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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.



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 8

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).
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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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. AN aln s VA
LSRR

8 DU I NK ) N,

AL .g,ﬁ 3

S0 s LS ~
SR N
""‘% Ldn CONTOURS FOR! /
= 1996 OPERATIONS




Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 19

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!
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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.



Montgomery County Airpark FAR Part 150 Study January 1993
Volume 2: Noise Compatibility Program page 42

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.
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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
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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
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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
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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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