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From __. . . .
Director, Office of Airport Planning
and Programming, APP-1

To ARP-1

Attached for your action is the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) for the Baltimore-
Washington International Airport (BWI) under FAR Part 150. The Eastern Region, in
conjunction with FAA headquarters, has evaluated the program and recornmends
action as set forth below.

On December 28, 1989, the FAA determined that the Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs)
for BWI are in compliance with the requirements of section 103(a) of the Aviation
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (ASNA) and Title 14, CFR Part 150. At the
same time, the FAA made notification in the Federal Register of the formal 180-day
review period for BWI's proposed program under the provisions of section 104(a) of
ASNA and FAR Part 150. The 180-day formal review period ends June 26, 1990. If
the prograim is not acted on by the FAA by that date, it will be automatically approved
by law, with the exception of flight procedures.

The BWI program describes the current and future noncompatible land uses. The
NCP proposes several measures to remedy existing noise problems and prevent
future noncompatible land uses. Each measure is identified in the attached Record of
Approval.

Full implementation of the abatement measures recommended for approval will
provide relief to approximately 10,297 people by 1993. Additional land use zoning
and acquisition and soundproofing measures will provide relief to several hundred
other residences and four schools within the 65 Ldn.

The Assistant Administrator for Policy, Planning and International Aviation and the
Chief Counsel have concurred with the recommendations of the Eastern Region. If
you agree with the recommended FAA determinations, you should sign the "approve"
line on the attached signature page. | recommend your approval.

SO A

Paul L. Galis

Attachments
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Acting Assistant Manager, Airports Division, AEA-60lA
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Assistant Administrator for Airports, ARP-1
ATTN: APP-600

On December 28, 1989, the Maryland Department of Trans.ortation
was notified of FAA's determination of compliance of the Noise
Expasure Maps under Section 103.{(c) of the Aviation Safety and
Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (the Act). Coincident with that
determination, we began the formal 180-day review period for the
Baltimore- Washington International Airport proposed Noise
Compatibility Program under the provisions of Section 104{(a) of
the Act. Notice was transmitted to AGC-10 on December 28, 1989,
for publication in the FEederal Reqister. The last date for the
FAA action on the program, per Section 104(b) of the Aviation
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, is June 26, 1990. If the
program is not acted upon by the FAA by that date, it becomes
automatically approved except for flight procedures.

Tne Eastern Region has reviewed and evaluated the proposed Noise
Compatibility Program and has concluded that it is consistent
with the intent of the Act and that it meets the standards set
farth in FAR Part 150 for such programs. The standard Part 150
noise compatibility program checklist was reviewed to ensure that
all required itewms were included in the proposed program. The
checklist and NCP are attached.

The proposed program has been reviewed by the Washington Airports
District Office, Flight Standards, Airway Facilities, Air Traffic
and Airports Divisions, Regional Counsel and APP-600. All
comments received have been reviewed and evaluated and
incorporated in our Record of Approval. Each proposed action in
the NCP was reviewed and evaluated on the basis 05 effectiveness
and potential conflict with Federal policy and prerogatives.
These include safe and efficient use of the nation's airspace,
undue burden or, interstate commerce, unjust discrimination and
interference with a Federal regulatory compliance schedule (i.e.,
FAR Part 91, Subpart E).
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON
FEDERAL AVI ATI ON ADM NI STRATI ON
EASTERN REGI ON

RECORD_OF APPPOVAL

NOl SE COMPATI BI LI TY PROGRAM
BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON INT'L Al RPORT
BALTI MORE, MARYLAND

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that
the Maryland Aviation Adm nistration (MaAA) recomrends be taken
by the Federal Aviation Adm nistration (FAA) on behalf of the
Bal ti nore-Washi ngton International Airport (BW), which when

i npl ement ed woul d be consistent with the purposes of Part 150.
Later decisions concerning possible inplenmentation of these
actions may be subject to applicable environnmental or other
procedures or requiremnments.

The recommendati ons bel ow summari ze as closely as possible the
airport operator's reconmendations in the Noise conpatibility
Program (NcP) and are cross-referenced to the program The
statenments contained within the sunmarized recommendati ons, and
before the indicated FAA approval or other determ nation, do
not represent the opinion or decision of the FAA

INTRODUCTION

The Maryland Aviation Adm nistration (¥AA) sponsored the

devel opment of an Airport Noise Conpatibility Program for the
galtimore/Washington International Airport (BWI) In conpliance
wi th Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 - Airport

Noi se Conpatibility Planning, The Noise conpatibility Program
(NCP) and its associ ated Noi se Exposure Maps (NEM) consisting
of: Base Case Contour - Figure 6.6, Volune II Revised; and
Five Year Kap -Figure 7.2, Volume II Revised, were devel oped
concurrently and submtted at the sane tine for FAA review and
approval. The NEM approval and a request for public coments

on the NCP were announced in the Federal Register on January 8,
1990.

The airport operator recomends fifteen (15) actions in its NCP
to renedy existing noise problems and prevent future non-
conpatible land uses. These actions are grouped into the
foll ow ng categories:

Noise Abatement Elements

(1)

- Arrival Procedures (3)

- Change Airspace Boundaries (1)

- Departure Procedures (1)

- Preferential Runway Use System (1)

- Cooperative Airline/Airport Use Restriction Program(2)



- Control of Ground-Based Noise Sources (3)

o Noise Barriers
0 Powerback Restrictions
o Engine Maintenance Runup Restrictions

Land Use Elements (4)

- Compatible Land Use Zoning
° Establishment of minimum soundproofing standards

Exemption of single family additions/modifications from the
noise variance process

Precluding new development activities prior to review by the
Board of Airport Zoning Appeals (BAZA)

Precluding increased zoning densities for noise sensitive
land use within the aNZ

Providing notifications for new buyers and renters of
housing located within the ANZ

o]

- Residential Property Acquisition
- Homeowners Assistance Program
- School Soundproofing

The action titles correspond and are referenced to those in the
NCP. The fifteen (15) program elements are described herein.

NQISE ABATEMENT ELEMENTS

1. Aircraft on Visual Approcach Be Turned onto Final 4 Miles
frem End of Runways (Page 2, Section 2.1.2 and Pages 125- 128,
Section 3.5.2) - Close-in approach turns of aircraft visual
approaches have caused widespread concern in nearby
communities. Having aircraft using the visual approach
procedure established on final a minimum of four miles from the
end of the runway will reduce this concern.

FAA Action,: Approved as a voluntary measure, when weather and
air traffic permit. |In the future, when the currently planned
parallel Runway 10-28 at BWI IS in operation the procedure will
be particularly valuable in providing noise relief to residents
affected by arrival operations.

2. Relocate Flight Track for Visual Apprcaches to Runwav 10
(Page 2, Section 2.1.3: Pages 128-139, Section 13.5.2) - MAA
recommends that the flight tracks for arrivals to Runway 10 be
relocated approximately three miles to the west of their
current location. The existing tracks, flown in visual flight
conditions, from the Nottingham vOR follow the Severn River and
expose communities along and near the Severn River to unwanted
aircraft noise. Additionally, these arrivals tend to be widely




di spersed as they approach the designated |anding runway end as
they fly inbound to line up with the runway centerline.

MAA proposes that during east operations:

- Aircraft proceed outbound fromthe Nottingham vOR on the 071
radial to a point 12 1/2 mles fromthe Nottingham vor,
t hen,

- Turn left to a heading of 360 degrees until approximtely 15
mles fromthe airport. At that point,

- Turn left west bound, maintaining 5, 000 ft. altitude until
south of the airport, then

-  proceed for a visual approach to Runway 10 turning on to
final a mninmmof 4 mles fromthe airport.

This procedure would reduce flight track scatter and assist in
keeping arrivals away from previously inpacted comunities.

Fin_ Actien: Disapproved pending subm ssion of additiona

i nformation. Although the NCP indicates that residents of
Severna Park will experience a decrease in single event noise
due to overflights, the docunent also states that comunities
west of the Severn River will experience an increase in noise.
There is no data comparing benefit of the noise reduction in
t he one comunity vs. the noise inpacts in the comunities to
the west. Additional data is required to determ ne whet her
there is a net noise benefit consistent with the standards of
Part 1s0.

3. Arrival Procedures (Page 2, Section 2.1.2 and Pages 131-
139, Section 3.5.2) - MaA recommends raising aircraft altitudes
during VFR approach conditions to maxi mum extent possible
consistent with safe flight procedures.

FAA action: Approved

4. Chanaing Airspace Boundaries (Page 3, Section 2.1..2, and
Pages 131-139, Section 3.5.2) - MAA recommends that FAA explore
changes in air traffic control boundaries between Baltinore and
washington, or other traffic control nodifications, that woul d
al | ow establishment of a new noise abatement arrival route to
Runway 33L near the 1-97 corridor

FAA Action: No action required. This relates to flight
procedures for the purpose of section 104(b) of the Aviation
Saf ety and Noi se Abatenent Act of 1979. Moving the airspace
boundari es between these facilities has been studied on a
nurnber of occasions in the past and the results have been
negative. However, the proposal will be retained as an option



by FAA should future developments in air traffic control
equipment and procedures make the rearrangement of these
airspace boundaries possible.

5. Revised Departure Procedures (Page 2, Section 2.1.1; Pages
62-125, Section 3.5.1) - MAA proposes implementing revised
departure procedures that have been developed and tested for
all air carrier runways at BWI. Generally, these new
procedures are modifications of current procedures. The new
procedures include increased distance from the airport prior to
initiating turns, and the development of Standard Instrument
Departure (SID) procedures based upon Distance Measuring
Equipment (DKE) positions rather than solely controller
initiated and directed turns.

When lengthening of Runway 15L-33R is completed, right turns
for departures from 15R should be possible. Implementing all
procedures should move current noise exposure contours enough
to lower the population remaining with the Ldn 65 contour from
about 14,200 to 13,300. 1In 1993, with 15L-33R lengthened and a
parallel 10-28 constructed, it may be possible to shift
departure routes away from high density residential areas which
could lower the population inside the Ldn 65 from 20,700 to
about 12,900.

FAd Action: Approved. However, Flight Standards recommend
that all departure turns should begin at DME distances or
without DME, turns should not begin below 300 ft. above ground
level in VFR conditions. Further, FAA Handbook 8260.3B,
(TERPs) Chapter 1, Pg. 118, Para. 1203, applicable to IFR
procedures, directs that aircraft climb straight ahead on the
heading on the takeoff surface until reaching 400 ft, above
airport elevation (withintwo miles) and then immediately begin
a turn to intercept a departure course. Therefore, the
departure procedures must be developed in accordance with the
requirements of Flight Standards and Handbook 8260.3B.

The FAA Tower advises that revised departure procedures based
on DME turns have been implemented. Some of the recommended
departures require "immediate" turns. Since some aircraft
might initiate an "immediate" turn at one place and another
aircraft at a different location, these departures could be
scattered over many communities, therefore, the reference to
"immediate" turns should be modified. We have been informed by
the Air Traffic Control Manager that aircraft utilizing the
immediate turn will be instructed by the Air Traffic Contoller
to turn right or left to a specific heading at the departure
end of the runway.

6. Preferential Runway_ Use System - (Page 3, Section 2-1.3,
Page 14, Section 2.3.1.3, and Page 38, section 3.4) - An
analysis of runway utilization present and future, shows that



at BWI the west flow (Runway 28) is quantitatively the
preferred direction of runway use in terms of popul ation
affected and that considerable benefits, in terms of

popul ations living within the Ldn 65 contours can be realized
t hrough increased use of west flow operations. Both with the
present runway configuration and with the proposed future
configuration, 300 to 400 people are noved outside of the Ldn
65 contour for each 1% increase in west flow operations.

For the current runway configuration, the need to maintain
capacity and safe airspace places limtations on how runways
can be used. Historic wind data suggests that with these
limtations, west flow is possible about 73% of the tine.
Current runway use of about 70% suggesting that west flow is
presently close to being maximized.

In the future, however, new runway construction, specifically
the addition of a parallel 10-28, after Runway 15L-33R is
conpl ete, could nean increased use of a west flow of up to an
addi tional 11%. (See Section 3.4.2.3)

FAA aAction: Approved as a voluntary neasure. The inform
preferential runway use program is devel oped and inplenmented by
t he FAA Tower in accordance with FAA Order 8400.9, subject to
the authority of the pilot-in-comand pursuant to FAR Part
91.75 to request an anmended departure cl earance.

7. Hoize Rule for Runway - 3 (Reference Page 3, Section
2.1.3., and prags 56, Section 3.4.3) - Aircraft that have been

i dentified as producing noise |levels greater than a specified
amount be required to use runways other than 15L-33R. This
preference will reduce the expected noise level to the north of
this runway by 5d8. The noise rule will prohibit any aircraft
with an arrival or takeoff SEL val ue of 90dB or greater (in
accordance with AC 36-3). These aircraft will be prohibited
fromusing 15L-33R except in energency conditions. The MAA

will inplement the rule through notification of aircraft
operators through Tenant Directives and Notices to Airmen and
w Il establish an adm nistrative process for possible

violations to ensure enforcenent.

FAA Action: Approved - Analysis of this noise abatenent
measure was included in the 1988 FEIS for the extension of
Runway 15L-33R and determned to have a negligible inpact on
airport capacity. Approximately 7-8 daily business jet
operations would be affected in the 1993-2005 tineframe
(Chapter 4, FEIS). These aircraft are permtted and encouraged
to use the airports trans- port runways, 10-28 and 15R-33L. The
primary result is the reduction of the noise |evels north of
15L-33R by approximately 54B.



8. Preferential Use Of Runway 10-28, 15R-33L (Reference Page
3, Section 2.1.3 and Page 59, Section 3.4.4) - The Sponsors

|l etter dated April 12, 1990, and BW Tenant Directive 501.1
identifies Runway 15R-33L and 10-28 as the prefered runways and
closes Runway 04-22 to multi-engine aircraft from 10 pn to 7
am. The NCP continues this directive = Sections 2.1.3 and
3.4.4.

FAA Action: Approved. Restrictions on Runway 4-22 are subject
to air traffic management conditions. The BWI Tower has not
denied use of the runway when needed. The operational use of
Runway 4-22 is very limited currently, and will continue to
decrease with the opening of the commuter runway in June.
Runway 4-22 is programmed to become a taxiway when Runway 10R-
2PL is constructed in the mid-1990's.

Cooperative Airline/Ajrport Use Restrictions (2 Elements)

9. Voluntary Program: (Page 4, Section 2.1.5 and Pages 140-
151, Section 2.3.1.5) - Increased use of quieter aircraft and
decreased use of louder aircraft will provide significant
reduction of noise exposure around BWI. The MAA has committed
to a goal of limiting future noise created by the total
commercial jet fleet to a level no higher than that which
existed in 1987. Based upon discussions held with BWI's
passenger and cargo carriers during the noise study, MAA has
concluded that this goal can best be reached through a
cooperative airline/airport program. This voluntary program
will focus on reducing nighttime activities through
rescheduling of flights, where possible, and greater use of
Stage 3 aircraft during both day and nighttime periods. The
MAA believes that there are Iimitations inherent in any
voluntary program and consequently as a part of the NCP has
instituted monitoring procedures for tracking progress of the
Voluntary Program goals. An annual review of the progress will
be conducted, with the opportunity for the public to review
program achievements. |If necessary, the MAA will pursue the
need for mandatory use restrictions if the desired goal of
reducing noise is not being reached.

FAA Action: Approved as a voluntary measure. If in the future
any mandatory use restrictions are proposed, they must be
analyzed and approved by FAA prior to inclusion in the Part 150
program. Of particular concern is the imposition of
restrictions that might impose an undue burden on interstate
and foreign commerce or be unjustly discriminatory.

Control of Ground - Based Noise Sources (3 Elements) -
(Section 2.1.4)

10. Noise Barrier Along Hammonds Ferry Road (Pages 3-4,
Sections 2.1.4.1, Pages 26-37, Section 3.3) - The MAA proposes



to plant .a 100" x 1,500' buffer of trees. The buffer, when

mature, Wi ll provide some noise attenuation, as well as .
addressi ng concerns about roadway noise and overal |l aesthetics.
It also wll provide replacenment for trees renoved el sewhere on

t he airport.

Frr Action: Disapproved pending subm ssion of additiona
information. The airport is situated west of Hammonds Ferry
Road and resi dences are across the highway to the east.

Addi tional information is required to denonstrate that the
barrier of trees contributes to reducing nighttine airport
generated noise by at least 5 dB. Information should include
quantification of the nighttinme inpact of relevant ground
operations on nearby residential properties and quantification
of the benefit of the buffer of trees.

11. Power back Restrictions (Page 4, Section 2.1.4.3, Pages
151- 152, Section 3.7.1.1, Page 155, Section 3.7.2.1 and Page
157, Section 3.7.3.1) - airline use of powerbacks has required
approval by the Maa. This approval, described in BwI Tenant
Directive 203.1, is given only for specified gates, only if
approved by the raa ADO, and only if the procedure is in
conpliance with a maxi mum noi se level test. The Noise
Conpatibility Program continues this approval process, but adds
the restriction that powerbacks are prohibited betwen the
hours of 10:00 pmand 7:00 am

Faa Action: Approved. This approval extends to the noise

rel ated portion only and does not extend to the provisions

whi ch are in place to prevent structural damage to the term na
bui | di ngs. However, Faa continues to support this portion of

t he neasure for safety reasons outside of the Part 150 process.

12. Enagine Maintenance Runup Restrictions (Page 4, Section
2.1.4.3, Pages 152- 154, Section 3.7, Page 156, Sections 3.7.2.2
and 3.7.3.2, Airport Sponsor's April 12, 1990, letter) - BW
Tenant Directive 501.1 restricts the tinme and duration of
runups. |t identifies a specific |ocation (holding block
Runway 10), heading (260° to 275°), duration of time above idle
(60 seconds or less) and limts nulti-engined aircraft to
acconpl i shing the runup one engine at a time. Runway 33L
holdblock on heading 140° to 160° is the alternate runup area.
The NCP continues these restrictions. BW reconmrends that BwWI
Tenant Directive 501.1 be retained. Additionally, the directive
shoul d continue to allow only one engine to be runup at a tine,
with a maximumtinme above idle to be set after coordination
with the airlines.

FAA Action: Approved.




LAND USE ELEMENTS

13. Conpatible Land Use Zoning (Section 4.2.1) - The maA
oversees and approves two types of zoning/development permts
for the Baltinore/ Washington International (BW) Airport -

Noi se Permits and High Structure Permits. Per State | aw,
anyone desiring to establish or nodify a structure or |and use
around a State owned airport, such as BW, is first required to
obtain an Airport Zoning Permt fromthe MAA. State | aw

requi res that MAA approve or deny zoning permts based upon the
structures height relative to runway approach paths and upon

t he predicted noi se exposure |level of the specific area in
question relative to established noi se exposure standards. The
BWI standards closely parallel those |and use conpatibility
guidelines in Part 150.

Several revisions to State Code have been identified which
woul d strengthen/streamline the zoning permt process and
related adm nistrative activities. These include:

0 Soundproofing Standards (Page 161, Section 4.2.2.1) -
Under this proposal, the MAA woul d pronul gate
regul ati ons with m ni nrum st andards of noise attenuation
that the structure nust neet in order to receive a
vari ance of the noise standards. Agreenent to neet the
soundproofi ng standards does not, in any manner, conpel
approval of a variance by the Board of Airport Zoning
Appeal s (BAZA). Rat her, this change will establish
uni f orm met hods and a cl ear understandi ng of the
requi rements for soundproofing if a variance is
granted, and puts the burden of neeting the noise
standards on the devel oper.

o] Exenption (Page 161, Section 4.2.2.2) - Currently, all
nmodi fication to existing structures, including
additions to hones, are subject to the zoning perm:t
process the same as new devel opnent. There was concern
expressed by comunities that this was an unreasonabl e
burden for the many honeowners with residenti al
properties in the ANZ, especially if conditions such as
avigation easenents and soundproofing requirenents were
applied [during the permt process]. Therefore, the
MAA wi || submit a proposed statute nodification to
exenpt additions and nodifications to single famly
residential units, as long as the nodificati on does not
change the structure intoa multiple unit.

o] Avigation Easenents (Page 161, Section 4 2.2.3) - The
BAZA has generally required an aviation easenent be
granted holding the State harm ess from any and al
effects from normal aircraft overflight over the




property. The easenent is recorded with the property
"deed as a perpetual easenment. This proposed statute
nodi fication will nake the easenent a mandatory
condition for obtaining a variance to the noise
regul ati ons.

o] Devel opnent Restrictions (Page 161, Section 4.2.2.4) -
Currently, a local jurisdiction is prohibited from
i ssuing a building permt prior to receiving a zoning
permt fromthe MAA or a variance from BAZA. However
occasi onal |y devel opers have spent considerable tine
and expense in devel opnent activities such as obtaining
subdi vi si on approval s and utility and grading permts,
and have clainmed financial hardship when seeking a
variance from BAZA at the building permt stage. This
proposed statute nodification will restrict |oca
governnent approval of all devel opnent activities pre-
requi site to construction prior to receiving a zoning
permt or variance.

o] Noi se Zone Notification (Page 161, Section 4.2.2.5) -
Many residents have conpl ai ned that they were unaware
when buying or renting their residence of the |ocation
and requirenents of the ANZ, or the extent of aircraft
noi se in their comunity. This proposal is intended to
provide notification for new buyers and renters of a
property's location within an adopted Noi se Zone. The
Maa Wl undertake a programwith the Anne Arundel and
Howard County Board of Realtors to educate realtors
and, if possible, have clauses added to standard sal es
and rental contracts in the ANZ area.

FAA Action: Approved, except Exenption (Page 161, Section
4.2.2.2),. The m ni mum Soundproofi ng Standards (page 161) woul d
be consistent with FAA's mi ninum standards. The Exenption
option does not neet the goals of Part 150 to reduce existing
non- conpati bl e | and uses or prevent the introduction of future
non- conpati bl e land uses. Disapproval of this option is
limted to the neasure's effectiveness in neeting Part 150
criteria. FAA recognizes that |and use nmeasures are the
prerogative of the responsible |ocal |and use planning
jurisdictions.

14. Residential Property Acguisition (Page 162, Section 4.3) -
In 1985, Maa inplenented a voluntary program for acquiring
residential properties which are severely inpacted by aircraft
noi se. The program provides for rel ocating the occupants of

i mpacted properties. Property owners are paid full market
value for their properties at the highest and best rate, and
are provided rel ocation assistance in accordance with the

Uni f orm Rel ocati on Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Pol i cies Act of 1970 and i nplementing DOT regul ati ons.



The initial programrequired relocating 59 properties within
communities with noise |levels of Lan 75 and greater. The
Program was expanded in 1988 to include an additional 82
Properties within communities with Ldn 75 or greater. To

assi st in this regard, MAA has received three Federal grants
totaling $12.3 million. As of Novenmber 1, 1988, 32 properties
have been acquired, 14 others are in the acquisition process
and 34 properties are on a waiting list.

MAaA proposes to expand the programto include 156 eligible
properties. This phase provides for acquiring properties

wi thin communities that experience cunul ative noise |evels of
Ldn 70-75 and where the area is proposed by |ocal governnment to
eventually transition fromresidential to noise conpatible |and
use. Excluded would be |large, currently residentia

properties, where the owners have reasonabl e opportunity for
non-residential resale w thout State or Federal assistance.

Maa seeks Federal approval for their expanded acquisition and
homeowners program in areas within the 70 to 75 Ldn noi se
| evel s.

FAA Action: Approved. Upon acquisition of a sufficient number
of hones, the State would rezone the area conpatible and then
resell the property for conpatible developnent. This is how
the "eventual transition fromresidential to noise conpatible

| and use” woul d take place.

15. Honmeowners Assistance Program (Pages 164-170, Section 4.4)
- The MAA's Homeowners Assi stance Program provides financi al
assi stance for homeowners residing within the ANZ, who are
eligible for voluntary acquisition and relocation. Two options
are avail able: Residential soundproofing for owners wishing to
stay in their honmes within the ANZ, and resal e assurances for
owners wanting to relocate outside the ANZ. Both options
require the owners to grant avigation easenent to the State,

al l owi ng continued overflight of the property in exchange for

t he benefits of the program

MAA initiated a pilot programin 1987. During the first year
of the program three houses were sold to acconplish this task
and seventeen soundproofed. In the second year, ten houses
were to be sold under the programusing State funds only.

Beginning in July 1989, the MAA proceeded with a full-scale
Homeowner s Assi stance Program with options for residentia
soundproofing and resal e assurance. Approximately 763
homeowners within comunities with noise |levels of Ldn 70-75
will be eligible for the full-scale program These homeowners
are in communities that are proposed by |ocal governnent to



remai n residential and, therefore, are not eligible under the
vol untary acqui sition program

Under the soundproofing option, nodifications are nmade to the
house to reduce the interior noise |levels of habitable roons to
acceptable levels. The re-sale assurance option, requires that
the owners market the property through a realtor, and the State
pay the difference in sales value versus the properties fair
mar ket val ue, as determ ned by an appraiser, if the property
were | ocated outside the anz adopted and defined by the State
of Maryland. The owners al so receive sone financial assistance
in relocation costs. An avigation easenent is granted to the
State prior to settlenent, with any new owner being nmade fully
awar e of the easenent conditions.

Some 818 homes are involved. The |ocation of these honmes, off
t he ends of runways, precludes the possibility that they m ght
be able to benefit from operational noise abatenment procedures.

FAA Action: Approved.

16. School Soundproofing (Page 12, Section 2.2.4., Page 170-
172, Section 4.5, Airport Sponsor's 1ltr. dtd. 3/21/90) - The
FAR Part 150 docunentation submtted by the MAA for BW Airport
states that four schools were considered for soundproofing.

MaA has proceeded with soundproofing the corkran H gh Schoo
and is negotiating an agreenent with the County Board of
Education for the soundproofing of the G en Burnie Park

El ementary School .

The deci sion to soundproof the two remnaining schools, Arthur
Sl ade Regi onal Catholic School and ocakwood El enentary, was
del ayed pending the conpletion of the EIS for 15L-33R

ext ensi on.

Subsequent to the subm ssion of the Part 150 docunentation, a
Record of Decision was issued by the FAA on July 14, 1989,
environmental |y accepting the extension of Runway 15L-33R

Par agraph 3, Page 8 of the Record of Decision instructed the
MaA to offer to soundproof the Arthur Slade School and Oakwood
El ementary. Maa currently intends to provide soundproofing to
all four schools.

The Arthur Slade School wll present some special problens in
that it is an independent incorporated school with very limted
resources. Since the school building is approximately thirty
six years old, it wll be very expensive to soundproof
adequat el y because of the condition of the building. |If

proj ected costs for soundproofing this school approach the

val ue of the property, »2a may recommend that it be acquired,
rather than nodified. The soundproofing improvements may al so



tend to increase the economic |life of the structure prolonging

the existence of a school located under a flight path, which
may not be desirable.

FAA Action: Approved




Subject:

From:

N

'S8 B:28 F M FAR Bwl

F%W NMemorandun

RESPONSE!  Nefse Compatibiliity Program; Dalg: February 27, 1990
BWI Part 150 Study ’

Manager, BWI Tower i?&”é’

Manager, Airports Division, AEA-600

To.
Thru: Manager, AIir Traffic Divigion, ARA-500

We have reviewed the subject document and effer the following comments:

Paragraph 2.1.1, Departure Procedures.

Revised departure procedures based on DME turns have been {mplewented. Thege
procedures have reduced the noise over some of the close-in commupities,

Paragraph 2,1,2, Arrival Procedures.

This paragragh was intended to mean jet aircraft conducting a "visusl Approach"

procedure, not VFR aircraft., There is a big difference and a distinction shoul
be made to avoid any misunderstapding.

We al SO recommend that references teo chavging airspace boundaries batween
Baltimora and Washingcon be removed. This issue has been thoroughly studied
and such @ change Is not feasible, It would disrupt traffic flows at Washingt:
Nazional and sevsrely restrict traffic at Andrews AFB,

% are routing aircraft in the vicinity of 1-97 when traffic permits, but thit
1s infrequent and we do not went te give the impression that goviag the bounds
still a viabla option.

Parsgraph 2,1.3. Preferential Runway Use System.

This paragraph refers to ¥AA Tenant Directive 501.1 and statas that tha Noise
Conpatibility Program continues this directive. The reader f{s then directed t:
paragraph 3,4.4 for an analysis. Rather than an asalysi=, the teaant dirscciy
ig quoted and We believe contradictions erxist between this directive agd the
noise compatibility document. Several restrictions were instituted in respons
to complainta froma few vocal ¢ommunity wmembers and not as aresult of a neis
study. Specifically, we are oppoged to departure restrictions on Runway 22,
arrival restrictions on Ruaway 15R at night and departure rastrictions on
Runway 33R at night.

We tecoum=nd that any reference ta the tenant directive he reméved from the
Part 1%0 document.
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Federal Aviation
Administrotion

Swmect INFORMATION: Noise Compatibility Program; pae MAR 191830
BWI Part i50 Study; your memo dated 1/11/90

Repty to
From. A'ssistant Manager, Air Traffic Division, Ann of

Jordan: x1229
AEA-501

1o Acting Xanager, Airports Division, AEA-8600

We have reviewed the subject memorandum and have received several
comments from Baltimore Tower.

The suggested changes by Air Traffic are forwarded. We |00k
forward to reviewing the next draft.
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Butiect,

From:

To:

ap PAGE . R2OBEZ

P

@ VMiemorandu

RESPONSE: Recommendation for Approval of Baltimore-p,,  May 1, 1990
Vashington Imternational Airport Noige Comparibilfcy
Program (NCFP)

Manager, BWI Tower iﬁ“a’?—

Manager, System Managewent Branch, AEA-530

we recommend that the follow ng changes be made to the subject draft.

Fage 4, First Paragraph, Last Sentence. Change to readt In the future, whe
the parallel runway 10/28 is iu operation, the proctdure will be particularl:
valuable in providing noige relief to residents affected by operations ta th
renways,

Page 5. Pirst Sentence. Proceed for a visual approach te Runway LO turning
ta final a minimum of 4 niles from the airport. Asaim, this is comtingent OF
the opening of the parallsl Runway 10/28.

Page 6. YAA Action: Reamove sentence: MAA shoul d ask the BWI Afr Traffic ¢
Tower Masager to econtinually review this matter.

Page 7/, FAA Action: We concur: The immediate turn after takeoff fasrruetior
be removed from the proposed procedures. Add: Aircraft will be fngtructed t
turn right or left to a specified heading 3t the departure end of the runway.

Page 12. Last Paragraph. W have no objection te the engine runup proceduraes
containad in Tenant Directive 501.1, however, we recotmend that the Directive
be canaelled because of other obsolete guidance contai ned withia., We¢ 8lso be
Tenapt Directive 561.1 should not be part of the 150 Program,

il
o

/m MICHAEL J. SARLI
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Frank squeglia
Page 2.

tend to increase the economc fife of the structure prolonging

the existence of a school located under a flight path, which wmay
not be desirable.

If you have any further questions on this matter please do
not hesitate to call me on (301) 859-7068.

Sincerely yours,
Hihof) 0 0T
M chael C West

Associ ate Adm ni strator
O fice of Planning & Engineering

MCW: <L

cc: Robert Talbert
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L A
Maryland Departinent of Transportation Richard H. Tralnar
Secrolary

-/ MARYLAND AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
Theodore E, Mathlson
Adrministraler

March 21, 1990

Frank Squeglia @ gec'?
Envi ronnental Speci al i st 3/2’5/90
FAA Eastern Regional Cfice

Airports Division, AR A 610

Fitzgerald Federal Buil ding

JFK International Airport

Jamai ca, New York 11430

Re: FAR Part 150
B1 Airport _
School Soundpr oofi ng

Dear M. Squeglia:

The FAR Part 150 Docunention submtted by the Nbrﬁland
Aviation Administration (Maa) far Bwr Airport states that four
school s were considered for soundproofing. The a3 has proceedest
wi th the soundproofing of corkran H gh School and is negotiating
an agreenent wth the County Board Education for the soundproof -
ing of Aen Burnie Park El enentary.

The deci sion to soundproof the two renaining schools, Arthur
Sl ade Regi onal Catholic School and ocakwood El enentary, was
del ayed pendi ng the conpletion of the Environnental Impact
St atenent (EIS) for 15L/33R Extension.

Subsequent to the subm ssion of the part 150 Docunentian, a
Record of Decision was handed down by the FAA on July 14, 1989,
accepting the (EIS% for the extension of Runway 15L/33R. Paragr-
aPh 3, page 8 of the Record of Decision instructed the Maa to
of fer to soundproof the Arthur Sl ade School and Cakwood El enen-
tary. Qur current intention is to provide soundproofing to al
four school s

_ The Arthur Slade Schaal will present sonme special problens
In that it is an independent incorporated school wth very
limted resources. Since the school building is approxi mtely
thirty six years old, it will be very expensive to soundproof
adequately. |f projected costs for this school approach the
valve of the property, the MAA nmay recommend that 1t be acquired,
rather that nodified. The soundproofing inprovenents may al so

P C Bex 8768, Bartimomm Washington Inyl Avport, Maryland 212400763 Teicphone. (301) 353-710C
FAX. {3:1) 850-4729 TTY {or the tieanng Impaod (301) 859-7227
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Mr. Anthony P. Spera
Page Three

5, When Visual Flight Rules (VFR) are discussed in the HCP, it
refersto flights executing a visual approach as part of an
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) procedure as described In ATP
7110.65F,

6. Distance Measuring Equipment (DME) turns have been
considered in tha development of departure procedures. For
your information, Runway 22 departure procedure (page 121,
NCP) has recently been changed from 1 1/2 miles before
turning, to 2 DME. Immediate departure turns on Runway 33L
have been in effect for 2 years and have proven the best
procedure for noise abatement north of the airport. The BWI
FAA Tower monitors departure turns on non-DME runways (4,
33L, 33R) for safe altitude turn procedures.

W hope that the information provided will assist you in
clarifying the guestions raised regarding procedures In the NCP.
If you have any further questions, please contact Robert L.
Talbert, Director, MAA Noise and Abatement, at 301-859-7070.

Sincerely, .

N/ (N

Michael ¢, Wex
Associate Administrator
Office of Planning and Engineering

MCWikik
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M. Anthony P. Spera
Page Two

residents on whether to build a berm As a result, the maa
decided to plant a 100 by 1500 foot barrier of trees as a
conFron1se solution to provide sone noi se attenuation and
repl acement for trees renoved on airport property, due to
construction priorities. This compromise was accepted by
the residents. The tree planting has been conpleted and
fully funded »y the Maa, Federal funding will not be
request ed,

3. The primary purpcse of publishing BW Tenant birective 203.1
is to provide guidance 1 n the non-novenent area that is the
responsibility of the Maa, It provides instruction for
safety and environmental reasons for personnel and
equi pnent, and also provides protection for the airport
terminal. Powerbacks are authorized at certain gates after
being neasured by the MAA for maximum noise levels. A noise
lavel of 120 decibels has been set as the maxi mum noi se
| evel . Decibels above 120 db cause severe vibration of the
termnal area and have in the past caused structural damage.
The powerback procedures are well described on pages 151-
152 of the NCP. Anerican, Eastern and Continental Airlines
have been authorized to powerback. Their flights depart
prior to 10:00 p.m.

A 10:00 p.m, tOo 7:00 a,m, restriction was placed on
pomerbacEs to reduce nighttinme noise levels affecting

nei ghborhoods close-in to the Airport. Powerback noise
measurenments taken in the communities east of the airport
have i ndicated noi se | evel s as high as 80 deci bel s during
nighttime hours when vehicular traffic is reduced on
Hammonds Ferry Road. The nighttine restriction has not
interfered with flight operations, because airlines
departing after 10:00 p.m do not require powerbacks.

4. The policies established by the MAa in Tenant Directives
203.1 and 501.1 on power backs, engi ne mai ntenance runups and
Some curtailment of runway use is our commitment to
concerned citizens to provide a well bal anced noise
abat enent program that will have a positive effect an
reduci ng noi se |evels. Powerbacks and runway use procedures
were di scussed previously. Mintenance engi ne runups have
al so been a strong concern of the surrounding comunities
and noise nonitoring has verified it can be a problem The
procedures used for engine nighttinme runups have been
devel oped over a long period of time with consultation with
air carriers, These policies have been successful w thout
restricting flight operations,
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— L Secretary
J& MARYLAND AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Theodore E. Mathlgon

Adrinwsualor

April 32, 1990

M. Anthony P. Spera

Manager, Planning and Programming Branch
Federal Aviation Adm nistration

John F. Kennedy International Airport
Jamaica, New York 11430

Dear M. Spera:

This letter provides the Maryland Aviation Administration's
(MAA) response to six questions raised in your March 22, 1990,
| etter regarding the Baltimore/Washington International (BwI)
Part 150 Noi se Compatibility Program {NCP).

L, BwI Tenant Directive 501.1 was initiated by the MAA after
the last Airport Noise Zone and Abatement Pl an Update
adopted in 1982. The directive was devel oped as a neans to
formalize the abatement programand to inform the Tenants at
ewI of the abatenent procedures. The operational procedures
In the directive, including closure of Runway 4/22 to nulti-
engined aircraft between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m., were adopted with the concurrence of the BWI Federal
Avi ation administration (FAA) Tower. Procedures have been
added and refined to neet the concerns and sensitivities of
citizens residing close into the airport.

The abat ement procedures in Tenant Directive 501.1 have
proven to be successful in decreasing noise levels in the

af f ect ed nei ghbor hoods and reduci ng noi se conpl aints while

i nproving comunity relations. Despite the restrictions
(page 59, NCP) on Runway 4/22, the 8wl FAA Tower has not
been deni ed use of the runway when needed. The operati onal
use of Runway 4/22 is very limited currently, and will
continue to decrease with the opening of the commuter runway
in June. Runway 4/22 is progranned to becone a taxiway when
Runway 10R/28L IS constructed in the mid=19%0's, The Xaa
sees no useful purpose in reexamning this |long standing and
accept ed noi se abatement procedure.

2. The anal ysi s of the noi se bermal ong Harmonds Ferry Road was

provided i n the ¥cP only to show the thoroughness of
I nvestigating all noise concerns, The noise bermw || not
be i npl emented because of the |ack of agreement anong the

B O Sox 8768 BatmoreWashington Int" Airport Maryland 21240-C706 Telophore (301} 85537100
FAX {3Q1) 850-4729 TTY lar the Hearing impaied (301) 859-7227
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faragraph 3-5v2-4

We have thoroughly studied this issue a miniwum of four times iN the port
18 months aed have advised the Maryland Aviation Administration that this is
not feasibla and the reasons why.

?f’é-e’/ 2
TCHAEL J, €




