill Shopping Center
- Giant Food

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992



e Gaithersburg Library
e TCBY Yogurt - Route 124 (near Airpark)
e Kay's Diner — Route 124 (near Airpark)

¢ Press notices placed in all County Council press room mailboxes and followed up
with a mailing to:

~ Chronicle Express

- Gaithersburg Gazette

- Montgomery Journal

- The Montgomery Sentinel
- Newton Publication Service
- Osbourne Publications

See Appendix C for a more detailed tabulation of newsletter and meeting notice distribution.

The number of people attending the workshop was approximately the same as for the two
previous ones; most had been present at previous workshops. The majority of attendees
stated they heard about the workshop through informational newsletters and word of mouth.
Participants appeared interested and were enthusiastic about responding 1o the

questionnaires, using them as an opportunity to provide their own specific input into the study.
Most attendeees spent time asking questions and initiating open discussions.

A press conference conducted one day prior to the workshop announced the date, time and
location of the workshop and invited all interested to attend. Representatives from the
Montgomery Journal, Montgomery Sentinel, Gaithersburg Gazette, and Gaithersburg Express
newspapers attended and published articles in their July 1 editions. Representatives from

WRC-TV and Montgomery Community Television (Channel 21) also attended and ran pieces
in their June 29 evening broadcasts.

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992



APPENDIX A - Analysis of Questionnaire Responses and Comments

In conjunction with the ongoing Montgomery County FAR Part 150 Study, area residents and
other concerned citizens were asked to fill out a questionnaire (copy attached) that focused on
the recommendations for noise abatement measures that had been developed during the
study. For each of sixteen suggested measures, the respondents were asked to rank the
level of effectiveness: 1 meaning very effective, 2 meaning moderately effective, and 3

meaning not effective. Forty-eight people completed the questionnaire; the results are
summarized below.

Measure 1 2 3 No Answer
A. Institute noise
abatement flight tracks 17 16 12 3
B. Institute preferential
runway use 17 15 11 5
C. Modify business jet
departure procedures 19 17 9 3
D. Restrict (voluntarily)
nighttime operations 20 9 19 0
E. Restrict nighttime
maintenance run-ups 15 16 15 2
F. Update real estate
disclosure ordinance 22 8 16 2
G. Update
comprehensive plans 19 11 13 5
H. Program publicity: =
letters to airmen 16 20 7 5
I. Program publicity:
airside signs 22 16 5 5

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992



Measure a 2 3 No
Answer

J. Program publicity:
informational brochures 10 18 ... 14 6
K. Program publicity:
ATIS/ATCT advisories 14 18 10 6
L. Appoint noise abatement
contact 18 15 9 6
M. Institute noise complaint
receipt and response procedures 24 15 10 1
N. Institute public information
program response procedures 19 13 12 4
O. Evaluate changes in noise
exposure due to changes in 19 14 10 5
airport layout/operations and at
minimal intervals of time

While all the suggested measures were seen as either ve

ry effective or moderately effective
by at least two

-thirds of the respondents, the most favored measures were the following:

e institute noise abatement flight tracks,
e institute preferential runway use,
e modify business jet departure procedures,

e publicize the chosen measures through letters to airmen, and

e post informational airside signs.

Measure D, which would voluntarily restrict nighttime operations was, according to written
comments, considered unlikely to be effective because it would be only on a volunteer basis.
Respondents felt that enforcement would be necessary to ensure any any such restriction.

Community Workshop #3

FAR Part 150 Study

Montgomery County Revenue Authority
14 September 1992




0.
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,
MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint t and
recommended as part of the noise control 1 2
r

program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public informatio am

Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures

effectiveness of each measure, with 1 2 @
1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise-exposure due to

2 meaning moderately atfective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of tim@
' 1 2 3
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks

1 2 3 /dm;,//(,w 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferentlal runway use

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
:
. effective, please give us your reasons.
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c. Modi iness jet depanures procedures
St e w7

d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighni@operations
1 2 3

h ghttime maintenance runups
D@ 2 3 g Ll pesiazees /éa ;m,h\
f. U eal estate disclosure ordinance \ %ﬁﬁz ZZ QJ |~
1 2 /
g. Update comprehensive % W

1 2

h. Program publicity: letters Yeairmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

1 2 3z LW abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs— them here.

1 2 3
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Progress..., continued from page 1

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise

Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in a 180 day FAA review period, and assummg AA

Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval o olseand TaRd Use recor e recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAI.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

111e tollowing questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

‘ MD 20850.
| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and
\ recommended as part of the noise control 1 2
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures
‘ effectiveness of each measure, with 1 2 @
' 1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
| 2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
‘ 3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of time
- 1 2
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks )
1 2 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferential runwaése effective, please glve us your reasons.
1 2 4 ¢
¢. Modify business 1et departu S procedures M‘L 6/
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The following questions have been developed as a vehi
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to res

MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks

1 3
b. Institute preferenfial runway use
2 3
1 3
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations
1 3
e. Restrict nightti@aintenance runups
1 3

f. Update real estatgdisclosure ordinance

h.  Program publicity; letters to airmen

i Progr;m publi% airside s?gns

- Progr;m public informat?onal brochures

k. Progr;m puin%ATlS/AT?CT advisories
3
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

m. Institute noise Wlaint receipt and
1 2 3

n. Institute public information program

response procedyres
1 3
o. Evaluate changegs in noise exposure due to

changes in airport layout/operations and

at minimal intervals of time
1 ( f) 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
eftective, please give us your reasons.
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3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
abatement measures? If so, please discuss
them here.
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Progress..., continued from page 1 e

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the information analyzed and presented in
Elemnents 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl-
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will
be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

of comments from the third community workshop.
After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Program -- a package of operational and land use
planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
from GAl.

\



Progress..., continued from page 1

COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks
2 3
b. Institute preferential runway use
1 @ 3
¢. Modify businessgt departures procedures
1 3

d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations

e. Restri::t nighttime‘;2 maintenaé:je runups
f. Updat1e real estatze disclosure ordinance
g. Updat1e comprehinsive plans
h. Progr;m publicitf: letters to airmen

1 @ 3

i. Program publicity: airside signs
1 @ 3

j. Program pUb”Cité:) informational brochures
1 3

k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
1 @ 3

I. Appoint noise a%g(ement contact
1 3

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the information analyzed and presented in
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknow!-
edged its acceptance in February 1992, The NCP will
be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

‘

m. Institute noise complaint receipt and
1 2 3
n. Institute public information program
response procedures
1 @ 3
0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
changes in airport layout/operations and
at minimal intervals of time

1 2 ®

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
effective, please give us your reasons.
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of comments from the third community workshop.

After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
approval of the noise and land use recommendations,

the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Program -- a package of operational and land use
planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
from GAL
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockuville,

MD 20850.
1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institytq noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control ﬂ@ 2 3
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n In public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of res e procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with @ 2 3
1 meaning very effective, o. Evaltate changes in noise exposure due to
2 meaning moderately #ifective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at minimal inteaéls of time
1 3

a. Insth@ncisa abatement flight tracks

2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Insti@preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons.
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f. Update real estate disclos ordlnance
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g. Update comprehensnve pl

h. Program publicit Ietters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicif airside SIgns them here.
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Progress..., continued from page 1

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAI.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt




FAR Part 150 COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and drop off at the registration desk before you
leave, or mail to MCRA, 211 Monroe Street, Rockville, MD 20850,

1. The following fifteen measures have been recommended as part of the noise control program for
the Montgomery County Airpark. Please give us your opinion as to the level of effectiveness of each
measure, with

1 meaning very effective

2 meaning moderately effective, and

3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks
1 2 @
b. Institute preferential runway use
1 2 @
c. Modify business jet departure procedures
1 2 @
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nigﬁttime operations
@ 2 3
e, Restrict nighttime maintenance runups
(9 2 3
f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance
1 @ 3
g. Update comprehensive plans
1 O :
h. Program publicity: letters to airmen

1 D :

i Program publicity: airside signs
1 @ 3
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i Program publicity: informational brochures

1 @ 3

K. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories

1 @ 3

. Appoint noise abatement contact

@ 2 3

m. Institute noise complaint receipt and response procedures
(D 2 3
n. Institute public education program
1 @ 3
o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to changes in airport layout/operations and at minimal

intervals of time

@ 2 3

2, For any measure you do not feel will be effective, please give us your reasons:
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3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise abatement measures? If 80, please discuss them
here;




19569 Ridge Heights Drive
Gaithersburg, MD 20879

/ Stan Lowe, Jr.

COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,
MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Instityte noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 2 3

program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,

Institute public information program
response procedyres
1 3

0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
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I 2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and |

: 3 meaning not effective. at m%’gnal intervals of time I

2 3

| a. Institute noise ahatement flight tracks I

| 1 é} 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be |

| b. Institute preferentjal runway use effective, please give us your reasons. |
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| 1 3 Aot o el gty I

: f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance A4 4 }
1 3

= g. Updaie comprehensive plans }

2 3

; h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise |

| 1 2 abatement measures? |f so, please discuss l

| i. Program publicity; airside 3igns themhere. I
1 3

I j. Program publicity: informatignal brochures {
1 2

i k. Program publicify: ATIS/ATCT advisories {
1 3

| I. Appoint noise abatement contact |

| O 5 |
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Progress.... continued from page 1 |

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991, The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAI.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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} COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE }
} The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR I
| Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville, |
| MD 20850. |
| I
| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and |
I recommended as part of the noise control @ 2 3 |
| program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program |
| Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures |
| effectiveness of each measure, with 1 2 3 I
I 1 meaning very effective, 0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to |
I 2 meaning moderately atfective, and changes in airport layout/operations and |
i 3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of time [
2 3 I
| a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks [
| 2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be I
I b. Instityle preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons. {
2 3
{ c. Modizébusiness jet departures procedures {
2 3
[ d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations [
I 1 ) 3 I
: e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups :
1 @ 3
I f. Upda(Llcjeal estafe disclosure ordinance }
2 3
l g. Update comprehensive plans I
| @ 3 |
I h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise |
| 1 @ 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss |
| i. Program public/i(tg airside signs themhere. }
1 2 3
I j. Program publicity: informational brochures I
1 2 3
I k. Pr m publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories :
2 3
I . Appoint noise abatement contact |
2 3 |
I I
I I
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Progress..., continued from page 1 LS L s B RS )
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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Progress..., continued from page 1
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks

2 3
b. Institute preferential runway use
2 3

¢. Modify business jet departures procedures
1 @ 3
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations
T

1 2 9@.

e. Restrict nightti aintenance runups

G R

f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance
1 2 .

g. Upd@omprehensive plans

2 .3

h. Program publicity: letters to_airmen
1 2 @5

i. Program publicity; airside signs
1 (%3’ 3

j. Program publicity: informatiisal brochures

1 2
k. Program publicity: ATIS/@advisories
1 2

I.  Appoint noise abatement c@t
1 2

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise

m. Institute noise complaint receipt and

gj ) 2 3
n. Institute public information program
response procedures

Qﬁj 2 3
o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
changes in airport layout/operations and

at minimal intervals of time
g i ) 2 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
effective, please give us your reasons.
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3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
abatement measures? If so, please discuss
themhere.
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of comments from the third community workshop.

Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in

Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)

describes the information analyzed and presented in

After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility

Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and

submitted to the FAA in July 1991, The FAA acknowl-
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will
be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

Program -- a package of operational and land use
planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
from GAL.
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N Nox—g  NITY QUESTIONNAIRE

G iy - developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

The following sixteen Mmeasures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,

2 meaning moderately affective, and

3 meaning not effective.

3 lnstitng noise abatement flight tracks

1 2 3

Instit referential runway use

2 3

Modity usinesij%depanures procedures
1 2 3

Restrict (voluntas ) nighttime operations
1 2 3

Restrict nightti aintenance runups
1 3

Update real es disclosure ordinance
1 3

Update compgbzegive plans
1 3

Program publicity:_letters to airmen
1 3

Pr ublicity: airside signs
5 B 2 3

Prog@ublicity: informational brochures
1

2 3
Prog ublicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
\F1 3 2 3
Appojrtoise abatement contact
2 3
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ane a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

m. Insth@jjwoise complaint receipt and
2 3
n. Institute public information program
response pro es

1 3
0. Evaluate changes in nois@osure due to

changes in airport layout/operations ang
at minimal intervals of time
1 2 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
effective, please give us your reasons.

n. meph 'S ho‘l1 Comm. I3
Yo reducii e yvice arvol the

_as Cod, }ni‘\l@—”&baw

o Bpand e baan

‘ Ores BN WY
WQ\WW:“C\ (PI
CShu in Londucy Anen Agysonci,
"3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

abatement measures? If so, please discuss
* themhere.

—Toe ( ; s
ot s landiine,

- r[r+ afr ‘SILLMD_I "bi’frﬁgi
Dpeinding

= Wn landing o 19, malg E;u,o

St oF Tiche, Al de 772
?:?35,61“&1”:"@2; .

—.—..-—o-—-—..——.-—.-._-_-___—--



_._—.—._____._____-—_—-—--———-—__._.____.__._._-.————-—-——.—._..____

COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks

Instjtute noise complaint receipt and
O
In public information program
res e procedures
ot
Ev changes in noise exposure due to
changes in airport layout/operations and

at minimal intervals of time
1 2 3

2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Inst'%t%a preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons.

2 3 ,7[ NIl pe— revent paise,

c. Modjfy-Qusiness jet departures procedures

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

|

I

|

|

I

|

I

I

I

I

}

| ! A 3 Dot dedalye  ayen
: d. Restrct (voluntarily) nighttime operations I NRUSOS [ 45 ﬂe AA .
e
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
L

2 3 i

e. Restric nighttin@aintenance runups
1 3

f. Update real estate’disclosure ordinance
1 2 tf% )

g. Update compn@nsive plans

1 3

h. Pr publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
1 2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs ther?zere.

2 3 Estri t— Nk eslh
j. Prograrh publicity: informational brochures i‘}‘l VI’HK )VI I%(T}"ﬁffﬁ g
2 3 T o
k. Prolgani publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories Qud  (ade  afF Wi G .
' 2 3
oise abatement contact
2 3

— — e e e e e — ——— e — e e
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The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

§



COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockuville,
MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Instityte noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 3
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of res procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with D@ 2 3

1 meaning very effective, o. Eval changes in noise exposure due to

2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at %nal intervals of time
2 3
a. Institnoise abatement flight tracks

2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be

1

business Tef departures procedures
d. Resi ,(voluntarzily) nighrtirge operations
ighttim:;2 maintenaﬁce runups
f. Update real estatze disclo : rdinance
g. Upd 1 comprehinsive p:@

h. Progkafm pUinCﬁi letters 103 airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs themhere.

2 3
publicity: informational brochures
2 3
k. Progpam publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
2 3

-
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
l
I
I
I
I
I
l
I
I
I
I
: b. Institute prefer | runway use effective, please give us your reasons.
. 9
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
|
L

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
l
|
l
I
I
|
|
I
3 |
I
I
|
|
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|

l. Appqin¥'noise abatement contact
2 3

_________________________________________ _1
Progress..., continued from page 1 ES e e e —— —  — — S
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAI.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

‘
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

Lisa B. Rubin
19704 Drop Forge Lane

/ Galthersburg, Maryland 20879 been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

+ a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint re eipt and - N2, .
recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 8 T e
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. lnstitute public information program ="
Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with @ 2 3

1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective, at minimal intervals of time
TET
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks
1 (é K 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferentjal runway use effective, please give us your reasons.
b (G 3 ~ Al these  mey be  oSVechrc
¢. Modify business jet departures procedures
29 & Colled —9f 5 ey 9.4
1 2 3 e
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations =
1 g : 5 3 r x
e. Restrict nighttifié maintenance runups Lt 2l as pbjedue persen
1 Pl 3 +o b C no.Se .::(L-.-\—!Ml-\.;*- corkur J-
f. Update real estarg disclosure ordinance
2 3
g. Update.comprehensive prais
1 2 - 3 -
h. Program publicity: letters wsairmen ; I);‘L 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
1 2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs 9 t‘:“, them here.
1 2 3 i ?,J-‘ = Mo <)re o9y ecta Prhy
1} L) . . . J“ 5 L] L4
) Progr?m pubhcnt)é. mformatéonal brochures ¢ < 5 pose _oikemet  oou oy
\
k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories 7 "ef*
LA 1 b2 3 ’_LIM\.I H ﬂg QI:?“"') ACingy I
. int noise abatement contact -
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the level of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

. lnstituii noise abatement flight tracks

2 3

. Institute preferential runway use

2 3

. M i%’ usiness jet departures procedures

2 3
Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations
2 3

. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups

1 3
Update real estate disclosure ordinance
L (D 3

. Update comprehensive plans

2 3
Program publicity: letters to airmen
2 3

i. Program publicity: airside signs

D 2 3
Program publicity: informational brochures
(1 2 3
Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
2 3

. Appoint noise abatement contact

1) 2 3

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,
MD 20850.

m. In% noise complaint receipt and
. 2 3
n. Institute public information program
response procedures
2 3
o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
changes in airport layout/operations and
at minimal intervals of time

<:'_D 2 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be
effective, please give us your reasons.

3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
abatement measures? If so, please discuss
themhere.

Progress.... continued rorm P2 1 |

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the information analyzed and presented in
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl-
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will
be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

T e A e RN e B e N T

of comments from the third community workshép.
After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Program -- a package of operational and land use

planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
from GAL.



8926 Blue Smake Dr. \ve been developed as a vehicle to gain further community in ut into
Gaithersburg, MD 20879 P g y Input into the FAR

| ;
/ Michael & Cheryl Heffner
—w-uy. Ticas ke a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and

3 meaning not effective.

at minimal intervals of time

i — £0850.

I

| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institlte noise complaint receipt and
l recommended as part of the noise control z.b 2 3

| program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
| Please give us your opinion as to the level of res e procedures

| effectiveness of each measure, with p@ 2 3

: 1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
I

|

!

Institute noise abatement flight tracks

2 3
Institute preferential runway use
2 3
. Modify business jet departures procedures
2 3
Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations
2 3

- Restnet nighttime maintenance runups

1 2 3
Update real estate disclosure ordinance

2 3
Up@e comprehensive plans
1 3
Program publicity: letters to airmen
2 3
Program publicity: airside signs
2 3
Program publicity: informational brochures
1 3 3
Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
2 3

. Appoint noise abatement contact

1 ) 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be

effective, please give us your reasons.

3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise

abatement measures? If so, please discuss
them here.
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/ B BtckhiZ COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

Gaithersburg, MD 20879

's have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
+ase take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

1. The following sixteen measures have been
recommended as part of the noise control
program for the Montgomery County Airpark.
Please give us your opinion as to the leve! of
effectiveness of each measure, with

1 meaning very effective,
2 meaning moderately affective, and
3 meaning not effective.

a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

|

I

|

I

I 2 3

| b. Instituls.preferential runway use

l 2 3

: c. Modifxbusiness jet departures procedures
2 3

} d. Restr'@(voluntarily) nighttime operations
2 3

I e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups

1 3

I f. Upda@real estate disclosure ordinance
2 3

} g. Update.comprehensive plans

1 2 3

} h. Program publicity: letters to airmen
2 3

I i. Program publicity: airside signs
2 3

I j- Prog@publicity: informational brochures
2 3

} k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories
2 3

{ l.  Appoiftpoise abatement contact

| 2 3

I

L

___—_—__——__-—_——_—_—_.____—_—_——_———--————_—__.__

m. lnst@loise complaint receipt and
2 3

n. Insti

res e procedures
( f ) 2 3
Evaltate changes in noise exposure due to

e public information program

changes in airport layout/operations and
at minimal intervals of time
2 3

2. For any measure you do not feel will be

effective, please give us your reasons.

3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
abatement measures? If so, please discuss

them here.

We veed Tuese Menguscs
I

ASA P UL

Progress..., continued from page 1 |

The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)
describes the information analyzed and presented in
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl-
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will
be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt

of comments from the third community workshop.
After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Program -- a package of operational and land use
planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
from GAI.
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COMMUNITY QUEST\ONNA\RE

The following questions have peen developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes 0 respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,

MD 20850.
1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 2
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
Please give us your opinion as 10 the level of respanse procedures
effectiveness of eachmeasure, with 1 2
1 meaning very effective, o. Evaliate changes in noise exposure dueto
2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at n@a\ intervals of time
1 2
a. Instituie noise abatement flight tracks
2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Instityte preferentia\ runway use effective, please give us your reasons.
2

c. Modjfy business jet departures procedures
2

d. Resti (voluntarily) nighttime operations
2

e. Restg nighttime maintenance runups /
3
{. Update real estate disclosure ordinance
1 2 3 —
g. Update comprehens'we plans
2
h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
2 3 abatement measures? I so, please discuss
| i. Program publicity: airside signs them here.
A 2
\ j. Program publicity: informational brochures
\ k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories /
1 2
L Appoi}t noise abatement contact

2 /



COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR
Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,
MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Insti noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 2 3
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of response procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with 2 3
1 meaning very effective, 0. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at minimal intervals of time
1 & 3
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks
é 2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons.
__ 8 MZ?‘&/K ya Al,u/ DB iy 2,
. M usiness jet departures procedures
i 2 3 #4/&, z"/ L ALLKL(./( Lit> M/(/i(_,_,
d. Restrict (voluntarily) nighttime operations /)LM /u«dL ZQ_ P adl Afj i, -
2 3 76{ 7 1,
e. Rest?c?mghmm mamtenance runups %m M o LA LUAS /’I{
1 Mty fhessdt pulld /u Nt

f. Updat1e real esdnsclossé ordﬁc_ance A Hd{t&g’ ’ ) VV{M )
g Updgcomprehensweplans L VAL o QL‘Z%{J&I/V&L

2
h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs hem here

2 3 7 LO A M %t)
j. Program publicity: informational brochures
1 5 Vmarmmdf Lo Y Pe

k. Program publicily: ATIS/ATCT advisories /u/mdz’gu, Vm V749,70 My

2 3
l.  Appoint noise abatement contact

A
_________ %# bf_i:/**_ﬁtﬁﬂ_" Ao j&%yM p s gt % 1

Progress..., continued from page 1
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The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl.

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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: COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE }
I The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR |
| Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockuville, |
MD 20850. |
I 1
I |
| 1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Insti}uﬂe noise complaint receipt and [
| recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 3 |
| program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institute public information program |
| Please give us your opinion as to the level of respgrse procedures |
I effectiveness of each measure, with D@ 2 3 |
I 1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to |
[ 2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and l
} 3 meaning not effective. at m'ij'mal intervals of time |
2 3 I
I a. Instityte noise abatement flight tracks I
| 2 3 2. For any measure you do not feel will be |
: b. Institute preferential runway use effective, please give us your reasons. |
2 3 I
{ c¢. Modify business jet departures procedures :
2 3
} d. Restrfo;:t (voluntarily) nighttime operations {
2 3
: e. Restrict nighttime maintenance runups i
2 3
} f. Updat% real estate discIosu.@ ordinance {
1 2
I g. Update comprehensive plans }
2 3
: h. Program publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise |
| @n 2 3 abatement measures? |f so, please discuss I
[ i. Program publicity: airside signs th ere. . I
[ . \d 2 3 D messvrss ol 4o QléﬁecﬁUi}
[ j- Progr pubhcnt)é. mformaI:lgonaI brochures m ’_UA \M @ X (0’.’5 ARE AQ,IQ/ |
I k. Prograw publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories SReT(Y Acce onTable o Hoar }
[ LA . b2t : 3t t AcTonS . W rted s pcp 0arldS |
. noise abatement contac ’
| pp"% : . bady. 24 vovr prlors donit Oly |
I y I
| Fre ’))ro()oyec( ['@fufﬁn—éféﬂd ﬁ//\/@' 17715/“)[
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Progress..., continued from page 1 h
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and : Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP wili from GAL,

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions have been developed as a vehicle to gain further community input into the FAR

Part 150 Study. Please take a few minutes to respond and mail to MCRA 211 Monroe Street, Rockville,
MD 20850.

1. The following sixteen measures have been m. Institute noise complaint receipt and
recommended as part of the noise control 1 2 3
program for the Montgomery County Airpark. n. Institate public information program
Please give us your opinion as to the level of res e procedures
effectiveness of each measure, with 2 3
1 meaning very effective, o. Evaluate changes in noise exposure due to
2 meaning moderately affective, and changes in airport layout/operations and
3 meaning not effective. at E‘?ﬁal intervals of time
. 2 3
a. Institute noise abatement flight tracks
1 2 2. For any measure you do not feel will be
b. Institute preferential runway use effective, please give ys you.tr reasons.

| |
| |
| I
| I
I I
I t
| I
I |
| |
I I
I I
| I
| I
I |
I |
| I
I I
I I
| I
} . 3 T lwen a\o Haeml }
| I
| I
| I
I I
I |
I |
| |
I I
| I
I I
| I
| I
| I
| I
I |
I |
I |
I I
| I
| I
| I

¢. Modify business jet departures procedures

/ > 3 oanD oM Coucsenes et
d. Restriet (voluntarily) nighttime operations (ﬂ,\p\uq@s\ @_\I NChoaae
< 8 Valse [affe over hase
e. Resflict nighttime maintenance runups - £ Y\N‘{
2 3
f. Update real estate disclosure ordinance
O
g. Update comprehensive plans
2 3
h. Prog publicity: letters to airmen 3. Do you have any other suggestions for noise
1 2 3 abatement measures? If so, please discuss
i. Program publicity: airside signs themhere.

1 2 3 \)a(Lq thauo\w’q M SQDM
j. Program publicity: informational brochures

) 5 3 Ulle c:er 86 %v?—« G hsae .
k. Program publicity: ATIS/ATCT advisories \ige I\Yoﬁ'&m,ﬁ-&@) OASa, “GU(L

I tabaclf “mo i

I Appoint noise abatement contact

1 2 3
b o e e e e e — e e  ————— e Jd
Progress..., continued from page 1 |
The sixth element includes two documents. The Noise of comments from the third community workshop.
Exposure Map (NEM) describes the information in After a 180 day FAA review period, and assuming FAA
Element 1, while the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) approval of the noise and land use recommendations,
describes the information analyzed and presented in the MCRA will have developed a Noise Compatibility
Elements 2 through 5. The NEM was completed and Program -- a package of operational and land use
submitted to the FAA in July 1991. The FAA acknowl- planning actions designed to minimize noise impacts
edged its acceptance in February 1992. The NCP will from GAl,

be finalized and submitted to the FAA following receipt
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APPENDIX G Aircraft Single-Event Contours
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APPENDIX H GAI All-Weather Wind Rose
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APPENDIX | Correspondence With MNCPPC



Montgomery County Revenue Authorily

211 Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 20850, 301/762-9080

October 1, 1991

Mr. Gus Bauman, Chairman
Montgomery County Planning Board
Maryland-National Capltal Park
and Plannlng Commission

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

Dear Mr. Bauman,

The Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA) at the request
of the County Council and Executive's office, is conducting a
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Part 150 Noise Study at the
Gaithersburg Airport using the services of a FAA approved
contractor. The study process also utilizes a technical advisory
committee to discuss findings and make recommendations. Your
office is represented by Melissa Banach and Steve Federline.

All materials containing relevant findings and potential
actions for further study, have been distributed to your
representative(s). The noise analysis portion of the study is
completed and we are now conducting the land use analysis and will
finish the process with the report of final recommendation to the
FAA.

The purpose of this letter is to solicit suggestions and
guidance from the highest 1levels of the Montgomery County
Government before the MCRA makes its final recommendations, and to
advise you that the Board of the MCRA, the Part 150 technical
advisory committee and the County Council Airpark Liaison
Committee, have expressed concern over the continuing development
of residential areas within the noise affected areas of the
Airpark.

While it will be several more months before the study is
complete and the MCRA makes its formal recommendations to the FAA,
the following facts are clear:

1. Using FAA standards, the airport noise contours are
acceptable and legal.

2. Approaching and departing aircraft frequently create noise



Mr. Bauman
October 1, 1991
Page 2

levels that are distracting to human activity and are the

cause of continuing, valid complaints. These single event
incidents are not in violation of FAA rules, regulations or
standards.

3. The preliminary results of the study show that there is no
apparent way to gain FAA approval of mandatory restrictions on
the number of flights, aircraft based at the Airpark, or hours
of operation. Further analysis will be conducted on this
topic including, but not limited to, such issues as pilots
education and voluntary compliance with restrictive operating
rules.

4. It is apparent that to continue the policy of residential
growth within the flight paths will undoubtedly create
additional citizen complaints.

The MCRA recognizes that planning, zoning and permitting are
outside of its purview but considers it of paramount importance to
bring to your attention, again, the seriousness of the continuing
and growing problem of residential development near the Airpark.
Unless mitigation measures are undertaken, such as condemnation of
affected real property or the employment of strict soundproofing in
the construction of homes in the affected area, the MCRA 1is
concerned that an entire new segment of the county's population
will be subjected to undesirable noise levels by virtue of
purchasing new homes in the developments near the Airpark.

The Board of the MCRA expects that it will receive final
comments from the public and advisory committee by early November
1991. We welcome your participation as we face the culmination of
the Part 150 process.

I will be available to provide you with further information
and to arrange any meetings with the Board or its consultants at
your convenience.

Sincerely,

li_\ L >

. Stuart Kenney h
Executive Director

cc: Federline
Banach



Agenda Item No. 23

\N/ﬂ\\\J Agenda Date: 12/5/91
[

THE|MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

————‘”'I 8787 Georgia Avenue e Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760
) .
" November 26, 1991
| S—. -
TO: MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
FROM: Community Planning Division

Environmental Planning Division -

SUBJECT: Montgomery County Airpark Part 150 Noise Control and
Compatibility Planning Study

staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Board forward the following
findings and recommendations to the Revenue Authority for consid-
eration in developing the final draft of the Montgomery County
Airpark Part 150 Noise Control and Compatibility Planning Study
(hereafter referred to as the Part 150 Study):

1. The Revenue Authority should continue to use the Master
Plans, the Zoning Ordinance and land use maps as the basis for
preparing a Noise Abatement Study;

2. The Planning Board affirms its position that residential

development is appropriate outside the 60 Ldn contour, as shown
in the Master Plans for the area;

3. The Revenue Authority should be aware that most of the land
around the Airpark is already developed or committed to develop-
ment as anticipated in the Master Plans for the area; and

4. The Revenue Authority should consider implementing the
following operational or procedural measures to mitigate noise
impacts, including single event noise, and/or increase safety
margins affecting surrounding properties:

a. a preferential runway program to reduce noise in resi-
dential areas;

b. modification of flight tracks and flight procedures to:

1) increase the angle of the Visual Approach Slope
Indicator (VASI) for Runway 14 from three to 4.5 degrees.

2) shift the runway to the southeast provided there
is no physical extension of the runway; and



on the final draft before it is submitted to the FAA for

approval. FAA must approve the study before it can be imple-
mented by the Revenue Authority.

The Revenue Authority seeks the Planning Board's insight on
two specific land use problems to be addressed in the final
draft:

the continuing and growing problem of residential develop-
ment near the Airpark, and

2. the impacts of high noise levels from individual aircraft
overflights, known as single event noise, in areas outside of the
projected 1991 and 1996 noise contours.

Stuart Kenney, Executive Director of the Revenue Authority,
and Stephen Federline, environmental planner, will make a brief
presentation to the Board on Thursday. Members of the Airpark
Liaison Committee are also expected to comment.

The Revenue Authority briefed the County Council in October.
The Council made only one recommendation, i.e., that the runway
should not be lengthened as a noise abatement measure. The Plan-

ning Board's recommendations to the Revenue Authority will also
be forwarded to the Council.

The master plans, the Part 150 Study, and this memorandum
measure noise impacts in Ldn's. The Idn or Day Night Sound Level
represents the average sound level for a 24 hour period with a 10
dBA penalty for night-time noise between 10 p.m. and 7.a.m. to
account for increased sensitivity during those hours.

The summary recommendations at the beginning of this report
address the two land use issues identified by the Revenue
Authority. Following is a brief historical perspective on devel-
opment near the airpark and a discussion of the issues.

Historical Perspective on Development near the Airpark

The 1971 Gaithersburg Master Plan contained a generalized
discussion of potential impacts of the Airpark on surrounding
areas. The Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan and the Amendment
to the Upper Rock Creek Master Plan, both approved in 1985,
presented a more detailed study of potential impacts.

In 1980 during the preparation of the master plans the Plan-
ning Board was asked for their recommendation on rezoning a large
tract located northeast of Snouffers School Road and east of
Goshen Road, two-thirds mile from the end of the runway (Zoning
Case G-240, R-200 to Town Sector). The official State Aviation
Adninistration (SAA) standard for maximum acceptable noise in
residential areas was 65 Ldn. To provide an extra measure of
comfort, the SAA and the Environmental Planning Division advised .
t+he Board to adhere to a more stringent 60 Ldn standard. Even

then, environmental planners cautioned, residents would sometimes
object to the noise.



The last remaining uncommitted residential properties are
located east of Route 124 adjacent to Rock Creek Park and Airpark
Road Extended. These properties are zoned RE-1 and identified as
*RES on Figure 14-1, Montgomery County Airport Vicinity Land Use

map. Each of these properties is located outside the 55 Idn
contour. .

The parcel bisected by Airpark Road extended and the vacant
property immediately north of this parcel and east of Route 124
(230 acres in all) are of particular interest since they are
closest to the Airpark. These properties should be developed as
zoned and protected by operational changes in like manner as
other properties located outside the 60 Ldn contour which may be
subject to single event noise. One such operational change is
staff's recommendation to diminish overflights in this area by
using adjacent parkland as a flyway.

The Upper Rock Creek Master Plan discourages more intensive
use of vacant residential properties to protect the sensitive
waters of the Upper Rock Creek and its tributaries. The Upper
Rock Creek Planning Area remains a low~-density residential
resource area. According to the Plan, transitional land uses and
densities should not be located in the residential wedge area.

In summary, staff recommends that the Board affirm the land
use and zoning recommendations contained in the Gaithersburg
Vicinity Master Plan and the Upper Rock Creek Master Plan as
applied to the vicinity of the Airpark, and that the Board
encourage the Revenue Authority to continue to use these docu-

ments and the land use maps as the basis for developing a Noise
Abatement Plan for the Part 150 Study.

Single Event Noise Outside 60 Ldn Noise Contour Areas

Residents in the vicinity of the Airpark object to single
event aircraft flyovers which interfere with sleep, telephone
conversations, or listening to the radio or television. (A
comparison of single-event noises and common neighborhood noises
is found in Figure 4.2). As discussed in the preceding section,
the Planning Board and County Council expected some inconvenience
to residents when these properties were rezoned in the early
1980's. Unfortunately, no standards exist for determining the
compatibility of land uses with single event noise.

Residents object that the Idn descriptor used to measure
noise impacts averages the noise over a twenty-four hour period
which underestimates the impact of single event noise. This
problem is often overstated in part because decibel and Ldn
scales are logarithmic rather than arithmetic. It can be
demonstrated that one noisy single event has an exaggerated
effect on the overall Ldn calculation. For instance, one air-
craft creating 90 dBA of noise is equivalent in the Idn calcu-
lation to 100 aircraft at 70 dBA. Being more specific to planes .
using the Airpark, one Westwind 1124 or Learjet 35a taking off at



According to residential representatives on the advisory
committee, a major weakness of the Part 150 study is that there
is no requirement to specifically consider safety. Because of
the fear of crashes, the residents' reactions to air traffic
noises are greater than they might be to other noises of the same

magnitude. Objective noise standards do not deal with this
reality.

staff suggests that modifications be made to flight tracks
and flight procedures to increase safety margins despite minimal
noise benefits. Recommendations 1 and 2 below are based
principally on increasing safety margins. -

1) Increase the angle of the Visual Approach Slope
Indicator (VASI) for Runway 14 from 3 to 4.5 degrees. At any
given distance off the runway, airplanes on final approach to
Runway 14 under visual flight conditions would be approximately
50 percent higher over residential areas. The 4.5 degree figure
is the maximum allowable by FAA.

2) shift the runway towards the southeast as a long
term noise and safety improvement, provided the runway's
existing length (4235 feet) remains physically the same. Extending
the runway towards the southeast and shortening the other end of
the runway by the same amount would increase the height of
airplanes over residential areas northwest of the Airpark. This
option could be used in combination with 1) above. There may be
physical limitations to extension of the runway due to Route 124
and necessary obstruction clearances.

The consultant recommends against this alternative due to
cost and minimal noise benefits. Staff believes the increased
safety margin may justify the additional cost.

3) Maximize the use of the contiguous Rock Creek
parklands as an aircraft flyway or corridor. The key to success
of the overall noise mitigation strategy of shifting flights
toward Rock Creek is to secure a permanent noise-compatible
flight corridor through that area. The configuration of parklands
in Rock Creek provides this opportunity. The parkland could
become a designated flyway, thus avoiding overflight of most
residential areas. A preliminary discussion with the Department
of Parks indicates that an increase in aircraft overflights from
what currently occurs should not be a detriment to the intended
use of these parklands.

C) Encouraging voluntary curfews on nighttime use of noisy
ajircraft. FAA will not allow imposition of a mandatory curfew
for airports such as the Montgomery County Airpark, where no
incompatible land uses exist inside the 65 1dn contour. However,
it is essential that some form of voluntary curfew be established
to address citizens' concerns for single event noise impacts.
Airpark management, in cooperation with pilots' associations and
owners of noisy aircraft, should mount an aggressive campaign to



FLIGHT RESOURCES INC.

CFFICE oF THE CHAIR
MAN

MARYLAND NATIQNAL CAPITAL

AND PLANNING COMMISSION

7940 Airpark Drive THE

PARK

Gaithersburg, Maryfand 20879-4160
(301) 977-0124

December 10, 1991

SILVER SPRING, MO

Mr. Gus Bauman, Chairman

The Maryland-National Capital Park and .Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Ave.

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Bauman:

Please note my opposition to the planned development of 230

acres of residential property located east of Route 124 adjacent
to Rock Creek Park and Airpark Road Extended in Gaithersburg,
presently zoned RE-1. Given the close proximity of the Mont-
gomery County Airpark, and the historic confliet over aircraft
noise with Hunter's Woods and other nearby communities, I believe
the proposed development is unwise and should be curtailed.

I have reviewed the M-NCPPC memo of November 27, 1991 regarding
airpark noise and related land use compatability issues. It
states that, in essense, the planned residential development is
appropriate and recommends various aircraft operational changes
to mitigate noise impact. In addition to placing an inequitable
burden for noise reduction on airpark users, many of the proposed
changes are simply unworkable.

For example, raising the Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI)
for runway 14 from 3 to 4.5 degrees would result in higher

runway threshold crossing heights as well as increased rates of
descent and closure. This effectively increases landinag distances
and requires more critical pilot skills, two safety concerns.
Further, under Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) 91.87 (d) (3),
there is no requirement that aircraft maintain the VASI glide-
slope at airports like Montgomery County Airpark, making enforce-
ment impossible. Finally, raising a glideslope strictly to

reduce noise impact is against FAA policy.

Similarly, the difficulty of enforcement, exsisting regulations,
and political reality effectively preclude the "flight track
procedures", "runway shift", "“preferential runway program", and
"voluntary curfews" as outlined in the M-NCPPC memc. Only

the provision strengthening the real estate notification process
for property near the airpark has real merit.

I propose several potential solutions not addressed in the memo.
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January 6, 1992
TO: MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

FROM: Community Planning Division
Environmental Planning Division

SUBJECT: Addendum: Montgomery County Airpark Part 150
Noise Control and Compatibility Planning Study

This staff report supplements the one prepared on November
26, 1991 for a December 5 Board discussion of the Part 150 Noise
Control and Compatibility Planning Study. That discussion was
postponed until January 9. The original staff report, with
recommendations, constitutes Attachment 1. The colored land use
map included with the original staff report has not been
reproduced; a black-and-white, reproducible version is included
with this report.

Members of the Airpark Liaison Committee received the
original staff report, and subsequently directed Chairman Howard
Layer to express the Committee's consensus objection to future
residential development southeast of the Airpark, in the Upper
Rock Creek Planning Area. The General Manager of the Airpark,
Douglas McNeeley of Flight Resources Incorporated, objected to
the several operational recommendations contained in the staff
report. Letters from Mr. Layer and Mr. McNeeley comprise
Attachment 2.

This supplementary staff report provides a planning history
for parts of the Upper Rock Creek Planning Area adjacent to the
Montgomery County Airpark. It also summarizes and provides a
rationale for the land use recommendations made in the 1985 Upper
Rock Creek Master Plan for areas near the Airpark.

Background

The area at issue is east of the Olney-Laytonsville Road (MD
124), in the Upper Rock Creek Planning Area. Nearly all takeoffs
and landings to and from the southeast end of the runway fly over
this portion of the planning area. Given the concerns of the
Airpark manager on the effectiveness of operational controls, the
Liaison Committee felt the land use issue should be reexamined.



to the wedge area,"I even though the Plan acknowledged the
desirability of increasing the county's stock of industrially
zoned land. By the time the Final Draft plan was released, the
property owners had withdrawn the industrial use proposal for the
Brown and Kapiloff properties. The Plan recommends residential
uses for the land at a density of one unit per acre. The land is
zoned RE-1 in conformance with that recommendation.

The Plan does, however, recognize the effect of "single
noise events"--noise generated whenever an aircraft flies past a
specified point--and it acknowledges implicitly that a
significant number of single noise events can create noise of
substantial loudness and/or duration. The potential noise
generated by these events did not alter the Plan's land use
recommendations.

Land use issues in the Airpark vicinity, and particularly
the appropriateness of non-residential land uses in that area,
were thoroughly discussed in public hearing testimony and at
worksessions as part of the Upper Rock Creek Master Plan process.

Maintenance of the wedge character of the Upper Rock Creek
Planning Area is a primary goal of the 1985 Upper Rock Creek
Master Plan. The land use recommendations for the area near the
Airpark balance the need to permit noise-compatible uses near the
facility with the need to maintain the overall character of the
planning area. The Planning Board has maintained that zoning in
the vicinity of the Airpark should be consistent with the noise
standards recommended for planning purposes by the Maryland State
Aviation Administration. This policy recommends noise-compatible
non-residential uses as appropriate for areas within the 60 dBA
Ldn contour.

Since the adoption of the Master Plan, the Planning Board
has expressed its opinion regarding Airpark development at yearly
CIP deliberations. To summarize:

* The Planning Board has fully supported safety
improvements at the Airpark.

' It should be noted that the Upper Rock Creek Master Plan

recommended that the 72-acre Fulks property, located immediately
across MD 124 from the Airpark, was appropriate for light
industrial uses. This recommendation confirmed existing land
uses on the property, which already was in the I-1 Zone. The
Upper Rock Creek Master Plan, as adopted, recommends that the
majority of the property, 63 acres, be recommended for low
intensity, light industrial uses in the I-4 Zone. The remaining
nine acres was recommended to remain in the I-1 Zone.

3
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Gus Bauman, Chairman } Sil'vE’gé\éhl\N S
H] (:' M

Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760

D.

Dear Mr. Bauman:

The Montgomery County Airpark Liaison Committee has reviewed the
Community and Environmental Planning Divisions Discussion of Airpark Issues, dated
November 26, 1991. We would like make several comments on the three issues about
which there is consensus among our members.

1. UNCOMMITTED RESIDENTIAL LAND SOUTHEAST OF THE AIRPARK:

A considerable number of complaints by residents about the noise and hazards
caused by aircraft over flights has occurred because of the closeness of residential
communities to the Montgomery County Airpark even though these areas are outside
the 60 Ldn noise contours. These residents and the members of this Committee believe
that the standard established by the Part 150 Noise Study does not adequately measure
the effect of aircraft noise on residential communities and that these communities are
impacted by noise well outside the area established by the FAA. The noise generated
during single takeoffs and landings, the number and frequency of overflights,
particularly between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., are equally important in determining
the level of disturbance to residential inhabitants. The Committee predicts that
residential development in the area enclosed by parkland southeast of the airpark (230
acres, zoned RE-1) will result in additional complaints from the families that may come
to live there since it will be located directly under heavily trafficked flight tracks (see
Figure 1.1). '

The Committee recommends that this land be put into industrial use or a
publicly owned recreational use, even though this seems impractical at this time.
Parkland surrounds the undeveloped parcel except for the industrial strip along MD Rt.
124. Although we discussed industrial development we recognize that many additional
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue e Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

(301) 495-4605

Mantgomery County Planning Board
Office of the Chairman

January 22, 1992

Mr. Jack A. Reid, Acting Chairman
Montgomery County Revenue Authority

211 Monroe Street

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Mr. Reid:

At its meeting of January 9, 1992, the Planning Board
endorsed the attached staff recommendations on the FAA Part 150
noise study and associated land use issues in areas surrounding
the Montgomery County Airpark. In considering staff recommenda-
tions, the Planning Board discussed three issues in depth: the
compatibility of remaining undeveloped properties with Airpark
noise; the lack of implementation and enforcement techniques for
any operational measures to reduce noise and/or increase safety;
and the need for enhanced notification for persons considering
home purchases in the Airpark vicinity.

Regarding the concern cited in Mr. Kenney's letter for
""continuing residential development within the noise affected
areas of the Airpark," it should be noted that the majority of
this area, particularly northwest of the runway, 1is either de-
veloped or committed to development. The Airpark vicinity land
use policy in the Gaithersburg and Vicinity Master Plan recom-
mended residential uses outside the 60 dBA ILdn contour in accord
with Maryland Aviation Administration guidance. This noise/land
use guideline is more protective than the 65 dBA Tdn regulatory
standard used at all other airports in the state. Nonetheless,
the Board recognizes that impacts from individual overflights
still occur outside the noise contours, and recommends operation-
al controls for mitigation of these impacts.

The Board discussion of land use issues focused on

undeveloped portions of the Upper Rock Creek Planning Area.
Maintenance of the wedge character and protection of sensitive
environmental areas as well as Lakes Needwood and Frank are the
primary goals of the 1985 Upper Rock Creek Master Plan. The land
use recommendations for the area envision low intensity light
industrial uses on MD 124 opposite the Airpark and relatively
low-density residential development without provision of communi-
ty water or sewer service in the adjacent valleys of Rock Creek

tributaries.
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Figure 4.2
Maximum A-Weighted Levels at Site 1
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