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FAA Initiative

To work with Bay Area communities and add
noise concerns related to the implementation
the Nor Cal Metroplex N,

Northern California Metroplex

http:// metroplexenvironmental.com/norcal metroplex/norcal introduction.htm For Alameda County/Contra Costa County

ASFO Airport/Community Roundtable submitted report to F
with recommendations on November 17, 2016

AOAK AirporCommunity Noise Management Forum submi
report to FAA with recommendations on March 24, 2017



http://metroplexenvironmental.com/norcal_metroplex/norcal_introduction.html

FAA Interim Response to OAK Noise Forum

AFAA provided interim response on February 8, 2018
A 29 (of the 37) recommendations remained under FAA
evaluation
A Three recommendations the FAA deemed feasible
A Onerecommendation was not endorsed by fR&A
A Three process questions were answered by the FAA

AOAK AirporCommunityNoise Management Foruprovided
response on April 18, 2018




FAA Updated/Final Response to OAK Noise
Forum

AFAA provided updated response on Septemb2048¢ as
discussed Iin thigresentation

A The majority (26 out of 37) Forum recommendations are n
supported by the FAA

A 9x recommendations the FAA deemed as addressed
A Two recommendations remain under FAA consideration

A FAA maintained that three process questions had been
answered




FAAOS Response to Spt
Recommendations - HUSSH




HUSSHRecommendation 1.1

AForum recommendation:

A &Theshortterm solution would be for Alraffic Controlo assign headings to aircraft
departingOAK runwa@0 that restore the initial SILENTNE dzy R U NJ O] d¢

o
.va,' (2
e

Figure 1 - Comparison of SILENT (orange) and HUSSH (green) ground tracks.
NOTE — Tracks not assigned these SIDs have been removed for clarity.

Source: FAA, September 2018




HUSSHRecommendation 1.1

A FAA responses:
A& ¢ RN cannot supporttis5 O2 YYSY R A2y X €
AdcKSY b2AaS C2NHzZYQa NBEO2YYS\E
the conventional SILENT SID ground track may provide
minorrelief from noise concerns on the east side of the
Bay but a return to the SILENT SID ground track will
createsignificant noise concerns for the San Francisco
A & X LIN2 Osspardiidd between the Figure 2 — SSTIK (SFO - Green) and SILENT (OAK - Orange) SIDs.
HU SSH SILENT SIDs and the SSTIK SID NOTE - OAK tracks that appear to have been assigned runway hea.ding to join the
dOesnOt eXiSt, requiring the Coordinated reiease 01: a” SILENT SID further north have been removed for clarity.
aircraft flying these procedures. This coordination Source: FAA, September 2018
causes significant ground delays at both airports.
Modifying the HUSSH SID to replicate the path of the
SILENT SID will exacerbate the problem (i.e., delays) as
it would move the two procedures closer togeatier




HUSSHRecommendation 1.1

A HMMH assessment:

A A return to the SILENT ground track could raise potential
noise concerns with San Francisco area residents

A Modifying the HUSSH to mimic the SILENT ground track
may further increase delays, but magnitude is not clear

A HMMH recommendations:
Al tF NAFé gALGK C!'! OGKIFG GKS
have aircraft turn sharper to the left on initial i
Figure 1 - Comparison of SILENT (orange) and HUSSH (green) ground tracks.

departure from OAM have aircraft re_r_nain over the NOTE — Tracks not assigned these SIDs have been removed for clarity.
center of the Bay away from communities on both sides Source: FAA, September 2018

A Request FAA provide quantifiable data regarding how Red line added for emphasis
capacity may be negatively impacted by adjusting the
HUSSH procedure to implement a sharper left turn on

Initial departure from OAK I_ﬂ
W




HUSSHRecommendation 1.2

AForum recommendation:
Aal! RRAUOAZ2YIFfftes (0KS C!! &aKz2dzZ R SyadzaNB |
prior to REBAS intersection and secure a decreased level -@inmeghoise by issuing

an FAA memorandum of understanding with ATC to keep aircraft on the route as
published to the REBAS intersection unless safety dictates otegwise

AFAA responses:
Ad¢cKS C!'! O2yaAiRSNAERRNSRHAE NBOERNEYSYRF A 2Y
Ada ¢ Ki@thern California Terminal Radar Approach Control (NCT) implemented this
recommendation by Notice on February 21, 2017 and has since become part of the
Standard Operating Procedur&OP). NQinderstands the impact that turning

aircraft prior to REBAS has on the East Bay Communities and will continue to monitor
this restriction for compliandee
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.2

AHMMH assessment:
A FAA appears to have addressed this recommendation
A FAA suggests delays have resulted due to extra spacing required since the aircraft are
turning off course beyond REBAS
AHMMH recommendation:

A Continue to monitor compliance of aircraft flight paths to published HUSSH procedure
to ensure aircraft are not turned until after REBAS
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.3

AForum recommendation:

adjust it to replicate the SILENT SID [ = Ll

ground track and require aircraft to fly [ S

to REBAS unless safety dictates

otherwise and adjust the REBAS

Intersection offshore to keep aircraft

over the water instead of turns over
VA S OF:

OAK HUSSH Departures: Januarydne 30, 2017
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.3

AFAA responses:
AtKS C!'! Qa NBaLRyaS NBEIINRAYyI 0KS TSI ah,
NBIljdZANBYSY Ul F2NJ I ANONY FO G2 Ffteée G2 w9

recommendations 1.1 and 1.2
Adaz2z@Ay3a GKS wo.! { gleLRAYl ¢Saia 2F Ada
because it removes the requisite separaben

Ada 0 REBAS waypoint is albly waypoint, meaning aircraft are not required to overfly
0KS 41 eLJZ)\YUCD wk 0 KSNE (KS FFANODNI FiQa C
when to start its turn prior to REBAS (based upon weather, aircraft performance,
weight, etc.) so the aircraft smoothly joins the next leg of its ¢odite

Aa ! thafld procedures are designed to be procedurally separated from other
LINE O S R dBREBASXvayildit is 6 miles east of the BRIXX arrival prdc&dure
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.3

REBAS

Waypoint \

HUSSH

Procedure

Figure 3 — For clarity, only the TIPRE / SYRAH transitions o o ¢ "g
to TAMMM are shown, as well as tracks for those transitions. Figure 4 — REBAS intersection on the HUSSH SID (Orange)
is 6 NM east of BRIXX STAR (Green)

Source: FAA, September 2018
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.3

AHMMH assessment:

A Required radar separation between the BRIXX and HUSSH procedures is either 3 or &
Nautical Miles

ARNAV 1 protected airspace criteria is 4 Nautical Miles (2 Nautical Miles each side of
route)

A REBAS could potentially be moved between 1 and 3 Nautical Miles to the west and
still maintain procedural separation
AHMMH recommendation:

A Request the FAA provide additional detail on why 6 Nautical Miles of separation is
required between the BRIXX and HUSSH procedures at REBAS
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.4

AForum recommendations:

a ¥oving HUSSH waypoint southward as nascteasibldo facilitate a sharper left

turn by aircraftafter departingDAK runway 30

gy

a
HUSSH /

Waypoint

HUSSH \
Procedure S

Figure 6 - HUSSH procedure (White) and HUSSH departure
tracks (Orange), illustrating FMS calculated turn.

Figure 5 - SILENT vs. HUSSH SIDs.
Source: FAA, September 2018
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.4

AFAA responses:
A& ¢ RMAA cannot supportthid5 O2 YYSY Rl G A 2y X§€
Ad D Sy Spebking, the more acute the angle is between two route segments, the
greater the divergence will be from thd e LJ2 A Yhardateksticcof RNAV SID
procedures would preclude any benefit to the modification of the HUSSH waypoint. By

moving the waypoint to the south, the turn required to join the next segment to NIITE
would not have a noticeable impact to the flight tracks over the gfiand

Ad X LINP Osspardiigd bietween the HUSSH and the SSTIK SID does not exist,
requiring the coordinated release of all aircraft flying these procedures. Moving the
HUSSH waypoint southward will exacerbate delays as it would move the two
procedures closer together.
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.4

A HMMH assessment:

A Moving the HUSSH waypoint further south would result
in a shift in flight paths if the moved a sufficient distance
and would facilitate a sharper left turn from Runway 30

A Moving the HUSSH waypoint south rhagher increase
delays but magnitude of impact is notear

A HMMH recommendations: 4
AwSljdzSaid C!'! NBO2YaARSNI 0KS w2 dzy Bt
recommendation of moving the HUSSH waypoint southward 2

A Request FAA simulate how moving HUSSH southward would
not result
in sharper left turns from Runway 30

A Request FAprovide quantifiable dateegardinghow
capacity may be negatively impacted by adjusting the HUSSH
procedure

Figure 1 - Comparison of SILENT (orange) and HUSSH (green) ground tracks.
NOTE — Tracks not assigned these SIDs have been removed for clarity.

Source: FAA, September 2018
Red line added for emphasis
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.5

AForum recommendation:
AdGXNBIdz  4S YR SEAYAYlIUS 0dNya 2FF 27
decreased level of night time noise by creating a memorandum of understanding with

ATC to keep aircraft on the route as published to the REBAS intersection for publishec
V2AaS ol dSYSY(d LINRPOSRdAzZNBa dzyf Saa al FS

AFAA responses:

ACKS C!'! Qa NXaLlZyasS NBIFNRAYI GKS FSIEaa
RSGOIFIAf SR Ay UKS Cll Qa NbalkZyaS 02 NBOZ
Ad¢KS b2NIKSNY [/ FTEAF2NYALF ¢SNX¥AYLFE wlRE
recommendation by Notice on February 21, 2017 and has since become part of the

{O0F YRI N hLISNI GAYy3d t NEPOSRdzZNBa o{ ht 0 d&g

Adb/ ¢ dzy RSNREUGIFIYR&a GKS AYLI OG0 GKIF G GdzNY A
[ 2YYdzyAuASa YR gAtt O2YyuAydzS G2 YZ2ZYAL
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.5

AHMMH assessment:
A FAA appears to have addressed this recommendation

AHMMHrecommendation:

A Continue to monitor compliance of aircraft flight paths to published HUSSH procedure
to ensure aircraft are not turned until after REBAS
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.6

AForum recommendation:
AdXY2QAy3 UKS f20LuAzy 2F w9o.!{ 20SN UK
(NI FFAO GdzNYyAY3I SIHadol NR 28SNJ O2YYdzyAd
At KA a NSOEYYSYIVQI-G)\2)/ Ad AAYAfTFNI 2 GKS

AFAA responses:

A dThe FAA cannot support this recommendation. Please refer to OAK Noise Forum
Recommendation 1.3 for more information about moving the REBAS LJZ A YV U P €

AHMMH assessment and recommendation:
Ah dzNJ NBOZ2YYSYRIFIUOAZ2Y FTYR daasSaaysSyua 27F
are the same as detailed in our response regarding recommendation 1.3
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.7

AForum recommendation:

Ad Xl RedzauAy 3 YyAIKUI UAYS K2dzNB TFT2N) y2A &S
0700 local time Monday through Saturday, 22@00 Iocal time on Sunday to new
night time hours of ngise abatement procedures of 218WD local time dally, seven

RIFéea | 6SS17 F2NJ NBtAST I-é FEAIKG OdzNF S
AFAA responses:

Ad¢CKS Cl!'! A& gAfftAy3 G2 62N] S6AGK_0KS |

RSGSNYAYS AF b2A&aS !0l dSYSYyd t NP OSRdAzNSB

Aa! ANONI TU { OKSRdzZ Ay3 046KAOK Aa asSu oe

their departure airport or en route, and other factors play a role in determining when

I ANONJ Fd 2LISNI u)\2)/a RSONKIFasS G2 | tS@S

Ada L y O NiBe-NAR hodEs has the potential to further increase those delays, both in
time and in number of aircrafté
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.7

AHMMH assessment:

A The FAA appears to remain willing to coordinate with the Port regarding a dialog to
alter the hours for night time noise abatement operations

A This does not represent a commitment to change the hours for night time noise
abatement operations

A Extending the night time noise abatement hours could increase delays

AHMMH recommendations:

A Continue to work with the Port regarding coordination with the FAA regarding night
time noise abatement hours
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-
HUSSHRecommendation 1.8

AForum recommendation:

A a #s OAK departures over Berkeley and Oakland are lower in altitude and markedly
louder than SFO departure, implement the adjusted HUSSH procedure all the way to
REBAS and then onto the next fix for all northerly OAK departures from Runway 30 Sc
that the HUSSH DP is in effect 24 hours a day for these flights instead of only at night
to decrease the noise burden on Oakland, Emeryville, Berkeley, Albany, and

Kensingto® €
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.8

A FAA responses:

Adat f SefertdSOAK Noise Forum Recommendation 1.2

for more information about requiring aircraft to fly to
w9 . ! { ®&&

Ad ¢ BSTIK SID is used 24 hours a day, but less freque
at night as aircraft operations decrease. This decrease
allowsthe HUSSH SID to be a viable option for night
operations Because these two procedures are not

- Figure 2 — SSTIK (SFO - Grnd SILENT (OAK - Orange) SIDs.
proced u ral lﬁeparated ’ th IS Means that NOTE - OAK tracks that appear to have been assigned runway heading to join the
O A Ktower ({0) ntr()l |er$nd S FO towero ntr0| |erS SILENT SID further north have been removed for clarity.

: FAA 201
musteachmanuallyrequest aeleasdrom Source: FAA, September 2018

NorthernCalifornia TRACON (N@F)eachof their respective HUSSH / SRT&KLJ NJi dzNE & &
At KAa WwW2yte 2yS FTANONIFOG Fd I GAYSQ STFFSOU

OAK Noise Forum RecommendationTh2salelays would increase exponentially during the

daytime as aircraft volume increades
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HUSSHRecommendation 1.8

AHMMH assessment:
A Utilizing the HUSSH procedure 24 hours a day would result in large increases in delay
for SFO and OAK departure operations
AHMMH recommendation:

A Request FAA provide quantifiable datgardinghow delays may increase by utilizing
the HUSSH procedure 24 hours a day
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HUSSHRecommendat 1on 1.9

AForum recommendation:

AdXIKS C!'! LINPYGARS Y2RStAYy3 2NJ 20KSNJ (2
waypoint location options to best mitigate aircraft noise for the Pt. Richmond area
YR al NAY [ 2dzyue 2y UKS 2U0KSNJ aARS 27

ACKA&a NBO2YYSYRI (A2 yreduestdaialed inlf3F NJ (2 G KS

AFAA response:

Ada ¢ KA\ cannot support this recommendation. Please refer to OAK Noise Forum

Recommendation 1.3 for more information about moving the REBAS wdngoint
AHMMHassessment and recommendation:

Ah dzNJ NBO2YYSYRIIAZ2Y YR aaSaavySyaloz¥

arethe same as detaileith our response regarding recommendation 1.3
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FAAOS Response to Spt
Recommendations - WNDSR




WNDSR, Recommendation 2.1

AForum recommendation:
AdXGKS OdzNNBYy (O 2b5{w ¢2h FftAIKIG GNI O1 o
replace this RNAV to another location that allows for geographically shorter flight
LI KA YR jdzZASGE FdzSt STFFAOASY O 2LINAYA

AFAA response:

A oBecause this is a general recommendation, and more detail is given in the subsequel
recommendations, please refer to those recommendations (OAK Noise Forum
Recommendations 2.2, 2.3 and®2 % &

AHMMH assessment and recommendation:

AhdzNJ NBEO2YYSYRIUAZY |yR daasaaySya2i12+
are detailedin our response regardimgcommendations 2.2, 2.3, and 2.5
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

.......

AForum recommendation:
AdXOKS C!'!l O2y&aARSNI Saill et ia.
alternative of OAK to the east. This alternative™ -, (A '

proposes the FAA consider an RNAV somewhere: ~ fes [~ o~
g)\uK)\y | O2NNAR2Z2NIHDD-- XEISY
Mendocino VOR to the Santa Rosa VORto .. "=.. Pl

RAGGS fix then airway V494 towards EMBER
and then towards SHARR fix and joining the =
MADWIN SIX arrival for flights arriving from the
y 2 NI K d¢

Figure 7 - Current WNDSR STAR (Mz{genta), Proposed Procedure (Blue)

Source: FAA, September 2018
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

AFAA responses:
AdeKS C!'! OFyy20 &adzLJLl2NI GKS h!Y b2AAas
Ad ¢ Kekainmendation would shift aircraft noise from one communityyo2 0 K S NX ¢

FAA cannot support creating a procedure without consensus from all affected
O2YYdzy AUASadé

Ad¢KAEd NBOZYYSYRIUGAZY 62dAf R NBIdZANB AN
aSIdzsy’OSRX XuF1Ay3 0KSY 27F°7 VK§)\NJAh Ju)\
NBOQYYSVRI GA2Y 62dzd R Fta2 AYyONBIFAaAS NI
Ad ¢ Kekadimmendation would cross all north/northeast bound Bay Area departures as

a de
well as arrival routes from the north, including the OPDs into SFO déwl SJC
Ad} yEA1S UKS OdNNByu 2b5{wf UKAA
LJNE OSRdzNJ} ffé aSLINFYFOSR FTNRY (KS
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

A HMMH assessment:

A Shifting the WNDSR as recommended by
the Forum would increase aircratft flyin
miles and cause congestion with artrivals
and departures from other Bay Area
airports

A Potential exists to generate noise concerns
from communities overflown by the
proposed route

A HMMH recommendations:

A Consider a lesser shift of the WNDSR arrival
to the east

A E.qg., direct from BOYYS to ALLXX
(see blue dashed line in figure to the left)

A Coordinate with residents who may be
ov?ﬁﬂown by the amended WNDSR flight
pa
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