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The Honorable Leo J. Ryan
Chairman, Environment, Energy,

and Natural Resources Subcomnittee
Commnittee on Government Operations
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As requested in your October 12, 1977, letter we have analyzed the
Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA) final monitoring report on Concorde
operations at Dulles lLirport, the National Academy of Sciences' report on
the determination of public reaction to Concorde operations, and FAA's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, which would establish noise limits for
supersonic aircraft. These documents were not available for analysis
in our report issued to you on September 15, 1977, entitled "The
Concorde--Results of a Supersonic Aircraft's Entry Into the United
States,”" CED-77-131.

Based on our analysis of the FAA proposed rulemaking, we are recom~
mending that the Secretary, Department of Transportation (DGT), prior to
. igsuing a:-final noise rule,.make.two -important-changes.-The “locat optiom?
provisions--the right of the local airport proprietor to regulate noise
-.ats it own-airpoft --may; iti*Fact; not be "a viable method for ‘régulating™ ~
Concorde noise. We are recommending that more clearly defined guidance
be given to airport proprietors so that they can invoke their local option
(if they desire) without encountering long legal battles. In addition,
the proposed rule does not establish noise standards for new deszgn super-
sonic aircraft. Rather than developing noise standards for use in design-
ing new supersonxcs.;thg.proposed rule would allow standards to be
developed based on noise reduction technology as it becomes available.
It appears to us:that the Federal government should provide some criteria
—to-industry as_to:the noise levels that would be acceptable for future
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and .typ.s of noise complaints were significant and indicate a ﬁéner§L,
negative response o the Concorde. SR

The results of our review are summarized in the enclosure to this
letter. We have also included recent statistics on Concorde operations at
John F. Kennedy Airport in New York. We met with FAA officials and have
recognized their comments to the extent appropriate in finalizing our
report.

As arranged with your office, we will make this report available
to FAA and other interested parties two days after the issue date.

Sinc yours,
desr 2 .
Comptroller General

of the United States

Enclosure
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ANALY>IS OF SUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT
NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING
AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

When we issued our report on September 15, 1977, entitled
“The Concorde--Results of a Supersonic Aircraft’s Entry Into the United
States," CED-77-131, three significant documents had not yet been
released by the Department of Transportation/Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (DOT/FAA). These documents which we have row analyzed are as
follows:

-=The National Academy of Sciences' report entitled "Community
Reactions to the Concorde: An Assessment of the Trial Period
at Dulles Airport"

--DOT/FAA's “"Concorde Monitoring Summary Report, May 1976 - May
1977

--DOT/FAA's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking entitled "Civil Super-
sonic Airplanes--Proposed Noise and Sonic Boom Requirements"”

As stated in our September 15, 1977, report, we believe permitting
the Concorde's introduction into the United States is counter to the

- thrust "6f ‘the Bational noise abatement-effort. Noige,-however, was.motie. ..

_the only determinant in the Administration's decision as to whether or
‘not ‘to permit Concordé™operations in the United St ates. Decisions con— -
cerning tuis aircraft are considered to have important implications
affecting the economy of this Natiom and its international relations.

BACKGROUND . - - i

On Februaryfﬁ,'1976,’i5§35e6igtary of Transportation authorized
British Airways. and Air Prance to make limited scheduled commercial
Concorde flights into-the United:States for a period not to exceed

16 months, subject to certain’limitations and restrictions. The two
_airports selected. for_the test were Dulles International Airport near
Washington; D.C.;:and-John'F. Kenn dy International Airport in New York,
New York.. Concorde opefations were'initiated at Dulles on May 24, 1976,

but dde;to;équit“aégfgﬁigiaio ving ‘the Port Authority of New York and

- New’Jersey: (the. QP$§§£°i éfﬁ%g& 4;),fjnd the French and British
lirlinéb‘,‘{:bié:;ﬁl%ﬁ tions did not-begin at Kennedy until
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ational, and community response infor-
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ENCLOSURE ENCLQSURE
during the trial on noise levcls and comuunity reactions. Reports were
requested for boch of these activities to assist the Secretary in
determining whether the Concorde should be granted permanent landing

rights in the United States.

The National Academy of Sciences' report and the summary FAA
Concorde monitoring report were released on September 23, 1977. Subse-
quently, on October 11, 1977, the Secretary, DOT, issued the Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking for supersonic aircraft. DOT/FAA oificials have
stated that the final rule will be issued in April or May 1978.

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

The current notice is the third proposal that haz been prepared by
the Federal government for regulation of noise created by supersonic
aircraft. The first two proposals were submitted to the FAA by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to the Noise Control Act
of 1972.

The FAA's October 11, 1977, proposal entitled “Civil Supersonic
Airplanes--Proposed Noise and Sonic Boom Regquirements” discusses three
types of supersonic aircraft--the present Concorde; future production or
derived versions of the Concorde with flight time after January 1, 1980;
.._and. future design supersonic. Aircrafto. . ... oaeisoviw iieathen

~. ¢ - -The 'permissable noise-level of the.present .Concurde would be.set ag:
a level which is technologically practicable and economically reasonable
Since there is no known technology available for reducing present
Concorde noise, its allowable noise level would be its cirrent noise
output rather than noise levels required for subsonir .craft, which
the Concorde cannot meet. The Concorde's current nois. .evel is twice as
loud on take-off as a-Boeing-707, four times as loud as a Boeing 747,
and eight times as loud as-a McDonnell-Douglas DC-10. This noise level
would be allowed for ‘all.Concordes with flight time prior to January 1,

1980. “Based-on previcus production decisions by the British and French
manufacturers; “it “is ‘expected that .16 Concordes would come under this

—criteria: -All-other-commercial supersonic-sircraft-vould have.to meet
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will enable these airplanes to meet [noise levels for existing subi‘
sonic aircraft}.” '

Aithough the proposed rule would establish Federal supersonic
aircraft noise limits it would not change the existing legal authority
of each airport proprietor to regulate the noise at his airport in
a manner which is not “unjustly discriminatory” and not "unduly burden-
some" on interstate and foreign commerce. Thus, under the proposed rule,
the local proprietor is told he can limit or prohibit Concorde operations
rrovided the noise regulations meet the above criteria. The proposed
rule did not, however, give any specific guidance as to what actions
could be considered as not "unjustly discriminatory” and not "unduly
burdensome" to commerce.

In testimony before your Subcommittee or October 26, 1977, DCT
stated that each case will depend or the specific situation involved
and whether the noise standard could be considered truly non-discrimina~
*ory. DOT stated that FAA will advise airport proprietors in developing
noise rules and "At the request of a proprietor, the FAA is also pre-
pared to review airport use restrictions rules and to advise whether
they are unjustly discriminatory or constitute an uadue burden on
interstate or foreign commerce."

" DEFICIENCIES IN THE PROPOSED RULE =~ "°r = wir e wenis oo
In devéloping the final rule, we believe there are two areas
deserving additional consideration by FAA--the local option issue and
noise standards for future design supersonic aircraft. FAA should, at
the outset, provide general guidance as to what constitutes a rule which
is neither discriminatory nor unduly-burdensome. Of the 13 existing
airports being considered for Concorde operstions, 9 are already con~
sidered "noise sensitive." Although regulation of aircraft noise has
been slow in the past, FAA's recent retrofit/replacement rule will bring
all subsonic_aircraft- -into- conplxaﬁcé-vxth Federal standards by 1985.
This is a progres.tve ttep forvatd in controllxng aircraft noise.
_However, unde “Jocal airport_proprietors who wish
to ban supersonic- aitctaftrviil'berrequtred to develop a standard which
is not discriminatory: mor . nuduly -burdensome -for an aircraft that is
twice as loud as-the noxs ‘*tubio”ié aﬂrcraft and which cannot be
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the local option--may not be viable. The recent experience

of the Zort Authority of New York and Ncw Jersey raises serious
doubts whether, practically speaking, a local proprietcr can impose
a non-discriminatory rule which would ban or curtail the Concorde,
even when its adverse noise impacts on the airport's neighbors are
clear.”

E?A recommended that FAA give airport proprietors the technical assist-
ance and guidance necessary for non-discriminatory rules to make the
local option a viable method of regulating Concorde noise.

Without such guidance the local option may not in fact be a viadle
method of regulating Concorde noise. It seems lcgical that in view of
the long legal battles waged by the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey to ban operations at Kennedy that FAA should provide this guidance
so that orher airport proprietors will not face the same problems.

Our other area of concern with the propcsed rule is its failure to
provide noise regulation for future design supersonic aircraft. FAA
cited inadequate technical information as a basis. FAA's gcal is to have
future design supersonic aircraft meet standards then applicable to
subsonic airplanes unless it is "technologically infeasible™ to produce
~‘sach”an- aitcraft "' FAA ‘stated that’ it-would then cbnsider‘sét'xhg'i“”‘““
standard less stringent than exxstxng subsonic rules. It is FAA's
" iatéution, howeVer, to have such fufure design ‘supersonic airecraft " Dedt
at least existing subsonic standards.

o«

We believe the Federal government should provide some criteria to
industry as to the noise levels that would be acceptable for future air-
craft rather than letting the development of future technology control
the noise levels that will be established. This type of regulatory con-
trol is neither effective nor-does it provide all manufacturers with
adequate lead time to- adjds:mlheir design and production schedules. If
specific noise standards are not - dev_eloped iato the destgn stage of
future supetson1C'aitcrlft.fthare”iiino lssurance that noise will be
- given. adequate concxdetdt;o S
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EPA stated also that:

". . . If future SSTs are to substitute for some subsonic aircraft
now using our Nation's airports, then they must be compatible with
the noise abatement nceds of those airports. Simply because new
technology is involved is no reason to abandon the requirements for
envircnmental compatibility which we now are imposing on subsonic
aircraft. To /. otherwise is to discriminate in favor of supersonic
aircraft and against subsonic aircraft.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF DOT

We recommend that the Secretary, DOT, provide general guidelines in
the final noise rule for civil supersonic airplanes as *o what consti-
tutes a standard which is non-discriminatory and not unduly burdensome
on interstate and foreign commerce. In addition, the Secretary should
direct that the final noise rule roquire nev design supersonic aircraft
to meet the same noise levels as new design subsonic aircraft.

CONCORDE FINAL MONITORING REPORT AND
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES REPORT

. TR Lo P S M N I Tt e

o eras Sate

: As patt of the Concorde dec1slon. the Secretary of’DOT directed FAA
..-to.monitor and .assess -the noise .effects of-Cencorde operationsi ~In<:its + -
Concorde monitoring summary report released on September 23, 1977, FAA

had the following major conclusions concerning Concorde noise:

=--Noice levels are consistent with the predictions set forth in the
Concorde Supersonic Transport Final Environmental Impact Statement
issued in November 1975. Compared to the-loudest jet subsonic
transports, the Concorde is twice as no1ay on take-off and
approxtmately the same on approach. .

--Notse-xnduced vxbratxon tnplct 1: les: ;han ptedlcted in the Final
- Envzronmen&at—lnpact—Sttt

~~Based on publtc oplnxn )
durtng the trtal pettod‘

agree with the conclusxon tbq
has gained xn-accepecaeevdn 1
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Dulles Airport. To determine the subjective community reaction to actual
Concorde operations ar Dulles, the FAA conducted three separate phases

of community response monitoring: (1) community orinion surveys; (2)
monitoring of complaints about Concorde, and (3) a media content analysis.

The community opinion survey cousisted of three separate series of
telephone interviews of residents near Dulles. The surveys were held at
three points in time, once before the start of Concorde operations, once
after approximately 6 months of exposure, and once after a year of opera-
tion. The first survey was used as baseline data to measure the amount
of change in comnunity attitudes resulting from Concorde operations.

Our analysis of the community opinion survey disclosed serious weaknesses
in the sampling plan, questionnaire design, interviewing technique, and
processing of the actual response data. We concluded that the resvlits of
the community opinion surveys are questionable and recommended they not
be used in formulating policy on future Concorde operations. This subject
was discussed in detail in our September 13, 1977, report.

The complaint monitoring phase was a mechanism by which the public
could express its views about Concorde operations at its coavenience. As
stated in our eacrlier report the number and types of Concorde noise com-
plaints are significant. Although Concorde operations accounted for less

mmbhan'onenpereeuc«ofrthe:%oaal-Dules-opetarignsadq:ingvthe,;p;aLﬂperia¢Lu
_the 1387 Concorde complaints represented 79 percent of the total cem-

™ plaints. Duridg this same periody 375 compraints ‘about- noise from sirw.
craft other than Concorde were received. As pointed out in the National
Academy of Sciences' report, this amounts to 225 complaints for every

100 Concorde operations as compared to less than 1 complaint for every
100 scheduled operations for subsonic aircraft. We believe the number

and type of Concorde noise complaints are significant and indicate a
general negative response to this aircraft.- - - -

The media content analysis monitored the quantity and characteristics
of Concorde information available to the-public-through the media during
the Concorde trial period.--The media.content analysis concluded that Con-
coiaé"ébﬁblaintswresultgdgptxnnr;ly&grghgjétﬁgt;goqcorde‘expo:ure*rather
than from other less direct influences:such as-stories about the Concorde
in the media. This indicates that the-public's complaints about the Con-
corde were valid.. I : ; SR

. e‘ OLIAL ¢ __' P e« = o
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However, the Academy staled that the overall monitoring program at Dulles
was:

". . . necessarily begun in hasZe and, therefo.e, suffered from lack
or a well-specified, well=-conceived plan to integrate its components.
Such § ~lan was not developed and well documented later, when there
was time. Questions exist as to both the choice of surveying methods
and the precision with which they were used. Nevertheless, the data
[from the *otal Concorde monitoring program] can be used to describe
changes in the noise environment and to provide rough estimates of
people's reactions to those changes.”

The Academy's assessment of the communxty opinion surveys discussed
some of the same problems as were mentioned in our prior Concorde report
including deficiencies in sampling deslgn and in the actual execution
of the survey. According to the Academy's report:

“The primary design shortcoming in the Du.les Survey was in the
sampling. The survey respondents around Dulles are not a
probability sample of the population surrounding that airport.
« « - Although it may be appropriate to select towns that are
- expected tg-be most- heavxly sffected by the’ cbncotde “gtme “ T
flexibility in analysxs is thereby lost: the exxstxng data cannot«
“be -aggrepated tb give estimates’ fot the popuTation afound Dulles. ~°
- - - The survey data can be used to give estimates for the popula-
tion in each community, not the entire population around Dulles.
Moreover, the samples in some communites are too small to give
reliable estimates of the responses of the populations in those
communities."

FRCE SN IS

The report also stated:

"In the opinion of the Committee, the standards of performance of
the organizations that were contracted to design and draw the
sample and to conduct the surveys. could have been higher. Making
generous allowance .for the pressure of time.in the pre-Concorde
survey, the Committee fxnds shortcomxngs in ‘the executxon of the

surveys.'

Consequently, in view of our: analysis nd that:of*the Acadeny, we
find no valid basis for FAA's statement that "Based- og‘publxc opinion
surveys, ‘oncorde_has_ga;ned~*n*aecep%aaee«dur 3 :the-trial-period."-
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CONCORDE TRIAL PERIOD AT
KENNEDY AIRPORT

Commercial Concorde operations pegan at Kennedy on November 22,
1977, after over a year of litigation between the Port Authority of
New Tork and New Jersey and the British and French Airlines.

The FAA implemented a Concorde monitoring program at Kennedy, and
will issue monthly reports on the results of the monitoring program. To
date only two monitoring reports have been issued. These monitoring
reports have stated that the average Concorde noise levels on departure
at Kennedy were much lower than the noise levels recorded at Dulles.
This was attributed to several factors. lmmediately upon take-~ff from
the major runway used, the Concorde makes a left turn over Jamaica Bay
and away from the monitors. Also, the noise monitors at Kennedy are not
at Federali Aviation Regulation part 36 measuring points as they were
at Dulles. Consequently, their results are not comparable. In addition,
the Concorde is taking off with 23,000 pounds less fuel than required
at Dulles. This is accomplished by reducing the fuel reserve which
allows the aircraf: to climb faster with less power, making take-offs
- (iuletEt. L T A T o T e AT TRV TRC N VMR P LV

FAA is interviewins Kennedy ared fésidents-and wathfaiming o 7 -
centralized noise complaint center to determine community response to
Concorde operations. The first opinion survey has been completed, but
the results are not yet available.

However, based on the first 40 days of Concorde operations, the
Kennedy area residents have complained more than the residents near
Dulles. Through December 31, 1977, there have been 113 commercial
Concorde operations. FAA has received 452 complaints about these
operations, which amounts to 400 complaints for every 100 Concorde
operations as compared to 225 complaints for each 100 operations at
Dulles. This is probably due to.-the fact that the Kennedy area is much
more populated than the Dulles area and therefore is classified as a

"noise-sensitive” airport, whereas.Dulles is not. .






