APPENDIX Q

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE NOISE
MITIGATION REPORT



Introduction

The New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia (NY/NJ/PHL) Metropolitan Area Airspace Redesign
Project (Redesign Project) presented the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for public
review and comment in the winter of 2006. The comments that were received on the DEIS were
used to inform the selection of the Preferred Alternative. Many of these comments proposed
noise mitigation strategies, which were evaluated for operational feasibility and potential for
reduction of noise exposure. A Mitigated Preferred Alternative was presented to the public in
April 2007, along with the results of the operational and noise analyses, for additional review and
comment. This document contains the responses to the public comments on the Preferred
Alternative and its mitigation.

40 CFR Section 1503.4 (Response to comments) requires that an agency preparing a Final EIS
assess and consider comments both individually and collectively, and respond accordingly. The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has the option to provide separate responses to individual
comments identified in commenter’s letters or, where the volume of letters is so large or the nature
of comments are similar, responses may be provided in a topical format.

This appendix to the Final EIS provides responses in topical format. Comment letters and
petitions received on the Preferred Alternative and mitigation strategies totaled over 1,700. Each
of the comment letters and petitions were reviewed, and many similar themes and issues were
identified, resulting in 297 unique topical comments.

To assist the reader in identifying specific letters or topics, the following are included:

e A table of issues raised in the comment letters which directs the reviewer to the
appropriate topic and subtopic for a response;

e Topical responses to issues raised;
e Anindex listing all the letters received sorted by the author; and

e Copies of letters received from elected officials, federal and state agencies, and
special interest groups (in numerical order by control number).

The topical responses are ordered in 24 groupings. Those related to the Preferred Alternative and
mitigation, applicable to the entire study area, appear first. General topic comments on process,
modeling, quality of life and other issues are next. Airport-specific comments are found towards
the end of the document. A section number has been assigned to each grouping. A representative
comment for each topic and subtopic is displayed in italics, while the response appears directly
below this statement. Further references to sections in the main body of the Final EIS are located
within each response when appropriate.



Table of Contents

1 Comments on the Preferred Alternative
1.1 Preferred Alternative

1.1.1  Opposition
1.1.2  Support
1.1.3  Mitigation Only
1.1.4  Increased Safety
115 Airport Capacity
1.1.6  Traffic Increases
1.1.7 Reduced Spacing
1.1.8  Severe Weather
1.1.9  Weather Impacts

1.2 Integrated Control Complex (ICC)
121 Feasibility
1.2.2  Delay Impact
123  Oceanic

1.3 New Mitigation Requests
1.3.1  Nighttime Flights
1.3.2  Quieter Jet Engines
1.3.3  New Runways

1.4 Stewart Airport
141 Expansion

2  Comments on General Mitigation

2.1 Mitigation
2.1.1  Not Enough
2.1.2  Volume Restrictions

213
214

Rotating Alternatives
Seasonal Routing

© 0 O 00 00 0 N N o o o o Oor o B A b W WO DNMNMNDNDPFP PP PFP P PP



2.15
2.1.6
2.1.7
2.18
219
2.1.10
2111
2.1.12

Orange County, CA

PHL Technology Upgrade
Advanced Technology
Noise Abatement

Call Hotline

Noise Monitoring
Geographical Restriction
NY/NJ Water Routing

Comments on Documentation

3.1 Documentation

311
312
3.13
3.14
3.15
3.16
3.1.7
3.18
3.19
3.1.10
3.111
3.1.12
3.1.13
3.1.14

Information Location
Mailing List

Lacking Detail
Incomplete
Compatible Land Use
Minimum Altitudes
Flight Track

Holding Patterns
Noise Impact Data
Population Data
Modeling Data
Comparison Information
2006 vs 2011
Historical Data

3.2 Long Term Analysis

321

25 Year Projection

10
10
10
10
11
11
12
12
12
12
12
13
13
13
13
14
15
15
16
16
16
17
17
17



4  Comments on Process

4.1 Process
411 ATC Participation
4.1.2 Dual Modena
4.1.3 Low Altitude Changes
4.1.4  Pre-Decision Changes
415 Implementation Timeframe
4.1.6 Homeland Security
4.1.7  Independent Review
4.1.8 NEPA Violation
419 Cost Benefit Analysis
4.1.10 Supplemental DEIS
4.1.11 Decision Criteria
4.1.12 ROD Signature Authority
4.1.13 Public Vote
4.1.14 Legal Review
4.1.15 Prejudged Outcome
4.1.16 Port Authority

4.2 Part 150
421 Noise Abatement

4.3 Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
431 Averages
4.3.2  Flights per Hour
4.3.3 NIRS Accuracy
434  Thresholds
435 Significant Level
4.3.6  Inaccurate Reporting
4.3.7  Sensitivity Analysis

43.8

Worst Case Scenario

19
19
19
19
19
20
20
20
20
21
21
21
22
22
22
22
23
23
23
23
24
24
24
24
25
25
26
26
27



4.4 Multi-modal

4.4.1  Comprehensive Solution

4.4.2  Ignoring Option
4.5 Public Meetings

451 Additional Meetings

452  Meeting Requests

453 Notification

454  Panel Session Minutes

455 Internet Access

45.6  Tinicum Meeting

45.7  Public Input

458 Prejudged Outcome
4.6 Comment Period

46.1 Extension

4.6.2  Internet Submission
4.7 Next Steps

471 Compliance

4.7.2  Ensuring Mitigation

4.7.3

Implementation Plan

4.8 Other Comments

48.1
4.8.2
4.8.3

Air Service Demand
EPA Compliance
Compliance Monitoring

Comments on the Purpose and Need

5.1 Purpose and Need

5.11
5.1.2
513
5.14

Noise Reduction
Minimize Exposure
Ocean Routing
Redesign Unnecessary

27
27
27
28
28
28
28
29
29
29
30
30
30
30
31
31
31
31
32
32
32
32
32
34
34
34
34
35
35



5.15
5.1.6
5.1.7

Comments on Property Values and Quality of Life

Failure to Meet
Final Stages
Maintain Benefits

6.1 Property Value

6.1.1
6.1.2

Economic Analysis
Impacts of Noise

6.2 Quality of Life

6.2.1
6.2.2
6.2.3
6.2.4
6.2.5
6.2.6

Non-Noise Impacts
Contributing Elements
Education

Safety

Disaster Exercises
Structural Damage

Comments on Air Pollution
7.1 Air Pollution

711
7.1.2
7.1.3
714
715
7.1.6

Quantification

Reservoirs

Perceived Increases
Greenhouse Gas

Global Warming
Nighttime Ocean Routing

Comments on Health
8.1 Health

8.1.1
8.1.2
8.1.3
8.14

Impacts of Noise
Hearing Loss
Disabilities Act
Sleep Deprivation

36
36
37
38
38
38
38
40
40
40
40
41
42
42
43
43
43
43
44
44
45
45
46
46
46
46
46
47



9 Comments on Airlines
9.1 Airlines

911
912
9.13
9.14
9.15
9.16
9.1.7

Focus on Profits

Required Technology
Re-regulation

Restricting Access

Load Factors

Congestion Pricing
Demand-Side Management

10 Comments on Delay Reductions
10.1 Delay Metrics

10.11

Interpretation

10.2 Efficiency Gains

10.2.1
10.2.2
10.2.3

Optimal Conditions Only
Small Benefits
Status Quo

10.3 Delay

10.3.1
10.3.2
10.3.3
10.34
10.3.5

Landside Operations

Severe Weather

Result Verification

Flight Scheduling

New York/New Jersey vs. Philadelphia

11 Comments on Modeling
11.1 Modeling

1111
11.1.2
11.1.3
1114
11.15

EWR Operations
Forecasted Traffic
Terrain

NIRS Validation
Ambient Noise

48
48
48
48
48
49
49
49
50
51
51
o1
51
o1
o1
52
52
52
53
53
54
54
55
55
55
55
55
56
56



11.1.6 Refinement
11.1.7 Mitigation Results
12 Comments on Traffic

12.1 Traffic
12.1.1 PHL Departures
12.1.2 Danbury/Oxford
12.1.3 Verification of Forecast
12.1.4 Assumptions

12.2 Traffic Levels
12.2.1 Capacity
12.2.2 Delay Sensitivity
12.2.3 Nighttime Penalty
12.2.4 Airline Behavior
12.2.5 Excluded Operations
12.2.6 Historical Data

12.3 VFR Traffic
12.3.1 Exclusion from Modeling
12.3.2 Safety
12.3.3 Post 9/11 Forecast
12.3.4 Additive Impacts

12.4 Modeling Traffic
12.4.1 En Route Separation
12.4.2  Terminal Volume

13 Comments on Environmental Justice

13.1 Environmental Justice
13.1.1 Post Mitigation
13.1.2 Elizabeth

57
57
58
58
58
58
58
58
59
59
59
60
60
61
61
61
61
62
62
63
63
63
64
65
65
65
65



14 Comments on Parks, Wildlife, and Historic Areas

14.1 DOT Section 4(f)

1411
14.1.2
14.1.3
1414
14.15
14.1.6

15 Comments on Continuous-Descent Approaches

Orange County
Sandy Hook

John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge

Historic Sites
National Park Service
Rockefeller State Park Preserve

15.1 CDAs

1511
15.1.2
1513
15.14
15.15
15.1.6

Support
Feasibility

Proof

Garden City
Detailed Analysis
Noise Screening

16 Comments on Aircraft Navigation

16.1 Area Navigation

16.1.1
16.1.2
16.1.3
16.1.4
16.1.5

Support

Pilot Navigation
Noise Concentration
Realistic Dispersion
Sensitivity Analysis

17 Comments on Connecticut Concerns

17.1 Impacts on Connecticut

17.11
17.1.2
17.1.3
17.14

Disproportionate Burden
LGA Traffic Shift

North Arrival Post
Traffic Growth

67
67
67
67
67
67
68
68
69
69
69
69
69
70
70
70
71
71
71
71
71
72
72
74
74
74
74
74
75



17.2 Altitudes over Connecticut
17.2.1 Fairfield County
17.2.2 Stamford
17.2.3 Descent Angles
17.3 LGA Routings Impacts
17.3.1 Danbury Airport
17.3.2 Fairfield County
17.4 Connecticut Noise Mitigation
1741 Lack Of
17.4.2 Non-Residential Areas
17.5 Impacts on Connecticut
175.1 HPN Departures
18 Comments on Newark Airport
18.1 EWR 22 Departures
18.1.1 Noise Increases
18.1.2 Capacity
18.1.3 No Mitigation
18.2 EWR 22 Headings
18.2.1 Limited Mitigation
18.2.2 Headings East of 190
18.2.3 Altitude Shelf
18.2.4 Left Turns
18.2.5 Staten Island
18.2.6 New Jersey vs. Staten Island
18.3 EWR Flexible Headings
18.3.1 Increased Capacity
18.3.2 Comparable Application
18.3.3 Controller Compliance
18.3.4 ATC Complexity

75
75
75
76
76
76
77
77
77
77
78
78
79
79
79
79
79
80
80
80
81
81
81
82
82
82
83
83
84



18.3.5
18.3.6
18.3.7
18.3.8
18.3.9

18.3.10 Impact on Elizabeth City

Specified Triggers
Benefits in Practice
Headings Selection
Vs. Static Headings
Equitable Distribution

18.3.11 Modeled Flight Tracks
18.3.12 Cost/Benefit
18.4 Nighttime Ocean Routing

18.4.1
18.4.2
18.4.3
18.4.4
18.4.5
18.4.6
18.4.7
18.4.8

Noise Impacts

Elizabeth vs. Jersey Shore

Noise Transfer
Increased Fuel Costs
Operational Impacts
EWR 04 Departures
Separation

Sandy Hook

18.5 EWR 04L Departures

185.1
18.5.2
1853
18.5.4
1855
18.5.6
18.5.7
18.5.8

Fanning

Capacity Gains
Projected Future Use
Meadowlands Corridor
Altitude Shelf

Hudson River Routing
PANYNJ Suggestion
Essex County

18.6 EWR 29 Departures

18.6.1

Runway Usage

18.7 EWR Arrivals

85
85
85
86
86
86
87
87
87
87
88
88
89
89
90
90
91
91
91
92
92
93
93
94
94
94
95
95
95



18.7.1 Middlesex County
18.7.2 Sonic Booms
18.7.3 Raised Downwind
18.7.4 Dual Arrivals
18.7.5 Political
18.7.6 Time of Day Restrictions
18.7.7 Concorde
18.7.8 V213 Traffic
18.7.9 Catskills/Shawangunks
18.7.10 Opposition to Reroutes
18.7.11 Widen Corridor
18.7.12 Woodcliff Lakes
18.7.13 Pascack Environmental
18.7.14 Warwick, NY
18.7.15 Avoid Warwick, NY
18.7.16 Traffic over Montvale
18.7.17 Bergen County Mitigation
18.7.18 Indian Point
18.8 EWR Airport
18.8.1 Departure Queues
18.8.2 Hudson River Routing
19 Comments on Teterboro Airport
19.1 TEB Airport
19.1.1 Request Noise Mitigation
19.1.2 Altitudes
19.1.3 Map Display
19.1.4 Modeling

95
95
96
96
96
97
97
97
98
98
99
99
99
99
100
100
100
100
101
101
101
102
102
102
102
102
103



20 Comments on John F. Kennedy Airport 104

20.1 JFK Airport 104
20.1.1 Runway 22 Arrivals 104
20.1.2 Prospect Park 104
20.1.3 Monmouth County 104
20.1.4 Negative Impacts 105
20.1.5 Helicopters 105
20.1.6 Lack of Mitigation 105
20.1.7 Ocean Routing 106

21 Comments on LaGuardia Airport 107

21.1 LGA Airport 107
21.1.1 Queens 107
21.1.2 Flight Restriction 107
21.1.3 Sound Departures 107
21.1.4 Runway Usage 107
21.1.5 R31 Departures 108

21.2 LGA 22 LDA Approach 108
21.2.1 Exclusion 108
21.2.2 Aircraft Category 108
21.2.3 Angle of Descent 109
21.2.4 Flight Crews 109
21.25 JFK Interaction 109
21.2.6 Final Turn Sequence 110
21.2.7 RO04 Departures 110
21.2.8 RNAV 110
21.2.9 Support 111

22 Comments on Islip Airport 112

22.1 Islip Airport 112

22.1.1 Impact on FINS 112



23 Comments on Westchester County Airport
23.1 HPN Airport
23.1.1 Modeling
23.1.2 Clarification
23.1.3 Modeling Error
23.1.4 Mitigation Impacts
23.1.5 RNAV Feasibility
23.1.6 RNAV Impact Assessment
23.1.7 RNAV Equipage
23.1.8 RNAV Dispersion
23.1.9 Approach Overlap
23.1.10 Departure Path
24 Comments on Philadelphia Airport
24.1 PHL Airport
24.1.1 Delaware County Impacts
24.1.2 Terminal Volume Delays
24.1.3 Airport Area Residents
24.1.4 Additional Mitigation
24.1.5 Airport Governance
24.2 PHL Arrivals
24.2.1 Parallel Arrivals
24.2.2 Noise Impacts
24.2.3 Lack of Mitigation
24.2.4 Reduced Spacing
24.2.5 Impact Maps
24.2.6 Collingswood, New Jersey
24.3 PHL River Approach
24.3.1 State of Delaware
24.3.2 RNAV Interruption

113
113
113
113
113
114
115
115
115
116
116
116
117
117
117
117
118
118
118
119
119
119
119
120
120
120
121
121
121



24.4 PHL Departure Headings
24.4.1 River Departure Only
24.4.2 Tank Farms
24.4.3 Time of Day Restrictions
2444 RNAV Support
24.4.5 Increased Departure VVolume
24.4.6 Equitable Distribution

24.5 Trenton Airport
245.1 Altitude Restrictions
245.2 Runway 24 ILS
24.5.3 CDAs

121
121
122
122
122
123
123
123
123
123
124



1 Comments on the Preferred Alternative

1.1 Preferred Alternative

1.1.1 Opposition

Comment:

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative
Response:

Some variation of this statement is included in many comments received on the Mitigated
Preferred Alternative. Where additional detail is given, each part is addressed by subject in the
sections below. Where no additional comments are included, the section “Quality of Life” is
probably the response that best addresses the correspondent’s point.

1.1.2 Support
Comment:

Mitigation Plans have been reviewed and discussed and found in general to appear to be best for
our community.

Response:

Some variation of this comment is less common. These comments are a sign that the mitigation
measures, derived from public comments on the Draft EIS, were at least partially successful.

1.1.3 Mitigation Only
Comment:

It is worth noting that the nighttime and other noise abatement procedures described in the Report
could be implemented now to alleviate noise impacts without redesigning the airspace or
implementing the Preferred Alternative.

Response:

It is not generally true that the noise abatement procedures in the Noise Mitigation Report can be
applied to Future No Action. Reduction of departure headings is not possible, where only one
heading is used. Raising arrival altitudes is not possible, where the departures above them are still
capped in altitude. Only flying over water and other uninhabited areas can be done without the
Preferred Alternative.



1.1.4 Increased Safety
Comment:

What basis is there for concluding that air travelers and those who live under the flight paths will
be safer after this plan has been implemented?

Response:

In a highly simplified sense, all the changes to the airspace in the Preferred Alternative come
down to opening up new possibilities to separate aircraft side-to-side or in altitude, where today
they must be separated in time (by delaying one of the flights). Adding more dimensions of
separation between aircraft increases safety.

1.1.5 Airport Capacity
Comment:

The airspace redesign ignores the fact that Philadelphia International is at or near its maximum
capacity.

Response:

The fact that EWR and PHL are handling traffic near their capacity, and that LGA is handling
demand that equals its capacity, is one of the facts from which the redesign began. The airspace
redesign is a way to make the most efficient use of available capacity. That consideration is not so
important, when there is capacity to spare.

1.1.6 Traffic Increases
Comment:

The Preferred Alternative will increase air traffic at all runways, tax regional infrastructure and
transportation, increase noise, and may result in the use of inexperienced pilots, poor quality
aircraft, and exhausted air traffic controllers.

Response:

The Preferred Alternative is not such a large change to operations that it will induce more traffic
to come to New York or Philadelphia. It is intended to use current capacity more efficiently, not
increase capacity.

In the summer of 2000, the slot restrictions on LGA were relaxed. The result was a huge increase
in traffic, far beyond the airport’s nominal capacity. At the worst point, just before the re-
imposition of slot control, one quarter of all the delays in the continental US were at LGA. The
events of the summer of 2000 showed that airlines will fly to New York no matter what the delay,
So it is not correct to say that air traffic will increase as a result of the delay reductions from the
Preferred Alternative. Concerns about reduced quality of services provided by airlines and air



traffic control are unfounded. All parties involved have safety as their top priority, regardless of
the level of traffic.

1.1.7 Reduced Spacing
Comment:

The Preferred Alternative will result in dispersal headings; thus, allowing for closer intervals of
planes at the runway threshold and raising safety concerns.

Response:

Aircraft in flight can be safely separated in any dimension: forward to back; side to side; or up
and down. Aircraft leaving the runway can not use vertical separation, of course. In the Future
No Action alternative, side-to-side separation is not an option, so forward-to-back separation
(usually measured in time, not distance) is the only choice. In the Preferred Alternative, dispersal
headings give side-to-side separation, and runway rules give forward-to-back separation (which is
less than the airspace requires, but still safe). When air traffic controllers have two dimensions of
separation to work with, safety is at least maintained and frequently increased.

1.1.8 Severe Weather
Comment:

In current operations during severe weather, traffic patterns are observed to be considerably
different from normal operations. How will the preferred alternative address this?

Response:

Severe weather disrupts air traffic operations by making some of the existing airways too
hazardous for aircraft to use. An aircraft planning to use one of those airways must find a new
route, wait until the weather has passed, or, most likely, both. The Preferred Alternative increases
the number of airways available to traffic. For example, the six airways of the West Gate are
replaced with eight. The two airways of the North Gate are replaced with three. The South Gate,
which today has two airways that are very different in function, is replaced with a pair of airways
each of which can accept offloads from the other. Philadelphia, which has two departure fixes to
the west, each serving two airways, has a west gate of three departure fixes, which can be used to
balance loads if one airway is lost to weather. Philadelphia arrivals have a new airway that is used
by traffic from the Great Lakes in good weather, but which can handle rerouted traffic from
anywhere west of Chicago in severe weather. The integration of the airspace around New York
City means that arrival routes need not be dedicated to a single airport. Arrival airways will be
able to feed many different airports, so air traffic flow managers will have more options to reroute
traffic in response to weather. See (Cooper, A. M. and Reese, J. L., September 2005, Analysis of
a Severe Weather Scenario: New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia Airspace Redesign Alternatives,
MP 05W00243, The MITRE Corporation, McLean, VA) for the results of a detailed simulation of
each alternative’s response to severe weather.



1.1.9 Weather Impacts
Comment:

The newly announced Airspace Flow Programs will likely further alleviate congestion at EWR.
The MIT study by Evans and Clarke, entitled "A System Study of Newark International Airport™
states that 68.7% of all arrival delays are weather related. From a trial of the flow programs, the
FAA predicts large decreases in arrival delays due to weather. The trial and current use of these
programs can give some basis for estimating the extent of delay decreases. These estimates
should be evaluated in a supplemental DEIS so that the necessity of movement of the North Post
now is established.

Response:

Airspace Flow Programs are designed to facilitate access to airspace that has been blocked by
severe weather. Such programs are paramount in the current airspace configuration, which has
limited access points for departures and rigid, airport-specific arrival paths. The Preferred
Alternative maximizes the flexibility of the air traffic management system to respond to such
situations by increasing the number of access points for departures and relaxing the constraints on
airport specific arrival streams. Airspace redesign and Airspace Flow Programs each reinforce the
other’s effectiveness.

1.2 Integrated Control Complex (ICC)

1.2.1 Feasibility
Comment:

The DEIS, Noise Mitigation Report and the Operational Analysis do not address ICC
implementation phasing and scheduling. It is unlikely that the FAA will be able to complete all of
the technical requirements necessary to construct and implement an 1ICC within the Year 2011
timeframe. It is also highly unlikely that the FAA could combine the NY ARTCC and TRACON
into one facility by 2011. The ICC is well above the current technical abilities of the FAA in terms
of technology, personnel, and feasibility. As none of the options that are available without the
ICC provide any discernable benefit, there is no need for this proposed airspace realignment, and
the ICC concept should be dropped from consideration. Also, what will happen if the ICC is not
built?

Response:

Integrated control can be achieved in many ways. Some of these ways use existing technology.
Others use communication, navigation, surveillance, and automation systems that are under
development. Some ways will work in existing FAA facilities. Others require the construction of
a new building. No decision has been made as to which facilities will ultimately control the
integrated airspace, but only feasible solutions will be implemented.



1.2.2 Delay Impact
Comment:

"The decision as to whether or not to construct a separate ICC facility has significant potential to
affect the overall project design. The DEIS showed greatly differing impacts according to the
inclusion or exclusion of the ICC concept. No information has been made public regarding
implementation of the ICC concept without a separate facility. It is also unknown, or not
publicized, what the project design without a separate ICC facility might be and how this might
affect the benefits and environmental impacts. Project design, benefits, and impacts might also be
affected according to the physical location of an ICC facility. Therefore: Please present the
details of the proposed ICC implementation in the context of the Airspace Redesign EIS™

Response:

The two variations of the Integrated Airspace Alternative were “without ICC,” which assumed
that the current separation between Terminal and En Route Center is maintained, and “with ICC,”
which assumed that the boundary constraints between Terminal and Center could be reduced in
severity. The operational benefits of the “with ICC” variation were modeled on the basis of what
would be achievable given only that relaxed constraint. No details of how air traffic control and
traffic management specialists would be assigned to a particular facility were necessary.
Therefore, the operational and noise analyses are valid for any choices of ICC construction that
meet the requirement. Further benefits might be possible with an optimal design for the ICC, but
those benefits will be attributable to the ICC, not the airspace redesign, and will appear in that
EIS.

1.2.3 Oceanic
Comment:

One significant issue inherent in the development of an ICC is where or in what facility Oceanic
Control function will reside. While Oceanic Control currently resides in New York Center, the
DEIS does not address this issue. Oceanic air traffic control does not use the same air traffic
control hardware that is used domestically. Integration of Oceanic airspace into the ICC would
not allow terminal three mile separation.

Response:

Three-mile separation is a radar separation minimum. Oceanic airspace is not covered by radar,
so three-mile separation is not planned for use there. No changes to oceanic airspace is included
in any Alternative, so the oceanic system is not environmentally significant. (Note the distinction
between oceanic and domestic over-water airspace.)



1.3 New Mitigation Requests

1.3.1 Nighttime Flights
Comment:

During nighttime hours, when demand decreases, it might be possible to implement flight track
and runway use programs that direct air traffic away from residential and other noise-sensitive
areas.

Response:

Off-hours noise abatement is not only possible, it is being done. All the major airports in the
study area have noise abatement procedures for use at night written into their Standard Operating
Procedures. All of these have been preserved or enhanced in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative.

1.3.2 Quieter Jet Engines
Comment:

There need to be mandates to require quieter, Stage-4 compliant aircraft, as well as additional
research studying quieter jet engines.

Response:

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration and many universities in the U.S. and Europe
have programs to develop quieter and more efficient engines and airframes. When Congress
decides that the products are reliable and effective enough, it will doubtless require Stage-4
equipage, just as it did with Stage 3.

1.3.3 New Runways

Comment:

Why can’t new runways be constructed for JFK, LGA, HPN to handle the noise issues over
Fairfield County?

Response:

New runways, unlike an airspace redesign, will invite additional traffic on top of the current
forecast. Since the three major airports have parallel runways, and their largest satellites have off-
parallel runways with carefully-chosen directions, constructing new runways that will not require
airspace over Fairfield County means changing five airports at once. This would cost tens of
billions of dollars, deliver no benefits for decades, and adversely affect other communities.



1.4 Stewart Airport

1.4.1 Expansion
Comment:

The PANYNJ has announced plans to take over and expand Stewart International Airport in New
York State. New Jersey legislation to enable this was recently enacted. Stewart is forecast to be a
major metro-area airport. The DEIS and April 6, 2007 reports fail to consider the operational
and noise impacts of the expansion of Stewart Airport, and therefore improperly segment the
review of foreseeable and connected changes. Please consider the operational and noise impacts
of the expansion of Stewart Airport in the context of the Airspace Redesign EIS.

Response:

Stewart International Airport is 50 miles north of LGA as the crow flies. That is enough distance
to isolate it from the biggest changes to the airspace in the Preferred Alternative. The most
important change, in fact, is a short-cut in the arrival route from the southwest, far above the
ceiling of the noise study area, made possible by the increased altitudes of west-gate and north-
gate departures from the New York Metropolitan Area. At low altitudes, no changes were
desirable or necessary. Since Stewart is far from the other airports with long runways and has no
other large airspace complex constraining it on any other side, it can expand greatly without
putting stress on the Preferred Alternative.

The changes to arrival patterns on the north side of New York City will still be necessary. That
cramped airspace is the reason for unused capacity at EWR, which is part of the reason EWR was
the site of the worst on-time arrival performance of any major airport in the first quarter of 2007.
Today’s delays already point to the need for improved airspace. The expansion of Stewart
International Airport is intended to deal with future growth that is expected to pile delays on top of
the current level. To quote Port Authority Chairman Anthony R. Coscia, the acquisition of
Stewart “is the result of that long-term vision for tackling the air traffic challenges we face in
coming years.” (PANYNJ Press Release 9-2007,
http://www.panynj.gov/pr/pressrelease.php3?id=908)




2 Comments on General Mitigation
2.1 Mitigation

2.1.1 Not Enough
Comment:

Mitigation is good but the preferred alternative is a poor choice as this alternative has the highest
noise content.

Response:

The Preferred Alternative is intended to deliver the greatest benefits to the safety and efficiency of
the system, which tends to imply the greatest changes, and therefore the greatest impact on noise.
The Mitigated Preferred Alternative is a compromise between the interests of aviators and
controllers on the one hand, and airport neighbors on the other.

2.1.2 Volume Restrictions

Comment:

Airports should have restricted operations to reduce noise impacts.
Response:

The purpose of this airspace redesign was to accommodate the expected growth in operations, not
to forbid it. Limiting traffic either by time or by total number of operations is the province of the
airport proprietor, and is forbidden for airports that receive federal grants. It is outside the
authority of an airspace redesign project.

2.1.3 Rotating Alternatives
Comment:

The alternatives should be rotated on different days of the week to lessen impacts or should have
limited implementation; thus, only two days out of the week on a different route.

Response:

Rotating alternatives from day to day would require different charts for pilots, different radar
screens for controllers, and different computer adaptations for every air traffic control facility in
the vicinity. All the people involved would constantly have to change their procedures, which
would decrease safety. However, under any single alternative, traffic is different every day. The
natural changes in wind and weather disperse flights in many directions. The annual-average day,
required by regulations for assessing the differences among alternatives, represents a combination
of all possibilities, but there will probably never be a day exactly like that. Half of the time, the
total number of flights will be less. Some days, there will be no traffic at all many locations. The



variation requested in these comments will occur naturally under the Mitigated Preferred
Alternative.

2.1.4 Seasonal Routing
Comment:

Reroute flight traffic during late spring, summer and early fall seasons since warm weather
inhibits optimal engine climb and descent performance.

Response:

The Preferred Alternative includes unrestricted climb profiles to facilitate the most expedient
dispatch of departures from the area, which are the larger contributor to noise. The warmer
months are the busiest time of year for air travel in the metropolitan area. Redirecting traffic
during this peaked demand in anything but the most efficient strategy would result in increased
delays.

2.1.5 Orange County, CA
Comment:

Orange County, CA has noise abatement programs in which aircraft execute steep climbs to
minimize ground noise. Is this a possibility for PHL?

Response:

The noise abatement program at Orange County, CA is unique. It requires aircraft to cut their
engine power back dramatically once they reach 800 feet above the airfield elevation. This carries
a safety risk. When aircraft are climbing out of an airport, the safest procedure is to use high
power. That way, if an engine should fail, the aircraft will have plenty of speed and altitude that
the pilot can use to return to the airport safely. In practice, most airlines do not use maximum
power on takeoff because a slightly lower setting increases engine life, and therefore decreases the
chance that an engine will fail. The engine setting required at Orange County is even lower. It is
the minimum that safety regulations permit, so there is no margin of error. The Orange County
noise abatement program is older than the current regulations. It was preserved in a grandfather
clause, but no new programs like Orange County’s are likely to be approved.

2.1.6 PHL Technology Upgrade
Comment:

Questions remain as to the FAA’s intent to utilize critical technology and capture critical data.
Specifically, in the final decision, the FAA should address the intent and feasibility of upgrading
PHL’s landing system technology to include touchdown zone lights and Category I11/111 ILS
systems, and the process for utilizing or a justification for not using PAPI lights.

Response:



This recommendation is beyond the scope of this particular Air Traffic airspace redesign project.
In our discussions with FAA’s Airports Division and the Philadelphia Airport Authority, the
Airspace Management Program Office has indicated the interest of the community in this regard.
It should be noted that visual approaches to 09R will be less necessary in the Mitigated Preferred
Alternative, because the River RNAYV approach will be available.

2.1.7 Advanced Technology

Comment:

What does the FAA mean by "advanced technology" and how will that help?
Response:

Advanced technology refers to the technology onboard many of today’s aircraft that allow them to
pinpoint their position without relying on ground based navigational aids. This technology allows
flights to fly along ground paths, such as a river or industrial corridors, previously not possible.
This is called “Area Navigation” or “RNAV.” An additional navigational certification, called
“Required Navigation Performance” or “RNP” allows for reduced separation between aircraft in
the en route environment while maintaining safety.

2.1.8 Noise Abatement
Comment:

Develop, implement, and enforce a system to limit the maximum instantaneous decibel level over
noise-sensitive areas.

Response:
Implementing noise abatement proposals like these is the responsibility of the airport proprietors.

2.1.9 Call Hotline
Comment:

Please provide contact information for a hotline call center for registration of noise complaints
and damage.

Response:

Noise complaints should be directed to the management of the local airport. Telephone numbers
are available at http://www.panynj.gov.

2.1.10 Noise Monitoring
Comment:

Allocate personnel resources for Airport Noise specialists to monitor and enforce aircraft noise
issues for Newark Airport.
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Response:

This request is outside the purview of the redesign project and should be directed to the Port
Authority.

2.1.11 Geographical Restriction
Comment:

Noise and pollution of arrivals and departures should be contained in the state where the airport
is located.

Response:

The United States Census Bureau defines “Combined Statistical Areas” on the basis of
commuting patterns. The population in a Combined Statistical Area shares labor markets, media
markets, and many other parts of the economy. Southwest Connecticut is part of the same CSA as
New York, and South Jersey is part of the same CSA as Philadelphia. Airports, as they drive the
local economy, spread their benefits across state lines. Environmental costs spread across state
lines as well.

2.1.12 NY/NJ Water Routing

Comment:

Traffic should be routed over the Atlantic Ocean and Long Island Sound.
Response:

Twenty-four comments were received with some variation on the desire for aircraft to be routed
over water. Comments were received from all over the study area. The FAA agrees that flying
over water is a way to reduce noise exposure for some communities. The Mitigated Preferred
Alternative makes extensive use of the technique. Unfortunately, further expansion of over-water
routing is not possible. That airspace is already being used. For example, in the current system,
over the Long Island Sound and below 14,000 feet can be found: LGA arrivals, HPN arrivals,
JFK departures, LGA departures, EWR departures, ISP departures, FRG departures, and general
aviation traffic to dozens of satellite airports. Over the water south of Long Island can be found:
JFK arrivals, JFK departures, LGA arrivals, LGA departures, PHL departures, HPN departures,
ISP arrivals, and general aviation traffic to satellite airports on Long Island and as far away as
Massachusetts.
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3 Comments on Documentation
3.1 Documentation

3.1.1 Information Location
Comment:

Is there a central website/location where | can find all of the material/decisions/timelines,
etc...that pertain to the redesign and mitigation?

Response:

All materials are available and centrally located on the FAA’s website:
http://www.faa.gov/nynjphl_airspace redesign

3.1.2 Mailing List

Comment:

Can I sign up for a mailing list on line?
Response:

No. The mailing list is created through those who register at the meetings. If you provided your
name and mailing address at the meeting you attended, then you will be included in any
subsequent mailing.

3.1.3 Lacking Detail
Comment:

The public has not been given nearly enough information about the preferred alternative, and the
information that has been provided is not understandable by the layman. Knowing only the
number of people exposed to change in noise is insufficient for evaluation and can misinform the
public concerning environmental merit. It is also necessary and more important to count the total
numbers of people exposed to various absolute levels of noise. Therefore: Please provide counts
of the numbers of people affected at various DNL noise levels in 5 decibel noise bands down to 45
DNL for “No Action,” pre-mitigation, and after mitigation cases for the individual areas covered
by the mitigations.

Response:

In a study area the size of the NY/NJ/PHL area, hard copies of the noise impact maps will not be
able to cover all areas in fine detail. Summary tables for all possible thresholds are likewise
impractical in a printed publication. Therefore, electronic copies of the data used to make noise
impact maps have been made available on the project web site. These spreadsheets can be
examined at any level of detail and under any thresholds desired, for all alternatives in the Draft
EIS and the Mitigated Preferred Alternative.
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3.1.4 Incomplete
Comment:

The noise mitigation strategies are ill thought out, incomplete, and without any meaningful detail
that would help the public understand the true impact.

Response:

The level of detail in the EIS and its appendices accords with the process spelled out in Federal
government regulations (FAA Order 1050.1E). When this level of detail is supplied, countless
resources are available to help all interested parties understand the benefits and impacts of the
proposed change. (http://www.fican.org/ and http://www.nonoise.org are two helpful sites from
very different perspectives.)

3.1.5 Compatible Land Use
Comment:

No where in either the DEIS or the noise mitigation report is there any mention of aviation and
compatible land use.

Response:

Appendix E of the Draft EIS (and the Final EIS) covers compatible land use from the point of
view of an airspace redesign. The finer details of compatible land use are found in Part 150
studies.

3.1.6 Minimum Altitudes

Comment:

No minimum altitude restrictions have been provided.
Response:

Minimum altitude restrictions are very rare. Aircraft do not generally wish to fly lower than the
altitudes that give them the best fuel efficiency. Unless some safety reason applies, the aircraft
will stay as high as they can. In the Mitigated Preferred Alternative, there are no minimum
altitude restrictions except those that currently exist for noise abatement.

3.1.7 Flight Track
Comment:

Neither the DEIS nor the Noise Mitigation Report assign LGA Runway 31 departure aircraft
definitive ground tracks and climb profiles making it impossible to analyze actual noise impacts
for any location. What information can you provide us to evaluate the number of current flights,
frequency of projected flights, altitude data and what aircraft models were used to calculate noise
levels?
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Response:

With the exception of RNAYV arrivals, aircraft in the New York TRACON do not have specific
assigned ground tracks. Departure Procedures from the New York TRACON are designed to use
vectors because six airports contend for the same set of departure fixes. Some of them will
certainly have to be maneuvered for spacing on the jet airways. A radar vector procedure alerts
pilots that they can not assume the way ahead of them is clear. The preferred alternative, with its
expanded flexibility in the high-altitude structure, will reduce the need for vectoring of departures.
Eventually this will make practical RNAV departure procedures all the way to the departure fixes,
but until then, low altitude departure procedures followed by “thence via vectors to assigned
route/fix” will be the rule. Variability of departure tracks according to aircraft performance and
conflicting traffic were part of the operational and noise modeling. Details are available in
Appendix E of the EIS.

3.1.8 Holding Patterns
Comment:

The position of holding patterns in the redesigned Airspace should be identified. ... Holding in the
terminal area may be at lower altitudes so it is important from a noise analysis perspective to
identify potential holding areas in the redesigned airspace.

Response:

At altitudes where aircraft are audible, the holding patterns of the Preferred Alternative are not far
from their current positions. The phrase “holding under terminal separation rules” does not mean
that the holding patterns are moved. It means that terminal separation rules can be applied up to
23,000 feet in an integrated control complex. The locations of holding patterns are shown in the
figure of this report. Blue holding patterns are for LGA arrivals, dark green for EWR, black for
JFK, pale green for PHL, cyan for TEB and other EWR satellites, and orange is for HPN.
Altitudes are given in red, in units of 100 feet.
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3.1.9 Noise Impact Data
Comment:

Please provide noise data for Preferred Alternative, Mitigation and No Action by census block and
tract.

Response:

Spreadsheets containing this information are available at
http://www.faa.gov/airports airtraffic/air traffic/nas redesign/regional guidance/eastern reg/nyn
iphl redesign/noise exposure tables/.

3.1.10 Population Data
Comment:

FAA census noise spreadsheets promulgated during 2006 showed a 2006 Union County DNL 65
population of 14,710 for the ““No Action’ alternative. The April 2007 spreadsheets show this
same population as 13,910 — an unexplained 6% difference for the same alternative and year. The
changes in modeling methodology in pages 2-3 of the April 2007 Noise Mitigation Report, do not
account for this. The key point is that the FAA modeling in this situation is not sufficiently
accurate to reliably determine impacts.
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Response:

The April 2007 spreadsheets erroneously contained population counts from a preliminary release
of the 2000 census. The spreadsheets were not used in the noise modeling. The spreadsheets
were generated after their respective documents so state and county identifications could be
added. The population figures used in the Noise Mitigation Analysis (Appendix P) were the
correct ones.

3.1.11 Modeling Data
Comment:

Please make available the computer tools, data-sets, and related documentation used to obtain
the noise and operational results. Please also make available all detailed intermediate studies
behind the noise and operational results presented thus far and to be presented in the Final EIS.

Response:

Computer input files do not generally provide information in a format comprehensible to the
public, so they can not be considered documentation. Even after they have been loaded into the
appropriate software, their significance is only clear to an expert user of the software. Several of
the local governments in the study area have hired such experts; those governments have
requested and been provided with the NIRS input files.

3.1.12 Comparison Information
Comment:

Full pre-and post-mitigation data is not provided in terms of number of people affected at various
noise levels for "No Action," pre-mitigation and post-mitigation for the individual areas covered
by the proposed noise mitigations.

Response:

This information is provided in Tables 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, and 15 of the Noise Mitigation
Report. Point-by-point details are available in the spreadsheets of noise modeling output provided
on the web site.

3.1.13 2006 vs 2011
Comment:

Is the 2006 alternative and the 2011 alternative in the noise tables different alternatives or the
same alternative projected over the 5 year period?

Response:

The 2006 Integrated Airspace Alternative has only one variation, where the 2011 Integrated
Airspace Alternative has two. The 2006 Alternative is the same as the 2011 Integrated Airspace
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without Integrated Control Complex variation. The numbers in the noise tables are different
because 2011 traffic is heavier than 2006 traffic.

3.1.14 Historical Data

Comment:

Requested noise impact data from past 12 months (for the PHL airport noise monitors).
Response:

These data should be requested from the airport proprietor since it is the airport proprietor that
collects this information. The FAA does not have them.

3.2 Long Term Analysis

3.2.1 25 Year Projection
Comment:

Because of the extreme sensitivity of projected impacts to the threshold used in the FAA’s
analysis, the agency must closely scrutinize its assumptions regarding runway usage patterns,
nature and volume of traffic, and future projections with respect to changes in these factors, to get
an accurate picture of anticipated environmental impacts. Since nature and volume of traffic is
allowed to change without further environmental analysis, it is necessary to consider in advance
the likely effect of these changes. Please describe anticipated future changes the nature and
volume of EWR Runway 4 traffic over the next 25 years and describe how this affects the impacts
of the Preferred relative to the ““No Action” alternative. Also, Absence of examination of future
scenarios is a major deficiency of the DEIS and mitigation Reports. FAA Order 1050.1e Section
4.49(2) requires that an EIS include projections of results to future scenarios, specifying that DNL
contours, grid point, and/or change-of-exposure analysis be prepared for both current conditions
and future conditions; "Future conditions both with and without (no action) the proposal and
each reasonable alternative. Comparisons should be done for appropriate timeframes.
Timeframes usually selected are the year of anticipated project implementation and 5 to 10 years
after implementation. Additional timeframes may be desirable for particular projects.” Given the
extensiveness of the Airspace Redesign project and its expected lifetime, future extrapolations of
10 and 25 years following implementation should be performed.

Response:

All of these comparisons are in the EIS. Tables ES-1 through ES-3 summarize the results.
When the Airspace Redesign first began, the baseline year was 2000. The year of expected
implementation was set to 2006. A projection of the noise impact for 5 years after
implementation was analyzed for 2011. The requirements of FAA Order 1050.1E have been
satisfied.

17



FAA Order 1050.1E requires comparisons for “appropriate timeframes,” usually 5 to 10 years
after implementation. Since the accuracy of forecasts diminishes with time, 25-year forecasts are
not generally recommended.
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4 Comments on Process
4.1 Process

4.1.1 ATC Participation

Comment:

Air Traffic Control was not consulted in the design of the Preferred Alternative.
Response:

This is incorrect. All of the alternatives presented in the EIS were developed by air traffic
controllers and supervisors from New York TRACON, New York Air Route Traffic Control
Center, and Philadelphia TRACON. Extensive coordination of the designs were done with air
traffic controllers and supervisors from Washington, Boston, Cleveland, and Indianapolis Air
Route Traffic Control Centers and Newark, Teterboro, LaGuardia, Kennedy, Islip and
Philadelphia Towers.

4.1.2 Dual Modena
Comment:

The Dual Modena was included in the No Action Alternative, thereby segmenting a procedure
that should have been identified as part of the airspace redesign plan. This resulted in not fully
disclosing the cumulative impacts.

Response:

The split of Philadelphia’s Modena departure fix was in response to airspace congestion in 2000,
not in 2006 or 2011. It is operationally independent of all the airspace changes in this Redesign.
Note that the Preferred Alternative contains three westbound fixes from PHL, not two, so Dual
Modena is not part of the Preferred Alternative or the Mitigated Preferred Alternative.

4.1.3 Low Altitude Changes
Comment:

If the FAA changes routes for arrivals or departures below 3,000 feet, will they not have to
relapse an Environmental Impact Statement?

Response:
Yes. These comments and responses are part of that process.
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4.1.4 Pre-Decision Changes
Comment:

If the final decision has not yet been made, then why are they already implementing changes in
the flight routings? Why are we experiencing so much air traffic?

Response:

No changes have been implemented in flight routings. Most likely, you are experiencing more air
traffic because the forecast growth in operations has already begun.

4.1.5 Implementation Timeframe
Comment:

Residents also need to know if the FAA intends to implement this proposal in slow, gradual steps
through the year 2011 so the surrounding communities do not feel the immediate impact.

Response:

Implementation plans cannot be developed until the Record of Decision is signed, but it is clear
that some parts of the Mitigated Preferred Alternative will be much easier to implement than
others. Anything requiring the construction of a new facility, for example, will be among the last
things to happen. Changes that can be done without infrastructure changes could begin processing
right away.

4.1.6 Homeland Security

Comment:

Why hasn’t Homeland Security been given the opportunity to comment on the preferred
alternative?

Response:

All State and Federal agencies had the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS and on the
Preferred and Mitigated Alternatives. Many made comments. The Department of Homeland
Security did not.

4.1.7 Independent Review
Comment:

The modeling and results of the preferred alternative should be reviewed by an independent
agency.
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Response:

The Preferred Alternative was designed by the FAA, and sent to The MITRE Corporation’s
Center for Advanced Aviation System Development (CAASD) for evaluation of the degree to
which it met the purpose and need (DEIS, Appendix C, Figure 1-1.). CAASD is a Federally-
Funded Research and Development Center, created by Congress to be an independent advisor to
the FAA. The noise and environmental modeling results in the Draft EIS were reviewed by other
government agencies, including the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of the
Interior. Finally, output files from the noise modeling process, as well as much of the input, were
made available to local government officials who passed it for review to their own contractors.

4.1.8 NEPA Violation
Comment:

The FAA has violated both its own NEPA-implementing orders (U.S. DOT NEPA Implementing
Order 5050.4B) and the essential requirements of a full, rational, and honest environmental
review of this project.

Response:

This environmental impact analysis was conducted under FAA Order 1050.1E. FAA Order
5050.4B states, “Order 1050.1E describes FAA’s agency-wide environmental policy and how
FAA will comply with NEPA. Order 5050.4B supplements FAA Order 1050.1E by providing
NEPA instructions prepared especially for proposed Federal actions to support airport
development projects.” This is an airspace redesign, not an airport development project, so Order
5050.4B does not apply.

4.1.9 Cost Benefit Analysis
Comment:

FAA has failed to produce a cost benefit analysis for this project and cannot say with any degree
of certainty how much the project will cost taxpayers.

Response:

The airspace redesign itself is relatively low cost. The biggest cost item by far is the construction
of a new facility. Since no decision has yet been made about the details of the Integrated Control
Complex, the possible costs cover a wide range.

4.1.10 Supplemental DEIS
Comment:

Please address the technical issues and flaws identified in the DEIS and promulgate updated
information to be used as a basis for decision and comment.
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Response:

Section 210b of FAA Order 1050.1E states, “The public comment and participation process for a
Draft EIS satisfies the process for requesting correction of information. Any corrections deemed
appropriate will be included in the Final EIS.” The Final EIS contains the corrections to any
errors found in the Draft. A “supplemental Draft EIS” is not part of the process.

4.1.11 Decision Criteria
Comment:

What criteria were used in the EIS evaluation? What weighting factors were assigned to each
criterion?

Response:

The criteria are summarized in Table ES-1. Since one Alternative was overwhelmingly best, no
formal weighting was used to produce a single figure of merit. “Reducing Complexity” and
“Balance Controller Workload” were given the least weight, so mitigations of the Preferred
Alternative metric were judged acceptable regardless of whether they reduced the improvement in
those metrics.

4.1.12 ROD Signature Authority
Comment:

Who will be signing the ROD?
Response:

The Record of Decision will be signed by John McCartney, Area Director, Eastern Terminal
Operations, or a superior official.

4.1.13 Public Vote

Comment:

Decision to implement airspace redesign should be put to a vote.
Response:

A plebiscite is not part of the procedures developed to implement the National Environmental
Policy Act.

4.1.14 Legal Review
Comment:

The proposed reassignment of air traffic without the legally required level of review could undo
decades of hard work, public understanding and good will and is unacceptable.
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Response:

The New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia Airspace Redesign project has met or exceeded every
requirement for review in the National Environmental Policy Act and FAA Order 1050.1E,
Environmental Impacts: Policy and Procedures.

4.1.15 Prejudged Outcome
Comment:

FAA has released the Report, and has announced the fact that the ““Integrated Airspace with
Integrated Control Complex Design” (Integrated Airspace or 1A + ICC) is the Preferred
Alternative to the NY/NJ/PHL Airspace Redesign Project (Project) before finalizing its Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). This sequence of events is highly irregular and suggests
that the FAA has prejudged the outcome. Further efforts on the Project should have awaited the
outcome of the EIS process.

Response:

The identification of the Preferred Alternative must come before the Final EIS. It is typically part
of the Draft EIS, but in this case the FAA decided to collect public comments before choosing a
Preferred Alternative. Far from prejudging the outcome, this change to the sequence of events
increased public input. The residents of the affected area know best what their concerns are, so
public comments were the source of the measures applied to mitigate the impact of the Preferred
Alternative. Finalizing the EIS is the next and last step in the process.

4.1.16 Port Authority

Comment:

It is inappropriate to pre-empt the noise abatement authority of the port authority.
Response:

Nothing in this process pre-empts the authority of the airport proprietors.

4.2 Part 150

4.2.1 Noise Abatement
Comment:

Potential noise impacts from implementation should require FAA to fund housing noise
insulation.

Response:

Airport Improvement Program funding for noise abatement is available to airport authorities who
conduct a Part 150 study. Under NEPA, FAA must mitigate noise impacts if the preferred
Alternative results in a significant noise increase in an area. Significant is defined asa 1.5 dB
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increase within the 65 DNL or greater, of which there are none in the Mitigated Preferred
Alternative. The Part 150 process is a separate process which analyzes noise.

4.3 Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL)

4.3.1 Averages
Comment:

DNL averages are insufficient and unacceptable. When the noise level is measured on the basis of
day-night averages, the noise problem is going to look less severe on paper than it really is. What
is relevant is the not the average daily noise level, but the noise level at the times that a plane is
overhead.

Response:

The noise level at the time a plane is overhead is one part of the relevant information needed to
asses the impact of aircraft noise. Other relevant factors are: how many times an aircraft passes
overhead; how close to directly overhead each aircraft is flying; how much noise is audible as the
aircraft approaches your location and after it passes; and whether the aircraft passes overhead
during times when people are away at work or at home trying to sleep. When all these factors are
accounted for, the result is a metric very much like DNL.

It is well known that DNL is unsatisfactory to many people. For almost 30 years, researchers
have been trying to find a better metric, (Fidell, S., Journal of the Acoustical Society of America,
114 (6), 3007, December 2003) but none has been identified. (“Federal Agency Review of
Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues,” Federal Interagency Committee on Noise [FICON],
August 1992).

4.3.2 Flights per Hour
Comment:

In order to quantify the noise increase of 9 dB per flight we need to know the number of flights per
hour does this projected increase account for and how many flights per hour there will be in the
next three years.

Response:

“dB per flight” is not a correct interpretation of the noise modeling output. For the reasons stated
above, DNL is better than a flights-per-hour measure of noise exposure.

4.3.3 NIRS Accuracy

Comment:

The FAA should state what level of accuracy the NIRS output has and the scientific basis for it.
Response:
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This is a good point, and the subject of ongoing research. No published sources are available with
a quantitative answer.

The statutory requirement for how to do an analysis is designed to minimize random errors. DNL
changes in NIRS output are required to be a comparison of two runs where the differences in the
input files are tightly controlled. The annual-average day is run through NIRS with nothing
changed but the three-dimensional tracks. (There was a possibility of flights changing from
daytime to nighttime as delays increased, but this did not occur between Future No Action and the
Preferred Alternative.) Temperatures, winds, etc. cancel out of the impact analysis. Therefore,
the biggest source of error will be the definition of the annual-average day. This will be of little
importance in the DNL changes, since identical traffic is used in the before and after cases, but it
can affect the position of the total DNL with respect to the 45, 60, and 65 dB DNL thresholds.
The most-reliable part of the annual-average day forecast is the total number of flights, which is
also the most important contributor to the DNL. The least reliable part of the estimate is the
engine type carrying each of the forecast flights.

For a study like this one, where the noise changes are very small in the vast majority of the study
area, and most of the noise exposures are low, many of the changes will not be statistically
significant. However, they have all been quoted to one-tenth of a dB (that is, 2% changes in noise
energy) for the sake of consistency with earlier studies. Note that noise changes of less than 3 dB
are generally not audible outside of a laboratory environment.

4.3.4 Thresholds
Comment:

We also believe that the noise thresholds promulgated by the FAA are overly lenient, and that the
noise impacts of the FAA promoted actions are profound. A noise change of 5 decibels is
equivalent to a factor of 3.2 times increase in noise energy.

Response:

It is true that 5 dB means a change noise energy by a factor of 3.2, but irrelevant. The human ear
hears logarithmically. Decibels are the best measure of loudness as perceived by human
observers.

4.3.5 Significant Level
Comment:

Please present a sensitivity analysis showing the number of people impacted at the significant
level if the trigger of 1.5 dB in the 65 DNL were to be lowered to less than 1.5 dB.

Response:

Section 14.3 of Appendix A to FAA Order 1050.1E states that “A significant noise impact would
occur if analysis shows that the proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an
increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dB or more at or above DNL 65 dB noise exposure when compared
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to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.” Until such time that this threshold level is
legally altered, it is futile to analyze the change in noise impacts due to various threshold levels.
However, the raw data for all of the study area is available on the FAA Redesign website:
http://ww.faa.gov/nynjphl_airspace_redesign. Calculating impacts for any desired threshold is a
straightforward spreadsheet exercise with this input.

4.3.6 Inaccurate Reporting
Comment:

DNL values are incorrectly reported to New Canaan. For example, New Canaan currently has
virtually no aircraft noise, yet FAA report shows “No Change’ and ““Preferred Plan’” at the same
DNL value.

Response:

The day-night average sound level over New Canaan, under the Future No Action Alternative in
2011, would be about 32-33 dB. The correspondent is correct that these DNL levels correspond
to virtually no aircraft noise. A change of 3 dB being un-noticeable outside the laboratory, most
of the area will experience virtually no aircraft noise under the Preferred Alternative as well.

4.3.7 Sensitivity Analysis
Comment:

Any one of the following factors could yield a 1 to 2 decibel change in the noise results. The
aggregate deviation taking into account all of the factors is much larger. The FAA avoidance of
significant impact is based on a fragile scenario unlikely to be realized in practice. Therefore,
please present a sensitivity analysis showing the degree to which the FAA calculated noise is
subject to change due to: 1) Variation in flight paths after initial heading due to controller
discretion. 2) Degree of usage of each of the various demand based headings. 3) Likely change
in aircraft mix and switch to larger (and noisier) aircraft over time as attempts are made to carry
more passengers. 4) Traffic levels. 5) Type of navigation procedure used - vectored vs. RNAV. 6)
Possible changes in runway use policy. This is especially important if a particular runway
configuration is found to yield greater capacity and then used preferentially, increasing its noise.
7) Errors in the modeling methodology or models used by the FAA.

Response:

The noise modeling is based on a sample of aircraft trajectories that is anything but fragile.
Seventy days of radar data were aggregated to produce tracks that encompass the full range of
variation in airport configuration, demand levels, fleet mix, aircraft performance, controller
technique, and weather conditions. Since the random variations from day to day are included, the
set of tracks is very robust. Varying any of the listed factors would mean changing an annual
aggregate. This would be a major change in the modeling assumptions, which must have some
systematic justification.
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It is always possible that there are errors in the models or the modeling, but a sensitivity analysis
of variations of all of the input parameters and model structures is neither practical nor in
compliance with the regulations governing noise impact modeling.

4.3.8 Worst Case Scenario
Comment:

Why aren’t we provided with the DNL for all flights coming in at the lowest allowable altitude
rather than the altitude range provided?

Response:

The noise modeling is not intended to represent extreme, or unrealistic, scenarios. It is intended to
provide a projection of the expected noise for the “average” operational day. Flight altitudes over
any individual point are modeled based on the performance characteristics of the flights, the
ability of the flight to climb and descend at a particular rate. It is to the advantage of the flight to
remain at as high an altitude as possible for as long as possible. Modeling flights at the minimum
altitude restrictions only would not provide any realistic understanding of the expected noise
impact of the Preferred Alternative.

4.4 Multi-modal

4.4.1 Comprehensive Solution
Comment:

Why can’t we adopt a more comprehensive solution utilizing multi-modal transportation
solutions?

Response:

Multi-modal solutions are the responsibility of regional transportation authorities. Surface
transportation alternatives did not meet the stated purpose and need. Congress appropriated funds
specifically for airspace redesign.

4.4.2 Ignoring Option

Comment:

FAA has chosen to ignore other alternatives available to it.
Response:

Congress appropriated funds specifically for an airspace redesign. (Wendell H. Ford Aviation
Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century, Section 736.) Other alternatives were not
authorized under that legislation.
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4.5 Public Meetings

4.5.1 Additional Meetings
Comment:

Those who will be most affected by the redesign plan should be given a real opportunity to ask
questions and express concerns in a public forum. One meeting per state is not enough. Failure
to hold separate public hearings prevents many constituents who would be affected by the
proposal from voicing their opinions on this matter and truly inhibits the possibility of
constructive public input on FAA’s decision.

Response:

The public meetings were held as close as possible to the areas of significant noise increases under
the Preferred Alternative, since people in those areas are most affected. Meetings with local
government officials are in addition to the public meetings.

4.5.2 Meeting Requests
Comment:

The FAA has refused to hold a separate South Jersey meeting to ensure that the concerns of the
hundreds of constituents who were refused admittance to the public hearing held in Philadelphia
on May 1, 2007, are addressed. Also, please hold additional meetings in Bergen County, NJ; in
Delaware County, PA; in South Jersey; in New Canaan, CT.

Response:

Additional public meetings were held in Cherry Hill, NJ on June 27, 2007 and in Secaucus, NJ on
June 28, 2007.

4.5.3 Notification

Comment:

Public meetings should have been better-publicized and more accessible.
Response:

Notice of the mitigation public meetings was given in numerous local media; to all local officials;
by direct mail to people who expressed interest in the pre-scoping, scoping, and Draft EIS phases
of the project; and electronically to anyone who had provided an electronic mail address during
earlier phases.
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45.4 Panel Session Minutes
Comment:

There was much discussion and debate of the mitigation items in the panel session. Why weren’t
minutes of the Question and Answer sessions kept?

Response:

The major purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act is to compel Federal agencies to
open their decisions for public comment. Comments are the vehicle by which citizens make their
concerns known to the government. The purpose of the question and answer sessions was to
facilitate discussion so that members of the public could better understand the issues so that
formal comments could be constructively submitted.

455 Internet Access
Comment:

At the public meeting in Woodcliff Lakes | was waiting in line to get in and assured that the video
presentation would be repeated. After being ushered into a room overflowing with 1000+ people,
I was informed the video would not be repeated and that anyone interested could view it on line. |
do not own a computer. The government does not require Americans to have access to the
internet to obtain information. The FAA should not do so either.

Response:

Most public libraries provide access to the internet for their patrons. While it is not expected that
everyone will have internet access in their home, it is reasonable to expect interested parties to
make use of the resource the public library provides.

45.6 Tinicum Meeting
Comment:

May 1, 2007 meeting in Tinicum Township Delaware was canceled after it had begun while
hundreds were waiting to enter. Poor communication and confusing layout left almost all
unaware of any opportunity to express an opinion or provide formal comments to the FAA in a
different part of the hotel.

Response:

The meeting in Tinicum Township was not cancelled. Hundreds of people made comments. The
FAA regrets that hundreds more were unable to be accommodated.
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45.7 Public Input
Comment:

Obtain direct and timely input from area residents most affected as to the perceptions and desires
regarding the plan.

Response:

The public was asked for their comments and opinions during more than 100 public meetings and
several public comment periods. This document is the FAA response to those comments.

4.5.8 Prejudged Outcome
Comment:

The decision has already been made and our comments are simply an attempt to placate the
public into thinking their voice matters.

Response:

The decision will be made when the Record of Decision is signed. Most of the mitigation
included in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative came from the public through the public comment
process. The voice of the public affects the decision through this channel.

4.6 Comment Period

4.6.1 Extension
Comment:

This program is being rushed through. The FAA reports contain very substantially changed
environmental data throughout the region and describe many new procedures. A minimum of 90
days is required to assimilate and comment on all of this new information. The May 11, 2007
response deadline is unreasonable.

Response:

Because public input was critical to selection and design of the mitigation measures, the FAA
chose for this project to identify and mitigate the Preferred Alternative after collecting public
comments on the Draft EIS. The comment period on the Draft EIS was extraordinarily long —
from the December 2005 publication of the Draft until July 1, 2006. The mitigation measures
chosen are small modifications of the Preferred Alternative, all based on comments received on
the Draft EIS. No unexpected changes have been made in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative.
The 30-day comment period on mitigation is an addition to the comment period on the Draft EIS,
making 8 months in all.
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4.6.2 Internet Submission
Comment:

It is unreasonable for us to be restricted to submitting written comments while at the meetings.
Why is there no provision for additional venues for submitting comments?

Response:

The public meetings for Mitigated Preferred Alternative were held in late April. During the
month of April and through the 11" of May, the public were encouraged to submit comments at
the meetings as well as on line. The public meetings held on June 27 and 28, after the formal
comment period had closed, were held by special request of New Jersey’s Congressmen as an
addition to the original set of public meetings. At this time, the ability to accept comments on the
website had already been removed. Consequently, only written comments from those attending
the meetings could be accepted.

4.7 Next Steps

4.7.1 Compliance
Comment:

What happens if the mitigated plan is implemented and models were wrong? Does the FAA plan
to monitor the affected neighborhoods for agreement with the predicted models? What if the
noise is well above the predicted levels? Are there plans to (quickly) reverse the implementation?

Response:

FAA Order 1050E.1, paragraph 512b, states that vis-a-vis each mitigation measure, in the Record
of Decision, “A monitoring and enforcement program shall be adopted and summarized where
applicable for any such mitigation.” These programs have not yet been developed. In the
unlikely event that the noise exposures increase significantly, noise abatement will be required.
There are many ways to accomplish noise abatement. Reversing the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative is among the least likely.

4.7.2 Ensuring Mitigation
Comment:

If the Mitigated Preferred Alternative is chosen for implementation, how can we be sure the FAA
will not revert to implementing the original preferred alternative?

Response:

The FAA will have no reason to use the original Preferred Alternative. With one exception, only
mitigation measures that did not harm efficiency or safety were used to create the Mitigated
Preferred Alternative. The exception is midnight ocean routing, which, if it is formally accepted
as a mitigation in the Record of Decision, will be easy to monitor.
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4.7.3 Implementation Plan
Comment:

Please present a detailed implementation plan for the Preferred Alternative. Please analyze and
discuss the impacts of successive individual phases. Please ensure that the halting of
implementation at any phase will not cause environmental impacts not covered in the EIS.

Response:

Until the Record of Decision has been signed, the FAA has not made a decision on what to
implement. An implementation plan at this stage would be premature, and contrary to Federal
regulations.

4.8 Other Comments

4.8.1 Air Service Demand
Comment:

The FAA’s own forthcoming study on Air Service Demand in the NY Metro region fails to even
address or consider Philadelphia International Airport.

Response:

Air Service Demand studies are concerned with airport capacities. Philadelphia is separate from
New York City at the level of airport services. Only in the airspace do the two cities interact so
closely as to require an integrated study.

4.8.2 EPA Compliance

Comment:

Please provide information on the Preferred Alternative with respect to how the Noise Control
Act, Quiet Communities Act, and Clean Air Act be met.

Response:

The Noise Control Act of 1972 and the Quiet Communities Act of 1978, although never repealed,
are no longer funded. Compliance with these Acts has been subsumed into the FAA’s own
environmental impact process, which this EIS has followed. (See
http://www.epa.gov/history/topics/nca/index.htm .) Compliance with the Clean Air Act is
straightforward, since the effect of the Preferred Alternative is to reduce aircraft emissions.

4.8.3 Compliance Monitoring
Comment:

Please include full descriptions of the mitigation specification and monitoring plans in the Final
EIS and Record of Decision, including: 1) Designation of the agency or entity that will be long
term responsible for the monitoring, and long term commitment by the agency to continue to carry
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this role. The default agency in this case would be the FAA. 2) Specification and provision for
long term funding of mitigation monitoring 3) Specification and provision for measuring and
reporting on details of how well the mitigation is being executed over time and its effectiveness in
meeting originally assumed noise reduction levels. Specification of protocol and response
timeframes for obtaining reports by interested governmental entities and members of the public.
4) Specification of parameters and details for the mitigation such as; a) detailed specification on
the assumed flight paths; b) allowed deviation from this path under which the effectiveness of the
mitigation is maintained; c) specification of the allowable range of usage of demand based flight
headings (i.e., how much of the time each can be used and still maintain assumed mitigation
effectiveness); d) anticipated change in fleet mix and fleet volume over useful life of mitigation ; e)
analysis showing that the mitigation effectiveness and goals of eliminating significant impact is
maintained throughout the deviations in (b) - (d). 5) Description of contingency action and
timeframes for action to be taken when outages are found in (4). Description of what action will
be taken if and when it is found that mitigation effectiveness cannot reasonably be brought to the
level of the originally assumed. To execute these responsibilities (comment S36), it is desirable
that the responsible agency have the ability to do noise modeling to determine noise impacts from
aircraft flight path and fleet mix variations and ability to assess the overall impacts of multiple
outages.

Response:

FAA Order 1050.1E requires a compliance monitoring plan for any specified mitigation. It is at
the discretion of the FAA to include this specification in the Final EIS or the Record of Decision
(ROD). With regard to this airspace redesign project, the compliance monitoring specification
will be included in the ROD.
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5 Comments on the Purpose and Need

The public raises two points regarding the purpose and need for the airspace redesign. First, that
the purpose and need does not properly reflect the needs of the people who live in the affected
area. Second, that the preferred alternative does not meet the stated purpose and need.

5.1 Purpose and Need

5.1.1 Noise Reduction
Comment:

This plan fails to address the real issues affecting millions of residents of the NE seaboard. The
redesign process should address concerns on citizens’ safety, health, education and property
values. In addition, the preferred alternative is not in the public interest, because noise reduction
was not included in the purpose and need.

Response:

One of the principles of our system of government is that Federal agencies have limited mandates,
which they may not exceed without an act of Congress. The Federal Aviation Administration’s
mission is “to provide the safest, most efficient aerospace system in the world.”
(http://www.faa.gov/about/mission/) Therefore, the purpose of this airspace redesign is to increase
the safety and efficiency of the airspace in the study area. The mandate of a part of the FAA can
not exceed the mandate of the whole.

The National Environmental Policy Act, with its implementing regulations, defines the procedures
for addressing noise and pollution concerns, of which this document is a part. The required
process is to define a purpose and need consistent with the agency’s mission, then design a system
that meets that purpose and need, then accept public comments on the redesigned system. Public
comments on environmental impacts from communities around the airports can lead the FAA to
mitigate the environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible, consistent with that mission. In
the same way, public comments on efficiency from airlines, airport owners, and local businesses
can lead the FAA to mitigate parts of the design that they perceive to be contrary to their interests.

5.1.2 Minimize Exposure
Comment:

Please perform a thorough investigation of headings and departure strategies, for EWR Runway
22 south flow, including headings below 190 degrees, to determine strategies that minimize
population noise exposure. As part of this, please search for strategies that minimize overall
population noise exposure independent of aviation efficiency, and use the noise impacts of these
as a baseline for measuring the impacts of other proposals, so that decision makers can
accurately ascertain the degree to which population impact is being traded for aviation efficiency.

34



Please report the number of people exposed at various DNL levels for the sub-alternatives
investigated.

Response:

An airspace design whose figures of merit do not include aviation efficiency would be
meaningless. If efficiency were not a factor, aircraft could be routed along any number of
inefficient paths. If efficiency were completely disregarded, the airport would become useless and
billions of dollars of investment would be wasted. The Ocean Routing Alternative is a mild
example of the damage that could be done to the FAA’s mission and to the local economy, if
aviation efficiency were excluded from the purpose of the airspace redesign.

5.1.3 Ocean Routing
Comment:

The FAA Consultant states ““An ocean routing plan, proposed by the Office of the Governor of
New Jersey and originally developed by the New Jersey Coalition Against Aircraft Noise, Inc.
(NJCAAN), was modeled as an alternative in the New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia Draft EIS.
The objective of the alternative is to reduce noise over inhabited areas rather than increase safety
and efficiency of air traffic operations” (MITRE Report; page 22.). It would appear that the
alternative is retained only to forestall the public outcry and not to provide any further
consideration of the NJ recommendation If noise impacts are the only reason for further
considering this alternative, ‘noise impacts’ or ‘environmental impacts’ or ‘public support’
should be an objective and an evaluation criteria.

Response:

To quote from the original ocean routing plan, “The proposed approach achieves the goal of
significantly decreasing aircraft noise over New Jersey...” The plan included no analysis of
operational impacts. Further treatment was necessary to fill the gap in the original proposal.
Therefore, to give it fair treatment, Ocean Routing was included as an alternative and compared to
other possibilities using objective criteria. Ocean Routing was found to require huge penalties to
efficiency in order to keep it safe.

5.1.4 Redesign Unnecessary
Comment:

In order to justify such a severe impact, it must be demonstrated that the proposed action is
genuinely necessary. FAA has not shown such necessity.

35



Response:

The Bureau of Transportation Statistics collects information on major airport on-time arrival
performance. For the first quarter of 2007, out of their list of 32 major airports, *

e Newark was the worst, with 55% on time;

e LaGuardia was second-worst, 58% on time;

e JFK was fourth from worst, 60% on time;

e Philadelphia was fifth from worst, 65% on time.

The only airport in the bottom five that is not in this study area is Chicago-O’Hare International
Airport.

Of all the factors that can cause delays, these airports have only one in common. Some are
dominated by one or two carriers and others are not. Some have many foreign airlines, others
have few. Some support hub-and-spoke operations and others do not. Some have very large
aircraft, others have mostly smaller aircraft. Some are large, with long taxiways, others are small
and cramped. At some, the traffic has grown substantially in recent years, at others it has not.
The thing these airports have in common is the airspace used by their arrivals and departures. To
solve the delay problem, the airspace must be addressed. That is the necessity for airspace
redesign.

5.1.5 Failure to Meet

Comment:

The Preferred Alternative fails to meet purpose and need.
Response:

Table ES.1 of the EIS shows an exhaustive list of ways to measure the safety and efficiency of the
airspace structure and air traffic control system. Each Alternative was evaluated using common
criteria. The Preferred Alternative is clearly the best way to meet the purpose and need.

5.1.6 Final Stages
Comment:
Noise should be the primary concern in final stages of airspace redesign.

1 http://www.bts.gov/programs/airline_information/airline_ontime_tables/2007_03/html/table_04.html
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Response:

This recommendation is consistent with the requirements of the environmental impact assessment
process. The vast majority of public comments on the Draft EIS concerned noise. Therefore, the
mitigation of the noise impacts of the preferred alternative has been the primary concern of the
redesign since the announcement of the preferred alternative.

5.1.7 Maintain Benefits
Comment:

This overarching goal - to improve efficiency while maintaining safety - should not be lost sight of
in the effort to mitigate any noise impacts.

Response:

Mitigation of noise impacts was accomplished without re-instating any of the cascading delays
that would be a common feature of NY/NJ/PHL operations under Future No Action. Compared
to the Preferred Alternative, some flights will face increased distances, and most will burn a bit
more fuel, but the FAA is required by Federal regulations to mitigate significant noise increases.
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6 Comments on Property Values and Quality of Life
6.1 Property Value

6.1.1 Economic Analysis
Comment:

The public should be provided with a full economic analysis of the preferred alternative that
details the cost/benefit trade-offs of safety, health impacts, economic impacts as well as delay.

Response:

Cost-benefit analysis is an aid to government decision making that works best when the costs and
benefits can be denominated in dollars, and all parties involved agree about the relative
importance of the various factors involved. The Preferred Alternative touches a wide variety of
people and business, and there is no such agreement to date. In principle, economic theory will
one day be able to provide such a common basis for discussion, but the necessary tools to
understand costs and benefits to communities around airports are not yet developed enough to
meet the need expressed in this comment. (See the “Quality of Life” section, below, for a
description of the initial steps in this direction.) Until then, each element is kept separate, so
concerned parties can make their own judgments about relative valuation.

6.1.2 Impacts of Noise

Comment:

Increased air traffic will reduce property values.
Response:

Many comments related to a perceived decrease in property values. Many others were concerned
with the quality of life in their communities. Economic research shows that these two concerns
are essentially the same. When people buy houses, they are willing to pay more for a higher
quality of life. Therefore, by observing the effect of aircraft noise on prices paid for houses, it is
possible to deduce the impact of aircraft noise on the many intangible factors that go into quality
of life. This process is called the “Hedonic Price Method.” A wide-ranging review of hedonic
price studies of aircraft noise can be found in Nelson.? A European perspective is given in

2 Nelson, Jon P., “Hedonic Property Value Studies of Transportation Noise: Aircraft and Road Traffic,”

Proceedings of the International Symposium on Hedonic Methods in Real Estate, Geneva, Switzerland,
June 2007.
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Faburel et al.,® which has additional information about the dependence of the observed effects on
time.

The conclusions of the literature surveys in references 1 and 2 are that a “noise depreciation
index” exists:

e Houses exposed to increased noise decrease in sale price;

e At DNL above 65 dB, the effect is about 1% per additional dB;

e At DNL between 60 and 65 dB, the effect is about 0.5% per additional dB;
e Below 55 dB DNL, no effect has been measured.

e The effect appears to have increased in recent years, even in places where noise
exposure has decreased.

However, other factors are at play in determining property values. Being close to an airport is
valuable to people who travel frequently, to people who work at the airport, and to people who
own or work at businesses that profit from aviation. This increases the value of houses near the
airport. Researchers at the Federal Reserve bank studied the effect of distance from the airport at
the same time as noise exposure.” It finds a noise depreciation consistent with other studies, but
notes that proximity to the airport causes increases in price of approximately 1% for a 6%
reduction in distance to the airport. On balance, a nearby airport is an amenity. Therefore, the
idea that homeowners near an airport are owed compensation for the loss of value of their
property is inapplicable here.

These arguments apply generally to houses near airports. Comments received on the Draft EIS
and the mitigation are primarily from communities that have not had noise in the past, but are
expected to have more under the Mitigated Preferred Alternative. These communities have been
profiting from proximity to an airport, without paying the cost in terms of noise. Other
communities have been paying the cost. The Mitigated Preferred Alternative changes the
distribution of noise and decreases the total number of people exposed to noise levels above the
lowest regulatory threshold. The new distribution is a net benefit to the population of the study
area: though some people may see a decrease in the prices of their houses, more may expect to
see an increase, as current noise penalties are removed.

®  Faburel, G., I. Maleyre, and F. Peixoto, Dépréciation immobiliére et ségrégation sociale pour cause de
bruit des avions, Centre de Recherche Université Paris XII, October 2004.

4 Cohen, Jeffrey P., and Cletus C. Coughlin, September 2006, Spatial Hedonic Models of Airport Noise,
Proximity, and Housing Prices, Working Paper 2006-026B, Research Division, Federal Reserve Bank of
St. Louis.
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6.2 Quality of Life

6.2.1 Non-Noise Impacts
Comment:

Why isn’t there an analytical model to determine the expected health and economic impacts
beyond just noise modeling?

Response:

In a project which has the effect of reducing emissions, like this one, noise is the primary way that
aircraft affect the health of people around them. An integrated model is under development by a
subcommittee formed by the National Academy of Sciences. This model, to be known as the
Aviation Environmental Design Tool, will not be ready for several years. Until then,
environmental impact analyses must be conducted using existing tools.

6.2.2 Contributing Elements

Comment:

Airspace redesign will negatively affect quality of life.
Response:

“Quality of Life” is a complex concept. Elements contributing to quality of life derived from
public comments on this airspace redesign are:

1. Aircraft noise interference with domestic life and outdoor recreation;
2. Aircraft noise interference with education;

3. Fear of aircraft crashes and falling objects;

4. Road Traffic from increased numbers of airport users;

5. Aircraft noise effects on health and sleep disturbance;

6. Air Pollution effects on health and climate change.

Category 1 includes the factors most obviously included in the price are willing to pay for a house.
It has been treated in the previous section.

6.2.3 Education
Comment:

Overflights cause sleep deprivation in children and result in poor educational performance.
There is concern about negative impact on educational facilities, both instantaneous and long
term effects.
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Response:

Category 2, the effect of noise on students in school, is the subject of numerous comments on the
Preferred Alternative and the Mitigated Preferred Alternative. Schools are included in the list of
land uses incompatible with noise levels greater than 65 dB DNL. This is the area of “significant”
noise increases. The Mitigated Preferred Alternative has no significant noise increases. Schools
that are currently expected to be above the 65 dB DNL threshold in 2011 are, according to the
Aviation Noise Abatement Policy of 1976 and FAA Order 1050.11, Noise Control Planning, the
responsibility of airport proprietors.

6.2.4 Safety
Comment:

A greater number of planes means a greater risk of collision or crash. There are additional
concerns with regard to low flying aircraft over residential areas, with new ground paths/fanned
headings, with aircraft crashing into residential areas, and with things falling off aircraft (blue
ice, fluids, fuel).

Response:

Category 3 combines fear of aircraft crashes in neighborhoods, and fear of objects falling off of
aircraft. It can not be denied that if aircraft never fly over an area, that area will not have an
aircraft fall on it. However, the risk of such an event is extraordinarily low. In 2003, the most
recent year for which final data are available, the National Transportation Safety board counted 26
people in the United States who were injured by aircraft accidents.” By comparison, the National
Highway Safety Administration reports that in the same year, 124,000 people who were not in
cars were injured in automobile accidents.® The excellent safety record of aviation benefits
neighbors as well as passengers and crews.

Category 4, increased road traffic, is not an issue for this redesign, because increased air traffic is
not expected to result from the Preferred Alternative.

The last two categories, health and air pollution, are treated in separate sections in this document.

®  Annual Review of Aircraft Accident Data, U.S. General Aviation, Calendar Year 2003. NTSB/ARG-07/01,
PB2007-105388, http://www.ntsb.gov/publictn/2007/arg0701.pdf “Accidents” include objects falling from
aircraft. No people on the ground were injured by airline accidents.

NHTSA National Center for Statistics and Analysis, Traffic Safety Facts 2003, http://www-
nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/Pubs/809775.PDF
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6.2.5 Disaster Exercises
Comment:

At Virginia Beach and the NAS Oceana Naval Air Base and Port Smith Naval Air Base there are
full disaster exercises. Will there be any implemented for Bergen County and its malls as they did
in Virginia Beach?

Response:

Disaster response exercises like this are conducted by local governments in cooperation with
Defense and Homeland Security officials. No plans for such an exercise in Bergen County are
known to FAA.

6.2.6 Structural Damage
Comment:

I am concerned about structural damage to my home due to aircraft noise. Our foundations were
not meant for that kind of low-flying aircraft.

Response:

Low-frequency noise, which people hear and feel as a deep rumbling, is the kind that could
potentially harm a structure. In 2002, the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, MN convened a
panel on low-frequency noise. Their findings were reported by the Federal Interagency
Committee on Aviation Noise.” The consensus of the Panel was that “Low-frequency aircraft
noise has been identified as a cause of significant levels of rattle-related annoyance in areas near
air carrier airports.” However, “Low-frequency aircraft noise (apart from that of low altitude
high-speed military aircraft) poses no known risk of adverse public health effects, nor a risk of
structural damage.”

" FICAN on the Findings of the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP) Low-Frequency Noise

(LFN) Expert Panel, http://www.fican.org/pdf/Ifn_expertpanel.pdf
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7 Comments on Air Pollution
7.1 Air Pollution

7.1.1 Quantification

Comment:

Requested detailed impacts on air quality and the state implementation plan.
Response:

In the Draft EIS, FAA concluded that air quality was not likely to be adversely affected by the
airspace redesign, so no emissions analysis was conducted. New FAA policy dictates that such a
conclusion is no longer sufficient. Therefore, an Appendix to the Final EIS contains an estimate
of total fuel consumption by aircraft in the Future No Action, Preferred, and Mitigated Preferred
Alternatives.

The fuel consumption analysis concluded that the Preferred Alternative leads to reduced fuel burn
by aircraft because:

e Aircraft spend less time on taxiways, with engines running, waiting to depart;
e Arriving aircraft are delayed less in the air;
e Aircraft on dispersal headings fly shorter distances at low altitudes.

The total fuel consumption on the annual-average day under the Preferred Alternative is about 205
metric tons less than under the Future No Action Alternative, which translates to an annual
reduction of 24.6 million gallons of fuel per year in 2011.

Noise mitigation, unfortunately, frequently implies increased air pollution. With two exceptions,
noise mitigation measures increase the distance aircraft must fly, which increases their fuel
consumption. The first exception is the River RNAV approach to PHL. The River RNAV
approach is only used for flights from the south, for which it is a shorter ground track than the ILS
approach, so it causes a net decrease in fuel consumption. The second exception is nighttime
Continuous-Descent Approaches. These approaches, because they permit pilots to use lower
engine power, decrease the total fuel burned by a very small amount. The Mitigated Preferred
Alternative reduces fuel burn by 194 metric tons per day, again compared to the Future No Action
Alternative. This translates to 23.4 million gallons of fuel per year in 2011.

7.1.2 Reservoirs
Comment:

Concern about our reservoirs. Is the quality of our water compromised? What about with regard
to emissions, particulates, and fuel dumping? Will outdoor resources, such as playground
equipment, be affected?
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Response:

The preferred Alternative reduces overall fuel consumption, so aircraft emissions will be
correspondingly lower than if no action is taken in this redesign.

Air quality studies focused on particulate matter (commonly referred to as soot) have been
conducted at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, Boston Logan International Airport, and
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport. The referenced studies have found that soot
and other deposits under flight paths are more closely related to general urban pollutants, motor
vehicle exhaust, and soot from burning non-aviation heavier fuels, such as fuel oil. Specifically,
the studies concluded that components of soot are more the result of regional background
pollution rather than jet fuel or aircraft engine exhaust. The underlying data base for aircraft
particulates is not extensive and the FAA is working with the aviation community, including the
Society of Automotive Engineers, the International Civil Aviation Organization, and NASA to
develop methods and procedures for measuring aircraft engine particulate emissions. The primary
exhaust emissions from jet aircraft engines are oxides of nitrogen, hydrocarbons, carbon
monoxides, and smoke, all of which are measured during the FAA’s engine certification process.
Engine exhaust emission levels are measured and regulated as prescribed in 14 CFR Part 34. The
regulations apply to all civil aircraft that are powered by gas turbine engines including turboprop,
turbofan, and turbojet engines.

Fuel dumping occurs only when life depends on it. When fuel dumping must occur, aircraft
follow set procedures prescribed by air traffic control, and aircraft are directed to altitudes at
which fuel will evaporate before reaching the ground. More-modern aircraft are not even capable
dumping fuel.

7.1.3 Perceived Increases

Comment:

Fanned headings will increase air pollution and increase the number of illnesses.
Response:

It is not necessary to mitigate airport emissions, since airport emissions decrease in the Preferred
Alternative. Reducing fuel consumption is part of increasing efficiency, which was part of the
initial Purpose and Need for the airspace redesign.

Since fewer pollutants are being added to the air, health impacts of air pollution will also decrease,
so detailed analysis is not necessary.

7.1.4 Greenhouse Gas
Comment:
Increasing traffic to these levels will increase greenhouse gas emissions.
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Response:

It is correct that increased traffic will emit more greenhouse gases than current traffic levels, but
that is not part of the airspace redesign. The growth in traffic is forecast to occur occur regardless
of the design of the airspace. From the point of view of greenhouse gas emissions, the Preferred
Alternative is superior to keeping the current airspace design in place.

7.1.5 Global Warming
Comment:

More overflights mean increased periods of time with windows closed and a/c running which
increases CO2 output and contributes to global warming.

Response:

When computing impacts on global climate change, it is important to keep relative magnitudes in
mind. The hundreds of tons of fossil fuels per day that will not be burned by aircraft are much
more important to the global climate than the tens of kilowatt-hours of electricity that domestic air
conditioners consume.

7.1.6 Nighttime Ocean Routing
Comment:

We are particularly concerned that some of the efficiencies identified in this exhaustive and well-
documented analysis could be eroded or obviated by the introduction of noise abatement
measures that would increase flying time for some aircraft. While this clearly would be
inconsistent with the goal of increasing efficiency and reducing delays, it also has the less obvious
potential to create another type of environmental impact -- one that was not studied in the
environmental review process. Specifically, any noise mitigation measure that increases flying
time also may increase fuel burn, and therefore the emissions that are produced by aircraft
engines.

Response:

Mitigating noise pollution almost always entails increasing aircraft emissions. The minimum-fuel
path is almost always the shortest, so flying extra miles for noise abatement means burning extra
fuel. Nighttime ocean routing is a compromise between two desirable goals that are mutually
inconsistent.
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8 Comments on Health
8.1 Health

8.1.1 Impacts of Noise
Comment:

Increases in noise levels will be dangerous for our community. The FAA did not consider the
scientific studies regarding effects of long term exposure to noise and air pollution to humans, and
therefore the selection of the preferred alternative is invalid.

Response:

A survey of health studies conducted by Health Canada entitled “Noise from Civilian Aircraft in
the Vicinity of Airports — Implications for Human Health™® found that aircraft noise had no impact
on hypertension, ischemic heart disease, or stress hormone levels at any DNL consistent with
residential land use (below 65 dB DNL).

There are no places where the Mitigated Preferred Alternative raises noise exposure of a census
block from below 65 dB DNL to above.

8.1.2 Hearing Loss

Comment:

Concerned about hearing loss due to the fanned headings
Response:

Health effects of noise are a legitimate concern, but epidemiological studies to date show that they
appear only at high noise levels, which are inconsistent with residential land use. Hearing loss has
not been observed at DNL less than 70 dB. In fact, the OSHA standard for hearing loss is 90 dB
(instantaneous, not DNL), the equivalent of kneeling next to a gasoline-powered lawnmower for
long periods of time.

8.1.3 Disabilities Act
Comment:

The FAA is not free to disregard the Americans with Disability Act, and there has been no study
done to determine the impact on hearing disabled persons.

& Available through http://joesestak.com/airport/noise-and-health/ or http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/rpb .

46



Response:

The formal title of the Americans with Disabilities Act is “Equal Opportunity For Individuals
With Disabilities.” Hearing-disabled people are treated no differently from any other class of
person by the regulations governing environmental impact of changes to the airspace.

8.1.4 Sleep Deprivation
Comment:

Aircraft noise causes many of us to lose sleep. In addition, overflights can cause sleep
deprivation in children and result in poor educational performance.

Response:

Though older standards tie sleep disturbance to indoor noise levels measurable in DNL®, more
recent studies™ show that single events are more important than averaged noise levels. This
makes intuitive sense — waiting for the noise to pass will not work, once one has been awakened.
The number of night-time departures does not increase under any alternative, and under the
Mitigated Preferred Alternative, the changes to departure headings near EWR and PHL are
mitigated by restricting nighttime departures to existing headings or over-water tracks. Therefore,
night-time single-event noise levels will not increase in Delaware County, Union County, or
Queens, and sleep should not be adversely affected by the Mitigated Preferred Alternative.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect
the Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, Report 550/9-74-004, March 1974.

10 Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from
Sleep, June 1997, http://www.fican.org/pdf/Effects_AviationNoise_Sleep.pdf
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9 Comments on Airlines
9.1 Airlines

9.1.1 Focus on Profits

Comment:

We believe all the benefits are going to the airlines at the expense of the impacted population.
Response:

The FAA mission is, “to provide the safest, most efficient aerospace system in the world.”** True,
airlines benefit from the increased efficiency. More efficient transportation benefits the entire
metropolitan area. That is why cities build airports, seaports, and highways. Airlines benefit from
reduced costs. Competition among airlines means that reduced operating costs turn into reduced
ticket prices or other kinds of improved service to passengers. Improved service to travelers then
becomes increased economic activity, which benefits local businesses and their employees.

Airline profits are not the concern of the FAA. Profit, or more often the lack of profit, is the result
of the differences between costs and revenues. Airline profits played no role in the development
of the Preferred Alternative.

9.1.2 Required Technology
Comment:

In the ROD the FAA should require airlines to take steps to transition to the associated
technology.

Response:

As of 2006, over 95% of the aircraft using the en route airspace in the study area were equipped
for RNAYV airways, arrival procedures, and departure procedures. This is sufficient to enable
implementation of the Alternative.

9.1.3 Re-regulation
Comment:

It’s time for Congress to take back the regulation of airlines and airports for the greater good.
The FAA intentionally declined to consider the potential use of other existing airports with
underutilized capacity to alleviate delays. Also, should airlines be made to fly outside of the very
congested rush hours, book their flights with more time in between, reduce their schedules rather
than changing the airspace, and/or grant a partial refund if flights are delayed?

1 http://www.faa.gov/about/mission/
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Response:

For the past 30 years, the Federal Government has been operating under a consensus that the
market is a better mechanism for organizing air transportation than government mandates. In the
case of air service, “airline deregulation has been a success.”** The FAA has no power to enforce
any of the methods suggested in the comments. Suggestions such as a change to schedules or a
refund to customers for delayed flights may be adopted by airlines as a marketing strategy, but a
Federal mandate for them is unlikely to occur.

9.1.4 Restricting Access
Comment:

Limit the use of PHL, JFK, LGA, and EWR to larger capacity aircraft and long distance flights,
i.e., more than 300 miles, which air travel is best suited.

Response:

A public airport is open to all. Changing access to the airport is the responsibility of the airport
proprietor. The airport proprietor is unlikely to force its customers to operate in a manner that
seems to them less profitable.

9.1.5 Load Factors
Comment:

Analyze total flight volume vs. passenger load factors and increase load factors to improve
efficiency.

Response:

It is not within the FAA’s power to require airlines to increase the number of passengers on each
flight.

9.1.6 Congestion Pricing
Comment:

There are other such viable solutions to this issue. For example, the FAA could use traffic
management in the form of congestion pricing based on demand in order to effectively manage
the congested airspace before resorting to drastic measures like redesigning the airspace, which
will have an adverse affect on millions of people.

Response:

2 Kahn, A. E., “Airline Deregulation” in The Concise Encyclopedia of Economics

http://www.econlib.org/LIBRARY/Enc/AirlineDeregulation.html
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The Congressional Research Service recently collected a wide-ranging survey of possibilities for
FAA reauthorization™ that includes congestion pricing among other possibilities. The FAA does
not currently have that authority, however. Airport proprietors have other options available, such
as setting landing fees to limit traffic, but the economic benefits of increased air traffic are
perceived to be great enough that such programs are rare.

9.1.7 Demand-Side Management
Comment:

The FAA should address in more detail the expected impacts of changes in demand side
management and practical limitations on increased traffic. For example, Congress recently lifted
gate slot restrictions at JFK airport, resulting in increased traffic (a 27% increase in March 2007
compared to March 2006). This has caused a sharp increase in delays and issues with respect to
controller workload. There has also been a recent sharp rise in aviation "near miss" incidents in
the region. These impacts should be studied. The estimated 5% capacity increase from the
Airspace Redesign is small relative to the influence of demand control at JFK. This highlights the
effectiveness of demand control measures as an alternative in achieving goals of the Airspace
Redesign at much lower cost. The FAA should consider additional demand-side management as
(1) an alternative to the Preferred Alternative and (2) a mitigation measure.

Response:

It is incorrect to assume that the increase in delay at JFK is due to the removal of the High-Density
Rule slot restrictions. A more in-depth analysis of the operations at JFK, as well as the other area
airports throughout 2005 and 2006 reveals a steady growth trend. In fact, Delta, Jet Blue, and
American considerably increased operations at JFK during the summer of 2006. This was
customer driven, not as a result of FAA or Congressional action.

The Preferred Alternative is designed specifically with the intent to remove complexity from the
airspace, reducing the possibility for “near miss” incidents.

3 Elias, B. et al., Reauthorization of the Federal Aviation Administration: Background and Issues for

Congress, Order Code RL33698, January 2007.
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10 Comments on Delay Reductions

10.1 Delay Metrics

10.1.1 Interpretation
Comment:

Section 17.5 of the operational analysis notes that because benefits analyses for airspace redesign
projects must be referred to a large common denominator, airspace redesign benefits are often on
the order of a few minutes. Does this imply that because the analyses included every flight in the
study area, some of which are unaffected by the project, that the estimated benefit statistics are
diluted? Would the benefits appear greater if unaffected flights were removed from the common
denominator?

Response:

Certainly, the benefits would appear greater if the unaffected flights were removed from the
common denominator. That would, however, make it impossible to decide (for example) whether
a change to PHL was better for overall system performance than a change to EWR.

10.2 Efficiency Gains

10.2.1 Optimal Conditions Only

Comment:

In optimal conditions only a few minutes -at most- might be saved per flight.
Response:

The operational simulations were conducted under normal conditions, not optimal. The
distinction is important because optimal conditions can be very rare. Normal conditions arrive
frequently. The 90™-percentile-day delays, in fact, will be exceeded on 36 days each year.

10.2.2 Small Benefits
Comment:

Please provide an explanation of the delay benefit numbers. What is meant by ““enormous
economic consequences’ realized by a minute or two delay reduction?
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Response:

The delay improvements reported in the operational analyses are not small. A study by the
Logistics Management Institute in 1999 estimated that air traffic congestion nationwide could cost
46 billion dollars to the nation’s economy because of increased travel time.** The nationwide
change in travel time that was anticipated for 2010, converted to its equivalent in terms of the
metrics used for this study, is approximately 3 minutes per flight. Fifteen to twenty percent of the
traffic in the USA uses the airports in this study area, so approximately 7 to 9 billion dollars a year
could be the impact from a three-minute-per-flight delay reduction. Therefore, a few minutes per
flight is a large change in efficiency.

10.2.3 Status Quo

Comment:

The best hope the Project seems to offer is that things might not get worse.
Response:

Congestion will happen in any useful transportation system. If the transportation infrastructure is
not filled with traffic, the money used to construct it could probably have been better spent
elsewhere. If the expected traffic growth can be handled without increasing delays beyond levels
observed in the past, it would be an economical and effective use of resources. In that sense, “not
getting worse” is the objective of a transportation improvement, and is what this airspace redesign
offers.

10.3 Delay

10.3.1 Landside Operations
Comment:

Fully explore or correctly determine the real causes of delay. Delays in the area of the redesign
are attributable to landside operations as opposed to airport/airspace issues.

Response:

There are many ways to measure “delay.” The delays referred to in these comments are those
related to on-time performance. This is the definition used by the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics to rank airlines, because they relate directly to the perceived experience of the passenger.
It is not the definition of delay used in this study, because it includes many complicating factors
that are unrelated to air traffic control. Of course, there is nothing the air traffic control system
can do to prevent mechanical delays or any of the other stated causes.

1 Kostiuk, P., E Gaier, and D. Long, “The Economic Impacts of Air Traffic Congestion,” Air Traffic Control

Quarterly 7 pp. 123-145, 1999.
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In these operational analyses, the definition that is best for assessing efficiency of the air traffic
control system was used. Delays in these analyses are determined by comparing the length of
time it takes to complete a flight, starting with the pilot’s initial contact with the tower for taxi
clearance, and ending when the flight leaves the runway at its destination. This definition of delay
excludes all the factors not under the control of the FAA. The benefits of the Preferred
Alternative are in addition to any delay reductions the airlines may be able to accomplish within
their ground operations.

10.3.2 Severe Weather
Comment:

The Integrated Airspace will not reduce delays, which principally are caused by adverse weather
conditions.

Response:

All the airspace changes in the Preferred Alternative will improve operations when severe weather
disrupts operations en route. Other weather-related delays, those due to low visibility at the
airports, will not be affected by airspace redesigns. It should be recalled, though, that at the
airports good weather is much more frequent than bad weather (70% to 30% of the hourly reports
from EWR, JFK, LGA, and PHL in 2006).

It should be noted that, according to the FAA’s OPSNET database, Center \Volume was the cause
of 86% of all delays imposed by New York Center in the first quarter of 2007. The primary
purpose of this airspace redesign is to reduce that category. Only in the summer months do
weather delays surpass center volume delays in importance among delays en route. (Practically
all Center Volume delays are charged to the Center, not the Airport. Center VVolume delays are
charged to the airport only in very rare circumstances.)

10.3.3 Result Verification
Comment:

We understand that the FAA’s preferred alternative claims to save an estimated 12 million
minutes of delay annually for the four major metropolitan airports. What analysis can you
provide that verifies this information?

Response:

This is an extrapolation from the output of the operational analysis simulations, but in this case the
simulations were driven with the annual-average demand instead of the 90™ percentile demand.
The delay metrics in the simulation output were multiplied by 365. Note that the 12-million
minutes figure includes only normal operations. When operations are disrupted by severe
weather, the preferred alternative has additional benefits compared to Future No Action.
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10.3.4 Flight Scheduling
Comment:

Is it not true that small capacity improvements are rapidly taken advantage of by the carriers to
schedule additional flights during peak period, so reduction in delays is unlikely?

Response:

It is true that whenever capacity becomes available at a desirable destination, it is rapidly put to
use. Conversely, at many airports, high levels of delay make it unprofitable for airlines to
schedule flights, and traffic decreases. New York is different. Delay is not so great a deterrent to
traffic in the New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia area as it is in other parts of the country. In
recognition of this fact, the operational analyses assumed a fixed level of traffic, regardless of
delay. Since each alternative was driven with the maximum-efficiency traffic level, possible
additional flights are not a factor in interpreting the output of the simulations.

10.3.5 New York/New Jersey vs. Philadelphia
Comment:

PHL does not have an airspace problem. The problem is with the NY/NJ airspace. Airspace
around PHL is being redesigned to benefit the NY traffic at the expense of the residents around
PHL.

Response:

New York and Philadelphia share airspace. It is not possible to improve New York airspace
without improving Philadelphia. See Section 9.2 of Appendix C for further details.
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11 Comments on Modeling

11.1 Modeling

11.1.1 EWR Operations
Comment:

The noise modeling of EWR is incorrect. The traffic levels have been underestimated. The report
says levels were estimated to increase by 25% between 2003 and 2011. Last year alone there was
a 20% increase in operations at EWR.

Response:

According to the FAA’s Operations Network database, EWR Tower handled 448,563 instrument
operations in 2006 and 440,953 operations in 2005. The increase was 1.7%.

11.1.2 Forecasted Traffic

Comment:

Do the noise models account for forecasted traffic increases?
Response:

Yes. All noise impact measurements are based on comparisons of 2006 or 2011 traffic under each
Alternative.

11.1.3 Terrain
Comment:

No ground based noise monitors were used, consequently the noise modeling inputs were flawed
and outdated. In addition, the noise modeling is deficient as it does not consider the elevation and
type of terrain, and is not accurate for those areas next to bodies of water because the water
amplifies the noise.

Response:

The noise impact routing system (NIRS) accounts for terrain elevation when computing noise. It
is true that the current state of the art does not permit inclusion of reflectivity of various types of
terrain.

The noise analysis was designed to ensure that the sources of systematic error (unavoidable in any
study based on forecasts of the future) are minimized. DNL changes cited in the EIS are based on
differences between the outputs of two computer runs, tightly controlled so that the only
differences between them were those due to the Alternative under study. This way, any deviation
from actual aircraft noise will cancel out when the results are subtracted. The decision supported
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by the EIS is a choice among alternatives, not an absolute assessment of noise, so this method is
scientifically correct.

11.1.4 NIRS Validation
Comment:

Has the NIRS model been validated?
Response:

Section 14.5e of FAA Order 1050.1E says, “For air traffic airspace actions where the study area is
larger than the immediate vicinity of an airport, incorporates more than one airport, or includes
actions above 3,000 feet AGL, noise modeling will be conducted using NIRS.” No other model
meets FAA standards. The software at the core of NIRS is the same engine that drives the
Integrated Noise Model, which has been used for decades in validated studies. NIRS itself,
though relatively new, has been used in validated studies in Chicago. The inputs and outputs of
this particular use have been extensively validated with operational personnel and noise modeling
experts.

11.1.5 Ambient Noise
Comment:

The FAA implementation of the "Preferred Alternative™ introduces large noise increases
exceeding 5 decibels to the region surrounding EWR, but the FAA has avoided designating these
as "significant" by failing to consider other noise that cumulatively would bring these areas above
65 DNL. The effects of the combination of aircraft noise with ambient and non-modeled aviation
noise sources can bring these areas to 65 DNL and above, thereby rendering them no longer
compatible for residential use. Determining the actual impacts requires detailed geographic
examination of the impacted area taking into account both the modeled noise increase and the
ambient noise for individual locations. without this analysis, the FAA has not determined the
number of people "significantly impacted" and has not fulfilled its obligation to look at cumulative
impacts of its action. Therefore, please conduct sufficient representative noise measurements over
portions of the city of Elizabeth, NJ, and similar areas that will experience noise increases from
the proposed implementation of the "preferred Alternative” to allow accurate determination of
populations that will receive 1.5 decibel increases in total noise to reach cumulative noise levels
above 65 DNL and thereby be "significantly impacted.” Please determine the environmental
justice status of these affected populations.
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Response:

Excluding ambient noise, as is required by federal regulations, tends to increase the size of noise
changes measured in decibels. For example, consider a point with a DNL of 20 dB that increases
by 10 dB in an alternative. If background noise was typically 30 dB DNL (still very quiet), that
same increase in sound would register a 2.8 dB increase. The standards for slight, moderate, and
significant noise increases are defined for modeling done in the absence of background noise. So
to include other noise sources, including noise from other sources would require new regulations
defining new thresholds that included background sources. The resulting standards would tend to
be less sensitive to aviation changes, not more sensitive.

Health impacts (which occur only at levels far above any changes in this study) appear to be a
function of the total exposure, not sudden increases above ambient.® The process used in this EIS
is correct.

11.1.6 Refinement
Comment:

The refined analyses resulted in exceedence of an FAA impact threshold at one location in the
vicinity of HPN, but may not be fully sensitive to such all such situations. We continue to be
concerned that further refinements in the noise methodology might identify additional
exceedences of this type.

Response:

The refinements of the noise analyses generally reduced the calculated noise exposures. The
population point that was newly found to meet the threshold for a slight-to-moderate noise
increase resulted from an ambiguity in the FAA Orders governing environmental impact policy
and procedures. (Namely, when stored in a computer memory, should 45 decibels be an integer
or a real number?) No analysis is perfect, so it is possible that other errors may be discovered.

11.1.7 Mitigation Results
Comment:

Some of the mitigations may not be practically implementable or very likely be less effective than
shown in modeling. Thus, overall, the noise impact results are highly questionable.

Response:

All of the mitigation measures have been vetted by personnel with experience working traffic
around each airport. All measures included in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative are practical,
though one, midnight ocean routing, is very high in cost.

15 See for example, http://joesestak.com/airport/noise-and-health/
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12 Comments on Traffic
12.1 Traffic

12.1.1 PHL Departures
Comment:

Please provide number/type of aircraft that will be departing PHL between 10pm and 7am under
the redesign plan.

Response:

On the annual-average day in 2011, the forecast traffic used in this study has 11 departures
between 10 PM and 7 AM. Six are Airbus 319 or 320; two are Boeing 737s; two are A330
widebody jets; one is a Boeing 757. All depart from the main runway.

12.1.2 Danbury/Oxford
Comment:

The exclusion of DXR and OXC from the redesign study is improper. It was stated by FAA
members of the redesign team that GA aircraft operation (both VFR and IFR) were excluded from
the redesign study based upon Order 1050.1E. However, this order only excludes GA aircraft
operations when they are below stated thresholds. DXR Part 150 Noise Compliance Program of
2006 and the OXC’s draft Part 150 report clearly state that airport operations exceeded the
thresholds and should have been included.

Response:

At the time the baseline for the airspace redesign was constructed, the operations at Danbury
Airport (DXR) and Oxford Airport (OXC) did not meet the requirements for inclusion in the
traffic analysis. In any case, operations at these airports were untouched by the redesign.

12.1.3 Verification of Forecast

Comment:

What underlying data is available to support the projected number of flights?
Response:

Appendix B of the EIS describes the method for forecasting traffic and detailed results.

12.1.4 Assumptions
Comment:

For 2006, the FAA assumed 506,985 operations per year (DEIS, Appendix B, Page 14), whereas
the true number is approximately 444,258. This is a difference of 14%. Based on discussions with
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FAA representatives at the April 25, 2007 meeting, the operations levels were not changed for the
data presented in the Report. The FAA traffic assumptions were unrealistic and likely have
profoundly altered the modeling results for both delays and noise.

Response:

According to the FAA OPSNET database, which is the official source for operation counts, there
were 489,780 instrument operations in 2006 at EWR. The forecast exceeded this number by
3.5%. This excess traffic may have led the Draft EIS to overestimate the noise exposure by 0.14
dB in DNL at each census point near EWR, an undetectably small difference.

12.2 Traffic Levels

12.2.1 Capacity
Comment:

In 2006, EWR had among the highest delays in the country with a far lower number of operations
than assumed by the FAA. Thus, the FAA assumed base traffic levels for 2006 far exceeds the
demonstrated capacity capability of EWR. Furthermore, the difference of 14% between the FAA
assumed versus actual capacity far exceeds FAA projected capacity gain of 5% from the proposed
changes.

Response:

Observed delay levels include contributions from many factors outside the study area. Therefore,
the operational analysis does not compare simulated results to actual results. It compares different
alternatives under the same high-traffic conditions. The comparison of capacity numbers is not
relevant. The Preferred Alternative does not increase capacity.

12.2.2 Delay Sensitivity
Comment:

The high dependence of delays on assumed traffic levels makes it possible to greatly exaggerate
the effects of throughput or capacity improvement. All that is necessary is to operate the system
near capacity. If capacity is then increased by a few percent, then delays go down sharply. In real
life, however, increased carrier scheduling during peak periods prevents this gain from ever being
realized. In effect the study was ““rigged” to create an impression of significant benefit whereas,
benefits, if any, would be small.

Response:

Operational benefits have been calculated on the 90" percentile forecast traffic day because two
alternatives that perform similarly on days of low traffic may be very different on a high-traffic
day. The FAA must design an airspace system that accommodates all traffic levels, not just the
average day. Annualized metrics, such as DNL, are calculated from an annual-average day,
precisely to address these concerns.
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12.2.3 Nighttime Penalty
Comment:

When an airport is operated near or above capacity, small changes in attempted flow rate can
result in very large increases in delays. There is a disproportionate increase in the delays for the
system with lower capacity, which for the FAA’s assumptions and modeling of year 2011, is the
“No Action’” case. The assumption of higher than realistic traffic levels can profoundly affect
noise results and alternative comparisons. High delays can push aircraft into nighttime (10PM —
7AM) operation where they incur a 10 decibel penalty in the DNL calculation. This is equivalent
to having each aircraft count as ten. If delays into nighttime operation are occurring in the
modeling, then they could potentially severely and unduly penalize the baseline “No Action’” case
noise results, since, as discussed earlier, carriers adjust schedules to avoid excessive delays and
nighttime operation. Please provide information on the percent of operations that are pushed into
the nighttime hours due to delays for the alternatives and estimate the contribution of this effect to
the modeled DNL for the various alternatives in the various mitigation localities.

Response:

No flights are pushed into the nighttime category by any alternative except Ocean Routing. Noise
modeling is done based on the annual-average day, not the 90™ percentile day.

12.2.4 Airline Behavior
Comment:

When demand exceeds available capacity, carriers can switch to larger aircraft to maintain
passenger flow. The failure to adjust applied system loads to likely carrier behavior was pointed
out in NJCAAN’s DEIS comments. FAA experts at public meetings admitted that this adjustment
took place, but made no attempt to incorporate this into the modeling, except at LaGuardia
Airport, where results would have become clearly unreasonable without this adjustment.

Response:

Recent history does not support the general assertion that airlines expand the size of aircraft
serving an airport when delays become large. Instead, many airlines have been expanding point-
to-point service using smaller aircraft to more destinations, because passengers prefer non-stop
flights. LaGuardia is an exception, not just because of capacity limits, but because the application
of the High Density Rule at LGA caused the traffic to be skewed this way for many years. The
gauge of the aircraft at LGA was forecast to increase, because the baseline had so many small
aircraft in it. Proper modeling technique does not support adjustment of the traffic forecast in the
absence of some demographic or technological driving force.
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12.2.5 Excluded Operations
Comment:

The FAA did not include all of the traffic that is provided air traffic control services, which
resulted in an inflated benefit. When the FAA’s Consultant removes a large portion of the traffic
from the equation they are able to insert operations from the 8 modeled airports and show that the
Proposed Action results in an operational benefit. The use of incomplete and inaccurate modeling
data invalidates the conclusions.

Response:

In the preceding comments, an inflated traffic forecast is cited as a source of inflated benefit
estimates. In this comment, removing traffic is cited as a source of inflated benefit estimates. The
traffic excluded from the study falls into three categories: VFR flights not affected by the structure
of the air traffic control system (see below); military flights for which delay is not a meaningful
metric, and overflight traffic that was included parametrically in the airspace analysis (see Section
A of Appendix C).

12.2.6 Historical Data

Comment:

What was the air traffic volume in the study area when the airspace system was originally
designed in the 1960s and what is the current air traffic volume in the study area?

Response:

The number of aircraft operations per year, according to the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey, has more than doubled since 1960. Data for Philadelphia International Airport were
unobtainable.
JFK LGA EWR
1960 248,686 191,736 163,378
2006 378,410 399,827 446,166

12.3 VFR Traffic

12.3.1 Exclusion from Modeling
Comment:

The impacts of Visual Flight Rules (VFR), over-flights and military air traffic are not addressed in
the DEIS, Noise Mitigation Report, and the Operational Analysis. These omissions are
inconsistent with the Purpose and Need statement that "the Airspace Redesign is needed to
accommodate growth while maintaining safety and mitigating delays, and to accommodate
change in the types of aircraft using the system (e.g., smaller aircraft, more jet aircraft).” In
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addition, the FAA excluded traffic from 119 area airports, and only considered instrument
operations from 21 airports in its noise modeling of the proposed Airspace Redesign.

Response:

Overflights were included in the operational analysis. (See Appendix A of the Operational
Analysis, which is Appendix C of the EIS.) They are irrelevant to the environmental analysis
because they are all far above the ground, typically 20,000 feet and above.

Military flights will not be affected by anything in the Preferred Alternative; to include them in the
noise analysis would be to increase the background level of noise, and thereby diminish the
relative changes due to the Alternatives.

The small airports excluded from the study are dominated by propeller-driven aircraft operating
under Visual Flight Rules (VFR). This airspace redesign is a redesign of the Instrument Flight
Rule (IFR) system. VFR traffic, by definition, is not under the control of air traffic controllers. It
is not obliged to use the IFR system in the baseline or in any of the alternatives. Therefore,
changes in Jet Airways, Standard Terminal Approach Routes, or Instrument Departure Procedures
will not cause any change in VFR flight patterns. The only part of an airspace redesign that can
affect VFR flight patters is a redefinition of Class B or Class C airspace boundaries. No such
boundary changes are part of the Preferred Alternative.

The mitigation report focuses on airport-by-airport mitigation measures, but once a particular
measure was defined, it was incorporated into the full-powered noise model to determine its
benefits. The results quoted include the cumulative effect of all modeled airports.

12.3.2 Safety
Comment:

What measures will the FAA take to assure the safety of small aircraft flying below the imposed
new ceiling?

Response:

This is only of concern if arrival altitudes are being lowered, which would push down the ceiling
for VFR traffic. The Mitigated Preferred Alternative contains no changes of this sort.

12.3.3 Post 9/11 Forecast
Comment:

The DEIS Year 2000 baseline does not reflect post -9/11 aviation conditions and fleet mix and air
traffic activity in Years 2006 and 2007. Any conclusions derived from using the 2000 baseline will
not accurately reflect the benefits or impacts of the Proposed Airspace Redesign Alternative.
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Response:

The baseline does not reflect post-9/11 conditions, but the 2006 and 2011 forecasts do. Most of
the changes in the system since 2011 were predictable well in advance — the effect of the disaster
was to (briefly) slow down growth and speed up the changes in aircraft types. By 2006, the
predictions and the reality were well-aligned. See Appendix B of the Operational Analysis
(Appendix C of the EIS) for further details.

12.3.4 Additive Impacts
Comment:

Concerned about the additive impact of surrounding alternative modes of transportation with the
air traffic impacts, specifically trains, trucks, and cars.

Response:

This airspace redesign does not foresee any increases in the number of flights due to the redesign,
so road and rail traffic is not likely to increase as a result. Increases in road and rail traffic for
other reasons are outside the scope of this study, and must be held constant when comparing
alternatives.

12.4 Modeling Traffic

12.4.1 En Route Separation
Comment:

The FAA has based their delay savings on the fact that the en route controller will accept traffic
from the terminal area separated only by altitude. However, in addressing the ocean routing in
the MITRE report, they state that the en route controller will require at least 5 miles of in-trail
separation and will result in an average of 8 to 10 miles in trail. Thus, the assumption of what is
acceptable to the en route controller is optimistic and delays will be higher than forecast. As such
all of the FAA Consultant’s projections regarding delay reduction are invalid.

Response:

Altitude separation over the departure fixes in the Preferred Alternative is possible because these
volumes are reserved for departures, some of which are merging into an overhead stream, others
of which are not. The air traffic control job is can be shared between controllers, with the lower-
altitude controller working traffic from nearby airports, and the higher-altitude controller working
traffic that has had longer to climb. The greatest failing of the Ocean Routing Alternative is that it
proposes flying departures through arrival airspace, mixing climbing and descending aircraft at
the same altitudes, so this division of labor is not possible. Combine this with the fact that EWR
and JFK departures do not form themselves into two neat altitude strata on the south side of New
York City, and all possibilities for separating aircraft are quickly eliminated, except longitudinal
separation. The delay estimates are valid.
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12.4.2 Terminal Volume
Comment:

According to data contained in OPSNET, which is the FAA official source for delays, EWR has
significantly more Terminal Volume delays than the other facilities in the Study Area. In fact,
Terminal Volume delays at EWR have approximately doubled each year since CY 2003 and are
275% higher than LGA which experiences the next highest number of Terminal Volume delays.
This would indicate that the Traffic Management Unit (TMU) which oversees the NY/NJ/PHL
area does not manage delays equitably between EWR, JFK, TEB, LGA, and PHL. Since the
airports do not have individually segregated departure flows and departure gates are shared
between the NY/NJ airports, there is nothing to indicate that adding two additional departure
heading will appreciably improve departure delays.

Response:

Newark has more traffic than any other airport under the New York TRACON. As has been
pointed out, delays increase rapidly with increasing traffic levels. Therefore, an equitable
allocation of places in the line of aircraft on each jet airway will cause much higher delays at
Newark than at any other airport.
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13 Comments on Environmental Justice

13.1 Environmental Justice

13.1.1 Post Mitigation
Comment:

The FAA has not addressed the environmental justice claims.
Response:

Information on outreach to environmental justice communities is provided in Section 4.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Population and Low Income Populations, and the accompanying Presidential Memorandum, and
Order DOT 5610.2, Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Population, require the
FAA to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
impacts on low-income and minority populations in the communities potentially impacted by the
Proposed Action. The environmental justice analysis completed for the DEIS examined areas
where there were significant noise impacts to determine whether these impacts were
disproportionately borne by minority or low-income communities. After mitigation, there are no
significant noise impacts, so the requirements of environmental justice have been met.

13.1.2 Elizabeth
Comment:

In examining the area south of EWR for environmental justice impacts, the FAA examined only
areas of Elizabeth, NJ surrounding EWR as comparative populations and has argued that all of
this area is minority and that therefore there is no alternative that avoids environmental justice
impacts. However, this argument is erroneous in that: 1) the FAA failed to note that there are
large vacant and non-residential areas to the south of EWR in which there are few, if any, human
residents at all of any ethnic background and in which alternatives flight paths to the east of those
examined might impact fewer residents independent of environmental justice status; 2) the FAA
did not consider more easterly alternative flight paths that might impact populations outside the
city of Elizabeth and did not include those populations in its comparison base. Thus the range of
alternatives examined was unduly limited and the environmental justice examination inadequate.
Therefore; please perform an environmental justice analysis of the EWR south flow changes that
includes more easterly initial departure paths including those below 190 down to 175 degrees.
Please consider areas of low residential population density as part of the overall analysis to
minimize impacts. Please consider more easterly initial flight paths as alternatives and consider
more easterly populations outside of Union County as part of the comparison base. Please
consider the variation in the factors affecting noise calculations, the effect of changes over time,
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and cumulative impacts of other noise in the affected region. Please do a thorough search for
alternatives and procedures that minimize or eliminate environmental justice impacts.

Response:

It has been a longstanding policy of the FAA to avoid shifting noise from one community to
another solely for noise abatement purposes. Headings east of 190 adversely impact Staten
Island, and there is no safety or efficiency gain to justify the increased noise exposure. It has been
a longstanding policy of the FAA to avoid shifting noise from one community to another solely
for noise abatement purposes. Headings east of 190 adversely impact Staten Island, and there is
no safety or efficiency gain to justify the increased noise exposure.
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14 Comments on Parks, Wildlife, and Historic Areas

14.1 DOT Section 4(f)

14.1.1 Orange County
Comment:

There is general concern about the impact to natural wildlife. The Warwick area is home to an
Audubon preserve and the noise impacts will be detrimental to both the birds as well as visitors to
the preserve.

Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Alternative reduces noise exposure (compared to Future No Action) by
as much as 4 dB DNL in some parts of Orange County.

14.1.2 Sandy Hook
Comment:

The ocean routing mitigation threatens nesting of various endangered species within the Sandy
Hook unit of the National Park Services Gateway national recreation area.

Response:

EWR departures on the night-time ocean route will typically be from 9,000 to 10,000 feet as they
cross Sandy Hook. This is far above the altitudes at which birds are endangered by aircraft.

14.1.3 John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge
Comment:

The proposed mitigation measures completely omit any suggestion of mitigation on the impacts to
the John Heinz National Wildlife Refuge.

Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Alternative no longer uses right turns off Runway 27L at Philadelphia.
The remaining headings do not turn aircraft towards the wildlife refuge.

14.1.4 Historic Sites
Comment:

The proposed reroutes will create a noise nuisance to cultural resources which are on the
national register for historic sites.
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Response:

The FAA completed analysis for DOT Section 4(f) properties, historic/cultural resources, and
wildlife as described in separate sections within the EIS. Please see Sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.7.

14.1.5 National Park Service
Comment:

Overall, the Noise Mitigation Report and Operational Analysis of Mitigation of the NY/NJ/PHL
Airspace Redesign do not address National Park Service (NPS) concerns related to noise analysis
and methodology as previously outlined in the U.S. Department of the Interior comments on the
DEIS.

Response:
Additional analysis was completed for the properties of concern and is included in the Final EIS.

14.1.6 Rockefeller State Park Preserve
Comment:

We feel that the FAA’s "mitigated proposed alternative" for the changes to the departure routes
from the Westchester County Airport (HPN) will have significant adverse impacts on one of our
facilities, Rockefeller State Park Preserve, located in Tarrytown, New York. We specifically
request that the FAA review the regulation located in Section 4f of the Department of
Transportation Act 49 U.S.C303 that requires that aircraft routing decisions resulting in serious
noise impacts on protected parkland be examined to determine if there are no prudent and
feasible alternatives to use of airspace over parkland.

Response:

There is no increase in aircraft overflying the park due to the Mitigated Preferred Alternative. The
change to departure procedures between the Preferred Alternative and the Mitigated Preferred
Alternative restores a track on which aircraft fly today. In the interest of eliminating the impact of
the Preferred Alternative on noise in residential neighborhoods to the north, the reduction of park
overflights anticipated in the Preferred Alternative has been cut back. Changing a procedure that
has not yet been decided (or flown) is not forbidden by regulation.
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15 Comments on Continuous-Descent Approaches

15.1 CDAs

15.1.1 Support
Comment:

We support the development of CDA for use at nighttime or in situations where it is technically
feasible.

Response:

CDA: s are one of the few procedures that benefit all stakeholders: pilots, airlines, air traffic
controllers, and neighbors of the airport.

15.1.2 Feasibility
Comment:

While a CDA may result in a lower power setting during the initial descent phase, subsequent
descent phases performed at lower altitudes, will require power adjustments and "'level-offs" to
comply with controller arrival clearances. CDA approaches will not result in continuous
minimum power settings throughout approach and landing.

Response:

Continuous-descent approaches in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative are confined to night-time
hours, after the last bank of departures has left the destination airport. This avoids the need to
tunnel departures beneath the arriving traffic. At night-time hours, the total arrival demand is low
enough that vectoring is usually not necessary. When vectoring is necessary, there is always a
non-CDA arrival flow that can be maneuvered. Though unforeseen circumstances may affect any
given flight, the evidence indicates that the continuous-descent procedure will be effective in the
limited circumstances where it is being applied. For details, see the chapter on continuous-descent
arrivals in the Operational Analysis of Mitigation Appendix to the EIS.

15.1.3 Proof
Comment:

There are continuing concerns that Continuous Descent Approach (CDA) is a strategy which
remains untested and may not be feasible in the New Jersey airspace. Please make available all
data in regard to these calculations so that it can be held up to public scrutiny.
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Response:

CDA are feasible by default. Absent conflicting traffic, any aircraft is capable of descending
smoothly to a runway. Therefore, the process of establishing feasibility of CDA is a process of
identifying constraints that forbid their use. Appendix O contains the details of the operational
modeling that identified places and times where CDA are feasible.

15.1.4 Garden City
Comment:
The Village of Garden City request that the proposed plan provide mitigation to include a method

for implementation of a continuous descent approach for both ILS and VOR arrivals on Runways
22L and 22R prior to the final approval of the program.

Response:

Creation of such an approach is not currently possible, due to the proximity of LGA departure
airspace and the need for the highest possible capacity at the airport. A night-time implementation
may be possible in the future, as the state of the technology and safety regulations evolve.

15.1.5 Detailed Analysis
Comment:

The April reports claim that CDA would introduce noise benefits. However, no detailed analysis
was presented to support this claim, application scenarios were not described other than
generally, and gains were not quantified. If benefits are to be claimed from CDA, then a clear
definition of usage and gain should be supplied.

Response:

Detailed analyses of CDA are cited in the “Continuous-Descent Approaches” chapter of
Appendix O. CDA have been universally demonstrated to reduce noise in cases where no other
change to the airspace is being made. Further demonstration of a well-known fact is unnecessary
here.

15.1.6 Noise Screening
Comment:

Furthermore, it was assumed that CDA would be beneficial and so this procedure was adopted
without noise screening, contrary to the process used for other mitigation measures.

Response:

Noise screening is used to choose, from a set of operationally-equivalent ground tracks, the one
which causes the least noise exposure in nearby communities. A CDA does not fit this
description. CDA begin with a fixed ground track, chosen for best operational benefits, and
reduces the noise exposure by means of a more-efficient descent profile.
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16 Comments on Aircraft Navigation

16.1 Area Navigation

16.1.1 Support
Comment:

RNAV and pilot navigation procedures would have a positive operational impact on air traffic
control issues and community noise mitigation issues.

Response:

Hundreds of RNAV departure procedures, arrival routes, and airways are the heart of the
Preferred Alternative.

16.1.2 Pilot Navigation
Comment:

Any charted "Pilot Navigation" departure procedure confines aircraft to specific ground tracks
and altitudes. The associated routes and climb profiles can be specifically adapted to
circumnavigate both adjacent airspace boundaries and conflicting departure procedures from
nearby airports. So, not just RNAV reduces workload.

Response:

Now that RNAV equipage is over 95% in the New York area, Pilot Navigation Departure
Procedures are effectively obsolete.

16.1.3 Noise Concentration
Comment:

Please identify the geographic areas where flight path concentration produced by RNAV may
cause problems. Please describe the planned solutions in areas where problems occur.

Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Alternative does not envision RNAV procedures in most places where
noise is an issue. In most cases, RNAYV is used to concentrate traffic over non-residential areas.
Where no such areas are available, current procedures will be maintained, in order to avoid noise
increases.

The one exception is northwest of HPN, where the mitigation to avoid a slight-to-moderate noise
increase near Pleasantville is enabled through an RNAV route overlying the current procedure. It
has no important impacts.
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16.1.4 Realistic Dispersion
Comment:

The Report does not specify how realistic horizontal and vertical spreading of flight paths is
generated from the assumed model tracks and what validation has been performed of these paths
for operation in the immediate vicinity of the airport. Please describe the methodology for
achieving a realistic distribution of flight paths in the modeling in the vicinity of the airport and
describe actions to ensure that the distribution of noise from these truly and accurately represents
the likely real situation.

Response:

Where conventional navigation is planned, the dispersion of aircraft tracks around their nominal
path has been obtained from current radar data. Radar tracks are bundled according to common
flight plans and aircraft types. A “backbone” is extracted from the geometric center of the bundle,
and the statistical distribution of the tracks around the backbone is recorded for input to NIRS.
This applies in the immediate vicinity of the airport. Where RNAYV is applied, usually at higher
altitudes, the spreading of flight paths is obtained from analysis of radar tracks with similar
geometries at other airports where RNAV has been implemented.*®

16.1.5 Sensitivity Analysis
Comment:

Please explore the sensitivity of the modeled noise results to the gradual introduction of RNAV at
EWR by exploring likely future scenarios and paths so that the public can be assured the
proposed Preferred Alternative plus mitigations will not generate impacts beyond those presented
in the Mitigation Report.

16 See, for example, R. Mayer, “Departure Efficiency Benefits of Terminal RNAV Operations at Dallas-Ft.

Worth International Airport,” Proceedings of the 6™ AIAA Aviation Technology, Integration and
Operations Conference, Wichita, KS, September 2006.
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Response:

A guantitative answer to this question would require years of computer processing time, and even
more data preparation time, but a qualitative answer is sufficient to provide insight. RNAV will
primarily be useful for arrivals, and then from cruise altitude down to the downwind leg of the
approach. Under the Mitigated Preferred Alternative at EWR, this means 8,000 feet and above.
Once the aircraft start descending from their downwind leg, each will have vectors chosen by air
traffic control for maximum throughput, the same as under current operations. The gradual
implementation of RNAV arrival procedures will only have very small effects on the slight noise
increases reported in this study. RNAV departures, as mentioned above, will only be used to
concentrate traffic over non-residential areas. An intermediate stage, when not all procedures
have yet been implemented, will have impacts partway between Future No Action and the
Mitigated Preferred Alternative. Incomplete implementation will not generate impacts beyond
those cited for full implementation in the EIS.
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17 Comments on Connecticut Concerns

17.1 Impacts on Connecticut

17.1.1 Disproportionate Burden
Comment:

Connecticut is now being asked to take all the burdens associated with the New York airports but
not really getting any of the benefits, such as revenues that the airports generate and jobs.

Response:

The New York Metropolitan Area is a major cultural, industrial, commercial, communications,
and transportation hub. The economy and the quality of life in southern Connecticut benefit
greatly from its proximity to New York City. New York City is not far away in any geographic or
social sense. Connecticut does not receive revenue from New York airports, but that is a matter
for discussion between the respective States.

17.1.2 LGA Traffic Shift
Comment:

Since the new north arrival post will have adverse impacts on Fairfield Co., ..., the FAA is
required to consider a reasonable alternative such as Future No Action, which would avoid the
adverse environmental consequences.

Response:

This study contains such an alternative, called Future No Action. It was rejected on the grounds
that it did not meet the purpose and need for the airspace redesign. It would also expose more
people to aircraft noise above 45 dB DNL than the Mitigated Preferred Alternative, and force
aircraft to burn tens of millions of gallons of extra fuel per year. Future No Action has adverse
environmental consequences, as well.

17.1.3 North Arrival Post
Comment:

An Energy Budget is required for All alternatives. The preferred alternative requires 3.7 miles
addition flight path at lower and therefore less efficient flight altitudes. Multiply this by the
several hundred thousand aircraft per year and you have a very large amount of additional jet
fuel needed. This must be disclosed and discussed according to environmental law. 40 CFR
1502.16(e) states that the EIS shall include "(e) Energy requirements and conservation potential
of various alternatives and mitigation measures.” When the additional energy requirements
together with the diminished advantages of the Preferred alternative under adverse weather are
fully considered, the justification for movement of the North Gate may not be established.
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Response:

The additional distance flown is more than offset by the reduced flying time. The net effect is a
substantial reduction in fuel consumption in the Preferred Alternative, most of which remains in
the Mitigated Preferred Alternative. Details are in Appendix R.

17.1.4 Traffic Growth
Comment:

Traffic over Darien/Stamford, CT has increased considerably.
Response:

Most of the correspondents who made these comments have already recognized the reality of
growth in air traffic in the New York Area. More growth is coming; this airspace redesign is
intended to handle it safely and efficiently.

17.2 Altitudes over Connecticut

17.2.1 Fairfield County
Comment:

We have been told that the new air traffic pattern would allow commercial jets landing at
LaGuardia to come in lower on arrival over Fairfield County. We understand the that current
ceiling is 10,000 feet and that the new Integrated Airspace Alternative would lower the
operational altitude for these arrivals to 6,000 feet or lower. Reduction of aircraft altitude is
contrary to widespread public recommendations taken during the project’s Scoping period and
should have been outright dismissed by the FAA. We currently have a large number of
Westchester county Airport arrivals operating at 3000 feet over our area. Does this mean that the
altitude of all other aircraft will be lowered? If so, the impact on our small communities will be
even worse. The FAA apparently did not take this into consideration in its modeling since smaller
aircraft principally fly under VFR rules.

Response:

Avrrival altitudes over Fairfield County are not planned to be lowered in the Preferred Alternative.
Altitudes lower than 10,000 feet can be seen because the aircraft are descending to the airports, as
they do today.

17.2.2 Stamford
Comment:

Why can’t we raise the altitudes of LGA arrivals over Stamford, along with the altitudes of the
traffic above them.
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Response:

By the time an arrival to LGA Runway 22 is over Stamford, CT, it is about to turn onto its final
approach to the runway. At this critical stage of flight, the aircraft is trying to intercept the narrow
beams of radio navigation aids (the Instrument Landing System). This uses all the
maneuverability of the aircraft. There are no degrees of freedom left to meet any other
requirements. LDA arrivals can be higher because of the higher slope designed into that
approach. The preferred alternative anticipates greater use of the LDA approach.

17.2.3 Descent Angles
Comment:

Increase descent angles.
Response:

The ILS to Runway 22 has a standard 3-degree glide slope. The LDA approach has a descent
angle of 3.6 degrees, much steeper than the standard. This is acceptable because LGA serves very
few of the heavy jets that can not descend so sharply. Raising the angle further would be counter-
productive, since it would exclude even more aircraft from using it. The ILS approach needs to
keep a smaller descent angle for safety reasons — it must be there as a last resort for aircraft near
their maximum landing weight, or in very hot weather.

17.3 LGA Routings Impacts

17.3.1 Danbury Airport
Comment:

The lowering of the ceiling for smaller planes from nearby Danbury airport because of the
proposed plan will have further negative impacts on the region.

Response:

No lower altitudes are expected for Danbury arrivals and departures as a result of the Preferred
Alternative. In fact, arrivals to LaGuardia that now fly to the west of Danbury Municipal Airport
(DXR) will be directed to the east in the preferred alternative. Currently about 80% of IFR traffic
out of Danbury flies to the south or west. (Numbers from a survey of radar tracks from the FAA’s
Aircraft Situation Display to Industry for April 2007.) The large jets overhead currently constrain
the altitude of DXR flights on the west side of the airport. In the preferred alternative will place
fewer constraints on DXR flights.
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17.3.2 Fairfield County
Comment:

We understand that the number of flights over Fairfield County will double from a combination of
the increased number of small private airplanes and the new commercial carriers. Residents
should know when over-flights might increase by a factor of even two or three as a result of
proposed changes to evaluate and offer comment on these changes. In addition, the direct impact
of ground level noise created by GA aircraft under altitude restrictions from the new North
Arrival Post must be evaluated.

Response:

There are two classes of small, private aircraft. Those that fly under Instrument Flight Rules,
under positive control from the air traffic control facilities, are included in the traffic growth
forecasts that were used in the operational and environmental analyses. The aircraft operating
under Visual Flight Rules are not included. Since they are not required to fly on airways or on
standard departure or arrival procedures, the difference between the Future No Action and
Preferred Alternatives is irrelevant to them.

The new commercial flights over Fairfield County will be arriving at LaGuardia, descending out
of 9,000 feet. These lead to very low noise levels, even after the increase. Federal Government
regulations specify public information and public comment processes; these processes have been
followed.

17.4 Connecticut Noise Mitigation

17.4.1 Lack Of
Comment:

We are disappointed that the FAA has not developed any noise mitigation strategies, despite the
wide swath of land over the 4th Congressional District that will be adversely impacted by planes
at altitudes that appear to go as low as 4,000 feet in the southern portion of the district.

Response:

The changes in flight paths over the north end of the 4™ Congressional District in the Preferred
Alternative result in very low noise exposures. In the southern end of the district, where the
flights are lowest, the Preferred-Alternative tracks are not very different from current tracks (DEIS
Appendix E, attachment C-75). An aircraft at 4,000 feet is about to turn onto its final approach to
the runway, so there is very little that can safely be done to change its flight path.

17.4.2 Non-Residential Areas
Comment:

No attempt has been made to use unpopulated land, industrial zones, major highways or large
water bodies in CT for mitigating noise impact.
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Response:

Unfortunately, there is very little unpopulated land in southwestern Connecticut to fly over. Even
industrial zones have neighborhoods nearby. Major highways do not run toward the airports. The
Long Island Sound was used to the greatest extent possible.

17.5 Impacts on Connecticut

17.5.1 HPN Departures
Comment:

The Noise Mitigation Report released on April 6th shows that departures from Westchester
County Airport that used to be routed to the [West] will now make a right turn and climb over
Fairfield County. What will be the specific routes and altitudes of these northbound departures
from White Plains.

Response:

Westchester County departures from Runway 34 begin by flying the current noise abatement
procedure. The procedure is completed at 3500 feet. From there, the departure procedure is a
continuous climb turning through about 220 degrees. The specific route and altitude will depend
on aircraft weight, air temperature, and the wind, but most aircraft will typically be climbing
through 10,000 feet as they pass east of the airport and complete their turn.
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18 Comments on Newark Airport
18.1 EWR 22 Departures

18.1.1 Noise Increases
Comment:

The noise mitigation does not satisfactorily address the noise concerns for the [Elizabeth, NJ]
residents who will experience a noise increase of 10 to 20 DNL.

Response:
No census block in Elizabeth, or anywhere in Union County, showed a DNL increase of 10 dB or
more under the Preferred Alternative.

18.1.2 Capacity
Comment:

The most optimistic estimated capacity improvement from the proposed changes would gain no
more than two to three aircraft per hour over the current EWR departure capacity of about 60

aircraft per hour, this being limited to the busiest periods, while subjecting tens of thousands of
residents to increased noise and reduced safety to obtain a small increase in airport throughput

Response:

The redesign is not intended to increase capacity. It increases the sustainability of high throughput
operations. These high-throughput operations are the times at which high delays occur, so they
have the most beneficial impact. (See Section 10.) Because the redesign reduces the complexity
of the airspace, safety is enhanced, not reduced.

18.1.3 No Mitigation
Comment:

Although there is a Mitigated Preferred Alternative offered for JFK and LGA airports, there
appears to be no demonstration of a Newark Liberty International Airport Mitigated Preferred
Alternative.

Response:

Newark, since it was the site of the most radical changes to the airspace, was the site of most of
the noise mitigation efforts. See Sections 7-11 and 16 of the Operational Analysis of Mitigation
Appendix, and pages 14-25 of the Noise Mitigation Report.
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18.2 EWR 22 Headings

18.2.1 Limited Mitigation
Comment:

The region surrounding Newark Liberty International Airport (EWR) is heavily noise impacted
and stands out as one that will be profoundly negatively impacted by the proposed changes. The
mitigation studies have been unduly limited and not devoted adequate attention to finding
strategies for minimizing these noise impacts. Also, the range of headings and alternatives
investigated is not documented in the FAA reports on the mitigation.

Response:

The range of possible headings from Runway 22R is bounded on the counter-clockwise side by
the boundary of the airspaces used for LaGuardia arrivals and departures (220 degrees) and on the
clockwise side by the need to maintain 15 degrees divergence from aircraft departing Runway 29
(273 degrees).

18.2.2 Headings East of 190
Comment:

If the mitigated departure plan calling for three departure tracks at 220 degrees (runway
heading), 240 and 260 degrees is adequate, then three routes could be achieved with headings of
190 degrees (the heading currently used), 205 and 220 degrees, adding them in an east to west
order when needed. Moving further to the east to add additional tracks or to widen the separation
to 20 degrees, headings of 180, 200 and 220 could be used. Such routes would take the aircraft
away, not towards, the densely populated areas located southwest of the airport. The FAA should
provide detailed information with supporting data on why such routing alternatives are not
possible.

Response:

Three nautical miles east of Newark Runway 22L is the boundary with the airspace used for
LaGuardia arrivals. It lies along a 220-degree heading, parallel to 04R/22L at EWR and 04/22 at
LGA. To guarantee safe separation from LGA traffic, a Newark departure must turn away from
that line, to a heading greater than 220 degrees, before it can climb above 2,500 feet. (LGA
arrivals, on their side, must stay above 3,500 feet until they turn away from the line to descend.)

Consider a hypothetical situation in which an aircraft directed to a 190 heading was followed by
an aircraft on a 205 heading. The first aircraft departs. About one minute after its wheels leave
the ground, it passes 2,000 feet and begins to turn away from the line, to a 221 heading. The
second departure leaves as soon as the first is airborne, which puts it just a minute behind. At the
instant the second aircraft’s wheels leave the runway, there is one aircraft in front and on the left
bearing 221 degrees, and another just behind it on the right bearing 205 degrees. These aircraft
are on a collision course, with only seconds of space to spare. Should any unforeseen situation
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arise, such as an engine failure or a sudden shift in the wind, the two aircraft would be in danger.
This is not a safe airspace design. That set of headings can not be used without additional
separation off the runway, which means they are no better than a single heading.

The same logic applies to the second set of headings. From the point of view of air traffic control,
all headings less than 220 are effectively a single heading. A single heading has no safety or
efficiency benefits.

18.2.3 Altitude Shelf
Comment:

Please investigate the use of initial departure headings of 190 degrees or less in conjunction with
an altitude shelf to avoid LaGuardia arrivals as a method for reducing noise impacts.

Response:

The current operation actually has more flexibility for air traffic control than this proposal.
Decreasing flexibility would not help safety or efficiency.

18.2.4 Left Turns

Comment:

Why can’t the FAA make left turns for eastbound traffic off Runway 22?
Response:

Turning east toward destinations to the east would be desirable. However, EWR is the
westernmost of the four big New York City airports. For EWR departures to turn left, other
controllers would have to create synchronized gaps in the streams of LGA arrivals, JFK arrivals,
and JFK departures. This can not be done safely without severe penalties to the efficiencies of the
other two airports.

18.2.5 Staten Island

Comment:

190 degree noise abatement maneuver is intended to lessen the noise burden on Staten Island and
results in an increase in noise in Elizabeth.

Response:

This is exactly the reverse of the situation. Staten Island residents and officials object to the 190
heading; Elizabeth residents prefer it.
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18.2.6 New Jersey vs. Staten Island
Comment:

The FAA’s routing change at that time unfairly shifted the burden of airplane traffic over the City
of Elizabeth. In fact, that 190 degree noise abatement maneuver which intended to lessen
airplane noise over Staten Island, had the opposite effect on the City of Elizabeth. The City of
Elizabeth continues to suffer the negative impact of this alternative at all times throughout the day
and night; however, there is no air traffic being sent over Staten Island. Even the industrial areas
of Staten Island are not impacted. How can this lack of noise distribution be adequately justified
when more than 125,000 residents have to bear the brunt of this disturbance? Other comments
include: New Jersey benefits at the expense of Staten Island. New headings move aircraft from
unpopulated areas to densely populated areas. Staten Island is ignored by mitigation document.
Opposed to fanned headings that place aircraft over Westfield.

Response:

This set of comments shows the central problem with considering noise in the design of departure
procedures. Flying a different track does not reduce noise. It only moves the noise to a different
place, and one community’s benefit is another’s penalty. The headings in the Mitigated Preferred
Alternative were chosen to minimize the total population exposed to noise above statutory
thresholds, as long as efficiency was not harmed. Whenever possible, flight paths were chosen to
over fly non-residential areas

18.3 EWR Flexible Headings

18.3.1 Increased Capacity
Comment:

Please provide additional details on the capacity benefits anticipated from the proposed fanning
change. Please inform as to the number of peak hours per average and 90% day that the
increased departure capacity would apply and provide estimates as to the increase in total
departure capacity. Please include the assumptions behind the assumed departure capacity such
as aircraft sequencing, and the likelihood of achievement in a busy environment such as EWR.

Response:

There are no capacity benefits to this redesign. The FAA Airport Capacity Benchmark Study
shows that EWR does not currently operate at capacity.'” The Preferred Alternative is intended to
enable throughputs that come closer to the capacity. In all alternatives, Future No Action,
Preferred, and Mitigated Preferred, the aircraft were assumed to line up for departure on 22R at

7 FAA, Airport Capacity Benchmark Report 2004,
http://www.faa.gov/events/benchmarks/DOWNLOAD/pdf/EWR_2004.pdf
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three runway entrances, as they do today. The tower launched whichever of the three aircraft
could go with the smallest separation behind the previous departures, including dependencies with
the other runways.

In the simulation of the annual-average day in 2011, the 260 heading was open for use from 7:00
to 8:15, 11:20 to 12:00, 18:30 to 18:45, 19:20 to 19:35, and 20:00 to 21:30. (All times local.) In
the simulation of the 90™-percentile day in 2011, the 260 heading was open for use from 7:00 to

9:00, 11:20 to 12:00, 17:00 to 19:30, and 20:00 to 21:45.

18.3.2 Comparable Application
Comment:

Please provide information regarding previous experience with demand based traffic headings,
such as are being proposed in the mitigation, at busy airports comparable to EWR to allow
assessment of the likely controller compliance and success of the new procedures.

Response:

Most airports use demand-triggered headings. When traffic is low, the tower controller will give
simple clearances. When departures start to back up, headings are issued so that no capacity is
wasted. The system is perfectly functional all over the country. This demand-based heading
proposal is a noise-abatement procedure. As such, it is less burdensome than the current 190
heading. The Mitigated Preferred Alternative is a compromise between the current, costly
procedures and the efficiency of fully-flexible headings. Almost all of the efficiency is obtained
for air traffic controllers and users of the airspace, with no significant noise increases.

18.3.3 Controller Compliance
Comment:

Please investigate the sensitivity to controller compliance by providing data as to noise impacts
for the designated headings if controllers left the highest demand headings in place from the start
of the morning high demand period until the nighttime shift to the low demand 190 heading.

Response:

This would be another study. Creating it would take a level of effort comparable to another
Alternative. However, intermediate results from the mitigation analysis provide some insight into
what the answer would be. At the census block closest to City Hall in Elizabeth, NJ, the Preferred
Alternative DNL was 61.3 dB. With only nighttime ocean routing, the DNL was 60.5 dB. When
the 190 heading at low traffic times during the day is included, the DNL is 58.9 dB. (This is very
close to the requested situation.) Flexible use of the third heading reduces the DNL to 58.3 dB.
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18.3.4 ATC Complexity
Comment:

Demand triggered headings cause complexity and complexity reduces throughput. Please
describe the demand-based heading scenario and criteria modeled in further detail, and describe
a typical and 90% day, number of times and approximate hours headings would be switched,
length of time and controller effort to switch headings, and portion of time on each set of headings
so that the public can better understand the mitigation strategy, [its] likely effectiveness, and the
likelihood [it will] be followed over time.

Response:

Within each air traffic control facility is a group called the Traffic Management Unit. The job of
the TMU is to identify traffic and weather situations that require changes from the basic operating
procedures, and coordinate those changes among the facilities involved. The third heading will be
another of the set of familiar coordinations.

The decision to use the third heading will be made by the TMU in Newark Tower. The Tower
TMU will coordinate with the TMU in the TRACON (at first) or the Integrated Control Complex
(eventually). If there is no reason at higher altitudes that the third heading would cause congestion
(for example, thunderstorms further down the jet airway that caused another facility to restrict the
ICC), the ICC TMU will agree to the third heading, and the Tower will clear departing aircraft
accordingly.

The TMU is working continuously to optimize the flows of traffic, so communications like this
will not be a change from their current work flow. The TMU is staffed with people and
communications gear sufficient to handle a major disruptive weather pattern. During good
weather, the TMU is not very busy. The third heading is useful when weather is good, so it adds
workload to the least-complex times. The third heading will improve throughput, because it does
not add workload to the peak times.

Controller compliance is built in to the procedure: Two headings are the most-common operation
on an average or lower-traffic day. Three headings is the exception. Therefore, switching the
third heading is in the interest of the tower controllers, because they need to clear their taxiways.
The ICC will be most willing to agree to a request for a specific number of flights, not an open-
ended permission for use of the third heading. The coordination call to the ICC will involve a
request to send (for example) 10 aircraft on the third heading in the next hour. After the agreed
number of flights has launched, the operation will revert to two headings until the next
coordination call. This type of coordination is common today between towers and TRACONS in
severe volume or weather conditions. It is also common between en route centers, when traffic
must be rerouted to relieve over-crowded fixes, so there is every reason to think it will work just
as well here.

84



18.3.5 Specified Triggers
Comment:

The FAA reports do not indicate the specific traffic demand levels that would signal an increase
or a decrease in the number of headings used at any one time, but rather rely on controller
judgment, discretion, and experience as to the definition of low, medium or high traffic volumes
that would generate a change in the number of headings utilized and therefore the number of
households impacted by the new over-flights.

Response:

Appendix O, “Operational Analysis of Mitigation” and Appendix P, “Noise Mitigation Report”
establish that demand-triggered headings can mitigate noise in a way that preserves efficiency.
The specific departure queue lengths were not specified because the simulations could not include
countless details of taxi operations. To write the threshold into the EIS before field trials (or
human-in-the-loop simulations) can be performed assumes that the real world will contain no
complicating factors. This would be imprudent. Reliance on “controller judgment, discretion,
and experience” has produced the safest, most efficient air traffic control system in the world.
There is no reason that it can’t produce noise mitigation as well.

18.3.6 Benefits in Practice
Comment:

The modeled routes paths and strategy have been likely finely tuned to show minimized impacts,
and portray a situation that is impossible to achieve in practice.

Response:

The modeled headings have been optimized to minimize the number of people impacted, as
Appendix P describes. They are certainly possible, because it is no harder to clear an aircraft on a
239-degree heading than to clear it on a 240-degree heading. The number of aircraft in the
departure queue at which the number of headings changes is an integer, not very suitable to fine
tuning. As described above, demand-triggered headings will be well within the range of situations
handled today.

18.3.7 Headings Selection
Comment:

It is likely that the FAA used its ROMA tool to computer assist its exploration of routing
alternatives to determine a precise set of routes that would lower the DNL 65 affected population
to just below threshold to avoid the need to address impacts to the environmental justice protected
population residing in the vicinity of EWR. However, the demand controlled heading strategy and
controller discretion in routing introduce high variability rendering the FAA results unlikely to be
achieved in practice.
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Response:

The tools available to noise modelers do not work that way. The flexible usage of headings was
determined on efficiency grounds. Comments on the Draft EIS informed the FAA that the 260
heading was the most annoying to communities around the airport. Operational simulations
calculated the minimum usage of the 260 heading consistent with maintaining throughput. Once
the resulting usage of each heading was known, the precise headings for minimum noise exposure
were obtained from the ROMA tool.

18.3.8 Vs. Static Headings
Comment:

Don’t use static headings because they could restrict future growth of the airport by creating a
pattern that will constrain future operations.

Response:

This is exactly why the demand-triggered heading procedure has been adopted as a mitigation
measure, in lieu of using specific headings at specific times of day.

18.3.9 Equitable Distribution

Comment:

Disperse arrival and departure headings to more equitably distribute noise impact.
Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Alternative distributes aircraft over headings to minimize noise exposure
while maintaining throughput. It is a longstanding policy of the FAA to avoid shifting noise from
one community to another solely for noise abatement purposes. That said, however, it is
inefficient use of airspace when aircraft bound for different places are concentrated on a single
track. Distributing departing flights over a wide area is more efficient, and consistent with the
purpose and need for the airspace redesign.

18.3.10 Impact on Elizabeth City

Comment:
The "mitigations™ proposed in this study would have aircraft flying directly over Elizabeth
immediately after takeoff. We have previously estimated this will result in sound level increases

on the order of 15 dBA from over-flying aircraft. Please eliminate EWR fanning from the
Integrated Airspace proposal.
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Response:

It is possible that single-event noise levels may increase by as much as 15 dBA. DNL, which
regulations require for noise impact assessment, does not. The FAA recognizes that this is a
concern to some residents of Elizabeth. However, the single heading off EWR Runway 22R is
the worst constraint on the efficiency of aviation in the New York Metropolitan Area. EWR was
the worst-delayed airport in the United States in the first quarter of 2007. This is arguably the
worst problem in the nation’s airspace.

18.3.11 Modeled Flight Tracks
Comment:

It should also be noted that the proposed headings are ““initial headings’ that can be changed at
the discretion of the controller. There is no specified requirement for aircraft to fly the initial
heading to a point or altitude before turning. This can result in aircraft being placed over areas
different than those modeled and invalidate the noise modeling results.

Response:

Departure headings are issued by the tower. The aircraft proceeds on that heading until the pilot
makes radio contact with Departure Control. At that point the aircraft turns, because it is rare for
the departure heading to line up exactly with the desired route of flight. The noise modeling takes
this into account. Each departure procedure is modeled with a large set of tracks that cover the
variations in wind, temperature, aircraft performance, airspace congestion, and other variables.

18.3.12 Cost/Benefit
Comment:

Please explain the basis for any decision that the benefits of the proposed fanning change
outweigh the enormous environmental impacts.

Response:

After mitigation, the environmental impacts are not enormous. There are no significant noise
increases, and aircraft emissions decrease.

18.4 Nighttime Ocean Routing

18.4.1 Noise Impacts

Comment:

Various comments about nighttime routing include:

We support the use of night-time ocean routing and ask that you explore further whether, with
modifications, ocean routing could be used more extensively. (Westfield, NJ)
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Of the four alternatives being considered, the FAA has determined the Ocean Routing model does
not meet operational or design needs. Unfortunately, the FAA has made the puzzling decision
that ocean routing can instead be used as a noise mitigation strategy. As indicated by the FAA as
far back as 2005, ocean routing does not reduce delays or meet system demand, nor does it
improve user access, expedite arrivals and departures or increase flexibility. Routing aircraft
over 150 miles out of their way when it doesn’t produce any noise benefits is environmentally
irresponsible.

Oceanic routes in and out of Newark airport would disproportionately affect the quality of life on
Staten Island, hampering Island residents with the lion’s share of airplane noise for the entire
region.

In the alternative, the existing air traffic patterns which disperse the direction of nighttime
Newark departures should remain in place, rather than concentrate this impact on the
Middletown/northern Monmouth County coastal region.

Response:

These comments are representative of a large set. They show the dilemma: about 175,000 people
near Elizabeth, NJ would be adversely affected by the Preferred Alternative; about 127,000 people
in Staten Island would see noise decreases. With Mitigation, much of this impact is undone, the
increases as Well as the decreases. The difference is that the noise decreases from mitigation go to
people who are significantly affected. Noise increases from mitigation affect people at much
lower overall exposure. Ocean routing (of any flight not going overseas) is very expensive to the
users of the airspace and annoying to residents of the areas near the new route. But the FAA is
obliged to mitigate significant noise increases, and this way of doing it has the least deleterious
effects.

18.4.2 Elizabeth vs. Jersey Shore

Comment:

Moving noise from Elizabeth to Jersey shore is unacceptable.
Response:

Nighttime ocean routing mitigates significant increases in noise in and near Elizabeth, NJ. The
corresponding noise on the Jersey shore does not meet any regulatory thresholds for reporting or
mitigation.

18.4.3 Noise Transfer
Comment:

Transferring aircraft noise from one populated area of the state to another is not an acceptable
alternative
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Response:

This is a sentiment that has been voiced by many during this process. The mitigations that were
recommended for the Preferred Alternative only include those strategies that minimize the overall
affected population. It has been a longstanding policy of the FAA to avoid shifting noise from
one community to another solely for noise abatement purposes.

18.4.4 Increased Fuel Costs
Comment:

Regarding Section 8 of the ““Operational Analysis of Mitigation of the NY/NJ/PHL Airspace
Redesign” concerning the EWR Night-time Ocean Routing, we believe that this routing would
cause a significant operational burden to UPS. The additional 7.4 minutes of flight time (as
estimated by the FAA) required for each of our departures that would be required to fly the
procedure would generate considerable costs as well as the potential for significant down-line
disruption to our network. The proposed routing would impact a total of 19 of the most critical
flights in our system each week (under UPS’ current operating schedule) approximately 50% of
the time, based on current runway utilization. Variable costs of the additional flight time alone are
conservatively estimated at $450,000 to $500,000 per year based on a $2.11 per gallon fuel cost.
True cost of the additional flight time would be much higher were we to consider fixed ownership
costs. The down-line impact cost to our network is not precisely estimatable at this time, but
suffice it to say that shipments out of New York for our customers are of significant economic
importance. In addition, the FAA has found that redirecting night traffic from Newark over Staten
Island would cost $300 million a year in fuel costs alone. That cost will be passed along to the
already overstressed air travel consumer. The cost of nighttime ocean routing does not justify the
implementation of this mitigation strategy.

Response:

Midnight ocean routing prevents significant noise increases southwest of EWR, but it is
expensive.

18.4.5 Operational Impacts
Comment:

We disagree with the FAA on the operational impacts of the nighttime oceanic routing. Both LGA
and JFK airport are very busy in the hours between 10:30pm and midnight. These airport
generate over 100 operations during this time period, and interaction with EWR departures flying
the oceanic routing will increase traffic complexity and controller workload, both of which have
potential to significantly delay aircraft. Delays at this time are often exacerbated due to
historically lower FAA staffing levels, and crew time requirements are also at critical levels. We
think the FAA needs to look at actual summer schedules and determine the potential of this
procedure to produce large delays.
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Response:

The night-time ocean routing mitigation begins after the last heavy departure push at EWR. Thus,
the delays are limited to individual flights. The cascading delays that occurred during the daytime
simulations of the Ocean Routing Alternative (see Appendix C of the EIS) do not occur at night,
and the operational penalties will be manageable.

In the good-weather, high-capacity simulations that determine the relative merits of airspace
alternatives, the night-time procedure begins around 10:30 PM local time. On summer days,
when demand is high and schedules are disrupted by weather, it may not begin until later.
Certainly its use is not envisioned when departure queues are backing up on the taxiways. Lower
staffing levels should not be a problem — these will be nightly procedures, and staffing decisions
will take them into account.

18.4.6 EWR 04 Departures
Comment:

NJCAAN is very pleased that the FAA has explored and recommended ocean routing for south
flow nighttime operation of EWR. This played a role in achieving the noise mitigation currently
projected by the FAA. Further use of ocean routing should make possible additional noise
benefits. An example would be placing some but not all of the traffic on the ocean routes to avoid
delays. Please examine operational changes that might make full or partial ocean routes feasible
for 24-hour operation. Also, the FAA documents are silent on why northern departure ocean
routes were not included in the investigation. Please examine possible partial daytime or
nighttime use of ocean routes for northern departures as a noise mitigation strategy. Please also
investigate this in conjunction with a Hudson River path.

Response:

There is no available ocean for EWR departures on the north side to use. Not even the original
ocean routing submission from the New Jersey Citizens for Environmental Research had a
proposal for Runway 04L departures. Expansion of ocean routing to more hours of the day will
cause large, cascading delays that are contradictory to the purpose and need for this redesign.
From the point of view of noise exposure, this kind of routing would increase noise over much
more densely populated areas of New Jersey and New York.

18.4.7 Separation
Comment:

NJCAAN appreciates the exploration of ocean routes using RNAV. In Section 9 of the
Operational Report, MITRE concluded that Ocean Routes utilizing RNAV would not reduce the
close to five mile separation standard requirement due to right angle turns. However, MITRE did
not modify this procedure to improve its operational performance as it did with nighttime Ocean
Routes analyzed in Section 8 of that report. The use of more gradual turns, such as the FAA used
in nighttime ocean routing, or possibly other changes might resolve aircraft separation issues.
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Please explore possible procedural changes that might make further use of ocean routing feasible
using RNAV

Response:

In the night-time ocean routing mitigation, the two right-angle turns are replaced with a 180-
degree turn, which is even less efficient. This track would cause even higher delays if it were used
during the day. However, the track is used only after the departure pushes are over. At night there
are naturally long intervals between departures, so the increased separation carries no delay

penalty.

18.4.8 Sandy Hook
Comment:

How will the nighttime ocean routing from EWR be kept over water and away from Sandy Hook?
Response:

Nighttime ocean routing is intended to begin after arrival traffic to LGA and JFK has dropped off.
That late at night, aircraft can climb unimpeded so they cross Sandy Hook nearly 10,000 feet
above ground level. Aircraft will climb on an RNAV departure procedure, so deviations from the
centerline of the procedure will be small.

18.5 EWR 04L Departures

18.5.1 Fanning
Comment:

The *“fanning”™ of north flow departures within the IA + ICC alternative substantially increases
noise impacts. The mitigation document rejected several strategies that may have improved this.
We are disappointed that no mitigations were offered. Further investigation or better explanation
is needed of the reason for dropping some options.

Response:

It is not correct to say that the addition of a second heading off EWR Runway 04L substantially
increases noise impacts. The quantitative answers can be seen in the Essex County NIRS output
spreadsheet, which show that only 1555 census blocks out of 6633 have a noise increase of 1 dB
DNL or more. 2800 of the census blocks actually see a decrease in DNL, even without
mitigation. This is obvious, when one considers that the second heading is only usable when no
TEB traffic is in that airspace — the noise of a Newark departure can be heard only when the noise
of a TEB arrival can not.
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18.5.2 Capacity Gains
Comment:

Please describe in detail the capacity gain from the fanning of Runway 4 departures, covering the
circumstances and assumptions for achieving these gains, likelihood of assumptions being met,
number of hours in an typical and 90th percentile day such gains would be achieved, and the total
average increase in Runway 4 departure capacity.

Response:

Once again, there are no capacity benefits to this redesign. The FAA Airport Capacity
Benchmark Study shows that EWR does not currently operate at capacity. The Preferred
Alternative is intended to enable throughputs that come closer to the capacity.™® It is not possible
to estimate the usage of the second heading on any given day, since the usage of the heading is
decided on a case-by-case basis. It can not be a standard procedure as the headings off 22R can be.
On an annual basis, it is estimated that 10% of the time that EWR is departing Runway 04R, TEB
traffic will permit use of the second heading. If every day were the same, that would imply that
the second heading would be used about 45 minutes a day (16 busy hours, times 45% departing
04R, times 10%). This estimate is consistent with the methodology of noise analysis, but it is
unlikely to describe any particular day of operations.

18.5.3 Projected Future Use
Comment:

NJCAAN’s understanding is that the initial implementation of ““fanning’” will utilize it to a lesser
extent than is ultimately planned. We thus have concerns regarding the assumed versus ultimate
scenarios. Please provide details on, including the percentage of use of EWR Runway 4
“fanning,” that were utilized in the noise modeling. Please describe projected future changes in
policy for Runway 4 ““fanning,” including projected usage increase as new procedures currently
being actively considered are implemented. Please provide updated population impacts taking
into account these projections

Response:

Every new procedure is brought in slowly to maintain safety and build pilot and controller
familiarity. Other than that, though, there is no assumption of partial use in the operational or
noise analyses. The impacts in the Noise Mitigation Report (Appendix P) are appropriate to
address this concern.

¥ bid.
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18.5.4 Meadowlands Corridor
Comment:

The FAA rejected keeping Runway 4 departure traffic over the Meadowlands Corridor due to
operational conflicts with LaGuardia Airport departures. However, it offered no explanation as to
why this procedure is not feasible. The procedure is commonly used for Runway 4 traffic heading
north out of Newark Airport and would appear also to work for noise abatement purposes. The
communities in Essex County are heavily impacted by aircraft noise from north flow Newark
departures and deserve full consideration of procedures that could offer noise mitigation.
Therefore: Please describe in detail why keeping Runway 4 departures over the Meadowlands
Corridor currently can be used for operational benefits but cannot be used for noise abatement
benefits. Please also specify the conflict with LaGuardia traffic and why this traffic cannot be
adjusted. Please explore partial implementation, including use at night only, if full implementation
is not feasible.

Response:

The southern part of the Meadowlands corridor is used by EWR departures. It is how aircraft
departing EWR stay safely clear of the final approach to TEB Runway 06. If the flights continue
on this heading, however, they will quickly come into conflict with LGA arrivals. To prevent this,
the aircraft turn west once they reach 2,500 feet. The northbound traffic to which the comment
refers does not include jets. Propeller-driven aircraft have different needs for airspace from jets,
so they can be kept low as they continue north. In general, jets are turned west or east, even those
bound directly north (to Albany, for example).

18.5.5 Altitude Shelf
Comment:

The allocation of an airspace ““‘shelf”” to avoid conflicts with LaGuardia traffic was discussed In
Section 3.3 for south flow departures. This could also facilitate the implementation of noise
mitigation for northerly departures Please explore the allocation of an airspace altitude ““shelf”
for northerly departures with airspace below this shelf allocated EWR, as a means of avoiding
conflicts with LaGuardia traffic. Please explore noise mitigation options that might be feasible
after establishment of such a shelf.

Response:

As in the case of southwest departures, the current operation actually has more flexibility for air
traffic control than this proposal. Decreasing flexibility would not help safety or efficiency.
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18.5.6 Hudson River Routing
Comment:

The Hudson River procedure described in Section 11 of the ““Operational Analysis™ report could
be adapted for noise abatement purposes. This procedure affects Runway 4 departures, and could
provide noise relief for communities in Essex County, particularly Newark, which currently
experience some of the highest aircraft noise in New Jersey, as southbound aircraft would not
track over Newark as they do under the current procedure. This procedure warrants detailed
consideration. Please explore full, partial and night-time implementation of Hudson River routes
as a noise abatement measure.

Response:

The airspace to the northeast of EWR is very cramped. There is no good option for changing
flight paths to mitigate noise in that area. As mentioned above, turning the aircraft toward the
Hudson River will fly aircraft over a more densely-populated area of New Jersey than the area
under the proposed track.

18.5.7 PANYNJ Suggestion
Comment:

Several options for turning EWR north flow departures to the east were explored in the Report but
rejected based on conflicts and sequencing issues with LaGuardia traffic. However, these were
done in the context of the current airspace operation and boundaries. The PANYNJ comments
promoting this investigation are based on substantial experience with the surrounding airspace.
In view of the continuing interest in this option, further investigation is warranted and additional
details to need to be made public as to the detailed nature of the investigation and results. Thus:
Please fully and thoroughly explore expanding EWR airspace to the east to achieve operational
and noise abatement benefits. As part of this, please examine procedures which run arrivals and
departures along the Hudson corridor. Please also examine possible sequencing of LaGuardia
arrivals over Long Island Sound. Please make public the routing options explored and the
detailed results of the investigation.

Response:

The exploration of turning EWR north flow departures to the east and routing them down the
Hudson was explored in the context of the Preferred Alternative design. Crossing flows and
altitude restrictions were examined in this future context. Essentially, the reason that ocean
routing can not be expanded is that the airspace over the ocean is already being used for other
traffic.

18.5.8 Essex County

Comment:

Please introduce new mitigation to alleviate noise in southwest Essex County.
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Response:

Southwest Essex County has no noise impact due to the Mitigated Preferred Alternative. Changes
there are small fractions of a decibel, some positive, some negative.

18.6 EWR 29 Departures

18.6.1 Runway Usage
Comment:

Request mitigation for increased use of Runway 29.
Response:

An important part of the benefits of the Preferred Alternative come from using both parallel
runways at EWR for arrivals at peak arrival times. During these times, it will be necessary to use
29 for departures to a greater extent than in the Future No Action Alterative. This has noise
benefits as well as penalties — if all the growth in departures was forced to use Runway 22R or
04L, the departure pushes would run later at night, increasing the DNL at the ends of those
runways. Runway 29 use is effectively capped, however. The airspace it shares with Teterboro,
Morristown and Caldwell airports is sufficiently complex that using it at full capacity is virtually
never possible, and miles-in-trail restrictions are always in place for 29 departures.

18.7 EWR Arrivals

18.7.1 Middlesex County
Comment:

Why can’t we raise the arrival altitudes in Middlesex Co. as part of the mitigation?
Response:

There are three kinds of arrivals over Middlesex County. Arrivals north are descending to turn on
to the final approach course to Runway 04R. These aircraft will be less noisy because their
downwind altitude has been raised. Arrivals from the southwest are on a short path to the runway,
so changing their altitudes at busy times is not possible. At night, however, these aircraft will be
on a continuous-descent approach, which reduces noise even if it does not raise the altitude by
very much. The third group is made of the flights coming from McGuire AFB control and
Philadelphia TRACON. These are at low altitudes because separating them from the main flows
in any other way would require so much coordination among five facilities (two TRACONSs, two
Centers, and an Air Force Base) that system capacity would be reduced.

18.7.2 Sonic Booms
Comment:

Aircraft noise associated with aircraft right turns heading into EWR result in sonic booms with
decibels registering at 90 dB.
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Response:

Sonic booms are caused by supersonic aircraft, and they are typically 120 — 200 dB. No such
civilian aircraft operate at EWR. Military jets are capable of creating a sonic boom, but they do
not do so over populated areas.

18.7.3 Raised Downwind
Comment:

Raising the altitudes of EWR arrival procedures will have a positive effect on noise mitigation
efforts. However, arriving aircraft must still be sequenced on final approach through controller
use of speed control, altitude assignment/level off, and radar vectors. It could be misleading to
expect that simply raising the altitudes of arriving aircraft would greatly mitigate against noise
produced by arriving aircraft.

Response:

The reduction in noise exposure north and west of EWR is primarily due to the raised downwind
altitude. Compare Figures 12 and 13 in the Noise Mitigation Report, Appendix P. Higher
downwind altitudes to EWR are a direct result of expedited departures at higher altitudes. Along
with the emissions analysis and continuous-descent approaches, they show that improved
efficiency is not always at odds with environmental sensitivity.

18.7.4 Dual Arrivals
Comment:

Dual arrivals at EWR may be not operative during late afternoons due to thunderstorms and
mornings due to overcast so that a substantial percentage of the delay savings projected will not
in fact materialize for the airspace redesign. It appears that most of the delay savings in the
redesign come from the reduced aircraft separation rules which are diminished if not completely
overcome by adverse weather conditions.

Response:

The majority of the delay savings at EWR in the Preferred Alternative are the result of diverging
headings. The benefits of diverging headings remain in adverse weather conditions. A discussion
of how the Preferred Alternative reduces the delays experienced during severe weather events is
included in the Final EIS.

18.7.5 Political
Comment:

It appears that traffic has been moved out of northwest New Jersey. Was this a political decision?
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Response:

All rerouting of traffic in the Preferred Alternative was done for reasons of safety and efficiency.
Changes to routing in the Mitigated Preferred Alternative were done to mitigate significant, slight,
or moderate noise increases.

18.7.6 Time of Day Restrictions
Comment:

Institute strict procedures for times and altitudes when downwind arrival flights are permitted.
Response:

The downwind path serves approximately half of the arrivals to EWR. When the wind is from the
south, any flight arriving from the south must fly a downwind leg. When the wind is from the
north, any flight arriving from the north must fly a downwind leg. Restricting use of the
downwind leg by times is impossible, because the wind changes unpredictably. The altitudes on
the downwind path have been raised as part of the mitigation of the Preferred Alternative.

18.7.7 Concorde
Comment:

Eliminate rerouting of any Concorde, cargo, or military aircraft; they can continue their previous
flight pattern.

Response:

The Concorde no longer is flying. Military aircraft were untouched by the redesign. They will
continue in their present operations. From the point of view of air traffic control, cargo aircraft are
indistinguishable from passenger aircraft. (Many aircraft carry both passengers and cargo, in
fact.) They cannot be separated out and maintain their present assigned routing while the whole of
the airspace around them changes. As many of the cargo aircraft into EWR operate during the
nighttime hours, there is opportunity to mitigate their impact with the application of continuous
descent approach procedures.

18.7.8 V213 Traffic

Comment:

We urge the FAA to consider routing the V213 traffic over 1-87.
Response:

The Preferred Alternative moved the centerline of the southbound EWR arrival flow about 15
miles east of the current VV213. Aircraft are not all aligned on this track; a band ten miles wide
will pick up about two thirds of the flights. The centerline of the new path is not exactly parallel,
but is typically within 6 miles of the New York State Thruway. The No-Action noise level in the
areas under the new flow, where noise increases, are about 35 dB DNL. That is similar to living
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near a busy two-lane road. The Preferred-Alternative noise level in the area of Ulster County
from which the V213 traffic was moved is about 10 dB DNL (that is the total, not the change),
which is so low that we may conclude that most noise audible in the area will come from sources
other than aircraft. This noise redistribution matches well with the comments received in the
scoping and Draft EIS phases of the study, so no changes were made to the Preferred Alternative
in Ulster County for the mitigation phase.

There are many flows crossing in that area. Assigning each flow its own altitude is the most
efficient way to ensure safety. If the EWR arrivals were raised, some other flow would have to be
lowered, which would not reduce noise exposure.

18.7.9 Catskills/Shawangunks
Comment:

Major jet arrivals from Newark and Westchester airports with flight altitudes as low as 7,000 feet
should not be routed over the public, protected parklands of the Catskills and Shawangunks. In
order to protect the airspace of the Catskills and Shawangunks, planes should be kept as high as
possible for as long as possible when approaching metropolitan airports.

Response:

Air carriers and the residents of the communities below them agree that higher altitudes are
desirable. Newark arrivals have been kept as high as possible in this area. The constraint that
makes higher altitudes impossible is the presence of departures above them. Departures are
generally louder than arrivals, so this is the best way to organize traffic from all points of view.

18.7.10 Opposition to Reroutes
Comment:

Please do not increase air traffic over Bergen County and Woodcliff Lake or other areas of the
Pascack Valley.

Response:

The changed arrival paths to EWR in the Preferred Alternative that affect Bergen County, NJ and
Rockland County, NY have been needed for years. The short final approach segment to EWR is
one of the most important limits on the airport’s arrival efficiency. The paths proposed in the
Preferred Alternative undo that limit. To reduce the impact these paths have on county residents,
the Mitigated Preferred Alternative raises the downwind leg of the arrivals from the south, which
means that aircraft with better descent performance are higher. At night, aircraft from the
northwest are descending more smoothly on their continuous-descent approaches, so their engines
will be quieter. These mitigations improve the noise exposure in Bergen and Rockland Counties
substantially, compared to the Preferred Alternative.
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18.7.11 W.iden Corridor
Comment:

This is a political rather than an engineering solution to the redesign problem. It appears that
flights are being concentrated to minimize disturbance and minimize property value diminishing
and consequently minimize public opposition. These flights are all in a corridor that is about 3
miles wide. Why can’t the flights be spread out over a 20-30 mile corridor and minimize the
impact on any one community?

Response:

The vectoring area for EWR arrivals that lies partially over the Pascack Valley is about 16 miles
wide. The airspace on either side of the vectoring area is being utilized by aircraft to and from
other airports. There is no room for further lateral expansion.

18.7.12 Woodcliff Lakes
Comment:

Please raise the altitudes of flights arriving to EWR Runway 22 and over Woodcliff Lakes by 2000
feet.

Response:

Flights arriving to EWR and crossing over Woodcliff Lakes are in their final descent to the
airport. Raising the altitude of these flights would not provide them sufficient space to descend to
the airport safely. Figure 47 in Appendix O, Operational Analysis of Mitigation, shows the
altitudes aircraft would prefer to occupy, if there were no constraints due to air traffic control.
These altitudes are typically only about 600 feet higher than the procedure in the mitigation.
18.7.13 Pascack Environmental

Comment:

I was informed in the public meeting by the panel that an environmental study for the Pascack
Valley was not done and was not required in order to pass the proposal.

Response:

The environmental study was done for the study area as a whole. Noise impacts were determined
for individual census blocks. The Preferred Alternative caused no significant impacts in any other
environmental impact category (See Table ES-4).

18.7.14 Warwick, NY
Comment:

Please raise arrival altitudes over Warwick, NY by 5,000 feet, not just 1,000 feet.)
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Response:

It is not possible to raise arrival altitudes more. As aircraft approach the runway, their vertical
profile is tightly constrained. Adding 5,000 feet to the altitude would exceed the ability of most
aircraft to descend. In addition, departures from other airports are in the airspace above the
arrivals. Keeping an airspace design safe, if it has such head-to-head conflicts built in, would
require enormous spaces between aircraft, so it would not be efficient.

18.7.15 Avoid Warwick, NY

Comment:

Fly over lower elevation areas [to the east of Warwick, NY].
Response:

The airspace above Warwick, N is a vectoring area, so each aircraft will be following its own
track. There will not be a precise line of aircraft on approach. The dispersion of tracks in that area
will be several tens of miles. Many of those aircraft will fly over lower-elevation areas.

18.7.16 Traffic over Montvale
Comment:

Currently we have EWR traffic over Montvale only when flights are rerouted for bad weather, will
we now get them all the time?

Response:

EWR traffic over Montvale is arriving on Runway 22L/R. This is the case approximately 55% of
the time. The other 45% of the time, traffic will seem similar to the Future No Action Alternative.

18.7.17 Bergen County Mitigation
Comment:

The FAA falsely portrayed mitigation of airplane noise in Northern Bergen County under its
approved alternative airspace design for this area.

Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Figures 12 and 13 of the Noise Mitigation Report show the effect of
changes to EWR arrival procedures that have a favorable effect on noise exposure in Bergen
County.

18.7.18 Indian Point
Comment:

Concern that concentration and movement east of EWR flight tracks will be dangerous as they are
closer to the Indian Point power plant.
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Response:

There are no restrictions to IFR flights in the vicinity of nuclear power plants. Aircraft flying over
a nuclear power plant do not pose a significant risk of explosion or radiation release. The
containment vessel of a nuclear reactor is designed to stand up to a runaway nuclear reaction.
Compared to that, the concentration of energy in an aircraft is small.

18.8 EWR Airport

18.8.1 Departure Queues
Comment:

The FAA states ““At geographically small, cramped airports like EWR, long departure queues can
have considerable negative consequences for efficient operations.” They then go on to illustrate
how departure queues will be reduced through the Proposed Action. However, while the
institution of additional departure headings may reduce the number of aircraft in the departure
queue, long departure queues will still exist at EWR after airspace redesign is implemented and
ground operations will continue to be constrained. Airspace redesign will have little to no positive
impact on EWR ground operations.

Response:

It is a well-established result of mathematical queueing theory that decreasing service time leads
to shorter queues waiting for any kind of service. The Operational Analysis of Mitigation in
Appendix O shows simulation results that demonstrate how decreasing the time needed between
consecutive departures decreases the lengths of the queues waiting for the runway.

18.8.2 Hudson River Routing

Comment:

Use Hudson River routing for noise abatement.
Response:

This was considered as a possible mitigation measure. It was rejected because the negative effects
of moving other traffic out of the way were greater than its benefits. See the “Operational
Analysis of Mitigation” Appendix of the EIS for further information.
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19 Comments on Teterboro Airport

19.1 TEB Airport

19.1.1 Request Noise Mitigation
Comment:

No mitigation has been included for TEB.
Response:

No changes to TEB traffic caused noise increases requiring mitigation. TEB is the fifth-busiest
airport in the study area, and it is used only by smaller, less-noisy aircraft. Moving TEB traffic has
less impact on noise exposure than moving air carrier traffic flows to the larger airports. Where
airspace was available for mitigation of noise impacts, TEB traffic was the last choice for flows to
move into it.

19.1.2 Altitudes
Comment:

Is there any way to measure the height of the aircraft going into Teterboro? | was told it was 300
feet for each mile from the airport. My guess is that we are 10 miles away. Can you make them
fly at that height and not start their decent over my home?

Response:

No changes to TEB traffic caused noise increases requiring mitigation. TEB is the fifth-busiest
airport in the study area, and it is used only by smaller, less-noisy aircraft. Moving TEB traffic has
less impact on noise exposure than moving air carrier traffic flows to the larger airports. Where
airspace was available for mitigation of noise impacts, TEB traffic was the last choice for flows to
move into it.

19.1.3 Map Display

Comment:

TEB flight tracks were not displayed on the maps in the public meetings.
Response:

No changes to TEB traffic caused noise increases requiring mitigation. TEB is the fifth-busiest
airport in the study area, and it is used only by smaller, less-noisy aircraft. Moving TEB traffic has
less impact on noise exposure than moving air carrier traffic flows to the larger airports. Where
airspace was available for mitigation of noise impacts, TEB traffic was the last choice for flows to
move into it.
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19.1.4 Modeling
Comment:

Were projected traffic levels for Teterboro included in the noise modeling?
Response:

Yes. The projected traffic levels for Teterboro are discussed in Section 1.3, “Aviation Demand
Forecasts,” of the FEIS.
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20 Comments on John F. Kennedy Airport

20.1 JFK Airport

20.1.1 Runway 22 Arrivals
Comment:

Please consider reduced use of ILS to Runway 22 at JFK. Also, the FAA should study whether the
location of its radar beacons at the border of Floral Park and New Hyde Park results in a
disproportionate amount of air traffic and noise due to the over utilization and reliance upon
computer-aided guidance systems instead of the VOR method of approach.

Response:

The highest-capacity runway configuration at JFK uses the VOR-DME approach to Runway 22L,
and that approach minimizes interference with LGA traffic as well. Air traffic control has an
interest in using the VOR-DME approach, and avoiding the ILS, as much as possible. However,
wind conditions frequently make it necessary to use the ILS approach.

20.1.2 Prospect Park
Comment:

Please raise the altitudes of flights over Prospect Park.
Response:

Prospect Park is very close to the runway end. This area is tightly constrained by Manhattan
skyscrapers and LGA traffic as well. Aircraft have very little spare maneuvering capability in this
area, so raising altitudes there is not possible.

20.1.3 Monmouth County
Comment:

It appears that the preferred alternative does not include anything that would mitigate or reduce
the adverse impacts already existing and resulting from the volume of JFK arrivals through the
Middletown area at low altitudes...the FAA should address this deficiency and problem, and
consider alternatives that would reduce the number of JFK arrivals over Middletown and Sandy
Hook.

Response:

The Mitigated Preferred Alternative did not include any mitigation in this area, because the
Preferred Alternative did not cause any noise changes that are reportable under current
regulations. However, the questions are not about mitigating the Preferred Alternative, but about
improving the current situation. The Preferred Alternative caused more decreases of noise than
increases in Monmouth County. RNAYV arrival procedures to JFK Runway 13L over the water
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should cause aircraft to remain closer to their nominal paths in a place where southward
deviations are common. Other RNAV procedures should reduce the frequency of southwestern
deviations on approach to Runways 04L/R Last, though departures were not mentioned in these
comments, Robbinsville is currently the major departure fix for JFK. It will be much less used
under the Preferred Alternative.

20.1.4 Negative Impacts

Comment:
Proposed rerouting of JFK arrivals will have a negative impact on air and sound pollution.
Response: