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Á¢ƘŜ C!!Ωǎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ

Á{ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ¦ǇŘŀǘŜŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 

ÁFAA responses to specific recommendations

ÁRecommendation summary

ÁMember discussion
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FAA Initiative

To work with Bay Area communities and address 
noise concerns related to the implementation of 
the Nor Cal Metroplex
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http:// metroplexenvironmental.com/norcal_metroplex/norcal_introduction.html

ÁSFO Airport/Community Roundtable submitted report to FAA 
with recommendations on November 17, 2016

ÁOAK Airport-Community Noise Management Forum submitted 
report to FAA with recommendations on March 24, 2017

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


FAA Interim Response to OAK Noise Forum

ÁFAA provided interim response on February 8, 2018
Å29 (of the 37) recommendations remained under FAA 

evaluation
ÁThree recommendations the FAA deemed feasible 

ÁOne recommendation was not endorsed by the FAA

ÁThree process questions were answered by the FAA

ÁOAK Airport-Community Noise Management Forum provided 
response on April 18, 2018
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FAA Updated/Final Response to OAK Noise 
Forum

ÁFAA provided updated response on September 4, 2018 ςas 
discussed in this presentation
ÅThe majority (26 out of 37) Forum recommendations are not 

supported by the FAA

ÅSix recommendations the FAA deemed as addressed

ÅTwo recommendations remain under FAA consideration

ÅFAA maintained that three process questions had been 
answered
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FAAõs Response to Specific 
Recommendations - HUSSH
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ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάThe short-term solution would be for Air Traffic Control to assign headings to aircraft 

departing OAK runway 30 that restore the initial SILENT ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǘǊŀŎƪΦέ

HUSSH, Recommendation 1.1
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Source: FAA, September 2018



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.1
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ÁFAA responses:
Åά¢ƘŜ FAA cannot support this ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΧέ
Åά¢ƘŜ h!Y bƻƛǎŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ 

the conventional SILENT SID ground track may provide 
minor relief from noise concerns on the east side of the 
Bay, but a return to the SILENT SID ground track will 
create significant noise concerns for the San Francisco 
ŀǊŜŀΦέ
ÅάΧǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ separation between the 

HUSSH / SILENT SIDs and the SSTIK SID 
does not exist, requiring the coordinated release of all 
aircraft flying these procedures. This coordination 
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 togetherΦέ

Source: FAA, September 2018



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.1
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Source: FAA, September 2018
Red line added for emphasis

ÁHMMH assessment:

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

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

ÁHMMH recommendations:

Å/ƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǿƛǘƘ C!! ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
have aircraft turn sharper to the left on initial 
departure from OAK andhave aircraft remain over the 
center of the Bay away from communities on both sides

ÅRequest FAA provide quantifiable data regarding how 
capacity may be negatively impacted by adjusting the 
HUSSH procedure to implement a sharper left turn on 
initial departure from OAK



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.2

ÁForum recommendation:
Åά!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ C!! ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƭŜŘ ǊƻǳǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǘǳǊƴ 

prior to REBAS intersection and secure a decreased level of night-time noise by issuing 
an FAA memorandum of understanding with ATC to keep aircraft on the route as 
published to the REBAS intersection unless safety dictates otherwiseΦέ

ÁFAA responses:
Åά¢ƘŜ C!! ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘΦΦΦέ

Åά¢ƘŜ Northern California Terminal Radar Approach Control (NCT) implemented this 
recommendation by Notice on February 21, 2017 and has since become part of the 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). NCT understands the impact that turning 
aircraft prior to REBAS has on the East Bay Communities and will continue to monitor 
this restriction for complianceΦέ
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.2

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅFAA appears to have addressed this recommendation

ÅFAA suggests delays have resulted due to extra spacing required since the aircraft are 
turning off course beyond REBAS

ÁHMMH recommendation:
ÅContinue to monitor compliance of aircraft flight paths to published HUSSH procedure 

to ensure aircraft are not turned until after REBAS
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.3

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧevaluate the HUSSH procedure and 

adjust it to replicate the SILENT SID 
ground track and require aircraft to fly 
to REBAS unless safety dictates 
otherwise and adjust the REBAS 
intersection offshore to keep aircraft 
over the water instead of turns over 
ƭŀƴŘΦέ 
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OAK HUSSH Departures: January 1 ςJune 30, 2017



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.3

ÁFAA responses:
Å¢ƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {L[9b¢ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǘǊŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ǘƻ Ŧƭȅ ǘƻ w9.!{ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 
recommendations 1.1 and 1.2

ÅάaƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ w9.!{ ǿŀȅǇƻƛƴǘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƧŜƻǇŀǊŘƛȊŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ 
because it removes the requisite separationΦέ

ÅάǘƘŜ REBAS waypoint is a fly-by waypoint, meaning aircraft are not required to overfly 
ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǇƻƛƴǘΦ wŀǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘΩǎ CƭƛƎƘǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ όCa{ύ ǿƛƭƭ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ 
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 routeΦέ

Åά!ƛǊ traffic procedures are designed to be procedurally separated from other 
ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΧǘƘŜ REBAS waypoint is 6 miles east of the BRIXX arrival procedureΦέ
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.3
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Source: FAA, September 2018



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.3

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅRequired radar separation between the BRIXX and HUSSH procedures is either 3 or 5 

Nautical Miles

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

ÅREBAS could potentially be moved between 1 and 3 Nautical Miles to the west and 
still maintain procedural separation

ÁHMMH recommendation:
ÅRequest 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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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.4

ÁForum recommendations:
άΧmoving HUSSH waypoint southward as much as feasible to facilitate a sharper left 
turn by aircraft after departing OAK runway 30έ
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Source: FAA, September 2018



HUSSH, Recommendation 1.4

ÁFAA responses:
Åά¢ƘŜ FAA cannot support this ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΧέ

ÅάDŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ speaking, the more acute the angle is between two route segments, the 
greater the divergence will be from the ǿŀȅǇƻƛƴǘΧ¢Ƙƛǎ characteristic of 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 groundΦέ

ÅάΧǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ separation between 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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Source: FAA, September 2018
Red line added for emphasis

HUSSH, Recommendation 1.4

ÁHMMH assessment:

ÅMoving 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

ÅMoving the HUSSH waypoint south may further increase 
delays, but magnitude of impact is not clear

ÁHMMH recommendations:
ÅwŜǉǳŜǎǘ C!! ǊŜŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ wƻǳƴŘǘŀōƭŜΩǎ 

recommendation of moving the HUSSH waypoint southward

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

ÅRequest FAA provide quantifiable data regarding how 
capacity may be negatively impacted by adjusting the HUSSH 
procedure
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.5

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘǳǊƴǎ ƻŦŦ ƻŦ I¦{{I ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ w9.!{ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŀ 

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 published 
ƴƻƛǎŜ ŀōŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŘƛŎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΦέ 

ÁFAA responses:
Å¢ƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ǘƻ Ŧƭȅ ǘƻ w9.!{ ƛǎ 
ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ мΦн
Åά¢ƘŜ bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ¢ŜǊƳƛƴŀƭ wŀŘŀǊ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ όb/¢ύ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ 

recommendation by Notice on February 21, 2017 and has since become part of the 
{ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ό{htύΦέ
Åάb/¢ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ w9.!{ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ .ŀȅ 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜΦέ
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.5

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅFAA appears to have addressed this recommendation

ÁHMMH recommendation:
ÅContinue to monitor compliance of aircraft flight paths to published HUSSH procedure 

to ensure aircraft are not turned until after REBAS
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.6

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ w9.!{ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ .ŀȅ ǘƻ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƴƻƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ŜŀǎǘǿŀǊŘ ƻǾŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tƻƛƴǘ wƛŎƘƳƻƴŘ ŀǊŜŀΦέ 

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ мΦо

ÁFAA responses:
ÅάThe FAA cannot support this recommendation. Please refer to OAK Noise Forum 

Recommendation 1.3 for more information about moving the REBAS ǿŀȅǇƻƛƴǘΦέ

ÁHMMH assessment and recommendation:
ÅhǳǊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ мΦс 

are the same as detailed in our response regarding recommendation 1.3
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.7

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧŀŘƧǳǎǘƛƴƎ ƴƛƎƘǘ ǘƛƳŜ ƘƻǳǊǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƛǎŜ ŀōŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ннлл-

0700 local time Monday through Saturday, 2200-0800 local time on Sunday to new 
night time hours of noise abatement procedures of 2100-0800 local time daily, seven 
Řŀȅǎ ŀ ǿŜŜƪ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƭƛŜŦ ŀǎ ŦƭƛƎƘǘ ŎǳǊŦŜǿǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴέ 

ÁFAA responses:
Åά¢ƘŜ C!! ƛǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛǊǇƻǊǘǎ ό{Ch ŀƴŘ h!Yύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛǊƭƛƴŜǎΣ ǘƻ 
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ bƻƛǎŜ !ōŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ όb!tύ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘΦέ
Åά!ƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ {ŎƘŜŘǳƭƛƴƎ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǎŜǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀƛǊƭƛƴŜǎύΣ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ŘŜƭŀȅǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ŀǘ 

their departure airport or en route, and other factors play a role in determining when 
ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǿƘŜǊŜ b!t Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŀŦŜƭȅ ōŜƎǳƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘŜŘΦέ
ÅάLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ the NAP hours has the potential to further increase those delays, both in 

time and in number of aircraftΦέ
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.7

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅThe FAA appears to remain willing to coordinate with the Port regarding a dialog to 

alter the hours for night time noise abatement operations

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

ÅExtending the night time noise abatement hours could increase delays

ÁHMMH recommendations:
ÅContinue to work with the Port regarding coordination with the FAA regarding night 

time noise abatement hours
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.8

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧas 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 so 
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 
KensingtonΦέ
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Source: FAA, September 2018

HUSSH, Recommendation 1.8

ÁFAA responses:
ÅάtƭŜŀǎŜ refer to OAK Noise Forum Recommendation 1.2 

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

Åά¢ƘŜ SSTIK SID is used 24 hours a day, but less frequently 
at night as aircraft operations decrease. This decrease 
allows the HUSSH SID to be a viable option for night 
operations. Because these two procedures are not 
procedurally separated, this means that 
OAK tower controllers and SFO tower controllers 
must each manually request a release from 
Northern California TRACON (NCT) for each of their respective HUSSH / SSTIK ŘŜǇŀǊǘǳǊŜǎΦέ

Åά¢Ƙƛǎ Ψƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ŀǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭŀȅǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 
OAK Noise Forum Recommendation 1.2. These delays would increase exponentially during the 
daytime as aircraft volume increasesΦέ
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HUSSH, Recommendation 1.8

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅUtilizing the HUSSH procedure 24 hours a day would result in large increases in delays 

for SFO and OAK departure operations

ÁHMMH recommendation:
ÅRequest FAA provide quantifiable data regarding how delays may increase by utilizing 

the HUSSH procedure 24 hours a day
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HUSSH, Recommendat ion 1.9

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧǘƘŜ C!! ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ w9.!{ 

waypoint location options to best mitigate aircraft noise for the Pt. Richmond area 
ŀƴŘ aŀǊƛƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀȅΦέ 

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ request detailed in 1.3

ÁFAA response:
Åά¢ƘŜ FAA cannot support this recommendation. Please refer to OAK Noise Forum 

Recommendation 1.3 for more information about moving the REBAS waypointΦέ

ÁHMMH assessment and recommendation:
ÅhǳǊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ 1.9 

are the same as detailed in our response regarding recommendation 1.3

27



FAAõs Response to Specific 
Recommendations - WNDSR
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.1

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ²b5{w ¢²h ŦƭƛƎƘǘ ǘǊŀŎƪ ōŜ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ C!! ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ 

replace this RNAV to another location that allows for geographically shorter flight 
ǇŀǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǉǳƛŜǘΣ ŦǳŜƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƻǇǘƛƳƛȊŜŘ ŘŜǎŎŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ h!YΦέ

ÁFAA response:
ÅάBecause this is a general recommendation, and more detail is given in the subsequent 

recommendations, please refer to those recommendations (OAK Noise Forum 
Recommendations 2.2, 2.3 and 2.5ύΧέ

ÁHMMH assessment and recommendation:
ÅhǳǊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C!!Ωǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ 2.1 

are detailed in our response regarding recommendations 2.2, 2.3, and 2.5
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

ÁForum recommendation:
ÅάΧǘƘŜ C!! ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ 

alternative of OAK to the east. This alternative 
proposes the FAA consider an RNAV somewhere 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΦΦΦ ΧƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
Mendocino VOR to the Santa Rosa VOR to 
RAGGS fix then airway V494 towards EMBER 
and then towards SHARR fix and joining the 
MADWIN SIX arrival for flights arriving from the 
ƴƻǊǘƘΦέ
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

ÁFAA responses:
Åά¢ƘŜ C!! Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ h!Y bƻƛǎŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΧέ

Åά¢Ƙƛǎ recommendation would shift aircraft noise from one community to ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΧ¢ƘŜ 
FAA cannot support creating a procedure without consensus from all affected 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦέ

Åά¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 
ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜŘΧ ΧǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ƻŦŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ hǇǘƛƳƛȊŜŘ tǊƻŦƛƭŜ 5ŜǎŎŜƴǘ όht5ύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀΧέ

Åά¢Ƙƛǎ recommendation would cross all north/northeast bound Bay Area departures as 
well as arrival routes from the north, including the OPDs into SFO and SJCΦέ 

Åά¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ²b5{wΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ōƻǘƘ ŀƴ ht5 ŀƴŘ ōŜ 
ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎΦέ
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WNDSR, Recommendation 2.2

ÁHMMH assessment:
ÅShifting the WNDSR as recommended by 

the Forum would increase aircraft flying 
miles and cause congestion with arrivals 
and departures from other Bay Area 
airports
ÅPotential exists to generate noise concerns 

from communities overflown by the 
proposed route

ÁHMMH recommendations:
ÅConsider a lesser shift of the WNDSR arrival 

to the east 
ÁE.g., direct from BOYYS to ALLXX 

(see blue dashed line in figure to the left)
ÅCoordinate with residents who may be 

overflown by the amended WNDSR flight 
path
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