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S. JOSEPH SIMITIAN

SANTA CLARA COUNTY SUPERVISOR, DISTRICT FIVE

COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, EAST WING

70 WEST HEDDING STREET, 10 ™ FLOOR

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110

TEL: (408) 299 -5050 or (650) 965 -8737 FAX: (408) 280 -0418
supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org A www.supervisorsimitian.com

November 17, 2016

The Honorable Anna Eshoo
Congresswoman, ¥istrict
698 Emerson Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

The Honorable Sam Farr
Congressman, 3WDistrict

701 Ocean Street, Room 318C
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

The Honorable Jackie Speier
Congresswoman, ¥/District
155Bovet Road, Suite 780
San Mateo, CA 94402

Dear Honorable Members of Congress:

With this letter | convey to you the final Recommendations of your Select Committee on South Bay
Arrivals.

These Recommendations reflect the work of the 12 Member Comnnitiedneir 12 Alternates (see
Attachment A), empaneled by you, over the course of almost two dozen meetings during the past six
months (see Attachment B).

While your original charge to the Committee was essentially limited to the six $éteoh s i mise 0 a
identified as part of the Federal Aviation
Committee also considereather potential solutions suggested during the course our hearings, and
offered Recommendations where appropriate (see Section 2).

The Committee al so ideptmfieduasaoumber defi BeD

in the future (see Section 3); as well as a ni
highlighting (see Section 4).
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While this report runs almosf20 pages in length, our Recommendations might succinctly be
summarizeds:

1 Fly at higher altitudes;

1 Fly over locations with fewer people;
1 Avoid noisy flight maneuvers; and,
1

Implement noise reducing retrofits where possible.

While the Committee has not made any effort
there are two | feel it appropriate to highlight for your consideration.

First, the very challenging and high profile issue of whether or not to abandon the SERFR flight
procedure/path in favor of a flight procedure/path along the ground track formerly used for the BSR
flight procedure/path (see Iltem 1.2).

The Committee did iflact recommend such a change on ah\®te as a nederm remedial action
(consistent with other criteria set forth in Recommendation 2 of Item 1.2). It is important, however, to
note that the Committee has also recommended (orDavbfe) the identifictkon and development of

a better procedure and path for the lbaign (as noted in Recommendation 4 of Item 1.2).

The Committee earnestly hopes that the need for this ldagareffort will not be overlooked in the
understandable desire to provide rtam relief.

Second, le Committee also took note of the fact that the creation of an ongoiggdadsess and
address airpomoise issues in the three county ar®an many respects essential to the successful
implementation of the Recommendationstagmed n this Reportand to addressing issues likely to
arise in the future.

Finally, this letter would be incomplete if it did not express thanks to the many who made this effort
possible and productive. That, of course, includes you, the three Meohi@asgress who empaneled
the Select Committee, and your staffs, who lent considerable support throughout the effort.

Thanks as welio the 12 Members of the Select Committee and their 12 Alternates. It should be noted
that in virtually every meeting dhe Select Committee all 12 seats were filled; most often by the 12
Members of the Committee, but with exemplary service from their Alternates as needed.

At least two thirds of the Alternates participated in the process in some significant way, atiosving

Committee to be fully functioning throughout its six month tenure, and providing additional and
valuable expertise and perspective to the process.
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Technical support wasrovided bythe Federal Aviation Administration, whose staff was on hand at
each and every one of our three communitytmgs, 10 working meetings, and fitechnical briefings
to both listen and respond to questions.

As you well know, the process began with coasitble public skepticism about the ability and
willingness of the FAA to engage in a meaningful way. | must tell you that the staff of the FAA was
exemplary in its persistence, patience, and professionalism throughout the process.

Special thankstotheiCt y of Pal o Al to for hosting the Com
considerable multimedia support that entailed as well.

But perhaps most importantly, thanks go to the members of the public who first raised these issues,
who organized to makinemselves heard, who testified in great numbers (approximately 250 in our
first three Community Meetings, and approximately 130 at the subsequent Working Meeting of the
Committee seaside for public comment), and whose written commeéents the form of omment

cards, letters,ral emails’ exceed more than 3)B to date.

These various public communications were essential to informing the understanding of the Committee
as we crafted the Recommendations we now present to you.

Having conveyed these Recomrdations to you, we now ask that you continue your engagement with
the FAA to ensure their timely implementation to the fullest extent practicable.

The Committee believes these Recommendations have the potential to provide real relief. We hope tha
relief arrives soonerather than later.

Sincerely,

S. Joseph Simitian
County Supervisor, Fifth District

Chair, Select Committee on South Bay Arrivals
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Transmittal Letter T Attachment A
List of Members and Alternates, Select Committee on South Bajrrivals

Member

Alternate

Supervisor Joe Simitian
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors

Supervisor Mike Wasserman
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors

Councilmember Ann Wengert
Town of Portola Valley

Mayor Elizabeth Lewis
Town of Atherton

Councilmember MarLynne Bernald
City of Saratoga

Councilmember Jean Mordo
City of Los Altos

Vice Mayor Gary Waldeck
Town of Los Altos Hills

Vice Mayor Gregory Scharff
City of Palo Alto

Supervisor Bruce McPherson
Santa Cruz County Board Bupervisors

Mayor Donna Lind
City of Scotts Valley

Supervisor John Leopold
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors

President George Purnell
Happy Valley School Board

Councilmember Don Lane
City of Santa Cruz

Mayor Cynthia Matthews
City of Santa Cruz

Mayor Ed Bottorff
City of Capitola

Councilmember Dennis Norton
City of Capitola

Supervisor Dave Pine
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors

Councilmember Jeffrey Gee
City of Redwood City

Mayor Mark Addiego
City of South San Francisco

Councilmember Bob Grassilli
City of San Carlos

Councilmember Sam Hindi
City of Foster City

Councilmember Peter Ohtaki
City of Menlo Park

Vice Mayor LarryMoody
City of East Palo Alto

Mayor Donna Rutherford
City of East Palo Alto
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Transmittal Letter T Attachment B
List of Meeting Dates, Times and LocationsSelect Committee on South Bay Arrivals

Date | Time | Location

Organizatioral Meeting

May 6,2016 | 2:00pm | San Francisco International Airport
Community Meetings

May 25, 2016 6:00pm Santa Cruz Civic Auditorium

June 15, 2016 6:00pm Sequoia High School, Redwood City
June 29, 2016 6:00pm Mountain View Center for the Performing Arts
WorkingMeetings

July 15, 2016 2:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers
July 22, 2016 2:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers
August 4, 2016 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

August 18, 2016 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

September 1, 2016 | 1:.00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

September 29, 201€ 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

October 13, 2016 | 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

October 27,2016 | 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers
PublicComment

November 3, 2016 | 2:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

November 17, 2016| 1:00pm Palo Alto City Hall Council Chambers

Technical Briefings

May 20, 2016 1:00pm Teleconference

May 23, 2016 3:00pm Teleconference

October 13, 2016 | 10:00am Palo Alto City Hall, Council Conference Room

October 20, 2016 11:00am Teleconference

November 14, 2016| 9:00am Teleconference
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GLOSSARY

Air Traffic Control (ATC): A service operated by the appropriate authority to promote the safe,
orderly, and expeditious flow of air traffic.

Altitude MSL: Aircraft altitude measured in feet above mean sea level.

Arrival and Departure ProcedureRefers to a published procedure. Once the procedure is
assigned, the procedure is designed to be flown with minimal to no communication with Air Traffic
Control (ATC).

Decibel In sound, decibels measure a scale from the threshold of human hearing)fwaid
towards the threshold of pain, about 12 dB. Because decibels are such a small measure, they
are computed logarithmically and cannot be added arithmetically.

Day Night Sound LeveldNL): DNL is a measure of the annual average noise infaoRd day.
It is the 24hour, logarithmie (or energy) average, Aveighted sound pressure level with a 10
decibel penalty applied to the nighttime events that occur between 10:00pm and 7:00am.

DNL Contour The "map" of noise exposure around an airport. Fdedines significant noise
exposure as any area within the 65dB DNL contour; that is the area within an annual average noise
exposure of 65 decibels or higher.

Fixes In aviation, a fix is a virtual navigational point that helps aircraft maintain thgint fbath.
Fix is a generic name often interchanged with waypmiititersection.

Fleet Mix The mixof differing aircraft types operated at a particular airport or by an airline.

Frequency WeightingdJsed b allow a sound level meter to measure and report noise levels that
represent what humans hear. These are electronic filters witonnd level metehat are used

to adjust the way in which the instrument measures the noise. The most commonly useaclyrequ

Wei ghtings ar ®NGAdbncdoéCpoantiedZoaly AAO weight

Glide Slope Generally a alegree angle of approach to a runwRsovides vertical guidance for
aircraft during approach and landing.

Ground TrackThe path an aircraft fis over the ground.

Hold ProcedureHolding): A predetermined maneuver which keeps aircraft within a specified
airspace while awaiting further clearance from ATC.

Instrument Flight RulefFR): Rules governing the procedures for conducting instrurfight.
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NextGen An encompassing term for the ongoing, wrdaging transformation of the United
States' national airspace system. It $@®etimes been describedaasevolution from a ground
based system of air traffic control to a satelitssedsystem of air traffic management.

Optimized Profile Descef©OPD) An arrival procedure that is designed to allow aircraft to use
idle engine power and reduce lexsdfs during descent.

Procedures, generaA published, standardized set of instructidghat an aircraft can fly with
minimal input from ATC. Procedures are designed with strict separation criteria from other
procedures.

Runway A long strip of land or water used by aircraft to land on or to take off from. For aircraft
arriving to San Fransco International Airport, the primary Runways used are Runway 28 Right
(28R) and 28 Left28L), which are parallel to each other.

SequencingThe lining up of aircraft into a sjte flow by ATCso that all aircraft are separated to
appropriate criterial’his is normally mentioned in association with landing.

Standard Instrument Departu¢8ID): A published IFR departure procedure from an airport
printed for pilot/controller use in graphic form to provide obstacle clearance.

Speed BrakedVioveable aerodyamic devices on aircraft that reduce airspeed during descent and
landing.

Standard Terminal Arrival ROU{&TARY): A published IFR arrival procedure to an airport printed
for pilot/controller use in graphic form.

Time Based Flow ManagemefitBFM usedime instead of distance to help air traffic controllers
sequence air traffic by directing aircraft to be at a specific location at a specific time, which
optimizes arrival flow.

Terminal Radar Approach Contr6TRACON): FAA air traffic facility that usesadar and non
radar capabilities to provide approach control services to aircraft arriving, departing, or transiting
airspace controlled by the facility.

Vector. A heading issued tan aircraftto provide navigational guidance by radee., a series of
instructions from ATC directing an aircraft between two end points.

Visual Flight Rule§VFR): Rules that govern the procedures for conducting flight under visual
conditions. The term AVFRO is also ugeaerto 1 n
than the minimum VFR requirements.

Waypoint A waypoint is a predetermined reference point in physical space used for purposes of
navigation. It is also known as a fix.
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UNDERLYING PRINCIPLE S

1. Minimizing aircraft noise must be a priority of the FAA when designing procedures, and
of Air Traffic Control (ATC) when vectoring flights. Airline efficiency may have to be
compromised to some degree to minimize noise exposure on the ground.

2. Aircraft noise should not be an afterthought in FAA planning and operations; nor should
aircraft noise be moved randomly without regard to the relative noise burden experienced
by communities below. A small number of communities should not be disprodetiyn
affected when there are ways to avoidlisperseaircraft noise.

3. Reducing aircraft noise at night is an urgent priority. Given the availability of airspace in
the nighttime hours, it should be an extremely rare occurrence that a flight pathpsivisr
to the community. Further, Ani ghtti med sho
should be expanded to include the hours of 11:00@B0am and 6:00am:00am
whenever possible.

4. When designing new procedures, the FAA must include affected ooities as
stakeholders. Aircraft noise not only disrupts quality of life but also has significant and
well documented adverse impacts on the health andbe#lh of individuals residing
under flight paths, particularly children.

5. No matter how effectivglthe airspace, or any specific procedure,{designed, the value
of the change will only be as helpful as the extent to which it is follow&& should
adhere to published procedures except when safety considerations require vectoring. The
rate of adkrence to published procedures should be monitored.

6. Meaningful metrics for measuring aircraft noise should be used when working with the
Co mmi tReemmnmiesdations. Limiting the metrics to use of DNL is inadequate and
unacceptable. A baseline of aircnafise should also be established. The recent agreement
between the FAA and the Massachusetts Port Auth(witych owns and operates three
airports Boston Logan International AirpgorHanscom Fieldand Worcester Regional
Airport), to use reaWworld sinde-event noise data from communitiesorderto develop a
supplemental noise metrim measureand tracknoise and flight concentration is a
development the Committee supports and points to as an example of a meaningful metric.

7. Reducinghe noise impactsaused by NextGen should be a priority.

8. The FAA should demonstrate its ongoing commitment to working with communities
throughout the & Franciscday Area, includingbut not limited tg the three counties
represented on the Select Contegton SoutlBay Arrivals, by: (& monitoring resultant
noise levels following implementation &ecommendatins from the Select Committee;

(b) participating wih successor committees to tBelect Committee; anft) leading all
future procedural, waypoirdénd flightpath development activities undertaken in response
to continuing health and noise issues associated with local air traffic in consultation with
the affected communities.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: _ 11 Aye, 1 Nay,__0 Absent or Abstain)

Report of the Select Committee on South Bay Arrivals



SECTION 1: FAA NORTH ERN CALIFORNIA INITI ATIVE , FEASIBILITY GROUPS 1
THROUGH 6

Il n Novembe FAAANAtiBe,to Address Nidise Related Concerns in Santa Cruz/Santa
Clara/San Mateo/San Francisco Counties wa s  rKadwe asstieedNorthern California
Initiative, or NorCal Initiative,it included a number of proposed technical solutions that were
brought to the FAA to analyze, study, and/or evaluate. On May 16, @@l&sults oPhase 1 of

the NorCal Initiative was released, consisting of a Feasibility St¢8tudy) of the proposed
technical solutions. The FAA then grouped the solutions deemed feasible into six groups, as
discussed fuhter below in Section 1 of thiseRort.

1.1 Feasibility Group 1: SFO Class B Anendment |

Class B airspace is the restrictedgarse arountl h e n at i commescialaigpsridasigned

to ensurea higher level of safety for aircraft land at the airportlt can bevisualizald as an upside

down wedding cakelhe airport isat the center of thecake topper with the airspace reachiog
10,000feetover the airport in a series of concentiiicles To the southS FO6s Cl ass B ai
reachegoughlyto the junction of Summit Road/Skyline Boulevard/Highwig/(approximately

35 miles from SFO)n the Santa Cruz Mountains.

The FAA hasadvised the Committethatthere is an identified problenm that the SFO Class B
airspaceas currently configuredloes not fullyprovidecontairmentof the entireflight path(the

so call ed ASERRIdR agpoaches SFO rfrend the south over the Santa Cruz
Mountains(see Appendix CPage C1Map of BSR and SERFRAs a resultaircraftare required

to Alevel offo to stay withintheas pace (or HfAcakeo) meabhseaeraftlaieng of f
taken off their Optimized Profile Descent (OPD), or idle descent to final appiaisithangen

glide pathrequires aircraft to use speed brakéscrease thrust, aakeother actios which in turn
generatanorenoise.This leveling offis presentlyoccurringjust off the Capitola coastlingear

the point in space known as the EPICK waypoi)well as over the Mi@eninsula

Feasibility Groupl contains proposat® amendthe SFO Class B airspace ftdly contain the
SERFRprocedureby altering the sizer shapeof the airspace (or éhsizeor shapeof the cake
layer9 to keep aircraftnside the airspace (or cake) aml their OPDOnce the SFO Class B is
amendedthe expectation is thamore flightswill fully execute an OP&nd no longeneed to
make altitude andspeed adjustmentsherebyreducingthe noiseexposurenear theCapitola
coastline (i.e., th&PICK waypoin} and over theMid-Peninsula

RecommendatiaThe Select Committee recomends adoption of Feasibility Groupl.
Additionally, aay changes to the SFO Class B airspace llg fiontain the
SERFR procedureshould also allow OPD arrivals on any other arrival
procedure from the south that might replace, or supplement, the SERFR
procedure.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicalNote Feasibility Groupl encompasses seven of tiemsin the Study 1.d.i; 1.d.ii;
2.b.i; 2.c.iii; 2.d.ii; angd3.d.ii.
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1.2 Feasibility Group 2: Transition the SERFR Standard Terminal Arrival Route (STAR)
Back to the BSR Ground Track Rior to EPICK

Feasibility Group Zontains proposat® move the arrival procedure from the south, back west to

a similar ground track previously used for the BSR procedure. This design woulde SERFR

flight path backoverthe BSRgroundtrack, roughly 34 miles to the wesbf where thepath
currentlyreaches the Santa Cr@ountycoastline(near theCity of Capitolg (see Appendix C

Page Ci1Map of BSR and SERFRHoweverj t shoul d be noted thehat ev
BSR ground track aircraft would notictuallyfly the sameconventional proceduiss theprevious

BSR.The BSR procedure predated NextGen and did nosatsditebased navigation. NextGen

uses satellite navigation and Optimal Profile Descents (OPD). These Optimal Profile Descents
include some waypoints withanl t i t ude contr ol Awi ndowd provi c
lowest to highest; e.g., 7,000 feet to 9,000 feet) that aircraft must be within when crossing the
waypoint.In addition, and speaking generally, the-plextGen flights were relatively dispetse

as compared to preseddy NextGen procedures which consolidate, to a greater (dhgbés

along a narrower path.

The FAA hasadvised the Committee that new flight procedure that is GRasedand that
contains afOPD muld be designed to fly thddbBSR graund track, asuggesteh the proposals
in Feasibility Group 2.

Recommendatioft: The Select Committee recommeniat arrivals ito SFO from the southse
the BSR ground track for aew NextGen procedure thahcorporatesthe
criteria containedh Recommendation 2 below.

(Vote: 8 Aye, 4 Nay, 0 Absentor Abstain)

Recommendation:2T'he Committee recommends thhe new NextGen procedure for arrivals
into SFO from the south be implemented as soon as feasibiedunde the
following criteria

1. Results in noise modeling of the proposed new procedure that has an
equivalent or less DNL noise exposure along its entire route when compared
to the noise modeling of the BSR 2014 procepure

2. Uses flight altitudes aeast as high as (and preferably higher) than the
historic BSR procedure along its entire rqute

3. Starts from a point over the Monterey Bay and reaches the shoreline at an
altitude no lower than 12,538€ mean sea levgl

4. Utilizes a new BSR waypoirgquivalent tothe EDDYY waypointat or
above 6,000 feet tonsure flights cross the MENLO waypoint at or above
5,000 feet andhaintain idle power until the HEMAN waypoint;

5. Prioritizes and adheres as closely as possible to an OPD termindtieg at

HEMAN waypoint;

Incorporates a modification to Class B airspace if needed

Uses flight altitudes that are as high as possible whilleaiowing idle

power flight;

8. Is designedd avoid the use of speed brakes; and,

~N o
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9. Will be subject to futureapacity limitations, particularly during nighttime
hours and when vectoring exceeds current levels.
(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation :3The Committee recommends thaithin three months of completing
implementation othe new procedurdescribed in Recommendatsh and 2
above the FAA will meet with the AdHoc Subcommittee referred to irem
3.1, Recommendation 1, in this Rep@xteed for an Ongoing Venue to Address
Aircraft Noise Mitigation)to review whether the new procedure has resulted in
an equivalent or less DNL noise exposure along its entire route when compared
to 2014noise modeling of thBSRprocedure. The permanestitity referred to
in Item 3.1, Rcommendation,dn this Repor{Need for an Ongoing Venue to
Address Aircraft Noise Mitigationyill continue to monitor the implementation
of the new procedureThe Committee further recommends that the RRgxk
with the AdHoc Subcommittee, the permaneentity, and the affected
commurities to make djustments tahe new procedurd,neededto reduce its
noise exposure.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation:4The Select Committee recommends that the FAA, in consultation with the
permanententity and he community, search for and develop a new flight
procedure foarrivals into SFO from the soutihat: (a) meets each of the criteri
in Recommendatio2 above; (b takes maximum advantage of areas of-non
residential usesuch as unpopulated mountainous areas, industrial areas,
parkland,cemeteries etc; and (f reduces noise exposure to the maximum
extent possibleThe Committee further recommends that this procedure be
implemented as soon as feasible; howetler, Commitee recognizes that it
will take considerably longer to implement thdre procedure referenced in
Recommendatiol and2 above
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicdNote Feasibility Grou® encompassewvo of theitemsin the Studyi.f.i and 3.d.ii.
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1.3 Feasibility Group 3: Increasing Percentage of NIITE Flights Which Remain on NIITE
Until at Least the NIITE Waypoint

Feasibility Group3 applies to nighttime operatioren the NITE procedure (which does not
includeall flights at nigh). These flightglepart SFO over th®an Francisc8ay (Bay), read the
NIITE waypoint in the By north of the Bay Bridge, then turn to the northeast to fly out of the Bay
Areaover several East Bay communitisge Appendix CPage C2Map of NIITE). About 35
percent of NIITE flights arecurrentlyturning early.Because the flights turn earli¢hey are at a
lower altitude when they turandconsequentlynay generate more noise exposamehe ground.

Feasibility GrouB contains proposals increase the percentagetioése eastbourMIITE flights

that remain on the path until reaching theyp@int, thereby reducing early turmghich crosdand

at lower, noisier altitudesTheFAA hasadvised the Committee that thesult should bé&essnoise
exposurefor some East Bay communities; such change, however, is not expected to provide
benefit to residents in the threeunty area served by the Committddhe Committeé s
understanding ithat the proposed change wouldhot mi t t he FAAG6s abil ity
traffic overthe BDEGA East legincluding, for instance, OCEANIC arrivals in the middle of the

night).

Recommendatiahe Select Committee recommends adoption of Feasibility Group 3.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicalNote Feasibility GrouB encompassefve of the items in the Study: 2.a.ii.a; 2.a.ii.c;
2.9.ii; 3.d.i; and3.d.ii.

1.4 Feasibility Group 4: Create a New South Transition for the NITE Standard
Instrument Departure (SID)

Feasibility Group 4 also applies to nighttime operatimmshe NIITE procedure (which does not
include all flightsat nigh). These flightslepart SFO over the San Francisco Bay (Bay), reach the
NIITE waypoint in the Bay north of the Bay Bridge, then turn to the northeast to fly out of the Bay
Area over several East Bay communitisse Appendix CPage C2Map of NIITE). TheNIITE
proceduradoes not provide a path for nighttime departures headed to southern destinations.

Currently, nighttime SFO departures headed to southern destinations use the SSTIK departure
procedure. These nighttime operations on the SSTIK departure procedure depareSH@ San
Francisco Bay (Bay) to the northeast and quickly loop back around over the Peninsula
communities of Brisbane, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to head to southern destinations.
Because flights currently departing on the SSTIK procedure mgkek loop from the Bay down

over the Peninsula, they do so with related noise exposure for the Peninsula communities below.
A number of these communities have asked if other flight paths might beexkplo

Feasibility Group 4 proposes that nightti®&TIK departures use the NIITE procedure up to the
NIITE waypoint, which is in the Bay north of the Bay Bridge, then the aircraft would head west
out over the Golden Gate Bridge. By keeping the SSTIK departures over the Bay and Pacific

7
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Ocean, the aircraftra able to gain altitude over unpopulated areas. As a result, when they are
eventually flying over the San Francisco Peninsula on their way to southern destinations they will

do so at a higher altitude (and will thus be quietBne Committeé s unde isthattaen di ng
proposed change would not | imit the FAAbs abil
leg (including, for instance, OCEANIC arrivals in the middle of the night).

Recommendatiamhe Select Committee recommends adopbdf Feasibility Group 4.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicalNote Feasibility Groupd encompassesix of the items in the Study: 1.f.iii; 2.a.ii.a;
2.f.i; 2.g.ii; 3.d.i; angd3.d.ii.

1.5 Feasibility Group 5: Increasing Percentage of CNDEL Hights Which Remain on
CNDEL Until at L east the CNDELWaypoint

TheCNDEL is a departurprocedurdrom the OaklandnternationalAirport, with aircraft heading
northwestover theSan Francisc®ay (Bay) to the ONDEL waypointwhich is located off the
northwesterly end of Alameda Islafisee Appendix CPage C3Map of CNDEL) Under the
current procedwpath,aircraft reach the waypoint and themnwest and soutbverBrisbane and
South San Francisc®ixty percent of the CNDEL departurese currently turred before the
CNDEL waypoint. This meanthey reachthe San Franciscd®eninsulasooner andat lower
altitudes. Theeturns aredueto spacingandsequenimg the CNDEL aircraft with othedleparting
aircraftin theBay Area @&space.

Feasibility Groupb contains proposals iacrease the percentage@RNDEL departures that stay

on the procedure longer and do not turn ptiorthe CNDEL waypoint, thereby reducing the
numberturning before the CNDEL waypoirnd crossing land alower, noisier altitudes.The
Committed s undertshatndti mgg prsoposed change would no
more arrival traffic over BDEGAEastleg (including, for instance, OCEANIC arrivals in the

middle of the night).

RecommendatiarThe Select Committee recommends adoption of Feasibility GrouphSthe
goal of having 10@ercent of CNDEL departures stay the procedure longer
and not turn prioto the CNDEL waypoint.

(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicalNote Feasibiity Group5 encompassesight of the items in the Study: 1.a.ii; 1.b.i;
1.b.ii; 1.c.ii; 2.a.ii.a; 2.a.ii.b; 3.d.i; an@.d.ii.
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1.6 Feasibility Group 6: Improve Aircraft S et Up and SequencingBetweenFacilities \

Aircraft aresequence to ensure they arrive on the final approach course safely aegested
intervalsallowing for airport operational efficiencixisting metering tools aid ithis air traffic
managemenbut aircraft fivectoring (turning aircraft off the assigned proceduaey fiholdingd

(a maneuver designed to delay an aircraft already in flight while keeping it within a specified
airspacg affect a substantial number of flightspeciallyin congested airspaces such asSha
FranciscoBay Area.Vectoringalsois a source of noise; it often involves aiftrrning and
changes in speed, with increased noise exposure on affected communities.

Feasibility Group &ontains proposals tasenew, more effectivetime-based flow management
tools currently in developmertb allow for better sequencir(ge., spacing of aircraftto reduce
the percentage of aircraft thate vectoredor held prior tothe final approachaih to SFONew
metering tools are n@n immediately available fhowever the technologyo createTerminal
Sequencing and Spacing (TSS)Tane-BasedFlow ManagemenfTBFM), is in developmentln
the future, the expectation is that siebhnologicaldvances Wl allow for aircraft flows to be
taken into account and assigned an order well in advainibeal approach. The benefit sfich
technological advances are tfad: (1) reducedpercentage of vectored or turnedceaft and
related noiseexposire and (2) greater ability to leave aircraft ompt{inized Profile Descent
(OPD), with an idle descent that is quieter.

The Select Committee hopes that the FAA will support the implementation of TSS or TBFM even
if that means delayingometakeoffs at the airport of origin. When implementing TSS or TBFM,
the FAA should use it to relieve the concentration of flights over impacted communities (as
opposed to increasing flighits so-called noise corridors)n particular, TSS or TBFM should be
used to reduce vectoring in the area of the MENLO waypoint.

RecommendatiaThe Select Committee recommends adoption of Feasibility Group 6.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

TechnicalNote Feasibility Groupé encompassefive of the items in the Study: 3.b.i; 3.b.ii;
3.c.i; 3.c.ii;and,3.d.ii.
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SECTION 2: OTHER POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

In thecourse of th&s el ect Commi t t, @ mudizer oddeitionatpetental soludions
wereidentified. Each of these r 0 p 0 s e Hotefti@$ dileu t idsaussad further below.

2.1 Airbus A320 Aircraft Family Wake Vortex Generators Retrofit

Air busos A320 famil y o fmakesiawvhtstling {ot whining)sbuhdorb e f or e
approach due to wing desigihe Committeewas advisethat thewhistle (whine) can beeduced

by mounting a small air deflector on each wilge cost of such technology is reportedly modest
($3,000%5,000 per aircraft)The noise reduction from the retrofit has been claimed to be from
between 2 to 11 decibels depending on the phase of flight and angle of the aircraft along the
approachRoughly 35 percent of tharcraftarriving and departing SFO need the retrofit.

RecommendatiarThe Select Committee recommerttat theAirbus family aircraft arriving or
departing SFO undergo the retrofit at the earliessjble opportunity. The
Committee takes notes of the fact that one major airline flying into and out of
SFO has proposed to retrofit its fleet over the ne® years. While e
commitment to retriit is welcome news, th€ommittee finds that the time
period is unnecessarily and unacceptably long.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

2.2 Northern Arrivals (BDEGA) into SFO \

SFO arrivals from points nortarrive via theBDEGA arrival procedure/pattArriving aircraft

reach a point roughly over Daly City and then continue south flying past SFO, using either the
Peninsula (the soalled West leg) or San Francisco Bay (thecalbed East leg), tessentially

make aJ-turnand land on Runways 28L and 28R, respectiy®ge Appendix CPage C4Map

of BDEGA, OCEANIC, SERFR, and DYAMD)The FAA hasadvised the Committee that the
BDEGA East leg shares the final approach path into SFO with aircraft arriving feoeagt on

the DYAMD arrival procedureAircraft using the East leg, or ovdre-bay route, obviously have

a dramatically reducknoiseexposurersersus aircraftising theVestleg, whichfly overthe highly
populated MidPeninsula.

In years past, there was a rougbdpualsplit of aircraft using the West and East legs of the BDEGA
arrival procedure/path. The FARasadvised the Committee that ten years ago, in May 2006, the
Asplito between the two | epgreent\EasslegndMay pOdG c e nt
roughly 70 percent of the arriving aircraft used the Peninsula (theaked West leg)while

roughly 30 percent of arriving aircraft used the San Francisco Bay ({talled East leg)This
overutilization of the Peninsuta West leg negativelgffectsthe highly populated MidPeninsula
communities.

Recommendation :1The Select Committee recommends that aircraft flying on the BDEGA
procedure utilize the scalled East leg (over the San Francisco Bay) as much
as possible, in order to minimize noise over the Peninsula. The Committee
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further recommends that the FA@ssesghe potential of formalizinghis
procedure so that it is more likely to be used.
(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation:2The Select Committee recommends that all aircraft flying on the BDEGA
procedure during nighttime bos, when air traffic flows are reduced, use the
East leg, unless safety considerations prohibit such a flight path.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

2.3 Woodside VOR (Navigational Beacon) \

Aircraft fly in the vicinity of the Woodside VOR, a grouésed navigational aid, to arrive at
SFO. Aircraft activity in this area includes aircraft arrivals from numerous origin pwialisging
but not limited to)OCEANIC arrivals which come in from th west from oversedSee Appendix
C, Page C4Map of BDEGA, OCEANIC, SERFR, and DYAMD)

Based on discussionsetween and among SFO, the FAA, the SFO Airport/Community
Roundtable, andkal elected officialsa new noise abatement procedure was implemented at the
Woodside VOR in July 1998. Pursuant to tipiocedure for those flights routed over the
Woodside navigati onal 0 hirteaffiocontrolldist ghall fclear SFOp e r mi
OCEANIC arrivals tacross the Woodside VOR at or above 8,000 feet mean sea level.

The Committee received numerous reports from the community that this agreement is not currently
honored. There are reports of aircraft flying over the Woodside VOR at altitudes appreciably lower
than 8,000 feet, including at night when residents are phatlg sensitive to noiseThe
Committee also found that there is an authorizezkad Tailored Arrival (OTA), which
specifically allows arriving OCEANIC aircraft to be at or above the Woodside VOR at 6,000 feet.
This OTA is also used in the overnight hoursen residents are particularly sensitive to noise.
The FAA hasadvised the Committee that while OCEANIC flights repregesitfour percent of

the daytimeraffic arriving into SFOOCEANIC flights represent thirtgix perent of the flights
arriving atSFO at nighttime.

Recommendatiord: The Select Committee recommends that per the current noise abatement
procedure, aircraft comply with the obligation to cross the Woodside VOR at
8,000 feet mean sea level, traffic permittinghe Committee further
recommends that this altitude restrictioto the greatest extent possible and
traffic permitting, also be applicable to all vectored flights that are in the
vicinity of the Woodside VOR.
(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendatio: The Select Committee recommends revision of the Woodside VEHRrO
TailoredArrival to honor the existing noise abatement procedure to cross the
Woodside VOR at 8,000 feet.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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RecommendatiorB: The Select Committee recommenfisther restriabns to prohibitany
overnight crossings &he Woodside VORelow 8,000 feet.
(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

2.4 Overnight Flights ‘

Reducing noise at night is an urgent priority. Between midnigh6d@hm the number of flights

into and out of SFO is significantly reduced. As a result, there is considerable potential for aircraft
to be rerouted over unpopulated or less populated,apasifically the San Francisco Bay and
Pacific Ocean, instead of tian Francisc®eninsula.

Currently the management of SFO implements a number of overnight noise abatement procedures
that are beneficial to the communities surrounding SH@&se proatures include, but are not
limitedto,pr ohi bi t fruopnssd oconf fAmowmt ed aircraft engines
between the hours of 10:00pm and 7:00am daily with limited exceptions and the use of auxiliary
power units when aircraft are packat the gate.

Separately, SFO also employs Nighttime Preferential Runway Use, which maximizes flights over
water and minimizes flights over land and populated areas between 1:00am and 6:00am.

As discussed elsewhere in this Report, the Select Comrhageenade a number of additional
Recommendations to mitigate -flight aircraft noise during the night, including: Item 1.3
Increasing the Percentage of NIITE Flights Which Remain on NIITE Until at Least the NIITE
Waypoint; Item 1.4 Create a New South Tidos for the NIITE SID; Item 1.5 Increasing
Percentage of CNDEL Flights Which Remain on CNDEL Until at Least the CNDEL Waypoint;
Item 2.2 Northern Arrivals (BDEGA) into SFO; Item 2.3 Woodside VOR (Navigational Beacon);
Item 2.8 Increase All Altitudedtem 2.10 Runway Usageand, ltem 2.14RedirectSouthern
Arrivals (SERFR) to an Eastern Approach into SFO).

Recommendation: The Select Committee recommends that all efforts be made to reefiightin
aircraft noi se over po phaursawvhen desidentse as d
need a reprieve from aircraft noise so that they can sleepding| but not
limited to, the Rcommendations made elsewhere in Report. For purposes
ofthsReport, fAnighttimeodo should be defi ne
be expanded to include the hours of 11:06f#r00am and 6:00am:00am
whenever possible.

(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendationn2 The Committee recommends that duri ng
make every efforto direct arrivals into a single stream to Runway 28R to
reduce the noise exposure on the bayside communities of Redwood City and
Foster City.
(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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Recommendation:3The Committee recommends that the F&&QO, and industry users continue
their effors to establish new additional overnight noise abatement procedures
within the next six months. This work should be done in consultation with other
relevant stakeholders.

(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

| 25 MENLO Waypoint

The MENLO waypoint is locateskveral city blocks south die intersection of Willow Road and
Highway 101. It is the final waypoint on the SERFR arrival procedure/path, which is an arrival
procedure into SFO fronhé south that approaches the airport from the Santa Cruz Mountains
(See Appendix CPage C4Map of BDEGA, OCEANIC, SERFR, and DYAMDAiIrcraft on the
SERFR arrival procedure/path then cross the MENLO waypoint to join the final approach path
into SFO. Thealtitude of the MENLO waypoint is currently 4,000 feet. Given its location over a
highly populated area, the location and altitude of the MENLO waypoint are problematic and a
source of many community complaints.

The FAA hasadvised the Committee that June 2016, an average of 183 aircraft arrieadh
dayinto SFO on the SERFR procedure/path, representing 30 percent of the arrivals inth&FO.
FAA hasalsoadvised the Committee that currently 50 percent of the aircraft on the SERFR arrival
procedure/pth are vectored off the proceduratlp prior to the MENLO waypoinfs discussed

in Item 2.9in this Report Aircraft Vectoring, the vectoredSERFR aircraft are eventually
sequenced for merging onto the final approach into.9F@ FAA has also suggestedat the
Committeetake note of the fathat there are other aircraft in the vicinity of the MENLO waypoint
that arenot related to the SERFR arrival procedure/pathsTéethéraircraftp the FAA pointed

out, represent 8percent of the aircraft ithevicinity of the MENLO waypoint.

With all this in mind, i has been suggested ttta altitude of the crossing at the MENLO waypoint

be increased. It has also been suggestedatithfferent final waypoint be established for the
SERFR procedurdocatedto the easand/ornorthof the current MENLO waypoint (presumably

over a less populated area and at a higher altitude). This suggestion could involve establishment
of a new waypoint, or the use of existing waypoints, such as the ROKME or DUMBA waypoints.
These waypoints are located in the San Francisco Bay, just tootth and south of the eastern
shorelineof the Dumbarton Bridge, respectively. Under this suggestion, aircraft would cross at
one of these waypoints, which would be at a higher altituderapared to the current altitude at

the MENLO waypoint, before joining the final approach into SFO.

Recommendatiori: The Select Committeeecommendghat the altitude of flights over the
MENLO waypoint be B00 feet or higher.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation: ZheCommittee recommends that the FAA design a new proceduagifcals
into SFO from the south usindpe MENLO waypoint. The recommended
procedurenvould cross the EDDYY waypoint (or equivalent) aboved®feet,
continue at idle power to cross the MENLO waypoint at or abgd@03eet,
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and maintain idle power until the HEMAN waypoint (or other ILS 28L
interception point). Such a procedure should also be designed to avoid the use
of drag devices such ageed brakes.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation:3rhe Committee further recommends that all air traffic in ¥i@nity of the
MENLO waypoint(including vectored traffic from other procedures) be kept
at altitudesquivalent to those in Recommendation 1 above, even if not crossing
directly over the MENLO waypoint.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation:4n order to facilitate Recommendations 1 armib@ve the FAA should review
wheter the angle of the 28L glide slope can be increased in order to increase
the altitude athe HEMAN waypoint,or equivalent.

(Vote: _12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Reconmendation 5Finally, theCommittee recommendbat theFAA assesshe feasibility of
establishing aifferentwaypoint for entry to the final approautto SFOonthe
SERFRarrival procedure (or any procedure that may replace it for arrivals from
the south)A differentwaypoint could besstablished antbcated eitherd the
eastand/or nortrof MENLO, or by usingexistingwaypoins FAITH, ROKME,
or DUMBA. The new waypoint should be at a location that allows flight over
compatible land usdse., over water or sparsely populated land massesat
a high enough altitude to ensure noesgosureof approaching aircrafis
minimized The Committee acknowledges that this eéRommendation
potentially involves working withstakeholders to revise the San Jose
International Airport Class C airspaceo tmaintain safety clearance
requirements if th&AITH or ROKME waypoint optiois arepursued.

The Select Committee doest recommend that a different final waypoint be
established for the SERFR procedure (or any procedure that may replace it
for arrivals from the south), either through the establishment afnew
waypoint orby using an existingvaypoint if such an action simply results in
Anoi se shifting. o

(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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2.6 Raisethe Floor of Altitude Control Windows on SERFR \

An altitude control window at a waypoint provides a range of altitudes (from lowest to highest;
e.g., 7,000 feet to 9,000 feet) that aircraft must be within when crossing the waypoint. The FAA
hasadvised the Committeedhthe range of altitudes is provided because the aircraft fleet mix
varies. he lastleg of SERFR has only one altitude contwohdow, atwaypoint EPICK (just
offshore from Capitola on the Santa Cruz County coast) with a range of 10,000 feet to 16,000 fe
(See Appendix CPage CiMap of BSR and SERFRBY reducing the size of that window by
2,000 feet, so that its range is 12,000 feet to 15,000 feet, aircraft would be at a higher altitude when
crossing the EPICK waypoint.

Recommendatiod: The SelectCommittee recommendbat the FAA decrease the size of the
altitude windows on the SERFR procedure or path so that aircraft crossing
EPICK do so at a higher altitude.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation: 2t is suggestethat the arrival procedure for SERFR, or any subsequent route
in this subregion be designed, if possible, to allow aircraft to reduce speed
early, while over the Monterey Bay; beginning theptidhizedProfile Descent
into the Santa Cruz area and beyand fashion that affects fewer people.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

| 2.7 Increase the Altitude and Profile of Descents into SFO \

An approach slope is thdescenpath thataircraft follow on final approach to land on a runway.
An approach slope is also known as a glide slopthegzathis ideally a gentle downward slope.
A commonly used approach slojpemodern aviations 3.0 degreefrom the horizontal.

At SFO, the two main landing runways are 28L and,2&Rl they are paltal to each other.
Runway 28L has a glide slope of 2.85 degrees, while Runway 28R has a glide slope of 3.0 degrees.
The variation in the glide slopes is a function of the two runways being parallel to each other.
Other airports use a steeper glide sldpa. instance, the Frankfurt airport is using 3.2 degrees
while London City airport uses a glide slope of 5.5 degrees.

If the glide slope on botRunways 28L and 28R at SRkre increased, even if only iBy15
degree®ach, it would allow descending aaérto begin their descent at a higher altitude, thereby
reducing noisexposureon the ground.

RecommendatiaThe Select Committee recommends that the FAA determine the feasibility of
increasing the glide slopes of SFO Runways 28R andt@8he maximum
extent consistent with safety .and the
(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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| 2.8 Increase All Altitudes \

Aircraft noise is noise pollution produced by any aircraft or its compongmésnoise is generated
during thevarious phases of a flightuch as when the aircraft is: (aj the ground while parked

using auxiliary power units; (b) while taxiing; (during takeoff; (d) while oveflying enroute;

and (e)during landing Aircraft noise is also generated bathderneath and lateral to departure

and arrival pathsThis latter form of aircraft noise has been the primary source of complaints since
the March 2015 implementation of NextGen. At the risk of stating the obvious, the thgher
altitude of departure and arrival paths, the quieter the experience is on the ground. Or, in other
words, aircraft at higher altitudes tend to be quieter.

Recommendatiamhe Select Committee recommends that to the greatest extent possible, while
still ensuring the safety of the aircraft, thiag altitudebe increased fall flight
procedurefpathsinto and out of SFO.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

2.9 Aircraft Vectoring \

Vectoring isassigned verbally by FAAir traffic controllers and generally invoh&turning
aircraft off the assigned procediilight path Vectoring of SFO arrivals over the Migeninsula

is common and principally generated from three sources: (1) arrivals from the north (BDEGA);
(2) to a lesser degree, overseas arrifrals the wes{OCEANIC); and (3) the roughly 50 percent

of the arrivaldrom the south (SERFR) that are currently vectored off the SERFR procedure/path
(See Appendix CPage C4Map of BDEGA, OCEANIC, SERFR, and DYAMDThesearriving
aircraftare vectored to propersequencehemfor mergingonto the final approach into SF®
should be noted that while noise generated by vectoring in the first two instances (i.e., BDEGA
and OCEANIC) occurs in the vicinity of the MENLO waypoint, the location of these operations
is unrelated to the presence of the MENLO waypa@istdiscusskfurther in Iltem 2.%n this Report
(MENLO Waypoin).

Vectoring can be a source @fbstantiahoise. If the vectoring directive frodir Traffic Control

to the pilot includes a change in speed, a turn, and/or an altitude resteatioorease inoise is

a likely result. On the other hand, if the vectoring directive is unrestricted, with the pilot not being
given a speed or altitude restriction, it is unlikely that noise will result. The FAA has advised the
Committee that vectoring is done for ef3f reasons, and that the specific directive provided is
dependent on the variables present. Consequently, according to the FAA, it is not predictable what
the noiseexposurewill be from vectoring.

Yet, vectoring is the source of many of the noise camfd presented to the Committee by the
community. This is due in part because the aircraft vectoring over th&éfishsula do so at low

altitudes. In addition, the topography of the Midninsula is uneven. To further complicate the

matter, while some nmebers of the community have complained that vectoring is a source of noise,
others warn that efforts to keep greater numbers of aircraft on the established flight paths
concentrates even greater amounts of noise on those who live or work under théedtHigis

track (this is the Issue some advocates refer
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you create noise over a relatively wide area;
noise on a relative few (a smaller number) \ahe already heavily burdened.

It has been suggested that the altitude at which aircraft are vectored over the Peninsula be
increased, to reduce the noesgosuresxperienced on the grounidl.should be noted, however,

that theFAA hasadvised theCommitiee that increases the altitude ofthe BDEGA West leg
vectored aircraft could require the aircraft to fly somewhat further south, in order to safely descend
and make the urn to join the final approach into SFO.

Recommendatiofi: The Select Committeecommends that the FAA identify locations that have
the most compatible land uses for vectoring, such as over the Pacific Ocean or
San Francisco Bay, and vector ®ieOarriving air traffic in those locations to
reduce noisexposureexperienced othe ground.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation :2The Committee recommends that the FAA raise vectoring altitudes to
maximum feasible altitudes over the Mweninsulawith a focus on higher
altitudes inthe vicinity of the MENLO waypoint.

(Vote: _12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absentor Abstain)

| 2.10 Runway Usage |

SFO operates on two sets of parallel runways ititatsect midfield at a ninegegree angle.
Approximately 83 percent of the time aircrdfpart on either Runway 01L (left) or 01R (right)

and arrive on either Runway 28L (left) or 28R
rate for arriving traffic is 60 aircraft per hour. This arrival rate can be accommodated because with
goodyvisibility and weather, aircraft land sidg-side on Runways 28L and 28R as the pilots are

able to see the other aircraft arriving on the parallel runway and can maintain visual separation.

The arriving traffic to Runway 28L is closer to the westerreeofgghe San Francisco Bay (Bay),
proximate to the bayside communities of Redwood City and FosterRiinway 28R igarther
removed from those communities. Greater use of Runway 28R has a reduced noise exposure for
these bayside communities; however, A\ advised the Committee that, for the most efficient
operations at SFO (i.e., accommodating the greatest number of aircraft), Runways 28L and 28R
are used simultaneously.

As detailed in this Report (Item 2.4 Overnight Flights), during the overnight hours the overall
amount of air traffic is dramatically reduced. It has been suggested that, to the extent possible, 100
percent of nighttime flights should be directedfy Traffic Control (ATC) in a single stream to
Runway 28R to reduce the noise exposure on the communities of Redwood City and Foster City.

It has also been suggested that regardless of the time of day, and when conditions permit
(including, but not limited tathe number of operation#,TC should direct aircraft to use Runway

28R. This includes use of the fAnoise friendl:]
the Bay before joining the final approach to SFO. Use of the offset approach noeogefitd
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Foster City and Redwood City, but because aircraft are joining the final approach farther into the
Bay, it could allow for higher altitudes while the aircraft are crossing over thé*Bhihsula area.

RecommendatianThe Select Committee recommenthat all feasible measures be taken to
reduce the noise exposure to bayside communities, including Foster City and
Redwood City, by directing air traffic to Runway 28R whenever possible.
During the important overnight hours, every effort should be nadestite a
single stream of traffic, and to assign that traffic, safety permitting, to fly a
Anoi se friendlierodo offset approach to
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

| 2.11 Modify BRIXX Procedure into San Jose International Airport \

The BRIXX arrival is a arrival procedurgsathfrom the northinto San Jose International Airport
(SX) which runs dowithe Peninsulaoughly over La Honda and Boulder Creek before turning
and flying soutrand therturningeast and nortfessentially a bigJ-turn)to join thefinal approach
into SJC(See Appendix CPage C5Map of BRIXX). The BRIXX path intersects with the SERFR
arrival path yhich approacksSFO from the soutbver the Santa Cruz Mounta)nsoughly just

to the north of Mount McPhersam the Santa Cruz mountains

The FAA has advised the Committee dah under NextGen, BRIXX basicallgverlaid a
predecessopath, which was nandeGOLDN. The change to a satadlibased navigation flight
path, as opposed to the prior ground track flight path, resulted BRR€X arrival path becoming
more concentrateavith vectoring moving southwaydndmovingcloser to thalesignatedlight
path.The FAA further advised thedtnmittee that roughly 76 percent of the BRIXX flights are
vectored or turned off the path prior to the point where BRIXX intersects with SERfERe
changes resulted complaints from residents affectedcommunities.

It has been suggested that thesmplaintde addressed by: (1) moving the intersection of BRIXX

and SERFR faher to the north and east, potentiallyaypoint EDDYY ,which is locatedoughly

over the Rancho San Antonio Open Space Preserve; and (2) increasing the altitude of BRIXX so
that it is above thaltitude of theSERFR arrival path.

The FAA hasadvised the Committee thttesepotentialsolutions raise a number of concerns.

First, moving the flight path as suggested potentially moves noise further into the already impacted
Mid-Peninsulareaand places arriving aircraft at too high of an altitude too close to BJ&eder

for those aicraft to safely land, the aircraft would have to fly even further south to mhake
necessaryurnto the east and the nottih join the final @proach into SJC, potentially resulting in

new noiseexposurelncreasing the altitude of BRIX&Iso potentially i mi t s t he FAAOGS
consider othepotentialsolutions the Select Committee might advance, such as raising the altitude

on SERFR.

Recommendatiamhe Select Committeecommendshat, following implementation of changes
to the current arrivabutefor aircraft from southern destinatigribe FAA shall
consider a new BRIXX procedure that maintains the highest possible altitude
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at the point wherd& (BRIXX) intersects the new arrival routeom the south.
The FAA should make every attempt tosmathe altitude high enough such that
the DNL under the new intersection (where BRIXX and aeuval route from

the southis lower than the DNL under the current intersection (where BRIXX
and the current SERFR route cro§¥)e FAA shall review any projged nev
BRIXX procedure withany successor committee as recommenddteiim 3.1,
Recommendations 1 and 2, in this Repdteed for an Ongoing Venue to
Address Aircraft Noise Mitigationjand the affected communities.

(Vote: 10 Aye, 0O Nay, 2 Absnt or Abstain)

| 2.12 Modify NRRLI Waypoint on the First Leg of SERFR \

In the Carmel Valley (Monterey County), aircraft joining the SERFR arrival procedure/path turn
over the Valley to reach the NRRLI waypoint. That turn has created adversexmisereon the
ground. Prior to the March 2015 implementation of NextGen procedures, aircraft flew over the
Carmel Valley in a straight line. It has been suggested that the NRRLI waypoint be moved to where
the SERFR procedure/path intersects the coastline ne&ity of Seaside along the Monterey
Bay.

The FAA has advised the Committee thHat proposedsolution however, has thpotentialto

move exising noise to another community. For that reason, the Select Committee has not endorsed
this solution.The FAA may, however, wish to examine whether this proposed solution, or a
variation thereof, could be effectively implemented without shifting noise.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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2.13 San Josdnternational Airport Reverse Flow: Aircraft Arrivals \

Under normal conditions, aircraft arriving at San Josernational Airport (SJCarrive from the

south anddepartheading northDuring inclement weathey or a significant change in wind

direction ower the San Jose are¢he takeff and landing approaches are temporarily reverstd

aircraft arriving at SJCfrom the north andiepartingto thesouth.T h i RevelSe Flow@ br i ngs
arriving aircraftin at lower altitudedo the west of SJCpver the communitiesof Palo Alto,
Mountain View, and Sunnyval e. It has been sug
instead arrive from t he aeparture grdced@dads notusedi ng a
during AReverse Flowo conditions.

The FAA has advised the Committee that thi@posedsolution, however, has the potential to
move existing noise to another community (a community not represented by the congressional
districts that established the Select Committee). For that reason, the Seteutiti€e has not
endorsed thiproposedsolution The FAA may, however, wish to examine whether this proposed
solution, or a variation thereof, could be effectively implemented without shifting noise.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

| 2.14 Redirect Southern Arrivals (SERFR) to an Eastern Approach into SFO

As previously notedSERFRis a southern arrival procedure/flight path i8feO(i.e., approaching
SFOfrom the south over the Santa Cruz Mourgaifrlights on the SERFR procedure include
(among others) aircraft from the southwest, such as Phoenix and Houston. In June 2016, the
SERFR carried an average of 183 aircpaft day, 080 percenbf the arriving aircraft into SFO.

It has been suggestbgl somethattheseaircraftfrom the southwedie removed from thSERFR

arrival procedure, and instead use an eastern approach into SFO. Under this suggestion, aircraft
would either use the existing DYAMD arrival proced(sich is for flights arrivingat SFO from

the east with a flight path that enters the Bay roughly betiwemmont andMilpitas), or use a new
procedure crossing the FAITH waypoffthich is located at the intersection of Hostetter Road

and Morrill Avenue, east of Interstate 680 in Eaah Jose(See Appendix CPage C4Map of

BDEGA, OCEANIC, SERFR, and DYAMD)

The FAA hasadvised the Committee that thpsoposedsolution raises a number of potential
concernsin June 2016, the DYAMD already carried the greatest percentage of daigfac

into SFO, an average of 253 aircraft per daydbipercendf the arriving traffic into SFO. The
DYAMD arrival procedure also shares the final approach path into SFO with aircraft arriving from
the north (on the BDEGA procedure), specifically the 30 percent of BDEGA arrivals that use the
San Francisco Bay approafthe sacalled East leg)increasing the aircraft load on the DYAMD
procedure as suggested reduces the opportunity to shift aircraft from the BDEGA Peninsula (so
called West leg) approach onto the BDEGA San Francisco Bay approawdllésbEast leg)-or

that reason, the Select Committe®s not endorsed this solutioseg Item 2 in this Report
[Northern Arrivals (BDEGA) into SFQ]
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With regard to creating a new procedure using the FAITH waypoint, the FAA has advised the
Committee that this flight pathas the potential to conflict with departures out of San Jose
International Airport and move existing noise to another community (a community not represented
by the congressional districts that established the Select Committee). For those reasonst the Sele
Committee has not endorsed this solution. However, it has been noted that the existence of an
overnight curfew at San Jose International Airport might accommodate a new procedure using the
FAITH waypoint as a potential solution in the overnight holire FAA may, therefore, wish to
examine whether this proposed solution, or a variation thereof (e.g., at night), could be effectively
implemented without shifting noise.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 11 Aye, 1 Nay,__0__Absent or Abstain)

| 2.15 Fan-in Overseas Arrivals (OCEANIC) into SFO \

The OCEANIC arrival procedure into SFO comes in from the west from overseas locaiins,
as Asia and Hawaii, with aircraft converging into a single path at the PIRAT waypoint wdich
off the coast. Once on a single path, the aircraft ch@sSan Francisc@eninsula at the Woodside
VOR, a navigational beacon locatede Woodside areaand proceed to the final approach into
SFO(See Appendix CPage C4Map of BDEGA, OCEANICSERFR, and DYAMD)

It has been suggested that the arriving OCEANIC aircraft dostéadb e i f-iama eidnt o t h
area of thaVoodside VORusing that poinand other new waypoints to achieve dispersion of the

arriving aircraft The FAAhas advised thednmitteethat it lacks the technologie., metering

tools, to implement thiproposedolution. The presence of Special Use Airspace (S#)g the

coastline at this locationwhich restricts civilian aircraft from using that airspgcturther

constramns the FAA. The FAAasadvised the Committee that while this solution might be feasible,
therearea very low number of OCEANIC flights (roughly 31 flights per day in June 2016) per

day. In addition, the FAAasadvised the Committee that thsslution ao potentially moves

noise to other communities. For these reagbesSelect Committee has not endorsed this solution

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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| 2.16 Herringbone Approach to SFO Arrivals

It has been suggested that n@sposurealong a specific corridor/flight path could be reduced if

flightsjoinedt he path at various points, thus creatir
The fAherringboned or Atridento is a multiple e

the number of overflights alongsingle pathUsingthis conceptAir Traffic Control would be
instructed to distribute arrivingraraft to multiple transion locations along the arrival path, hence
thefAheringbone® or fitridend patterns.

It has also been suggested that the herringbone approach could be applied to the SERFR arrival
procedure, which approaches SFO from the south over the Santa Cruz MoufiteanFAA,
however, has advised the Committee that it currently lacks the technology, i.e., metering tools, to
implement thisproposedsolution. The congested San Francisco Bay Area airspace, with three
major commercial airports in close proximity to eatiher, also potentially limits the applicability

of this solution. Finally, the FA/Aasadvised the Committee that a herringbone approach would
likely result in an increase in vectoring. For these reasons, the Select Committee has not endorsed
this soluton. The FAA may, however, wish to examine whether this proposed solution, or a
variation thereof, could be effectively implemented once the needed technological tools have been
developed.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 11 Aye, 1 Nay,__0__Absent or Abstain)

| 2.17 Return to Pre-NextGen Procedures, Altitudes, and Concentration

A continuous thread to the puinput received by th€ommittee was teimplyreturn conditions,
including aircraft procedures, altitudes, and
While the Committee is sympathetic to this input, the F#e&repeatedly indicated that changes

to the San Francisco Bay Areaispace pursu# to NextGenare not reversible.The FAA has

repeatedly advised the Committee that the 2012 federal legislation reauthorizing the FAA required

the FAA to adopt and use advanced technology to modernize the air transport Bystdmase

reasons the Sele@ommittee has not endorsed this proposed solution. However, the Select
Committee recommends the implementation of a number of solutions to improve NeatGen
discussed throughout thisport.

Adopted by the Select Committee.
(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay _ 0 Absentor Abstain)
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SECTION 3: LONGER-TERM ISSUES

I n the Select Commi t t e etérs isies lwere EaentHdiedi tlhatnvwent s e v e
beyond the timeframe of the Co mm@amtissueseapesof wo r k
significanceand the Committee recommends that resolution be pursued in as timely a manner as
possible via appropriate channels.

| 3.1 Need for anOngoing Venue to Address Aicraft Noise Mitigation \

In the San Fransco Bay Area airspaceoiserelated concers are not confined to a single
commercial airport. The three major commercial airp8t0, Oakland Internatior@AK, and

San Jose Internation&JC)that ring the San Francisco B&yay) have a combined36 arival

and departure procedur@s., paths) These arrival and departure procedures crisscross the Bay
andimpact the three county area represented by the members of Congress who established the
Select Committee on South Bay Arrival$is presents@n obvious challenge to those aftatby

and/or attempting to mitigate aircraft noise. Asewample Santa CruzMo u n t eesidergsd
affectedby the SERFR arrival procedure from the south into &Falso affected bihe BRIXX

arrival procedurérom the northnto SJC

Theneed for a pgenanent entity to address thesalti-countyimpactsbecameeadily apparent to
the Committee inthe course oits work.

Recommendation: The Select Commige recommends that amlAloc Sulcommittee consisting
of two Member#Alternates fromthe Select Committeéor others yet to be
named)from each CountfCongressional Districbe convend by the three
members of Congress who empaneled the Select Comowttethe shorterm
to continue work on the issues identified in this Repancluding the
framework of the longer term entity referenced in Recommendation 2
immediately below. More specifically, theAd-Hoc Sulcommittee would
consider: (1) the financiahdministrative and technicatesources needed to
support the permanent entity; (2)nfling of the permanent entity; and (3)
structure of the permanent entitAmong other tasks, theAd-Hoc
Sulcommittee wouldalsoreceive reportsf any, on the implementation of the
Recommendations included in thissport. The Ad-Hoc Sulcommittee would
consult with the FAA, SFO, and local jurisdictions in develog@rfiggamework
to support the permamt entitygoing forward and report to the Members of
Congress \ith its recommendation within 12fays.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absentor Abstain)

Recommendatior?: The Select Committestrongly recommendghat a permanent entity be
established to addresssues of aircraft noism the three county arean an
ongoing basis, and to provide a forum for community infite Select
Commi tteeds schedul e di d not per mit
governance structure
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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| 3.2 Restricted/Special Us&irspace

Special Use Aspace (SUA) ararea designated for operatiotisat requireestrictionson aircraft
not participaing in those operations.h€se operations amdten of a military natureln the San
Francisco Bay Area, there are SUA restrictions (military) alongh ofthe Pacific coastline that
constr ai rlexibiltyeto expardrsrestructure the usecvilian airspace

RecommendatiaiwWhile the Select Committee is not questioning the need for or importance of
SpecialUseAirspacgSUA) in our region the Committeeecommends that the
FAA review the SUAIn our areavith an eye towardbetterbalancing special
use restrictions and civilian aviatioreeds particularly in the cogested San
Francisco Bay Areaispace.
(Vote: _12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absentor Abstain)

3.3 Noise Measurement

Following the March 2015 changde the San Francisco Bay Areaspace thaimplemented
NextGenperformance based navigatitechnology and newlight procedurefpaths it became
readily apparent to the Committee that t he F
inadequate. They do not represent what is being experienced by people on the ground.

Theexistingmetrics dmnotadequatelydentify or acknowledgeground levelnoiseexposureeven

whennoise at the reported leveaks enough to be noticeable and disturbitagthe public. The
shortcoming exists in large measuezause theumulativenoise levelover a 24hour period)s

not high enough teechnicallyc onst i t ut e a fAsignificant 1 mpact.

More specifically, the use of a DaNight Average Soundevel (DNL) alone is iHsuitedto assess

ground leveimpacts, particularly from the standpoint of amplitude, duration, time of occurrence,
and repetitiveness (noentration of flight paths). In addition, noise analysis at a community level
(i.e., over a relatively broad swathgsults ina blendingof noisethat does not refleanore
localized impacts. Measuring noisere locally and precisely (e.g., at tbenss block leve)

woul d avoimgd harmsd Adil leuwtdii .Mge Conimitteecaissnetesehatpoo theu r e
national level, numerous studies of alternative noise metrics highlight the deficiencies of DNL.

Further, heF A A tnatrics rely on AWeighting to measure sound pressure le(@lg., the way
the ear hearsyommonlyexpresed in dBA. A-Weighting wasoriginally intended only for the
measurement of lowevel sounds Yet it is now commonly usedor the meaurement of
environmentabnd indugial noise,including aircraft noiseas well as when assessing potential
hearing damage and other noise health effects at all sound ldoelsver, because-Weighting

is applicable to only low levels, it tends to devalue the effects of low frequeisgyinparticular

Other frequency weg ht i ng, -0s uaxrmd adHAtingsCare available. Use of these
frequency weightings yields measurementalbhoise instead of only amall fraction of it.
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The Committee strongly supports the efforts of ¢hagressional Quiet Skies Caucus to require
the FAA to lower the acceptable DNL threshold from the current level pfab8 to use
supplemental metrics that characterize the true impact of airline noiseeexpee by people on
the groundgand further enaarages broader congressional consideration of these efforts.

Recommendatiof: The SelecCommittee recommends that the U.S. Congress require the FAA
to adopt supplemental metrics for aircraft noise that characterize the true impact
experienced by peopt the ground.

(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

3.4 Capacity Limitations \

The Select Committee understands that the growth in air traffic for the Bay Area is projected to
increase by approximatelygercent per annunwhile overallcapacity limitations have not been
reached at San Francisdoternational Airport, the availability of additional dayme flight
capacity is limitedand it is anticipated that future traffic growth can only be accommodated during
nighttimehours. The impact of additional flights during ovethtigours is significantly greatés

those on the groundnd requires stricter nighttime regulations to avoid sleep interferasce
discussed further in Item 2.4 in this Report (Overnight Flightshger term, increased traffic
levels may necessitate implementation of capacity limitatisnsh as longer #rail spacing
between aircraft or assigned gate slots.

RecommendatianThe flectCommitteebelieves these capacity issues should be consitgred
any successor committeas recommended in Iltem 3.1, Recommendations 1
and 2, in this RepoiiNeed for an Ongoing Venue to Address Aircraft Noise
Mitigation).

(Vote: 12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

3.5 Aircraft Speed

The issue ofai r cr af t speed and its i mpact on nNoi se
deliberations.

RecommendatianThe Slect Committedoelieves the issue of aircraft speed and its impact on
noise should be considered by any successor compmageeecommended in
Item 3.1, Recommendations 1 and 2, in this Reffdeted for an Ongoing
Venue to Address Aircraft Noise Mitigatian)
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0 Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)
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SECTION 4: PROCESS ISSUES

In its deliberationsthe Select Committee identifilteeprocess issues of ndteatwarrantfurther
consideration and followp.

4.1 Who Makes Recommendations to Whom

In the face of widespread concern about aircraft noise over portions of three counties, the Select
Committee was empaneled to providgeommendations to Members of Congress on appropriate
measures to eliminate or mitigate noise where practicable. The Committee members understood
and accepted that assignment, and this Report
recommendabns.

That being said, the mitigation of aircraft noise is a highly technical matter. The Committee was
wholly comprised of (elected) lay people. Charging a group of elected lay people with the
responsibility for making recommendations in this area séesssthan ideal, particularly when

the FAA has the requisite expertise and responsibility to manage aircraft traffic in the public
interest.

Simply put, notwithstanding the FAAGO6s good f
Committee, the Commit eeb6s view is that t he pthekAAss i s
should begoingto Members of Congress and their affected constituencies with proposals for
review and comment, not the other way around.

RecommendatianShould a similar process be employed here or elsewhere in the country in the
future, the Select Committeecommends that, to the greatest degressible,
the FAA be charged with the responsibility fadentifying and proposing
solutionsto mitigate noie concerns, and that community groups and elected
officials be consultedfor review and commentand to offer additional
suggestions
(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

4.2 Need forBefore/After NoiseM onitoring \

The lack of aircraft noisenonitoring prior to the implementation of NextGen hampered the
Commi t(d rece 0tsh e abpity tb mmaasu@isd documerthe actual impacts of the changes

that were implemented in March 20150king ahead, the Committee isrnzerned that if the

FAA fails to perform ibef oefated tahe tnplenferitaan @ noi s
Recommendations contained in this Report, there will likewise be an inability to measlyze

andverify, and document thaesiredmprovenents. Accordinty, the Select Committee offers the

following Recommendation.

Recommendatiod: The Select Committeeecommends that the FAAnd/or SFOmonitor and
documentnoise exposureof any feasible solutions before and aftehA
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implementation t@nsure impacts are verifigahd to determine whether results
are of a discernible benefit.
(Vote: _12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

Recommendation:2Zrhe Committee recommends the implementation of a set of regional noise
monitoring statios that will adequately monitor aircraft noise levels at
carefully selected points in the San Francisco Bay Area and the three
Congressional Districts represented time Select Committee. Collected data
shall be made available to citizens upon request.

(Vote: 12 Aye, 0O Nay, 0 Absent or Abstain)

4.3 Ensuring Compliance \

The Committee received significant comment from both the pubfid theelected official
memberof the Committegabout priounderstanding directives, oagreements, including those
regarding altitude restrictions, not being adheredSoch comments suggest the need for
compliance monitoring with respect to previously agreed to efforts, and with respect to newly
identified noise mitigation efforts.

Recomnendation The Select Committee recommendareful documentation andngoing
compliancemonitoring forany set of solutionaccepted andnplemented by
the FAA. TheCommittee recommends thidte Members ofCongress ensure
that theFAA takes theappropriatesteps to measure and guarant@going
compliance.

(Vote: _12 Aye, O Nay, 0 Absentor Abstain)
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APPENDIX A: Vote Record
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APPENDIX B: Map of Key Waypoints

SANTA CLARA
COUNTY

Daa Sources openhlav, ESR|
Cradt: Santa Clara County Planning Deparment, 2016
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APPENDIX C: Maps of Selected Flight PathsCNDEL

Report of the Select Committee on South Bay Arrivals



