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AGENDA

SANTA CLARA/SANTA CRUZ COUNTIES
AIRPORT/COMMUNITY ROUNDTABLE

Thirteenth Regular Meeting of the
Roundtable

July 22, 2020
1:00 — 4:00 PM PDT

This meeting will be conducted in accordance with State of California Executive Order N-29-20, dated March 17, 2020.
All members of the Committee will participate by video conference, with no physical meeting location.

Members of the public wishing to observe the meeting live may do so at:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCIPEgHsSVT SnRcJUCOxX20fw?view as=subscriber

Youtube.com = SCSC Roundtable Channel

Members of the public wishing to comment on an item on the agenda may do so in the following ways:

1.

Email comments to scscroundtable@gmail.com by 3:00 p.m. on July 21. Emails will be forwarded to the
Committee. Emails received after 3:00 p.m. and prior to the Chair announcing that public comment is closed
for each item may be read into the record by the Chair at the meeting (up to 3 minutes, at the discretion of
the Chair). IMPORTANT: /dentify the Agenda Item number in the subject line of your email. All emails
received will be entered into the record for the meeting.

Provide oral public comments during the meeting by following the link to register in advance to access the
meeting via Zoom Webinar: https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN K39dUvvIQiK6efOHRL8KRA

a.

You will be asked to enter an email address and a name. Your email address will not be disclosed to
the public. After registering, you will receive an email with instructions on how to connect to the
meeting. If you prefer not to provide an email, you may call in to the meeting (listed below) and
view the live stream on the SCSC Roundtable YouTube Channel.

Dial: US:+1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 8782
Webinar ID: 8852078 0728

When the Chair announces the item on which you wish to speak, click the “raise hand” feature in
Zoom. Speakers will be notified shortly before they are called to speak.

When called to speak, please limit your comments to the time allotted (up to 3 minutes, at the
discretion of the Chair).

For those individuals participating by phone, you may use the following controls as appropriate.
Press *9 - Raise hand

Press *6 - Toggle mute/unmute


https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCtPEqHsvTSnRcJUCQxX2Ofw?view_as=subscriber
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCtPEqHsvTSnRcJUCQxX2Ofw?view_as=subscriber
mailto:scscroundtable@gmail.com
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_K39dUvvlQiK6ef0HRL8KRA

1:00 PM

1:05 PM

1:10 PM

1:30 PM

1:45 PM

2:45 PM

3:15 PM

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Brown Act, those requiring

Welcome/Review of the Meeting Format — Steve Alverson, Roundtable
Facilitator

Call to Order and Identification of Members Present — Chairperson
Bernald

Election of the Vice Chair — All Roundtable Members

Public Comment

Discuss and Approve the Revised Fiscal Year 2020/2021 SCSC
Roundtable Budget (Reflecting Changes in Membership) — Andi Jordan,
Cities Association of Santa Clara

Consideration and approval of the Revised FY 2021 annual balanced
operating budget with updates from last approval in May to reflect
changes in membership due to budgetary concerns from COVID-19
economic impacts to member jurisdictions.

Public Comment

Reassign the Legislative Committee and Technical Working Group
Membership to Respond to the Changed Composition of the
Roundtable to Comply with the Brown Act — Chairperson Bernald

Possible actions could include the reassignment of committee members
in response to SCSC Roundtable membership changes.

Public Comment
Committee Reports

a.) Legislative Committee Report — Legislative Committee Chair Lisa
Matichak

b.) Technical Working Group Report — Technical Working Group
Committee Chair Anita Enander

Possible actions include approval by the Roundtable of committee Work
Plan assignments and reports including a Dratft letter to Congressional
Representatives regarding a future Quiet Skies Caucus meeting with
FAA Administrator Dickson.

Public Comment

Create an Ad Hoc Committee to Explore the Possibility of the
Roundtable Becoming Independent From the Cities Association in
Response to the Cities Association Executive Board Direction —
Chairperson Bernald

Possible action includes discussion and approval of an Ad Hoc
Committee to explore this issue moving forward.

Public Comment

Oral Communications/Public Comment - Speakers are limited to a
maximum of two minutes or less depending on the number of speakers.
Roundtable members cannot discuss or take action on any matter raised under
this agenda item.

Information

Information

Information/
Action

Information/
Action

Information/
Action

Information/
Action

Information/
Action

Information

accommodation for this meeting should notify SCSC Roundtable Staff at least 24 hours prior to the
meeting at scscroundtable @gmail.com; or at (408) 766-9534, or (916) 231-1166.
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3:30 PM 9. Member Discussion Information
- Chair’'s Report

- FAA BSR/SERFR Letter sent out
- Brief FAA update on the BSR Overlay Development Process

Public Comment

3:50 PM  10. Review of Roundtable Actions Taken — Steve Alverson, Roundtable Information
Facilitator

4:00 PM  11. Adjournment — Chairperson Bernald

Materials to be provided during the meeting:
- Presentation of the electronic agenda packet

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Brown Act, those requiring
accommodation for this meeting should notify SCSC Roundtable Staff at least 24 hours prior to the
meeting at scscroundtable @gmail.com; or at (408) 766-9534, or (916) 231-1166.
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r 2600 Capitol Avenue
\)C Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816
916.564.4500
916.564.4501

1969-2019

memorandum

date July 17, 2020

to Roundtable Members and Interested Parties

cc

from Steve Alverson, Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable Facilitator
subject Review of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Instrument Flight Procedures (IFP)

Information Gateway

The FAA’s Instrument Flight Procedures Information Gateway (“IFP Gateway”) is a website used by the FAA to
distribute aircraft instrument flight procedure details (“charts™) to the general public.! The FAA also uses the IFP
Gateway to share its IFP Production Plan, which includes details on IFPs under development or amendment along
with development status and tentative publication dates. Environmental Science Associates (ESA) monitors the
IFP Gateway for proposed changes to IFPs associated with Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport
(SJC), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), and Oakland International Airport (OAK). Changes to IFPs
associated with these airports may affect communities in Santa Clara and Santa Cruz counties.

The FAA publishes IFPs on a 56-day publication cycle. The most recent publication date is May 21, 2020. The
following information provides details on the IFP development process and IFPs under development or
amendment.

Stages of IFP Development

Development of IFPs typically follows five stages, described below. Depending on the nature of the IFP
development or amendment, not all of these stages may occur.

1. FPT (Flight Procedures Team): This team reviews potential 1FPs for feasibility and coordinates IFP
development with relevant FAA lines of business and staff offices.

2. DEV: Procedure development.
3. FC (Flight Check): The FAA performs a flight inspection of the procedure.
4, PIT (Production Integration Team):  This team prepares procedure details to support publication.

1 https://www.faa.gov/air traffic/flight info/aeronav/procedures/
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5. CHARTING: Procedures are made available to the public, typically in graphical,
text, and electronic formats.

IFP Development Status Indicators

The following terms are employed by the FAA to identify the status of the IFP during the development process.

At Flight Check The procedure is with FAA staff responsible for flight inspection.
Awaiting Publication The procedure has been developed and is awaiting an upcoming publication date.
Awaiting Cancellation The procedure will be removed from FAA flight procedure databases on an
upcoming publication date.
Complete Procedure development has finished.
On Hold Procedure development has been paused while awaiting further information.
Pending Detailed development of the procedure will begin in the future.
Published The procedure has been made publicly available.
Terminated Development has terminated for the procedure.
Under Development The procedure is being developed by the FAA.
Key Terms

The following acronyms are employed by the FAA to describe the IFP, including some of the navigational
equipment necessary to accommodate the IFP.

AMDT Amendment

CAT Category

DME Distance Measuring Equipment
DP Departure Procedure

GPS Global Positioning System

GLS Ground-Based Augmentation System (GBAS) Landing System
IAP Instrument Approach Procedure
ILS Instrument Landing System

LOC Localizer

LDA Localizer Type Directional Aid
RNAV Area Navigation

RNP Required Navigation Performance
RWY Runway

SA Special Authorization

SID Standard Instrument Departure
STAR Standard Terminal Arrival Route
TBD To Be Determined
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Management of FAA IFP Production During the COVID-19 Pandemic

On April 16, 2020, the FAA issued a memorandum (distributed with the May 27, 2020 IFP Gateway
memorandum) discussing changes to IFP production during the COVID-19 pandemic. FAA noted that IFP
production has been impacted by precautions taken to protect the health and safety of FAA Flight Inspection
aircrews? due to the pandemic. Among the work that may continue during the pandemic is completion of IFP
procedure amendments that do not require flight inspection; periodic IFP reviews and inventory maintenance;
compilation and utilization of a list of completed IFP work that can be flown by Flight Inspection aircrews if
operations are warranted; and coordination with FAA Flight Inspection Operations on IFP requests associated
with National Airspace System Safety/Efficiency. This includes IFP related requests such as returning
navigational aids to service and providing support to Flight Inspection Operations by ensuring satisfaction of IFP
requirements at Focus 40 airports. IFP requirements include satisfaction of instrument approach procedure
prerequisites, collection of airport land survey data, collection of airport data, and satisfaction of an initial
environmental review. Both OAK and SFO are Focus 40 airports. SJC is not a Focus 40 airport. The
memorandum further states that no new or amended IFP will be validated by Flight Inspection without prior FAA
approval.

IFP Status

The following tables provide status updates on IFP production for procedures serving OAK, SFO, and SJC.
Information highlighted in turquoise has been updated since the May 27, 2020 SCSC Roundtable IFP Gateway
Review.

Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport

Scheduled
Type Publication
IFP in Production Plan of IFP Status Date Additional Notes (If Applicable)
ILS OR LOC RWY 30L, IAP Awaiting 9/10/2020 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 26 Publication Gateway at this time.
RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 12L, IAP Under 12/31/2020 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 2B Development Gateway at this time.
RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 12R, IAP Under 12/31/2020 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 3B Development Gateway at this time.
RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 30L, IAP Under 12/31/2020 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 2B Development Gateway at this time.
San Francisco International Airport
Scheduled
Type Publication
IFP in Production Plan of IFP  Status Date Additional Notes (If Applicable)
LDA/DME RWY 28, AMDT  |AP Awaiting 2/25/2021 No further information available on the IFP
2B Cancellation Gateway at this time.

2 The FAA’s Flight Inspection Operations Group is responsible for ensuring the safety of instrument flight procedures in the National

Airspace System. Flight Inspection aircrews evaluate and validate ground and space-based navigational aids and conduct airborne
inspection of all instrument flight procedures under both ideal and adverse weather conditions.
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San Francisco International Airport

Scheduled
Type Publication

IFP in Production Plan of IFP  Status Date Additional Notes (If Applicable)

TIPP TOE VISUAL RWY IAP Pending 12/2/2021 The change is of interest to the SCSC

28L/R, AMDT 3 Roundtable as the current procedure is a
nighttime noise abatement procedure that
overflies Los Altos and Palo Alto. Additional
information is being pursued.

GLS OVERLAY RNAV GLS Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP

(GPS) RWY 19L, AMDT 3 IAP Gateway at this time.

GLS OVERLAY RNAV GLS Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP

(GPS) RWY 19R, AMDT 2 IAP Gateway at this time.

GLS OVERLAY RNAV GLS Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP

(GPS) Z RWY 28R, AMDT, IAP Gateway at this time.

AMDT 6

GLS OVERLAY RNAV GLS Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP

(GPS) RWY 28L, AMDT 6 IAP Gateway at this time.

ILS PRM RWY 28L, AMDT |IAP Awaiting 2/25/2021 No further information available on the IFP

3A Cancellation Gateway at this time.

LDA PRM RWY 28R, IAP Awaiting 2/25/2021 No further information available on the IFP

AMDT 2B Cancellation Gateway at this time.

RNAV (GPS) PRM RWY IAP Awaiting 2/25/2021 No further information available on the IFP

28L, AMDT 2 Cancellation Gateway at this time.

RNAV (GPS) PRM X RWY IAP Awaiting 2/25/2021 No further information available on the IFP

28R, AMDT 1B Cancellation Gateway at this time.

POINT REYES THREE STAR Pending 6/17/2021 No further information available on the IFP
Gateway at this time.

STINS FOUR STAR Pending 6/17/2021 No further information available on the IFP

Gateway at this time.

Oakland International Airport

Scheduled
Type Publication
IFP in Production Plan of IFP  Status Date Additional Notes (If Applicable)
QUAKE TWO SID Under 11/5/2020 This is an update to the QUAKE ONE SID
Development published 1/30/2020. No further information
available on the IFP Gateway at this time.
ILS RWY 12 (SA CAT I), IAP Published 3/26/2020 This procedure has been removed from the IFP
AMDT 8B Production Plan on the IFP Gateway as it was
published on 3/26/2020.
SILENT TWO SID Published 5/21/2020 This procedure was published on 5/21/2020.
ILS OR LOC RWY 12, IAP Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 9 Gateway at this time.
RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 12, IAP Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP
AMDT 4 Gateway at this time.
AANET TWO RNAV Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP
STAR Gateway at this time.
WNDSR THREE RNAV Pending 10/7/2021 No further information available on the IFP
STAR Gateway at this time.
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Meeting Date:  July 22,2020

SCSC ROUNDTABLE AGENDA REPORT

Department: FY 2021 Budget Amendment

Prepared by: AndiJordan
Executive Director

TOPIC: Budget Amendment for FY 2021
SUBJECT: APPROVE BUDGET AMENDMENT FOR FY 2021 BECAUSE OF REVENUE CHANGES
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

At the May 2020 meeting, SCSC Roundtable adopted a FY 2021 budget of $250,000 with revenue held at the
same rate as the previous year. The Members from Santa Cruz County, Santa Cruz, and Capitola announced that
their jurisdictions were likely withdrawing from the Roundtable due to Covid-19 budgetary impacts. Since then,
Monte Sereno has also withdrawn. This reduction in membership is a 26% reduction in revenue.

The Roundtable Members asked staff to return with a revised budget at the July 2020 meeting.

Approved FY 2021 | Proposed FY 2021
Budget Budget Amendments
(May 2020) (July 2020)
Facilitation and Consultant Services $220,825.00 $172,000.00
Revised Consultants reimbursable costs — shall not exceed $16,161.70 $8000.00
Reserve/Contingency *$13,013.30 *%643 363.19
Legal Counsel $9600.00
Total: $250,000.00 $187,597.78

*approved budget didn’t reflect actual carryover.
**Covid-19 impacted actual expenses creating a larger carryover. This is not a final audited amount.

The proposed budget amendments allow the Roundtable and Committees to continue meeting at a reduced
schedule, includes legal counsel, and a reserve/contingency for the items such as more technical assistance or
for seeking its own organizational status.

RECOMMENDATION:
Approve FY 2021 Budget Amendment

BACKGROUND:

The SCSC Roundtable Member dues are defined in the MOU. At the May 2020 SCSC Roundtable Meeting, the
Members agreed to budget the revenue as if all members are returning at the same rate which totals $250,000.
Additionally, the Members requested to return in July to fully realize the membership and revenue changes and
receive a budget amendment based on membership changes.
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Official withdrawal has been received from Capitola and Monte Sereno. Monte Sereno indicated they may join
in subsequent years. Santa Cruz County and Santa Cruz have not adopted their final budgets but have indicated
Covid-19 budget impacts will not allow them to continue.

ANALYSIS:

In the first 18 months of the SCSC Roundtable, there were 13 members with a total budget of $375,000.
Membership continuing participation is expected to decline to 9 jurisdictions.

Revenue from Membership Dues:

1

1

1

1

City Name 2010 Census Adopted A:\‘::::dedw i
Population FY 2021 Budget |

2021 Budget !

i

San Jose S - i
Campbell S - i
Cupertino 58,302 S 17,926.99 $§ 17,926.99 i
Gilroy S = i
Milpitas S = i
Morgan Hill S - i
Mountain View 74,066 S 22,774.18 S  22,774.18 i
Palo Alto 64,403 S 19,802.95 $§ 19,802.95 i
Santa Clara 116,468 S  35,812.15 S 35,812.15 i
Saratoga 29,926 $ 9,201.79 $ 9,201.79 i
Sunnyvale 140,081 S 43,072.80 S 43,072.80 i
Unincorporated Santa Clara county 89,960 S 27,661.34 S 27,661.34 i
Santa Cruz 59,946 S 18,432.49 i
Watsonville S - i
Los Altos 28,976 S 8,909.68 $ 8,909.68 i
Los Gatos S - i
Unincorporated Santa Cruz County 129,739 S 39,892.79 E
Los Altos Hills 7,922 S 2,435.90 S 2,435.90 i
Monte Sereno 3341 $  1,027.31 |
Capitola 9,918 $ 3,049.64 i
Scotts Valley $ - E
S 250,000.00 $ 187,597.78 i
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Actual Expenditures:

Consultant budget actual
Date Expense description revenue not to exceed expenditures Ll 1
12/31/18 Libow & Wellman Municipal Law review RFP $ 650.00
3/12/19 Libow & Wellman Municipal Law review bylaws $ 650.00
consultant interviews interview consultants - $ 130.00
various expenses
relateed to roundtable $ 300.00
fed ex office meetings
calendar year 2019 S 250,000.00 s 220,825.00 $ 222,665.14
CY2019 Consultant Services S 16,161.70
Jan-June2020 Consultant Services 6 month extensionn-Ap $ 125,000.00 $ 122,493.35 $ 102,241.67
Jan-20 Libow & Wellman Municipal Law $1,443
May/June 2020 Koplow Law -brown act guide, guidance s 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

S 375,000.00 $ 364,480.05 $ 331,636.81 $ 43,363.19

FY 2021 Expenditures & Consultant Services:

Environmental Science Associates’ (ESA) was initially contracted through December 2019 and then extended
through June 30, 2020. In order to continue operation of the Roundtable, Roundtable Chair Mary-Lynne
Bernald, Andi Jordan, and Steve Alverson of ESA reviewed the progress of the Roundtable and how to improve
the Scope of Work. The Scope of Work is revised to show for growth in organization, adoption of Strategic Plan,
Work Program, and committee assignments. ESA’s Contract was modified and extended through June 30, 2021.

The table below shows January 1 — June 30, 2020 Scope of Work and then the revised Scope of Work for 2020-
2021.

SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET FOR ESA:

SCSC Roundtable Budget vs. Actual

January 1 -June 30, 2020 Budget Actual Difference
Task 1 Facilitate Meetings $59,143.00 $71,131.25 $11,988.25
Task 2 Improve Roundtable $2,550.00 $0.00 -$2,550.00
Task 3 Support for Work Not Before RT $25,310.00 $14,265.00 -$11,045.00
Task 4 Follow-up on FAA Select Committee $3,600.00 $0.00 -$3,600.00
Task 5 Follow-up on FAASJC South Flow $3,600.00 $0.00 -$3,600.00
Task 6 FAA Advocacy Plan $10,800.00 $0.00 -$10,800.00
Task 7 Maintain SCSC RT Website $9,410.00 $13,350.00 $3,940.00
Other Direct Costs $8,081.00 $3,495.42 -$4,585.58
Totals $122,494.00 $102,241.67 -$20,252.33
Hours
Forecast SCSC Roundtable Budget 12-Meeting Hours Per Staff Total
FY2020-2021 Budget Based on Revised Scope of Work Schedule Per Staff Per Month Hours
Task 1 Prepare for, Facilitate, and Follow-up 12 Meetings $90,000.00 200.0 16.7 400.0
Task 2 Roundtable Meeting Planning $6,000.00 13.3 1.1 26.7
Task 3 Support Work Plan Assignments $45,000.00 100.0 8.3 200.0
Task 4 Respond to Inquiries $13,000.00 28.9 2.4 57.8
Task 5 Prepare/Post Website Content $18,000.00 40.0 3.3 80.0
Other Direct Costs (ANR, Website Support, Letter Tracker) $8,000.00

Total $180,000.00 382.2 31.9 764.4
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The new scope of work allows for 4 full roundtable meetings, 4 legislative meetings, 4 technical working group
meetings.

Amended Budget:

Date Expense Member Dues Pmp?sea Total Expenses  total funds available
Expenditures
FY 2021 Consultannt Services - ESA $ 187,597.78 S  180,000.00 S 189,600.00 $ 230,960.97
FY 2021 Attorney @ $200/hour 4 hours month S 9,600.00
FY 2021 Reserves/Contingency S 41,360.97
$  230,960.97

The amended budget accommodates for:

e The technical consultant

e An attorney to attend meetings and consult on issues that arise. Individual city attorneys or county
counsel are unable to provide advice to the SCSC Roundtable as the Roundtable or the Cities Association
is not their client.

e The contingency also allows for other technical work if identified, work on proposed Ad Hoc Committee,
ie, the Cities Association request of either becoming an independent organization, finding a new fiscal
agent, or hiring program manager.

OPTIONS:

The SCSC Roundtable has the following options:
1. Adopt staff’'s recommended action to approve the budget.
2. Adopt budget with modifications.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

I move to adopt the amended FY 2021 budget:
e member dues of 5187,597.78
e expenditures of 5189,600.00
e contingency of 541,360.97

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Scope of Work
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FY 2020-2021 Scope of Work

Santa Clara/Santa Cruz
Counties/Airport
Community Roundtable
Facilitator Scope of Work

Task 1.1. Prepare for Up to 12
Roundtable and Committee Meetings
Prior to each scheduled Roundtable meeting, ESA
shall secure travel arrangements (if required) as
efficiently and cost-effectively as possible. ESA
anticipates that both the regular Roundtable
meetings and Committee meetings will be held in
the afternoon, which may require an occasional
overnight stay. ESA shall provide one Roundtable
Facilitator and support staff member for each
regular Roundtable meeting and each Committee
meeting.

ESA shall assist the CASCC Project Manager and
Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair with the
preparation of each meeting agenda. ESA shall also
assist CASCC to comply with Brown Act
requirements regarding meeting notices and
agendas. Meeting noticing will include development
and posting of agendas and agenda packets to the
Roundtable website, and sending emailed
notification (and social media notifications) to the
Roundtable and interested parties. ESA shall also
perform background research, prepare technical
studies/memos, and develop presentation
materials (e.g., Microsoft PowerPoint presentations,
presentation boards, etc.) as requested by the
CASCC and/or Roundtable on a variety of topics of

! When this scope of work was prepared, in-person
public meetings were not possible due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. However, the scope and

June 29, 2020

interest to the Roundtable. These topics may
include technological advancements as well as
updates on policy research taking place within the
United States and other countries. Technological
advancement topics may include, but will not be
limited to, noise reducing technologies (e.g., electric
aircraft, geared turbofan engines, vortex
generators, shape-shifting wings, etc.) NextGen,
Optimized Profile Descents, and Required
Navigation Performance. Policy research topics may
include, but will not be limited to, the FAA’s
National Airports Noise Survey, health risk studies,
ACRP publications, state/federal legislation, and
ICAO CAEP actions. ESA shall prepare these draft
presentations/materials and submit them to the
CASCC Project Manager and Roundtable Chair or
Committee Chair for review/approval at least two
weeks in advance of a scheduled regular
Roundtable meeting or Committee meeting.

Deliverables

e Presentation materials (i.e., Microsoft
PowerPoint presentations) for use at the
Roundtable meetings. Under this task, ESA will
prepare for up to 12 presentations (an average
of one per meeting).

e Upto 12 (an average of one per meeting) draft
and final memos/letters related to items on
Roundtable meeting agendas and/or items
included in the Roundtable work program for
distribution to CASCC staff and other interested
parties as needed.

Task Schedule

When practical, draft presentation materials shall
be provided to the Roundtable Chair or Committee
Chair and CASCC Project Manager at least two
weeks prior to each scheduled Roundtable meeting.

associated budget provides for in-person meetings
should they resume during the twelve-month term
of this contract.

Cities Association of Santa Clara County / Facilitator/Consultant Services for
Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable



Final presentation materials shall be provided to
the Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair and
CASCC Project Manager at least one week prior to
each scheduled regular Roundtable meeting or
Committee meeting. Draft technical memos shall be
provided to the Roundtable Chair or Committee
Chair and CASCC Project Manager at least two
weeks prior to each scheduled regular Roundtable
meeting or Committee meeting. Final technical
memos shall be provided to the Roundtable Chair or
Committee Chair and CASCC Project Manager at
least one week prior to each scheduled Roundtable
meeting or Committee meeting.

Task 1.2. Attend, Facilitate, and
Interact with CASCC staff/Roundtable
Members at Up to 12 Roundtable and
Committee Meetings

If required, ESA’s Roundtable Facilitator and one
support staff member shall travel to Santa Clara
County or Santa Cruz County to attend and facilitate
up to 12 Roundtable meetings (including
Committee meetings). Some meetings may be
conducted via video conference. ESA shall ensure
that the meetings stay on point, are conducted in an
orderly fashion, and maximize participation by
meeting attendees by applying Robert's Rules of
Order Newly Revised, 11th edition. ESA shall ensure
meeting logistics and the meeting venue set-up
(and/or virtual meeting platform) is in order. During
the meetings, ESA shall interact with the CASCC
Project Manager and Roundtable members to
further define issues to be addressed by the
Roundtable, address alternative action items for
Roundtable consideration, and provide expert
information on the noise topics under
consideration. CASCC Project Manager and ESA’s
Facilitator and ESA’s support staff may meet at the
designated meeting locations prior to the
Roundtable meetings to review and discuss the
presentations, meeting materials, and expectations
for the meetings.

Agenda Item No. 4

Deliverable
e Attendance and facilitation of up to a total of 12
Roundtable and Committee meetings.

Task Schedule

Attendance at Roundtable and Committee meetings
based on the published Roundtable meeting
schedule.

Task 1.3. Prepare Up to 12 Meeting
Recaps and Lists of Action
Items/Actions Taken

ESA’s support staff member who attends each
meeting will prepare the draft action item list and
draft and final meeting recaps following each
scheduled Roundtable meeting capturing the key
points of discussion from the meeting and
identifying any work items that need to be
addressed. The action item list will capture action
items, actions taken, and member requests for the
Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair’s
review/approval prior to posting on the Roundtable
website.

Deliverables

e  Twelve (12) Draft and twelve (12) final meeting
recaps and twelve (12) draft and twelve (12)
final lists of Roundtable action items, actions
taken, and member requests.

Task Schedule

Draft meeting recaps and lists of action items,
actions taken, and member requests within one
week following each scheduled Roundtable
meeting. Final meeting recaps and lists of action
items, actions taken, and member requests within
one week of receipt of the Roundtable Chair or
Committee Chair’s comments/edits.

Prior to each meeting, ESA’s facilitator and support
staff member shall participate in a conference call
with the Roundtable Chair or Committee chair and
CASCC Project Manager for up to one hour to



discuss the agenda items for the upcoming and to
finalize the meeting logistics including the meetings
location or videoconference platform, identify
municipal support staff, set agenda packet
deadlines, and identify outside presenters.

Deliverable

e Uptotwelve (12) one-hour telephone calls with
the Roundtable Chair or Committee chair and
the CASCC Project Manager prior to each
Roundtable and Committee meeting.

Task Schedule

This task shall be carried out on an ongoing basis
throughout the term of the contract with up to
twelve (12) one-hour telephone calls per year at
least two weeks prior to each scheduled Roundtable
meeting.

Task 3. Support Work Identified
in the Roundtable Work Plan
and Assigned by the Roundtable
Chair with the Concurrence of
the CASCC Project Manager

As directed by the Roundtable Chair or Committee
Chairs and with the concurrence of the CASCC
Project Manager, ESA shall provide support for work
identified in the Roundtable Work Plan. Under this
task, ESA may provide a wide range of services
including, but not limited to, aircraft noise analyses,
aircraft noise modeling, noise measurements,
airspace analyses, and aviation planning studies.
The results of these efforts would be presented in
white papers, reports, and/or technical
memorandums as appropriate.

As a part of this task, ESA shall provide regular
updates to the IFP Gateway memo and bring flight
procedures that may be of concern to Roundtable
members to the attention of the full Roundtable.

Also as a part of this task, ESA shall update the
various tracking spreadsheets that were developed
during the first year and half of the Roundtable’s
existence.

June 29, 2020
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FY 2020-2021 Scope of Work

Deliverables

e Deliverables shall be defined by the Roundtable
Chair or Committee Chairs and CASCC Project
Manager at the time the task assignment.

e Updated IFP Gateway Memorandum
e Updated tracking spreadsheets

Task Schedule

The schedule shall be set for each effort under this
task at the time the specified service is assigned by
the Roundtable Chair or Committee Chairs and
CASCC Project Manager.

Task 4. Respond to Inquiries
from the Public, Elected
Officials, and Key Stakeholders

The Roundtable receives numerous inquiries from
the interested public, elected officials, and key
stakeholders (e.g., the FAA) through various means
including letters, direct emails, and the Roundtable
website comment portal. As directed by the
Roundtable Chair or Committee Chairs with the
concurrence of the CASCC Project Manager, ESA
shall draft responses to the inquiries for review and
approval of the Roundtable Chair or Committee
Chairs. This task assumes a draft and final response
will be prepared. The final approved
correspondence will be transmitted by ESA using a
variety of communication platforms (e.g., US Mail,
email, electronic submittal). ESA may provide
responses on routine matters without seeking
Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair approval.

For historical access and ease of inclusion in the
regular Roundtable meeting agenda packets, ESA
shall develop a system to track and archive the
incoming and outgoing correspondence. ESA shall
post correspondence to the Roundtable website as
appropriate.

Cities Association of Santa Clara County / Facilitator/Consultant Services for
Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable



FY 2020-2021 Scope of Work

Deliverables

e Deliverables shall include draft and final
correspondence as well as establishing a
correspondence archiving and tracking system.

Task Schedule

Within 48 business hours of receipt an inquiry, ESA
shall prepare a written response (as required) for
the Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair’s review.

Task 5. Provide Content for and
Update the Santa Clara/Santa
Cruz Counties
Airport/Community Roundtable
Public Website

ESA shall provide content and regularly update
Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties
Airport/Community Roundtable public website. The
website shall be used to post meeting
agendas/meeting notices, maps to the Roundtable
meeting site, meeting recaps, technical reports, and
other materials that are relevant to the Roundtable
members and interested public (e.g., a link to the
NorCal Metroplex EA, a link to the SFO Airport
Community Roundtable, etc.). ESA shall be
responsible for posting Roundtable meeting
agendas at least 72-hours prior to the regular
meetings as required by the Brown Act, final
meeting recaps with one business day of the
Roundtable Chair or Committee Chair and CASCC
Project Manager’s approval, and other materials in a
timely manner.

Deliverables

e Provide content for and update the publicly
accessible Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties
Airport/Community Roundtable website.

Task Schedule

Post regular Roundtable meeting agendas and
Committee meeting agendas at least 72-hours prior
to the regular meetings and Committee meetings as
required by the Brown Act, post final meeting

Agenda Item No. 4

recaps within one business day of the Roundtable
Chair or Committee Chair and CASCC Project
Manager’s approval, and post other relevant
materials in an ongoing, timely manner.
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Legislative Committee Near-Term Work Plan

The Legislative Committee met on June 10 and discussed work priorities for the Committee. Three
activities were prioritized for the Legislative Committee to work on. This included item 2 which was
discussed and the Committee agreed to the points that should be included in a letter to our
Congressional Representatives who are members of the Quiet Skies Caucus. Sending a letter was
authorized by the Chair of the Roundtable since staff of the Quiet Skies Caucus members were going to
attend a briefing by the FAA prior to the next meeting of the Roundtable. Additional activities beyond
these three activities will be discussed at a later date.

Recommendations:

That the Roundtable accept the following update:
1) Update on the briefing provided by the FAA for staff members of the Quiet Skies Caucus members.
That the Roundtable take action on the following:

1) Approve the letter to our Congressional Representatives regarding input for the Quiet Skies Caucus
meeting with the FAA Administrator (Attachment 1).

2) Approve the Legislative Committee to work on items 3 and 4, and bring back the proposed actions to
the Roundtable for approval.

3) Approve two more meetings of the Legislative Committee in 2020 to work on items 3 and 4.

4) Approve a special meeting(s) of the Legislative Committee in 2020 if a time-sensitive issue occurs that
falls within the scope of the Legislative Committee, but the deadline prevents the full Roundtable from
approving a special meeting.

Ref. | Topic (Proposed) Action Lead Status
1 Provide input on proposed Send letter to FAA Matichak Complete - Letter
noise certification rule for submitted June 1
supersonic airplanes
2 Provide input to Quiet Skies | Send letter to congressional | Matichak Letter needs RT
Caucus for meeting with FAA | representatives and follow approval
Administrator up with congressional staff
3 Propose policies for new TBD Hendricks Assigned
noise metrics Needs RT approval
for work to be
done
4 Propose how to address TBD Watanabe | Assigned
public health impacts and Needs RT approval
environmental impacts of for work to be
noise and emissions done
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Track legislative / regulatory
actions (2.1)

In Work Plan as an item
assigned to the Legislative
Committee.

Not assigned

Propose legislative /
regulatory actions (2.2)

In Work Plan as an item
assigned to the Legislative
Committee.

Not assigned

Understand and recommend
changes to FAA’s procedure
development and
environmental review
process (2.3)

In Work Plan as an item
assigned to the Legislative
Committee as well as FAA
staff, Roundtable
consultant (ESA), and
Technical Working Group

Not assigned

Evaluate and comment on
technology to reduce aircraft
noise and environmental
impacts (2.6.1)

In Work Plan as an item
assigned to the Legislative
Committee as well as
Airport staff (SFO, SIC), FAA
staff, and Technical
Working Group

Not assigned
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SANTA CLARA/SANTA CRUZ COUNTIES
AIRPORT/COMMUNITY ROUNDTABLE
PO Box 3144
Los Altos, CA 94024

May 29, 2020

Docket Operations, N8O

U.S. Department of Transportation
1200 NewJersey Avenue SE
Room W12140

West Building Ground Floor
Washington, DC 20591001

Re Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Z6, Docket Number FAR020-:0316, Noise Certification of
Supersonic Airplanesl4 CFR Parts 21 and 36

To Whomit May Concern:

The @ntaQara/SantaQuz Counties Airport/CommunitiRoundtable(SCSC Roundtahl@hichis
comprised ofl1 citiesand 2 countiesvithin the Northern California Metroplexepresents 2.2 million
residents on matters related to aircraft noise. The SCSC Roundtable respeetfuigtsthat the

& @& o A] §]}v u]\FAAXBaldbjse[certification rule for supersonic airplarieslude the
following.

First, we regest that supersonic airplanes be required to meet the same rmaséficationcriteria as
currentnewly manufacturedgubsonic airplanes when operating at subs@gieeds This has been the
& [+ «$§ gbalfor several decadésindwas recentlyacknowledged?. Given past and future
technology innovationshereis no need to change thigoal Requiringsupersonic airplanes tmeetthe
existingStage Soisestandards woulde the first step to havingupersonic airlanesbe required to
keep in step withthe noise reductionschieved witin the subsoni@irplanefleet. In light ofthe
magnitude of public outcry over airplane noisationally androm the implementation of theNorthern
California Metroplexthe SCSC Rodtable believe# is prudent toset expectations for theertified

1 Federal Registerol. 43, No. 126 [AY0% E+}v] ]JE%o0 v U E}]s v ~}v] MBOAFRIOQUPE u v3e
28407,June 291978, https://tile.loc.gov/storageservices/service/ll/fedreg/fr043/fr043126/fr043126.pdf

2 Memorandum from the FAA Assistant Chief Counsel for Regulations{AGCS} §Z &£ us]A JE S3}E }( &
Office of Environment and Energy (ABEApplicability of part 36 to new supersonic aircrbfeebruary 21, 2018.
(Attached)
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noiselevels ofsupersonic airplaneat the beginning of supersonic airplane developmeritcessWe
believe that the impacted public has the right to expect that newly manufactured aircraft, regardless of
type, will meet the most stringent existing Stage 5 noise &l there will be no backsliding the
& [aircraft noise certification standds.

Second, we request that if a Variable Noise Reduction System (VNRS) and/or a Programmed
Lapse Rate (PLR) system is used during the noise certifipatiogssthen the aiplanewith the
relevant system(s) enabled shall be shown to produce noise levels on level terrain under the
airplanethat decrease with the giane[s 03]3pu §8Z eu JEPE S§E E S $Z v A}uc
if the relevant systm(s) were not enabled, until the planehas reachedhe floor of the Class A
] @&E * %o ~]1X XU.Forthéd,iif abNRSr aPLRsystem is used during the noisertification
process, the relevant systems shall be requiredetmain activated at altitudes below8lJ i1 MSL

unless required for safety by rare and exceptioz@tditions.

The FAA has a statutory mandate to protect the public health and wdl@ameaircraft noise and sonic
booms. Tothat end, it is imperative that the FAA continsi® setprogressively more stringemiise
certification levels thatontinue toreduceairplanenoiseovertime The & [¢ HEE VS %o E} %o}
supersonic airplanaoise certification levels are a regressiomoisestringency and represent a step
backwards in aircraft noise exposure that wohlElunwelcomeby the2.2 millionconstituents we

represent. The SCSC Roundtable further believes that technoladicahcenentswill continue to

enable breakthroughs inilanelifting surfacesand airplane engindesignthat will make furthemoise
reductionsfor both subsonic and supersonic airplameEssible.

Therefore, he SCSC Roundtable respectfully requeststtiatinal noise certification standards requjre
at a minimum that supersonic airplanes be subject to Stage 5 noise certification requirements when
operating at subsonispeeds andin the futurebe subject to themore stringentoise certification
requiremerts whenthey are definedoy the FAA

On behalf of the SCSC Roundtable, thank you for your attention to these requests.

Sincerely,

WWMM

Mary-Lynne Bernald
Chairperson, SCSC Roundtable

cc: Congresswoman Eshoo
Congressman Khanna
Congressman Panetta

Attachment: Memorandum from the FAA Assistant Chief Counsel for Regulations2@@@® the
£ u3lA 1E S1E }( & [* K((] } VAIEJWUIVWE%w0] v ]IERGC 3(
% ES 70 3} v A ep% E-}v] ]JE E (3U_ & Ep EC TiU 1iidX
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: February 21, 2018
To: Executlve Dlrector Office of Environment and Energy, AEE-1
From: M&gﬁrstanf Chef Céunsel for Regulations, AGC-200

Prepared by: Karen Petronis, Senior Attorney for Regulations, AGC-210

Subject: Applicability of part 36 to new supersonic aircraft

My staff was recently asked whether 14 CFR part 36, Noise Standards: Aircraft Type and
Airworthiness Certification, would apply to an application for type certification of a new
supersonic aircraft. Our interpretation is that it does not apply. A different means of
noise certification of a supersonic aircraft would be required.

The applicability of part 36, as listed in §36.1(a)(1) is limited to “subsomnic transport
category large airplanes, and for subsonic jet airplanes regardless of type” (emphasis
added). Section 36.1(a)(3) adds “Concorde airplanes.” No supersonic airplane other than
the Concorde is included in the applicability for the part.

Regulatory history related to noise from supersonics

Historically, the FAA has never had the data to support promulgation of actual noise
levels for supersonic aircraft, and thus never took an opportunity to broaden the
applicability section to supersonic aircraft other than the Concorde.

In the 1970s, the FAA chose to call out the Concorde specifically for regulation as that
airplane was beginning worldwide operations. The Concorde is specifically addressed in
part 36 subpart D (including the Noise Control Act standard of §36.301(b)) concerning
the lowest noise levels that were practicable and appropriate for the Concorde type
design. The FAA would have to promulgate a change to part 36 applicability and new
regulations on noise levels in Subpart D to account for any other supersonic aircraft
design.
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As early as 1986, the FAA expressed its interest in amending its regulations to account
for the development of supersonic aircraft other than the Concorde. In an Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM), the FAA published notice of its intent to
amend parts 36 and 91 to account for noise type certification and civil operation of
supersonic aircraft (other than the Concorde, which was already covered).! The
disposition of comments to that ANPRM? notes that commenters stated that there could
be no focus on noise reduction technology until an aircraft manufacturer selects a
propulsion system and the characteristics are known. Similarly, commenters said that the
method of noise type certification could not be determined without knowledge of the
aircraft design.

As noted in our subsequent proposed rule (NPRM) in 1990, commenters to the ANPRM
also stated that Stage 3 (the certification standard then) should be a minimum
requirement, and that anything less would be regressive. The 1990 NPRM proposed to
remove the subsonic designation from §36.1, and to require future supersonic aircraft to
meet (the then-current) Stage 3 noise levels. It also proposed an amendment to part 91 to
require that any supersonic aircraft operating to or from a U.S. airport comply with Stage
3 noise levels, so as to preclude the operation of any future Stage 2 supersonic aircraft
produced outside the United States. This proposal for mandatory operation at Stage 3
predated the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (1990), which required Stage 3 as an
operational minimum for subsonic aircraft as of January 1, 2000.

In 1994, the FAA withdrew the 1990 NPRM.? The withdrawal document stated only that
further investigation and research was necessary before developing a final rule. On the
same day the proposal was withdrawn, however, the FAA published a policy statement
indicating that despite withdrawing the proposed rule, “the FAA has not changed its
policy on noise issues involving the development of future-generation civil supersonic
airplanes.” The published policy included a statement that any future supersonic aircraft
would be expected to “produce no greater noise impact on a community than a subsonic
airplane certified to Stage 3 noise limits.” (59 FR 39679, August 4, 1994). The FAA
reiterated this expectation in a similar 2008 policy statement when the subsonic noise
certification standard was Stage 4: “The latest noise limit in Part 36 is Stage 4, which
applies to the development of future supersonic airplanes operating at subsonic speeds”
(73 FR 62871, October 22, 2008). The same historic lack of data to establish full
supersonic noise standards continues today.

New supersonic type certification today

If a person applies for a type certificate for a supersonic aircraft today, we are of the
opinion that part 36 does not apply based on the language of §36.1. However, that lack

L ANPRM: 51 FR 39663 (October 30, 1986)
2 Comment disposition in the NPRM preamble, 55 FR 22020 (May 30, 1990)
* Withdrawal: 59 FR 39711 (August 4, 1994)



Agenda Item No. 6A
3

of regulation in part 36 does not mean that the applicant is free of noise requirements at
certification.

The FAA has a statutory mandate to “protect the public health and welfare from aircraft
noise and sonic boom” in 49 USC 44715. That language came from 49 USC App 1431
(the former codification of the Federal Aviation Act) and the Noise Control Act of 1972.

§44715(a) states that the Administrator “shall prescribe” —

i) standards to measure aircraft noise and sonic boom, and
ii) regulations to control and abate aircraft noise and sonic boom.

This duty continues to apply even in the absence of current regulations that would cover a
particular type of aircraft. Accordingly, if a manufacturer applies for a type certificate for
a supersonic aircraft before the FAA adopts noise standards for the aircraft type, that
application would trigger the need for the FAA to do rulemaking to describe the noise
standards that would apply to the aircraft. This is reinforced by the statute in
§44715(a)(3) that states:

(3) An original type certificate may be issued under section 44704(a) of this
title for an aircraft for which substantial noise abatement can be achieved only after
the Administrator of the [FAA] prescribes standards and regulations under this
section that apply to that aircraft.

Section 44715 also specifies that when prescribing such standards and regulations, the
FAA “shall consider relevant information related to aircraft noise and sonic boom”
(§44715(b)(1)), consult with other government authorities (§44715(b)(2)), and consider
safety (§44715(b)(3)). Section 44715(b)(4) states that the Administrator must “consider
whether the standard or regulation is economically reasonable, technologically
practicable, and appropriate for the applicable aircraft.” This latter language comes from
the Noise Control Act* (1970), under which the FAA must make a determination at the
time of each new type certification. The FAA had specifically incorporated the core of
the Noise Control Act language in §36.301(b) that applied to the Concorde, requiring
that:

...the noise levels of the airplane are reduced to the lowest levels that are
economically reasonable, technologically practicable, and appropriate for the
Concorde type design.

The FAA has a statutory duty to conduct rulemaking for any requirement that the
Administrator finds appropriate for carrying out the purpose of §44715, and we would be

* Most of the recodification of FAA authority in 1991 broke up pieces of older authorizing legislation,
including the Noise Control Act standards, into new sections.
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required to publish any proposed standards for public comment, even if the standards
eventually apply only to one aircraft. The Administrative Procedure Act states that a --

“rule” means the whole or part of an agency statement of general or
particular applicability and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or
prescribe law or policy.... 5 USC 551 (4).

A new type certification application for a supersonic aircraft might well require adoption
of standards that end up applying solely to that applicant for that aircraft (though it could
form the basis for general rules that apply to future applicants). Legally, it would
function as a rule of particular applicability rather than a rule of general applicability.

In forming an initial matrix of what noise requirements would apply to a supersonic
aircraft design, we may first want to determine what current regulations may be
appropriate rather than start from scratch. For example, the noise measurement standards
of part 36 Appendix B were found to be appropriate for the Concorde, and could serve as
the starting point for noise certification of a supersonic aircraft unless demonstrated by an
applicant that the standards are not appropriate. Further, our policy history states that a
new supersonic aircraft, when operating subsonically, would be expected to comply with
the noise limits for subsonic aircraft unless the applicant can show that subsonic
operation of its aircraft will differ so significantly from operation of subsonic aircraft of
similar size and weight that different standards should apply. It would be up to the
applicant both to suggest such a requirement and justify why it is appropriate for the FAA
to consider. The special condition process defined in 14 CFR §§21.16, 11.19, and 11.38,
including the development of issue papers to define the appropriate standards, may serve
as a useful model for adopting other specific parts of a new set of noise standards. All of
these processes are data driven.

The question of how a supersonic aircraft might be tested or its noise limits determined
when operating at supersonic speed are still to be solved as a matter of certification. The
operating rules of part 91 applicable to supersonic aircraft are discussed below.
Operating rules neither drive nor limit certification standards under our regulatory
scheme, since by definition operating rules apply to aircraft that were previously
certificated and already in service.

Current supersonic operating rules

While this memo was intended to address the state of our certification rules, we are
briefly addressing the operating rules in part 91 subpart I that have been the subject of
recent questions.

The operating rule in §91.817(a) prohibits supersonic flight over land in the United
States; it has no effect on the development of appropriate noise requirements under part
36. In fact, development of such requirements would be necessary before §91.817
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could be changed to allow such flights if the FAA is to comply with its statutory duty to
protect the public health and welfare.’ Similarly, §91.817(b) places limits on operations
that might cause a sonic boom created outside U.S. airspace to reach the U.S. coastline.
In order to determine how far out the supersonic signature (sonic boom) of an aircraft
can be detected, there must be some kind of testing of the aircraft under those
conditions to know what flight limitations would be appropriate; the FAA did this with
the Concorde on approach to the east coast in the 1970s as its basis for this regulation.
Other noise parameters that can only be created at supersonic speed may well be
suggested and described by other entities of the U.S. government such as NASA, with
whom the FAA has a significant historical working relationship regarding aircraft noise,
and with whom the FAA is required to consult under §44715(b)(2).

Section 91.819 states that it applies to “supersonic airplanes that have not been shown
to comply with the stage 2 noise limits of part 36 in effect” in 1977.

Read with historical context, this section placed limits on aircraft that met only Stage 1
noise limits.® Since a reference to part 36 noise levels is made, there has been question
whether part 36 actually applies to supersonic aircraft (other than the Concorde). We
do not infer that an operating rule can, by historical reference, act to change the stated
applicability of part 36. Further, any reference to the Stage 2 noise levels of part 36
suggests that the application is only to the subsonic operation of supersonic aircraft
since no other noise levels exist in part 36.

Finally, concern has been raised about the effect of §91.821, an operating rule, which states
that no one may operate a civil supersonic airplane unless it complies with the Stage 2 noise
levels of part 36. Similar to the applicability of §91.819, the presence of this regulation
raises the question whether new supersonic aircraft would have to be any quieter than Stage
2 to operate (the current operational minimum for subsonic airplanes is Stage 3).

The regulation was promulgated in 1978 (as an operating rule applicable to then-
certificated, operational aircraft) and it remains in effect until the FAA changes it. When
the regulation was adopted, the FAA stated in the final rule preamble that it was intended to
apply to then-current supersonic airplane designs, and not to define requirements for future
designs -

The rules do not establish certification noise limits for future design SST’s, since
the technological feasibility of such standards is at present unknown. The FAA’s

5 The development of supersonic aircraft was foreseen and a method of authorizing developmental flights
was adopted as Appendix B to part 91 at the same time the operational limits were put in place. The
procedure remains available to all operators flying supersonic aircraft for development.

6 The FAA amended part 36 to include the Stage 3 noise limit in 1977 for new subsonic type certification.
When the term “does not meet” is used, it means an aircraft does not meet the minimum, not that an
airplane that “does not meet Stage 2 might actually refer to Stage 3. All aircraft that meet stage 3 are
presumed to meet Stage 2 since the levels are progressively quieter.
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goal is not to certificate, or permit to operate in the United States, any future design
SST that does not meet standards then applicable to subsonic airplanes....

Accordingly, consistent with technological developments, the noise limits in this
rule are expected to be made more stringent before a future design SST is either
type certificated or permitted to operate in the U.S.

43 FR 28406 (June 29, 1978)

As an operating rule, §91.821 addressed the airplanes existing at the time of its adoption
that would be operated in the United States, and was aimed at distinguishing the first
Concordes produced from those produced later, and from other supersonic aircraft that were
in development. Noise operating rules historically and necessarily lag significantly behind
the certification standards because they apply to aircraft certificated to earlier standards.
Although the FAA took the next step toward more stringent supersonic airplane operating
requirements in 1990 when it proposed to increase the Stage 2 limit to Stage 3, that
proposed rule was withdrawn.

For reference, we also note our legal interpretation provided to your office on February 29,
2016, that addresses §91.817 in greater detail.
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Technical Working Group (TWG) of the
Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties
Airport/Community Roundtable

Meeting June 17, 2020
Summary of Recommendations on Work Plan Items and Priorities

Committee members participating: Glenn Hendriks, Lydia Kou, Anita Enander
Absent: Ed Bottorff

Recommended priorities and next actions:

All items in the Work Plan where the Technical Working Group was identified as
a resource were discussed for the purpose of identifying actions and priorities for
the remainder of calendar 2020. The recommendations below integrate the
general priorities set in the Work Plan, the apparent importance of the item, and
the urgency (may be affected by FAA timelines).

TOP PRIORITIES (without distinction) are 1.1.2 (SERFR STAR transition back to
BSR) and the collective of items 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.2.3 related to South Flow
operations.

1.1.2 (SERFR STAR) The TWG recommends an urgent letter to the FAA
requesting a full update and presentation to the Roundtable at its next meeting
on the status, next steps, and opportunities for review and input from the
Roundtable on the transition of SERFR STAR back to the Big Sur (BSR) ground
track and/ or replacement procedure. It is important to reiterate the strong public
interest, represented by the Roundtable, and the need for Roundtable input into
this procedure development. TWG notes that such update was to be provided in
February, but was postponed as a result of COVID-19. A follow-up letter to
Congressional members may be warranted, depending on FAA response and
information.

1.2.1,1.2.2,1.2.3 (South Flow) The TWG recommends a specific project and
scope of work be developed for ESA to evaluate the procedure changes, assess
results, and propose solutions (e.g. further changes to procedures) as a result of
FAA action taken on recommendations by the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee on
South Flow Arrivals. The TWG feels that the expertise of ESA would be best
utilized in such an effort, within the resource constraints of the Roundtable.

RANKING OF OTHER ITEMS (in priority order as recommended by TWG)
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PIRAT (1.3.1): ask Legislative Committee to prepare a 572 response regarding
FAA action, noting that the action taken did not conform to the recommendation.
Because of decreased flight operations, wait to accumulate additional data until
flight activity recovers and then respond to FAA about the impacts. The TWG
took note of the FAA’s May letter of response to the City of Palo Alto and
recommends not responding at this time.

BDEGA (1.1.3 and 1.3.6): write letter asking for FAA plan or, if appropriate,
incorporate in joint work with the SFO roundtable (ref 1.1.3 on BDEGA and 1.3.6
on SFO and OAK departures to FFOIL waypoint and YYUNG transition)

SUNNE (1.3.3), LOUPE (1.3.4), and SJC non-conforming departures (1.3.5): Plan
to collect data on the impact of these changes; defer action to 2021.

2.3 (procedure development process and environmental review process):
provide input as relevant to work of the Legislative Committee.

2.6.1 (time-based flow management): low priority, but may be short task to
write a letter or work with Legislative Committee to express issues to FAA
and/or Congressional representatives.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

TWG noted that the 1.1.1, follow up on Select Committee Recommendations does
not assign TWG as a resource. TWG asked that the Roundtable determine how it
wants to proceed on this item, as the FAA had not recently provided any update
on the Select Committee Recommendations.

TWG briefly discussed communication from the chair of the SFO roundtable
with the RT chair that could lead to collaboration among SFO Roundtable, OAK
Forum, and the SCSC Roundtable on several issues. No action taken pending
further clarification from Chair Bernald and action by the full Roundtable.






(C*O) SCSC Roundtable | Agendaitem no7

Meeting Date:  July 22, 2020

SCSC ROUNDTABIGEENDA REPORT

Create Ad Hoc Comittee to explore organizational structure

Preparedby: Andi Jordan
Executive Director
Cities Association of Santa Clara County

TOPIC: Appoint an Ad Hoc Committee to consider how the SCSC Roundtable may become independent
from the Cities Association or hire a program manager or find a new fiscal agent.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

At the June 5, 2020 and the June 26, 2020 Cities Association Executive Board Meetings, the Executive Board
agendized and discussed the role of the Cities Association as a fiscal agent for the SCSC Roundtable.

The Executive Board voted to request the SCSC Roundtable:
x Work toward becoming an independent organization, or identify a new fiscal agent, or project manager.
X Revisit by-laws/MOU with updated changes to become independent.
X Report back at the January 2020 Executive Board of Directors meeting.

Until that time, the Executive Director of the Cities Association remains the Project Manager and the Cities
Association remains the fiscal agent. When the SCSC Roundtable becomes independent or finds a new fiscal
agent, the Executive Board will allow the Executive Director to advise on limited basis.

RECOMMENDATION:

Per the bylaws, the Chair may appoint an Ad Hoc Committee to explore and identify best options for the SCSC
Roundtable for the future. An Ad Hoc Committee must be less than a quorum.

BACKGROUND:

When the Cities Association of Santa Clara County formed the SCSC Roundtable, it was envisioned that at some
point, however date uncertain, that the SCSC Roundtable may become independent. The Cities Association agreed
to act as a fiscal agent and provide initial support for the Roundtable. By having the Cities Association act as the
fiscal agent, the SCSC Roundtable does not pay any costs associated with running the organization, such as
Directors and Officers Insurance, bank account, management, bookkeeping, computers, phone, software, PO Box,
copies for meetings. In addition, the Cities Association has not charged the Roundtable for the Executive Director’s
time.

Additionally, several members of the SCSC Roundtable have specifically requested to their Cities Association Board
Members that they would like the Roundtable to be independent.

ANALYSIS:
The Chair may appoint less than a majority of the members to be considered an Ad Hoc Committee.



SCSC ROUNDTABLE AGENDA REPQRI2 Agenda Item No. 7

Organizational options for the Roundtable:
X 501c3

X JPA

X Find afiscal agent (usually has a 10% or more fee associated with it) — a city or Joint Venture Silicon Valley

X Hire a project manager to act as Executive Director (may be able to stay with Cities Association)

X ESA could act as project manager as well

The Cities Association is currently reviewing optionggdating theirorganizational status and is willing to share

information of the pros and cons of a 501c3 odRAwith the SCSC Roundtable. (This information is not available
at this time.)
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May 25 2020

From

Tami Mulcahy

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message

New submission from Contact us
Dear SCSC Roundtable members,

A silver lining in this pandemic is that Santa Clara and Santa Cruz County communities are savoring quieter
skies. The time to fix the roof is when the sun is shining.

The Select Committee recommendations were a framework to alleviate noise conditions across the SCSC
counties. The plan included fixing the parameters of SERFR to allow a responsible return to the BSR path.
However, interdependent recommendations were deemed infeasible. With everything in our sky inter-related,
how do we bridge the disconnects and expedite a regional plan?

To start, no piece of the puzzle should be looked at in a vacuum. For the past 3 % years, the FAA, conferring
with the airline industry, has worked in piecemeal fashion behind closed doors. The public is left to wonder what
criteria and whose best interest is driving decisions. And, have we lost sight of the big picture? In contrast,
Heathrow turned their problems around in three years. The design principle of no concentrated corridors guided
a preplanning design team model in which the public was engaged proactively. We already have the SC
framework. Now we need a seat at the pre-design table to expedite the process.

t $Y WHPEOH D WHDP $7& DLUSRUWV QRLVH VSHFLDOLVWYV DLU VS
and/or our consultant). Put fresh eyes to the regional plan, iron out the details based on criteria, pick priorities
and proceed methodically. This would go a long way to give the public hope.

Solutions are constrained by the congressional mandate to not move noise. The irony is the FAA has used this
mandate to not consider changes and yet, has used the unacceptable standard of 65 DNL FONSI to justify
moving planes anywhere. Moving noise is a separate issue from moving planes. It is the parameters that create
noise that must not be replicated over another community.

From SFO to the coast, we are non-airport communities living in a geographic Disneyland. The fallout of our
popularity and economic engine is understood. However, currently the FAA designs for safety in the face of
efficiency. What is the design for safety in the face of noise abatement? How far apart are the two? And what
solution set would appear if the FAA had to meet stringent noise criteria?

The FAA Report to Congress on Alternative Metrics is welcome news. Still, there is work to be done and public
WUXVW LV HURGHG ,W LV LQ WKH SXEOLFYfV EHVW LQWHUHVW WR H'
comparative model to the FAA.

¥ $3VWHPEOH D QRLVH WHDP QRZ WR SURDFWLYHO\ GHILQH EHV WvekU L
look at frequency, concentration, altitudes and consider balance zhigher altitudes/increase numbers, lower
altitude/decrease numbers.

f $SEVHQW RI QRLVH DQG IUHTXHQF\ GDWD UHJLRQDO GHVLJQ FDQ S

Regarding SERFR change to a new BSR: To get this done, the FAA must address the negative parameters of
SERFR. Best Practices must inform design.

¥ & D S D F L WtheOawerlthW ®ltitude, the lower the frequency.

F JUHTXHQF\ 5HYV Wl &rkivalb BlauswiR Xstis, Palm Springs, Miami, Phoenix, etc).

t )JUHTXHQF\ (VWDEOLVK DQG PD[LPL]H D IXO0 OHQJWK Rl WKH %D\
and weekend flights, allowing for high altitude descent.

Much depends on the extent to which traffic can move from SERFR/BSR to a full length of the Bay approach.
Roughly 50% of flights are currently vectored off SERFR/BSR. Removing these noisy vectors would benefit the
entire Peninsula region. However, even with these vectors removed, those living under the new BSR will still
have concentrated high frequency traffic.

f OHHW RU H[FHHG %HVW 3UDFWLFHV RU ILQG D VHFRQG SDWK IRU L

The latest BSR design is slightly different from the original path. It includes a segment from EDDY over Shoup
Park in Los Altos to SIDBY, just south of MENLO waypoint. The pros and cons need to be vetted and viewed as
part of the big picture.



Other:

$ 7KH :RRGVLGH 925 DW T LV QRW D VROXWLRQ LI LWnpgattddQV GLYF
communities. Oceanics should vector over the ocean and proceed to the airport no further south of Stanford.

f 9HW KRZ DOO Rl WKH DERYH DIIHFWV %'(*$ HDVW ZHVW IOLJKWYV

Short of writing a novel, this is a start. The more time to get things done means more changeover of elected
leaders and more time spent getting people up to speed.

Thank you for reading and representing us in this challenging journey.

Tami Mulcahy
Los Altos

May 26 2020

From
Vicki Miller

To
SCSC Roundtable
Message
FAA Update Requested
Good Day,

SOS Santa Cruz hopes this email finds you safe and healthy. It is appreciated that you are meeting remotely
and making participation available for the public for your important work.

We are asking that the RoundTable follow up on the long promised FAA update, which is now many months
late. Please address this as soon as is possible. It is time for action and excuses should not be accepted.

Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely,

Vicki Miller
Co-Chair SOSSC

May 26 2020

From
Vicki Miller

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message
New submission from Contact us
| am requesting that the SC/SC RoundTable follow up with the FAA regarding the promised up-dated FAA
response surrounding the SERFR transition to the BSR Overlay. Save Our Skies Santa Cruz County is still here
and still very interested in this update. We understand that the FAA has proceeded with most of the background

work. We would like to understand where we are in this process. It has been too long.
Thank you - stay well.



May 26, 2020

From
Steve Alverson

To

Tamara Swann

Message
Virtual SCSC Roundtable Meeting on May 27, 2020 from 1 to 4 pm
Tamara,

| did not receive a response from you to the question in my May 14, 2020 email (see below) regarding the
request from Santa Cruz Supervisor Leopold for an update from FAA at the May 27th SCSC Roundtable meeting
on its effort to return the SFO Southern Arrivals to the Big Sur ground track. | am just checking to see if the FAA
ZRXOG OLNH VRPH WOHPREBNMULQBXWKHRQ ™ DJHQGD LWHP WR SURYLGH
date. In addition to Supervisor Leopold, we have received several similar requests from the public for an FAA
update.

:RXOG \RX SOHDVH OHW XV NQRZ DV VR RoQrdvide SrRugdate BiOthis Ratte @1 ndt) 0 |
WRPRUURZYV 6&6& 5RXQGWDEOH PHHWLQJ" :H ZDQW WR EH VXUH WR
s0. Thank you.

Regards,

Steve

Steven R. Alverson
Senior Vice President
ESA | Environmental Science Associates



May 26, 2020

From

Darlene Yaplee

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message

Agenda Item 4 - Comments on Supersonic Letter
SCSC Roundtable,

Thank you for the excellent draft letter and the valuable discussion at the Legislative meeting on the Supersonic
Landing and Take Off standards.

I would like to propose two items to strengthen the letter to the FAA on Supersonic Rulemaking.

7KH FXUUHQW OHWWHU VWDWHV 7KLV KDV EHHQ WKH )$$TV VWDWH(
WHFKQRORJ\ LQQRYDWLRQV WKHUH LV QR QHHG WR FKDQJH WKLV SI

SOHDVH DGG WKH VHQWHQFH IURP WKH )HE PHPR WKDW GHILQ
to certificate, or permit to operate in the United States, any future design SST that does not meet the standards
WKHQ DSSOLFDEOH WR VXEVRQLF DLUSODQHV« )5 -XQH

with its rulemaking.

The FAA is measuring the noise levels only at the airport (or very close to the airport) and then allows the use of
these certified levels anywhere under the flight path. We cannot allow noise levels on the ground very close to
the airport to become the standard for the noise levels on the ground for the entire flight path. The text as
currently drafted does not appear to protect us from this possibility given the new technology is a new threat and
must be addressed properly.

Darlene Yaplee

May 26, 2020

From

Robert Holbrook

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message

Input on Supersonic for tomorrow's meeting

30HDVH VHH WKH DWWDFKHG OHWWHU UHJDUGLQJ WKH VXSHUVRQLI
Robert Holbrook

Attachment Name

20200526 _R_Holbrook_Input on Supersonic for tomorrow's meeting
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Second, we request that if a Variable Noise Reduction System (VNRS) and/or a Programmed
Lapse Rate (PLR) system is used duringntiise certification process, the aircraft with the
relevant system(s) enabled shall be showpréduce noise levels on level terrain under the
aircraft that decrease with the aircraft’s altitudethe same or greater rate than would occur

if the relevant system(s) were not enabled, until the aircraft has reached a height of 15,000'.
Further, if a Variable Noise Reduction System (VNRS) or a Programmed Lapse Rate (PLR)
system is used during the noise certificationcpss, the relevant systems shall be required to
remain activated at altitudes below 15,000’ unless required for safety by rare and exceptional
conditions.
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May 27, 2020

From
Tamara Swann

To
Steve Alverson
Message

FAA Response to Follow-up Questions on PIRAT - Virtual SCSC Roundtable Meeting on May 27, 2020 from 1 to
4 pm

Good afternoon Steve,

TP VRUU\ IRU QRW DQV 2itldile Qat prepadresl @hpiwidi©an update on this VXEMHFW DW \
meeting.

I will let you know as soon as possible once we have an update.

Looking forward to seeing everyone tomorrow!

May 28 2020

From
Lesley Tierra

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message
Today's meeting agenda
Dear all,

, MXVW GLVFRYHUHG WKDW \RX DUH VWLOO KROGLQJ WRGD\TV PHHVW
INCLUDE THEM!

Thank you,
Lesley Tierra

Attachment Name

20200528 L _Tierra_Todays meeting agenda



FLIGHT PATHWAXOSSIBLY OVER BSR
Submitted by Lesley Tierra
Living in Ben Lomond (San Lorenzo Valley) under the BSR route

5HIJDUGLQJ WKH 6(5)5 :6XUIHU" SDWKZD\ WR %65 %,* 685

7KH FRQFHSW RI PRYLQJ 6(5)5 WR WKH 3RO G7 KAl6 5SROIGV Kb\ L\
pathway did NOT have this volume of planes flying in such a narrow corridor and so
low. The noise levels are substantially greater today because of the NexGen policy.

| 1 Yliled in my home over 36 years under WK H 8SR@thway 'XULQJ ODVW \HDU
Jan-Feb 2019 mistaken move, we never had that kind of flight noise and frequency

| spent an afternoon in the SERFR area (Happy Valley) DQG GLGQfW KHDU D VLQJO
In an afternoon within the BSR area (Ben Lomond in the San Lorenzo Valley), | heard 8

planes, some so loud they rattled the windows. T K D W HM [ane every 7 1/2 minutes.

Aircraft also flew in the middle of the night at 1:30, 2:00 and 4:00 AM, waking me up,

even when wearing earplugs.

ARGUMENTS:

1. Moving SERFRt0 BSR LV QTW W K HIH2m@ Wil k¢ ar more complaints in time
than there have been because BSR is a more high ly populated area . The FAA has a
policy of not moving its flight pathways over more populated areas. BSR is more
populated then SERFR. If the FAA moves the current SERFR overlay path to BSR
it is violating its own policy.

2. If the FAA is going to violate its own policy, than it certainly can change its policy
about flying planes so low and in such a smaller congested vector . Planes should
fly higher and in a broader area.

3. The Ecological Impact to wildlife will be greater if the flight path is moved to BSR
because there are over 14 State Parks and beaches in the BSR area  along with many
local parks whereas SERFR has one State Park. Has any ecological impact been
determined yet? (BSR has: Nisene Marks, Wilder Ranch, New Brighten, Manresa
Uplands, Henry Cowell State Park, Highlands, Big Basin State Park, Lock Lomond,
Castle Rock State Park, all state parks)

4. The topograph y of SLV increases noise levels . Part of BSR, the San Lorenzo
Valley (SLV), KDV VWHHS 3PRXQWDLQ" ZzDOOV DQG D VKDOORZ YDO
reverberation, which increases the noise level substantially.

5. The NextGen policy was put in place for safety and efficiency, and to save money.
X How can it be safer to fly more plans in a smaller area?
X How can it be safer for the population to have large quantities of planes
(180+/day in the BSR vector) fly so low when the res ulting high noise levels



cause health hazards such as hypertension and high blood pressure, plus
PTSD because of the sudden noise at irregular intervals AND middle of the night
noise disrupts sleep ?

X The money savings are not as projected (see attached letter at end).
x It puts undue burden on a select population .

6.MRYLQJ 6(5)5 WR %65 LVQJYW WKH DQVZHU
X Tourism in Santa Cruz could well be negatively impacted. Do you want to go to the
beach or park and hear a loud plane every seven or eight minutes?

X House, business and property values could be negatively impacted and people
bought their homes with the old and current flight pathways.

THE ANSWER:
ORYLQJ 6(5)5 WR %65 LVQIW WKH DQVZHU 7+( $16:(5 ,6 72
x RESOLUTION 1: Fly planes higher again. People bought their homes according to

the old flight pathways. People under SERFR need resolution to their noise levels.
There are two possible resolutions:

X RESOLUTION 2: Spread the flight pathway out over several areas.



May 29 2020

From
SCSC Roundtable - RESPONSE

To
Lesley Tierra
Message

Today's meeting agenda
Dear Ms. Tierra,

Thank you for providing your input the SCSC Roundtable meeting regarding BSR. Unfortunately, the meeting
you are referencing occurred yesterday (Wednesday, May 27, 2020) from 1:00 pm PDT to 4:00 pm PDT. While
we are unable to include this letter in this agenda packet and at the meeting for Roundtable members, we will
make sure to include this letter in the correspondence section of the next agenda packet for the meeting currently
scheduled to be held virtually on Wednesday July 22, 2020 from 1:00 pm PDT to 4:00 pm PDT. If you would like
to provide direct comment to Roundtable members prior to that meeting, please reach out directly to your
Roundtable member community representative, for the Santa Cruz County area, Those contacts have been
provided below for your convenience. In addition, the video recording of the meeting can be found on our website
here.

Member: Carlos Palacios, County Administrative Officer
Alternate: Elissa Benson, Assistant County Administrative Officer

https://www.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/Departments/CountyAdministrativeOffice.aspx

June 1, 2020

From
SCSC Roundtable

To
FAA
Message

SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise
Dear Executive Director Walsh,

At the direction of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable, we are attaching a
OHWWHU WKDW SURYLGHV WKH 5RXQGWDEOH V FRPPHQW V-0R QobKé H )
Number FAA-2020-0316, Noise Certification of Supersonic Airplanes, 14 CFR Parts 21 and 36. We request

that these comments be carefully considered by the FAA in its rulemaking process before proposing a final rule
on this matter. Please direct any questions you may have regarding this comment letter to
scscroundtable@gmail.com.

Regards,
SCSC Roundtable Staff
www.scscroundtable.org

Attachment Name

20200601_FAA_SCSC Roundtatiletter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise



7/17/2020

Your Comment Submitted on Regulations.gov (ID: FAA-2020-0316-0001) - scscroundtable@gmail.com

Subject: Your Comment Submitted on Regulations.gov (ID: FAA-2020-031

no-reply@regulations.gov <no-reply@regulations.gov>
to scscroundtable

You are viewing an attached message. Gmail can't verify the authenticity of attached message;

. et g
regulalions.gov

Wi Ve i Fechral Iechan Meléng
Please do not reply to this message. This email is from a notification only address that cannot accept incoming en
Your comment was submitted successfully!
Comment Tracking Number: 1k4-9h0On-v2om

Your comment may be viewable on Regulations.gov once the agency has reviewed it. This process is dep:
submission policies/procedures and processing times. Use your tracking number to find out the status of

Agency: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Document Type: Rulemaking

Title: Noise Certification of Supersonic Airplanes
Document ID: FAA-2020-0316-0001

Comment:
Dear Executive Director Walsh,

At the direction of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable, we are attaching a letter t
comments on the FAA's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 20-06, Docket Number FAA-2020-0316, Noise Certificatir
Parts 21 and 36. We request that these comments be carefully considered by the FAA in its rulemaking process b
matter. Please direct any questions you may have regarding this comment letter to scscroundtable@gmail.com.

Regards,

SCSC Roundtable Staff
[URL REMOVED]

Uploaded File(s):
e SCSC_Leg Comm_Final_Letter Re_SST_NPRM_20200529 v1.pdf
This information will appear on Regulations.gov:

First Name: Il

Last Name: I
City: I

Country: United States
State or Province: CA
ZIP/Postal Code: 94024

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&view=btop&ver=1nj101dbogm98&msg=%23msg-a%3Ar-7611687053197154598&attid=0.4 7



June 2 2020

From
SCSC Roundtable

To
Karen Chapman
Message

SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise
Dear Congresswoman Eshoo,

At the direction of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable (SCSC Roundtable),

we are attaching a letter that provid HY WKH 5RXQGWDEOH V FRPPHQWY RQ WKH )$¢
Rulemaking 20-06, Docket Number FAA-2020-0316, Noise Certification of Supersonic Airplanes, 14 CFR Parts
21 and 36.

For your reference, this notification confirms that the letter to the FAA has successfully been submitted
electronically through the Federal eRulemaking Portal. The SCSC Roundtable has requested that these
comments be carefully considered by the FAA in its rulemaking process before proposing a final rule on the
noise certification standards for supersonic airplanes. The Roundtable is requesting that the supersonic noise
certification standards FAA promulgates ensure that supersonic airplanes are required to meet the current
subsonic airplane noise standards, so that their airplane noise exposure levels your constituents experience do
not increase. Please direct any questions you may have regarding this comment letter to
scscroundtable@gmail.com.

Regards,
SCSC Roundtable Staff
www.scscroundtable.org

Attachment Name
20200602_K_Chapma®CSC_Leg Comm_Final_Letter Re_ SST NPRM_ 20200529 vl



June 2 2020

From

SCSC Roundtable

To

Tom Pyke

Message

SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise
Dear Congressman Khanna,

At the direction of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable (SCSC Roundtable),
ZH bUH DWWDFKLQJ D OHWWHU WKDW SURYLGHV WKH 5RXQGWDEOH
Rulemaking 20-06, Docket Number FAA-2020-0316, Noise Certification of Supersonic Airplanes, 14 CFR Parts
21 and 36.

For your reference, this notification confirms that the letter to the FAA has successfully been submitted
electronically through the Federal eRulemaking Portal. The SCSC Roundtable has requested that these
comments be carefully considered by the FAA in its rulemaking process before proposing a final rule on the
noise certification standards for supersonic airplanes. The Roundtable is requesting that the supersonic noise
certification standards FAA promulgates ensure that supersonic airplanes are required to meet the current
subsonic airplane noise standards, so that their airplane noise exposure levels your constituents experience do
not increase. Please direct any questions you may have regarding this comment letter to
scscroundtable@gmail.com.

Regards,
SCSC Roundtable Staff
www.scscroundtable.org

Attachment Name

20200602_T _Pyke SCSC_Leg Comm_Final_Letter Re_SST _NPRM_ 20200529 vi



June 2 2020

From
SCSC Roundtable

To
Emmanuel Garcia
Message

SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise
Dear Congressman Panetta,

At the direction of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Counties Airport/Community Roundtable (SCSC Roundtable),
ZH bUH DWWDFKLQJ D OHWWHU WKDW SURYLGHV WKH 5RXQGWDEOH
Rulemaking 20-06, Docket Number FAA-2020-0316, Noise Certification of Supersonic Airplanes, 14 CFR Parts
21 and 36.

For your reference, this notification confirms that the letter to the FAA has successfully been submitted
electronically through the Federal eRulemaking Portal. The SCSC Roundtable has requested that these
comments be carefully considered by the FAA in its rulemaking process before proposing a final rule on the
noise certification standards for supersonic airplanes. The Roundtable is requesting that the supersonic noise
certification standards FAA promulgates ensure that supersonic airplanes are required to meet the current
subsonic airplane noise standards, so that their airplane noise exposure levels your constituents experience do
not increase. Please direct any questions you may have regarding this comment letter to
scscroundtable@gmail.com.

Regards,
SCSC Roundtable Staff
www.scscroundtable.org

Attachment Name
20200602_E_Garcia_SCSC_Leg Comm_Final_Letter Re_ SST NPRM_20200529 vl



t*‘

SANTA CLARA/SANTA CRUZ COUNTIES
AIRPORT/COMMUNITY ROUNDTABLE
PO Box 3144
Los Altos, CA 94024

May 29, 2020

Docket Operations, N8O

U.S. Department of Transportation
1200 NewJersey Avenue SE
Room W12140

West Building Ground Floor
Washington, DC 20591001

Re Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Z6, Docket Number FAR020-:0316, Noise Certification of
Supersonic Airplanesl4 CFR Parts 21 and 36

To Whomit May Concern:

The @ntaQara/SantaQuz Counties Airport/CommunitiRoundtable(SCSC Roundtahl@hichis
comprised ofl1 citiesand 2 countiesvithin the Northern California Metroplexepresents 2.2 million
residents on matters related to aircraft noise. The SCSC Roundtable respeetfuigtsthat the

& @& o A] §]}v u]\FAAXBaldbjse[certification rule for supersonic airplarieslude the
following.

First, we regest that supersonic airplanes be required to meet the same rmaséficationcriteria as
currentnewly manufacturedgubsonic airplanes when operating at subs@gieeds This has been the
& [+ «$§ gbalfor several decadésindwas recentlyacknowledged?. Given past and future
technology innovationshereis no need to change thigoal Requiringsupersonic airplanes tmeetthe
existingStage Soisestandards woulde the first step to havingupersonic airlanesbe required to
keep in step withthe noise reductionschieved witin the subsoni@irplanefleet. In light ofthe
magnitude of public outcry over airplane noisationally androm the implementation of theNorthern
California Metroplexthe SCSC Rodtable believe# is prudent toset expectations for theertified

1 Federal Registerol. 43, No. 126 [AY0% E+}v] ]JE%o0 v U E}]s v ~}v] MBOAFRIOQUPE u v3e
28407,June 291978, https://tile.loc.gov/storageservices/service/ll/fedreg/fr043/fr043126/fr043126.pdf

2 Memorandum from the FAA Assistant Chief Counsel for Regulations{AGCS} §Z &£ us]A JE S3}E }( &
Office of Environment and Energy (ABEApplicability of part 36 to new supersonic aircrbfeebruary 21, 2018.
(Attached)



noiselevels ofsupersonic airplaneat the beginning of supersonic airplane developmeritcessWe

believe that the impacted public has the right to expect that newly manufactured aircraft, regardless of
type, will meet the most stringent existing Stage 5 noise &l there will be no backsliding the

& [aircraft noise certification standds.

Second, we request that if a Variable Noise Reduction System (VNRS) and/or a Programmed
Lapse Rate (PLR) system is used during the noise certifipatiogssthen the aiplanewith the
relevant system(s) enabled shall be shown to produce noise levels on level terrain under the
airplanethat decrease with the giane[s 03]3pu §8Z eu JEPE S§E E S $Z v A}uc
if the relevant systm(s) were not enabled, until the planehas reachedhe floor of the Class A
] @&E * %o ~]1X XU.Forthéd,iif abNRSr aPLRsystem is used during the noisertification
process, the relevant systems shall be requiredetmain activated at altitudes below8lJ i1 MSL

unless required for safety by rare and exceptioz@tditions.

The FAA has a statutory mandate to protect the public health and wdl@ameaircraft noise and sonic
booms. Tothat end, it is imperative that the FAA continsi® setprogressively more stringemiise
certification levels thatontinue toreduceairplanenoiseovertime The & [¢ HEE VS %o E} %o}
supersonic airplanaoise certification levels are a regressiomoisestringency and represent a step
backwards in aircraft noise exposure that wohlElunwelcomeby the2.2 millionconstituents we

represent. The SCSC Roundtable further believes that technoladicahcenentswill continue to

enable breakthroughs inilanelifting surfacesand airplane engindesignthat will make furthemoise
reductionsfor both subsonic and supersonic airplameEssible.

Therefore, he SCSC Roundtable respectfully requeststtiatinal noise certification standards requjre
at a minimum that supersonic airplanes be subject to Stage 5 noise certification requirements when
operating at subsonispeeds andin the futurebe subject to themore stringentoise certification
requiremerts whenthey are definedoy the FAA

On behalf of the SCSC Roundtable, thank you for your attention to these requests.

Sincerely,

WWW

Mary-Lynne Bernald
Chairperson, SCSC Roundtable

cc: Congresswoman Eshoo
Congressman Khanna
Congressman Panetta

Attachment: Memorandum from the FAA Assistant Chief Counsel for Regulations2@@@® the
£ u3lA 1E S1E }( & [* K((] } VAIEJWUIVWE%w0] v ]IERGC 3(
% ES 70 3} v A ep% E-}v] ]JE E (3U_ & Ep EC TiU 1iidX



Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: February 21, 2018
To: Executlve Dlrector Office of Environment and Energy, AEE-1
From: M&gﬁrstanf Chef Céunsel for Regulations, AGC-200

Prepared by: Karen Petronis, Senior Attorney for Regulations, AGC-210

Subject: Applicability of part 36 to new supersonic aircraft

My staff was recently asked whether 14 CFR part 36, Noise Standards: Aircraft Type and
Airworthiness Certification, would apply to an application for type certification of a new
supersonic aircraft. Our interpretation is that it does not apply. A different means of
noise certification of a supersonic aircraft would be required.

The applicability of part 36, as listed in §36.1(a)(1) is limited to “subsomnic transport
category large airplanes, and for subsonic jet airplanes regardless of type” (emphasis
added). Section 36.1(a)(3) adds “Concorde airplanes.” No supersonic airplane other than
the Concorde is included in the applicability for the part.

Regulatory history related to noise from supersonics

Historically, the FAA has never had the data to support promulgation of actual noise
levels for supersonic aircraft, and thus never took an opportunity to broaden the
applicability section to supersonic aircraft other than the Concorde.

In the 1970s, the FAA chose to call out the Concorde specifically for regulation as that
airplane was beginning worldwide operations. The Concorde is specifically addressed in
part 36 subpart D (including the Noise Control Act standard of §36.301(b)) concerning
the lowest noise levels that were practicable and appropriate for the Concorde type
design. The FAA would have to promulgate a change to part 36 applicability and new
regulations on noise levels in Subpart D to account for any other supersonic aircraft
design.



As early as 1986, the FAA expressed its interest in amending its regulations to account
for the development of supersonic aircraft other than the Concorde. In an Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM), the FAA published notice of its intent to
amend parts 36 and 91 to account for noise type certification and civil operation of
supersonic aircraft (other than the Concorde, which was already covered).! The
disposition of comments to that ANPRM? notes that commenters stated that there could
be no focus on noise reduction technology until an aircraft manufacturer selects a
propulsion system and the characteristics are known. Similarly, commenters said that the
method of noise type certification could not be determined without knowledge of the
aircraft design.

As noted in our subsequent proposed rule (NPRM) in 1990, commenters to the ANPRM
also stated that Stage 3 (the certification standard then) should be a minimum
requirement, and that anything less would be regressive. The 1990 NPRM proposed to
remove the subsonic designation from §36.1, and to require future supersonic aircraft to
meet (the then-current) Stage 3 noise levels. It also proposed an amendment to part 91 to
require that any supersonic aircraft operating to or from a U.S. airport comply with Stage
3 noise levels, so as to preclude the operation of any future Stage 2 supersonic aircraft
produced outside the United States. This proposal for mandatory operation at Stage 3
predated the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (1990), which required Stage 3 as an
operational minimum for subsonic aircraft as of January 1, 2000.

In 1994, the FAA withdrew the 1990 NPRM.? The withdrawal document stated only that
further investigation and research was necessary before developing a final rule. On the
same day the proposal was withdrawn, however, the FAA published a policy statement
indicating that despite withdrawing the proposed rule, “the FAA has not changed its
policy on noise issues involving the development of future-generation civil supersonic
airplanes.” The published policy included a statement that any future supersonic aircraft
would be expected to “produce no greater noise impact on a community than a subsonic
airplane certified to Stage 3 noise limits.” (59 FR 39679, August 4, 1994). The FAA
reiterated this expectation in a similar 2008 policy statement when the subsonic noise
certification standard was Stage 4: “The latest noise limit in Part 36 is Stage 4, which
applies to the development of future supersonic airplanes operating at subsonic speeds”
(73 FR 62871, October 22, 2008). The same historic lack of data to establish full
supersonic noise standards continues today.

New supersonic type certification today

If a person applies for a type certificate for a supersonic aircraft today, we are of the
opinion that part 36 does not apply based on the language of §36.1. However, that lack

L ANPRM: 51 FR 39663 (October 30, 1986)
2 Comment disposition in the NPRM preamble, 55 FR 22020 (May 30, 1990)
* Withdrawal: 59 FR 39711 (August 4, 1994)



of regulation in part 36 does not mean that the applicant is free of noise requirements at
certification.

The FAA has a statutory mandate to “protect the public health and welfare from aircraft
noise and sonic boom” in 49 USC 44715. That language came from 49 USC App 1431
(the former codification of the Federal Aviation Act) and the Noise Control Act of 1972.

§44715(a) states that the Administrator “shall prescribe” —

i) standards to measure aircraft noise and sonic boom, and
ii) regulations to control and abate aircraft noise and sonic boom.

This duty continues to apply even in the absence of current regulations that would cover a
particular type of aircraft. Accordingly, if a manufacturer applies for a type certificate for
a supersonic aircraft before the FAA adopts noise standards for the aircraft type, that
application would trigger the need for the FAA to do rulemaking to describe the noise
standards that would apply to the aircraft. This is reinforced by the statute in
§44715(a)(3) that states:

(3) An original type certificate may be issued under section 44704(a) of this
title for an aircraft for which substantial noise abatement can be achieved only after
the Administrator of the [FAA] prescribes standards and regulations under this
section that apply to that aircraft.

Section 44715 also specifies that when prescribing such standards and regulations, the
FAA “shall consider relevant information related to aircraft noise and sonic boom”
(§44715(b)(1)), consult with other government authorities (§44715(b)(2)), and consider
safety (§44715(b)(3)). Section 44715(b)(4) states that the Administrator must “consider
whether the standard or regulation is economically reasonable, technologically
practicable, and appropriate for the applicable aircraft.” This latter language comes from
the Noise Control Act* (1970), under which the FAA must make a determination at the
time of each new type certification. The FAA had specifically incorporated the core of
the Noise Control Act language in §36.301(b) that applied to the Concorde, requiring
that:

...the noise levels of the airplane are reduced to the lowest levels that are
economically reasonable, technologically practicable, and appropriate for the
Concorde type design.

The FAA has a statutory duty to conduct rulemaking for any requirement that the
Administrator finds appropriate for carrying out the purpose of §44715, and we would be

* Most of the recodification of FAA authority in 1991 broke up pieces of older authorizing legislation,
including the Noise Control Act standards, into new sections.



required to publish any proposed standards for public comment, even if the standards
eventually apply only to one aircraft. The Administrative Procedure Act states that a --

“rule” means the whole or part of an agency statement of general or
particular applicability and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or
prescribe law or policy.... 5 USC 551 (4).

A new type certification application for a supersonic aircraft might well require adoption
of standards that end up applying solely to that applicant for that aircraft (though it could
form the basis for general rules that apply to future applicants). Legally, it would
function as a rule of particular applicability rather than a rule of general applicability.

In forming an initial matrix of what noise requirements would apply to a supersonic
aircraft design, we may first want to determine what current regulations may be
appropriate rather than start from scratch. For example, the noise measurement standards
of part 36 Appendix B were found to be appropriate for the Concorde, and could serve as
the starting point for noise certification of a supersonic aircraft unless demonstrated by an
applicant that the standards are not appropriate. Further, our policy history states that a
new supersonic aircraft, when operating subsonically, would be expected to comply with
the noise limits for subsonic aircraft unless the applicant can show that subsonic
operation of its aircraft will differ so significantly from operation of subsonic aircraft of
similar size and weight that different standards should apply. It would be up to the
applicant both to suggest such a requirement and justify why it is appropriate for the FAA
to consider. The special condition process defined in 14 CFR §§21.16, 11.19, and 11.38,
including the development of issue papers to define the appropriate standards, may serve
as a useful model for adopting other specific parts of a new set of noise standards. All of
these processes are data driven.

The question of how a supersonic aircraft might be tested or its noise limits determined
when operating at supersonic speed are still to be solved as a matter of certification. The
operating rules of part 91 applicable to supersonic aircraft are discussed below.
Operating rules neither drive nor limit certification standards under our regulatory
scheme, since by definition operating rules apply to aircraft that were previously
certificated and already in service.

Current supersonic operating rules

While this memo was intended to address the state of our certification rules, we are
briefly addressing the operating rules in part 91 subpart I that have been the subject of
recent questions.

The operating rule in §91.817(a) prohibits supersonic flight over land in the United
States; it has no effect on the development of appropriate noise requirements under part
36. In fact, development of such requirements would be necessary before §91.817




could be changed to allow such flights if the FAA is to comply with its statutory duty to
protect the public health and welfare.’ Similarly, §91.817(b) places limits on operations
that might cause a sonic boom created outside U.S. airspace to reach the U.S. coastline.
In order to determine how far out the supersonic signature (sonic boom) of an aircraft
can be detected, there must be some kind of testing of the aircraft under those
conditions to know what flight limitations would be appropriate; the FAA did this with
the Concorde on approach to the east coast in the 1970s as its basis for this regulation.
Other noise parameters that can only be created at supersonic speed may well be
suggested and described by other entities of the U.S. government such as NASA, with
whom the FAA has a significant historical working relationship regarding aircraft noise,
and with whom the FAA is required to consult under §44715(b)(2).

Section 91.819 states that it applies to “supersonic airplanes that have not been shown
to comply with the stage 2 noise limits of part 36 in effect” in 1977.

Read with historical context, this section placed limits on aircraft that met only Stage 1
noise limits.® Since a reference to part 36 noise levels is made, there has been question
whether part 36 actually applies to supersonic aircraft (other than the Concorde). We
do not infer that an operating rule can, by historical reference, act to change the stated
applicability of part 36. Further, any reference to the Stage 2 noise levels of part 36
suggests that the application is only to the subsonic operation of supersonic aircraft
since no other noise levels exist in part 36.

Finally, concern has been raised about the effect of §91.821, an operating rule, which states
that no one may operate a civil supersonic airplane unless it complies with the Stage 2 noise
levels of part 36. Similar to the applicability of §91.819, the presence of this regulation
raises the question whether new supersonic aircraft would have to be any quieter than Stage
2 to operate (the current operational minimum for subsonic airplanes is Stage 3).

The regulation was promulgated in 1978 (as an operating rule applicable to then-
certificated, operational aircraft) and it remains in effect until the FAA changes it. When
the regulation was adopted, the FAA stated in the final rule preamble that it was intended to
apply to then-current supersonic airplane designs, and not to define requirements for future
designs -

The rules do not establish certification noise limits for future design SST’s, since
the technological feasibility of such standards is at present unknown. The FAA’s

5 The development of supersonic aircraft was foreseen and a method of authorizing developmental flights
was adopted as Appendix B to part 91 at the same time the operational limits were put in place. The
procedure remains available to all operators flying supersonic aircraft for development.

6 The FAA amended part 36 to include the Stage 3 noise limit in 1977 for new subsonic type certification.
When the term “does not meet” is used, it means an aircraft does not meet the minimum, not that an
airplane that “does not meet Stage 2 might actually refer to Stage 3. All aircraft that meet stage 3 are
presumed to meet Stage 2 since the levels are progressively quieter.



goal is not to certificate, or permit to operate in the United States, any future design
SST that does not meet standards then applicable to subsonic airplanes....

Accordingly, consistent with technological developments, the noise limits in this
rule are expected to be made more stringent before a future design SST is either
type certificated or permitted to operate in the U.S.

43 FR 28406 (June 29, 1978)

As an operating rule, §91.821 addressed the airplanes existing at the time of its adoption
that would be operated in the United States, and was aimed at distinguishing the first
Concordes produced from those produced later, and from other supersonic aircraft that were
in development. Noise operating rules historically and necessarily lag significantly behind
the certification standards because they apply to aircraft certificated to earlier standards.
Although the FAA took the next step toward more stringent supersonic airplane operating
requirements in 1990 when it proposed to increase the Stage 2 limit to Stage 3, that
proposed rule was withdrawn.

For reference, we also note our legal interpretation provided to your office on February 29,
2016, that addresses §91.817 in greater detail.



June 2, 2020

From

Eric Henshall

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message

SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise

7KDQN \RX ZH ZLOO VKDUH WKH 5RXQGWDEOHY OHWWHU ZLWK &RQ
Thanks,

Eric

Eric Henshall
Senior Legislative Assistant | Congresswoman Anna G. Eshoo (CA-18)

June 32020

From

Tom Pyke

To

SCSC Roundtable

Message
SCSC Roundtable - Letter to FAA re supersonic airplane noise
Got it! Will convey to Rep. Khanna and DC legislative analyst, and see what we can do from our end.
Sorry for the delay, but yesterday was consumed with breaking events.
Best, Tom
Tom Pyke

District Director
Congressman Ro Khanna (CA-17)

June 4 2020

From
Jennifer Landesmann
To

SFO Roundtable; SCSC Roundtable & & 1 G

Message



Follow up on FAA offer to address MidPeninsula Night Time Arrivals
Dear Chair Ortiz,
Thank you for your leadership and yesterday's SFO Roundtable meeting.

During public comment | shared some thoughts and suggestions about the importance of
metrics, using objective data, criteria to help channel regional resources to the various
collaborative areas and that | would follow up with more info about night flights over
MidPen.

Below please find the references about the FAA's offer to the Select Committee on night
time noise. | urge you and all SFO Roundtable members to see that this this topic
makes a) the Agenda of the SFO Roundtable Arrivals Sub Committee, and b) as part of
the SFO Roundtable's collaborative discussions with FAA other roundtables.

The following is the video replay of the FAA's encouragement to work on a Voluntary
program to address night time flights.

FAA Offer to Select Committee: Offer was made after hundreds of
MidPeninsula resident's testimony.

xFAA encouraged D 3 YROXSWWRDUDP™ WR DGGUHVYV QLJKW IC

x)$$ PHQWLRQHG WKH HIIRUW IRU D YROXQWDU\ SUF
new STAR

xA new STAR is also mentioned as an option  but just that it would take longer
EHFDXVH LW fb\aslamihfdastiiedure change.

xA Voluntary Agreement is described as an agreement with airlines and airports.

xThe comment is stated as FAA's recommended path

Unfortunately - not all Bay Area regional night time efforts are being treated equal. FAA
Administrator reported in a letter to Congress on January 24, 2020 "recent examples of
engagement with communities resulting in meaningful collaboration to address noise
related concerns.” As seen on page 10 here - One of the highlights is that "in the San
Francisco Bay Area - SFO and Oakland Airport and their respective airport roundtables,
elected officials, and airlines agreed to complete analysis to determine if it is operationally
feasible to require overnight departures out of SFO to fly over the Bay rather than over the
City...."

FAA Administrator Dickson's highlight does not mention which City or cities benefit; which
procedure or flights are being changed - or how the procedures will affect other
communities. For example the SUNNE procedure would block use of the Bay for MidPen
communities. Yesterday, we heard further about the FAA team working on night NIITE (a
procedure for San Francisco residents)- not to be confused by night time hours.

My intent is not to undermine the work to address issues for specific communities but
rather that some of the most affected communities like all MidPen cities - where the bulk of
complaints are happening - and who have been trying to engage for five years are totally



ignored. Also, it's not OK to mislead Congress with an appearance of success on noise
mitigation and with zero objective data.

Night noise is one of the most important issues for communities in the seriously affected
MidPeninsula and since FAA has already assembled the teams - airports, airlines,
FAA, and roundtables, to address noise for San Francisco and Oakland residents,

urge leadership to - at the same time - please join to address night time noise for
MidPeninsula.

Thank you,
Jennifer

Attachment Name

20200604 _J Landesmanirollow up on FAA offer to address MidPeninsula Night Time
Arrivals




















