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Part 150 Program for General Mitchell
International Airport, Milwaukee, WS

Reply to
From: Manager, Community and Environmental Altn. of:

Needs Division, APP-600
To: Manager, Airports Division, AGL-600

Attached is the approval package for the subject Noise
Compatibility Program. Please send us a copy of your signed
letter to the sponsor for our records. )
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Q - Memorandum.

Compatibility Program for General
Mitchell International Airpoxrt,
Milwaukee, WS

Subject ACTION: Transmittal of Noise Date: MAR ‘2 2' {985

i ' . Replyto -
From: Director, Office of Airport Planning Atn.off Tom Bennett:
and Programming, APP-1 _ - (202) 267-8769 .
. , - © FAX:(202) 267-5383

To: Associate Administrator for Airports

Attached for your action is the Noise Compatibility Program
(NCP) for the General Mitchell' International Airport, . '
Milwaukee, Wisconsin (MKE) under FAR Part 150. The Great Lakes
Region, in conjunction with Federal Aviation Administration -
(FAA) Headquarters, has_ evaluated the program and recommends.
action as set forth below. SO B L
On September 23, 1994, the FAA determined that the updated NCP. -
for MKE:conforms to the requirements of Part 150 and was R
.- acceptable for detailed review. '-Therefore, the formal 180-~day -~ -
. review period for the MKE proposed -program under the ‘provisions
of section 104 (a) of ASNA and FAR .Part 150-began on that date. -
The 180-day formal review period ends March 22,1995. 1If the = .- .-
* program is not acted on by the FAA by that date, it will. I
‘automatically be approved by law, with the exception of flight -
procedures. - .. - e o - T

- “ land .uses. . ThHe NCP proposes several measures to remedy.. '
... ' existing noise problems and prevent nohcompatible land uses. -
" - . Bach measure.is described in the attached Record of Approval. -

' The MKE program:describes the current and- future noncompatible

.. The Assistant Administrator for Policy,” Planning, and © .
" International Aviation and the Chief Counsel have concurred’
with the recommendations of the Great Lakes Region. " If you.: .- ;
agree with-the. recommended FAA determinations; you should sign .
the "approve" line on the attached signature page.. I recommend
'your approval.-: SRR I ¥ ' Lot R gl -,
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
RECORD OF APPROVAL
FAR PAR& 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY
' PROGRAM ’
General Mitchell Intermational Airport

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

CONCUR NONCONCUR: -

uiahadily s
)kf3351stant Administrator for ~ . Date =

Policy, Planning, and
International AV1atlon, API-1 ‘ -

Chlef Counsel AGC 1 ‘;' S 5 Date ' ' , ‘
| APPROVED DISAPPROVED ~

Sssocia Admlnlstr or - . O Date - _ "_ .

f7/ for Alrports, ARP- 1 : o -,“_ ..



RECORD OF APPROVAL
GENERAL MITCHELL INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

The Noise Compatlblllty Program (NCP) for General Mltchell
International Airport in Milwaukee, Wisconsin,.describes the
current and future noncompatlble land uses based on the
parameters established in FAR Part 150, Airport Noise
Compatlblllty Planning. Milwaukee County, as owner and operator 3
of the Airport, recommends thirty-two (32) measures in its NCP to..
remedy existing noise problems and to prevent future
noncompatlble land uses. These measures are grouped into three
categories: Noise Abatement (Measures NA-1 to NA-39), Land Use
Management {Measures LU- 1 to LU-16) and Continuing Program
{(Measure CP 1 to CP 7).

Each measure of the recommended N01se Compatlblllty Program
includes a summary of the airport operator s recommendations and
d.cross reference to page numbers in the NCP where each measure
can be found. The NCP, which is located in chapters 5 through 7
of: the 'FAR Part 150 Noise Compatlbllltx Study, contains
‘additional summary information in Table 7E, pages. 7-40 through 7
43. The officidl Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) are located after

page xi of the" same study S .

The FAA notes that the NCP mentlons a nlghttlme tralnlng
‘restriction that was 1nst1tuted in 1989 prior .to passage: of the
Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) .- * The alrport operator- has -}
.not: requested FAA approval of this restriction in’ its Part 150 .-
program, and the approvals below do not lnclude this measure. g
The  summary of ‘each measure follows as closely as possmble the’
.'alrport operator's recommendatlons in the NCP.. The- statements L
contained within the, summarlzed recommendatlons and before. the - 77 7
indicated FAA approval disapproval, .or other determlnatlon doi
" not represent the oplnlons or dec151ons of the FAA

* The -approvals llsted hereln 1nclude approvals oi measures that
the airport recommends be taken by.the FAA. It should be noted-

.- that these approvals indicate only that the measures would, if

L measures.' Later decisions conceining possible implementatlon of

implemented, be consistent with the purposes of FAR Part 150. ‘f'f .
These approvals do not constitute decisions to implement " the ‘

the measures may. be- ‘subject to applzcable env1ronmental or other'
procedures or requzrements., .- . . - e

.
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NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES

)

CONTINUE PROCEDUREs DESCRIBED IN TOWER ORDER 7110.22K.
References: (NCP Pages 5-3:5-6, 5-17, 5-32, 7-3:7-4, 7-40,
Appendix C) ° ’

Wwith the exception.of procedures specifically proposed for
revision, as discussed below in measure NA-3, Milwaukee
County proposes-to continue the noise abatement provisions

in Milwaukee Tower Order 7110.22K. .The procedures have been
developed over time in response to previous noise studies.

Of course, the Tower should retain the flexibility to modify
the Tower Order as needed to promote safety and the
efficient use of the airfield where that can be done without .
1ncrea51ng noise impacts and compromlslng the 1ntent of the
noise abatement element.

During the day, the runways at Milwaukee are used by the Air:
Traffic Control Tower to maximize capac1ty and minimize
delays. Either of the main runways is long enough to handle
all commercial aircraft at the airport and each is used
regularly. At present the airport uses Runway 1L about 25

.percent of the time; Runway-19R about 27 percent; Runway 7R

time.

about 15 percent' and Runway 251, for about 33 percent of the‘

Runway use restrlctlons include a prohlbltlon of - L

intersection departures. by turbojets and the restricted use .

-of Runway 13-31 by aircraft over 100,000 pounds- ahd by

turbojets when' Runways ‘1L-19R and 7R-25L are available.
Both measures are intended to promote noise abatement.

‘Intérsection' departures would result in higher single- eventu,

noise levels off the departure ends of the runways.

- Incompatible development lles very close to the ends of -

- Runway 13-31. - - Y

An 1nformal nlghttlme preferent1a1 runway use program,.

, - effective from 10:00 p.m. to 6: 00 a.m., is currently in - -

effect at General Mitchell International Airport. ' It calls’

“for. a preferred contra- flow, or head-to-head, procedure . ‘to

the south on Runway 1L-19R.. 'Arrivals are preferred on .
Runway 1L while departurés are- preferred on Runway 19R. =~

“When traffic is too heavy to permit this mode of operation, '

a north flow‘is[observed with departures and arrivals: on
Runway 1L. _Thegother primary runway, Runway 7R-25L, remains
available when.dlctated by operatlonal nece331ty E

Other.nighttime runway use . restrlctlons are. in.force at the

- airport. When Runway.1L-19R is avallable, Runway 1R-19L is
. restricted to all-but- 1lght ‘single-engine.aircéraft. . The

same restriction’ applles to Runway 7L-25R when Runway 7TR-25L-
is available. -Both of thesé restrictions-enhance noise-
abatement by conflnlng loud s1ngle ‘events’ to the prlmary

. - 2"



runways. - In general, because of the greater amount of land
which the airport owns off the ends of the primary runways,
there is less incompatible development close to the airport
off the primary runways than off the short parallel runways.
Also because noise from power backing caused complaints, the
Airport implemented a restriction on power-backing between
10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. While these procedures have little
effect on the cumulative DNL noise exposure contours, 'they
pose no inconvenience to airport users and, because of the
very llght traffic at nlght cause no adverse impact on
capacity. ' N ‘ ST

The total population impacted by noise above DNI 65
decreases slightly in comparison with 1989 baseline
conditions from 27,328 to 27, 178, although the population

. impacted by noise above DNL 70 increases. The nighttime

preferential runway use program appears to provide overall
net beneflts .

" since this is a continuation of ex1st1ng procedures, no

special implementation efforts are required and no

‘addltlonal costs will be.incurred.

APPROVED sTthAEijlegﬁlgt; g -m easure“JIt must be understood

.that Tower "Order permits tower personnel to use runways - and

. procedures not only to maximize capacity and minimize .
" delays, -but for safety considerations as well.. Tower .
. personnel may elect not to use the procedures when unsafe’ or

1neff1c1ent to do so. . ) ,

NA-2. ' MAINTAIN ENGINE RUN-UP PROCEDURES CODIFIED IN
AIRPORT- OPERATIONS BULLETIN 89 1.

References. - (NCP Pages 5-16, 7 4, 7- 40 Appendlx C)

Mllwaukee County proposes to contlnue the establlshed engine

,run-up procedures which are to be observed between 10:00

"Position number one. 'is on the termlnal apron between .
- concourses D and E on'the outer edge of the apron. 'Pos1t10n
‘number two is on Runway 7R-25L between Runway 1L-19R and -

p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays and 10:00 p.m. to 8:00. a. m
on weekends. .They require aircraft to be located at one .of

‘two.sites: at the outer edge: of the terminal apron between -

Concourses D and E_ or on Runway 7R 25L between Runway 1L-19R .
and Taxiway R. . .

P

-

~-Taxiway R. Positioh number one utilizes the terminal

building as, a buffer. ~Position number two is approxlmately

mid-field and is as far from re31dent1a1 areas as possible.
A581gnment to a run-up locatlon is based on the wind

up. . . A S

. Englne run—ups are a necessary and crltlcal part of alrcraft

operation and malntenance. They tend to last longer than

'dlrectlon and . requlrement of. the particular malntenance run- -



overflights and often are the subject of noise complaints.
The Airport conducted an engine run-up ncise study which
formed the basis of Airport Operations Bulletin 89-1.

N : APPROVED. Designation of engine run-up locations and

y limitations of hours are within the discretion of the' -
airport operator and may be added to the -airport rules and
regulations. and instituted at any.time provided that .they do .
not limit Stage 2 or Stage 3 operations so as to qualify as -
.an airport noise and access restriction or create an undue
burden on interstate commexce. BAny such restriction would
require compliance with the Alrport noise and Capac1ty Act
(ANCA)

NA-3. REVISE ATIRPORT OPERATIONS BULLETIN 89-2 AND TOWER ORDER
7110.22X TO REORDER THE LIST OF RUNWAYS PROVIDING GREATEST
NOISE ABATEMENT BENEFITS.
References (NCP Pages 5-4:5-5, 5 -31:5-32, 5-36:5-42, 7-4,

' 7-40, Appendlx c) : . : 3

Milwaukee County proposes to reorder the a551gnment ‘of

- runways for the Runway Use Program (RUP) in-the Milwaukee, .

- Tower' Order 7110.22K and the Airport Operatlons Bulletin 89-

2. The order should be revised by reversing the positions

'of Runways 1L and’ 7R (for takeoffs) and Runways 19R. and 25L

(for landlngs) . L

The rev1sed order should be as follows.

’

) Takeoff b c Landzng )
_19R - . . ST AR
TR oo, e 2BL . e
.25L . L) TR - i ToTe
AL L s ISR T e

The reorderlng of the runways is based on the locatlon and
den31ty of housing off each runway end. - It also.takes into
) .consideration land use management recommendatlons proposed
' " in the Land Use Management Plan. General-Mitchell
International Airport is .bordered by extensive, re81dent1al
- development on all.sides. More. res1dent1a1 development is-
..encroaching -‘on the few undeveloped areas that remain. The
areas with the smallest concentratlons of n01se sen51trve
land use are south and- east of the alrport ' ot
i Thls-runway use system, whlch is env151oned as .an 1nforma1
system, would be 1mplemented by the Alr Trafflc Control
Tower through a Tower Order .

l
.t

Wlnd rose analys1s 1nd1cated that the comblnatlon of Runways'n
. -25L and 19R, could be used approx1mately 37 percent of the
- time. ' The comblnatlon of Runways 1L and 7R would be -,
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available about 21 percent of the time. Stronger winds
would dictate the use of Runway 19R alone about 12 percent
of the time. Runway 25L would be used for both arrivals and
departures 11 percent of the time; Runway 1L 16 percent; and
Runway 7R about 3 percent. : :

This measure should be implemented by the Airport Director
through issuance of a revised Operations Bulletin. The

" Airport Management also should encourage the Air Traffic
Control Tower Manager to issue a revised Tower Order
explaining the change. : ’ A

The contour set for this alternative is presented in Exhibit
5H of the NCP. The DNL 65 contour is reduced from the
baseline conditions.over Milwaukee and Greenfield .while it
is increased over Franklin, Oak Creek, South Milwaukee and
Cudahy. There are corresponding changes' in the DNL 70
contour as well.. ' : )

. " The total -population impacted- by this alternative increases
to 27,449 compared with 27,328 in the’baseline_conditipn,
although the population impacted by noise above DNL 70
decreases. Lo e ; .

A careful.review of Exhibit 5H shows that much of the .,
increase in impacted area is..in-South Milwaukee under the '

- departure track. e

£,
N .

¢ -°, This .measure, as well an NA-4, NA-5 and NA-7, requires ‘an
environmental finding by the FAA in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act -(NEPA) before being.
-implemented. : R e w owm o
1)k5> DISAPPROVED For purposes of. Part’ 150. ' Based on.NCP
-documentation, this measure fails' to meét the Part 150
" criteria of having an overall net reduction of persons )
- affected by significant noise exposure.. This disapproval .-
does not prevent the airport operator from pursuing this
". proposal, with appropriate. environmental :review, as a matter
- of local preference for the distribution of .noise. - . -

T .-

NA-4, REQUIRE SOUTH-ANDfEASTBOUND'TURBOJET AND. TURBOFAN

' AIRCRAFT DEPARTING FROM.RDNWAY'25L'$O'TURN LEFT;AS SOON AS.
SAFE AND' PRACTICABLE, L T R '
References: (NCP Pages 5-6:5-7, 5+28:5-29, .5-35:5-42, 7-
.4;7‘.5, 7..40):; : Coee T Em e fmea . S ot

- ! - v

-

. Milwaukee' County proposes to request the Air Traffic Control
Tower to-implement the procedure.requiring south and east

* "bound jets departing runway 25L to turn-left as.soon- as safe - -

and practicable. A generally noise-compatible corridor
extends -south off the west 'end of ' Runway -7R-25L between: the _
interstate- and’ the railroad tracks-. By directing south and

RN
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eastbound departures from Runway 25L to make a quick left
turn, aircraft would overfly this area, avoiding the
residential neighborhoods further west. :

The Eurniﬁg of departing aircraft to avoid populated areas
is an accepted method of noise abatement which has been

"implemented in numercus areas. At first glance at

Milwaukee, with no predominant flow pattern and populated
areas in all directions, noise abatement departure .turns
would not appear to be very beneficial for noise reduction.
However, a closer inspection of the map indicates .there are
a few, very narrow, compatible corridors that might be used

"for noise abatement departure turns. These are shown on

Exhibit 5B of the NCP.

_Airgraft'deparﬁing.from Runway 25L tend to fly some disténce o

 out before turning. This is consistent with the BREW THREE

-are ' south or eastbound. 1If they could be turned to the left .

SID which requires aircraft to fly straight-out to 2,000
feet MSL' (1,300 AGL) before turning. Many of these aircraft

as soon as safe and practicable, they would tend to turn’
over the 'noise-compatible -corridor along the interstate.

-This could conceivably reduce noise -impacts in the area

southwest of the airport.

This turn could.be implemented through a Tower Order or,
possibly, a Standard Instrument Departure procedure.-  All

east and southbound aircraft should.be directed to turn left -

as soon as practicable to a heading no greater than 190 -

until clearinQ.B,OOO'feet.MSLi(2,300 feet AGL). .-

--The resulting  contours are presented in Exhibit .5F. ‘- There

safely. . i

is some reduction of the DNL 65 on the west side and some
increase’in the contour on the south side- . The hole in the
DNL 65 is much-smaller in this alternative. ' The contours

are unchanged off the other runways. The DNL 70 ¢ontour is -

reduced in.its southwestern extent by about 1,000 feet and.
is'bropght_back,bff'a~;esidential area west oOf the '
interstate.’ = - - ' . LT T . :

’

'ThisAaltefﬁaéive'results in'a smail-?educ;ion in the numbers :

of people impacted. by noise above DNL 65.° The population

impacted in the base liné,conditiOns.was.27,328. Under this.’

alternative;. the tptal,populgtipn.impac§ed:is'2618122'j

:

e e Ayt T T e B AT - . wm
APPROVED AS-A VOLUNTARY MEASURE. Although FAA realizes the’ .
\ importance of tHeidepartu;e procedures in providing noise

relief, we can gnly_approve-thed’as,Voluntary.mgaSures..‘

. There may. be times. when meteorological,conditions,

operational.conditions,or individual. pilot requirements

~ "

preclude’ the departhre~proéegures:f:om:béing'emplbyed_ =



-NA"S'-

Implementatlon will require amendment to the BREW THREE
standard - instrument departure (SID) or implementation of a
second SID. This is because north and westbound departures

"will still be required to maintain runway heading until

2,000 feet mean sea level (MSL).

!

REQUIRE TURBOJET AND TURBOFAN AIRCRAFT DEPARTING FROM

- RONWAY 7R TO HOLD RUNWAY HEADING THROUGH 4 NAUTICAL MILES

_FROM THE DME CO-LOCATED WITH THE RUNWAY 25L LOCALIZER.

References: (NCP .Pages 5 6, 5- 29 5-30 (Table SB), 5 35;5-
42, 7-5-7~6 7-40)

Milwaukee County proposes .to request. the Air Trafflc Control
‘Tower to implement the- procedure requiring.jets departing.
from runway 7R to fly straight-out until 4 nautical miles
from the DME co- located with the Runway 25L locallzer

The Air Traffic Control: Tower presently’ observes ‘a stralght-

- out departure procedure from Runways 1L, 7R, and 25L, and

sometimes from the shorter general aviation runways.. The
‘procedure is described in the BREW THREE Standard Instrument
Departure. Whenever the SID is assigned to departing

“‘aircraft, they are required to climb on runway heading

_ through 2,000 feet MSL (1,300 feet above- fleld elevatlon)

i\)/ '/

LD
ke

" before turning to assmgned headlngs ‘U_
Table 5B. of the NCP was prepared to 1solate the. 1mpact‘o£
changes in departure turns off each runway end.. . This . o
- procedure would reduce slightly the- populatlon in Cudahy =

- impacted . by noise above DNL 65..- Concentration of departures
‘along the runway centerline would reduce szngle events ovex
‘much of Cudahy without significantly increasing the DNL
n01se contours along the extended runway centerllne

APPROVED AS A VOLUNTARY MEASURE.

NA-6.
" PROCEDURES :BY OPERATORS OF JET AIRCRAFT.

ENCOURAGE CONTINUED USE OF NOISE ABATEMENT DEPARTURE .

- References: . (NCP. Pages 5:18:5- 19, 76, 7'40)

: Mllwaukee County proposes to encourage all alrllnes to use

‘established noise abatement departure.procedures. _.Numerous
studies over the years have. shown these procedures ‘to be
beneficial- for noise.abatement, tending to reduce the extent

of the DNL 65 and 70 noise contours. - (They havé no’ effect
"6n the ‘DNL 75 contour.) '.Noise abatement departure s

procédures do tend to cause somewhat. greater noise’ exposure

than would otherwise be the case-in areas out51de the ‘DNL 65,
noise contour.- .

v 7



K
0 Disapproved pending receipt of additional information. )
Subsequent to the preparation of this NCP, Advisory Circular
91-53A outlining Noise abatement procedures for large
aircraft was issued. Since there has been a change in
guidance not contemplated by the NCP, the measure suggesting
use of specific departure procedures for large aircraft is
disapproved pending receipt of additional data on.the
airport operators' proposal of either a close-in or distant
procedure and the resulting noise benefits.

NA-7.. INSTALL DME AT RUNWAY 1L LOCALIZER. DEFINE LEFT TURNS -
FROM RUNWAY 19R: TURN LEFT 15 DEGREES AFTER 2 DME; MAINTAIN -
HEADING TO 4 DME BEFORE TURNING TO COURSE HEADING. ..
References: (NCP Pages 5-6:5-7, 5-27:5-28, 5-35:5-42, 7-
6:7-7, 7-40) ST o L

After installation of distance measuring equipment (DME),

. Milwaukee County proposes to request the Air Traffic Control
Tower to implement the procedure requiring eastbound jets
departing from runway 19R to turn left 15 degrees as soon as
practicable after reaching 2 DME. Aircraft shall be
directed to maintain that heading until. reaching 4 DME from
the Runway 1L DME/LOC. This measure is also discussed in-
the NOTE-in NA-3. ° : C ’ .

Because aircraft climb at .different rates, and. the DME
» . .defines line-of-sight distances, the downrange  distances of
aircraft ‘will vary somewhat. Exhibit 7B .in the NCP shows a
band within which most aircraft operating at Milwaukee will
be at 2 PME. - : oAy T .
Standard departure profiles in the INM database were .
‘consulted to determine where'all aircraft operating at the
- Alrport would be at an altitude of at.least.500 feet AGL. .
This was determined to be at 9,400 feet from the start of
- .the takeoff roll. Therefore,; the turn to a 175 heading was
‘modeled to begin at 9,400 feet from the start of the takeoff
_.roll in oxder to encompass the :operating envelope for all- | -
aircraft at the Airport. (It is recognized that on. very hot
~days, some very heavily.loaded aircraft will not be able to

initiate a turn by that point.)  With the DME approximately -

1,500 feet south of Whitmnall' Avenue 6ff the extended runway
. centerline, this would correspond to 2 DME. Aircraft would .
be released to destination headings at 4 DME. - ’ :
This procedure would best be implemented through a Standard
.Instrument Departure (SID), although it could also be
“implemented through a Tower Order. In order to allow for .
‘the occasional slow climbing aircraft that cannot make the
- turn at 2.0'DME, the procedure .should note that turns shall
‘be made as soon as’ practicable after reaching 2.0 DME. - °



Aircraft then should be directed to maintain the 175 heading
until reaching 4.0 DME at which point they can be released
- to course headings.

It is important to realize that while the DME should tighten
~the cluster of aircraft departure tracks, aircraft will
still be dispersed.  This is due not only to wind drift and
variations in pilot technique and aircraft performance. The
DME itself is limited in defining a downrange distance. . The
DME can determine only line-of-sight distances. . Thus,
aircraft at a higher altitude will be a given distance from
the DME at a nearer downrange distance -than aircraft at a
-lower altitude. Exhibit 5E of the NCP shows the range at
which aircraft will reach 2 and 4 DME. :

The contours resulting from the track changes are presented
in Exhibit 5E. Even-with the defined turr, the contour
extends over the new housing development just west of
Pennsylvania Avenue. - In addition, the DNL 70 contour
extends into the neighborhood south of Rawson along the
extended runway centerline. .

Airport users will not incur any. significant new costs as - -
this is only.a 'slight change from current procedures. It is
possible that some eastbound departures will not be able .to
turn to .destination headings quite as quickly as they now -
cad. - This' would impose & small additional cost in fuel .,
consumption and possibly increase flight times .by a very -
small amount. In addition, pilot workload will be increased
with the reéquirement’' that pilots monitor the DME:- receivers
in the cockpit. . - = . s AU
,The.population impacts are reduced in.South Milwaukee and
increased in Oak-Creek, with net impacts:decreasing in
comparison with the 1989 baseline condition. The population
impacted by noise. above DNL 65-in this alternative is 25,789
compared to 27,328 in the 1989 baseline condition.. The;
population. impacted by noise ‘above DNL' 70, - however, .
"increases by almost 400 people in this alternative.

,”&!\DISAEPRQVED;~ The required turn point. of 2 DME from the
%+ .-proposed localizer. DME antenna would c¢reate .an unsafe
.operational condition. -.The additional pilot/controller
_workload necessary to complete a tuim at a particular.DME
- . point in' such close proximity to the ground ‘'while monitoring
" airspeed, acceleration, climb rate; engine. performance,‘and
.flap-and géar retracting. sequences is not.acceptable. ' NOTE:,
© 'While use of the-DME at this location is considered
inappropriate. for détermining the start.and end points ‘of.
- noise abatement tracks, the FAA as- requested by the airport: .
sponsor will consider modification of the existing tower
~ order procedures to discourage early turns away from

specific noise abatement headingiclearances. .-

T T



NA-8. INSTALL VOR. DEFINE LEFT TURNS FROM RUNWAY 19R: TURN
LEFT TO INTERCEPT THE 170 RADIAL; MAINTAIN HEADING TO 4 DME
BEFORE TURNING TO COURSE HEADING.

References: (NCP Pages 5-6, 7-7:7-3, 7-40)

Milwaukee County proposes to request the Air Traffic Control
Tower to implement the procedure requiring eastbound jets
‘"departing. from Runway 19R to intercept the 170 degree radial
- from the "NEW" VOR.. Aircraft shall be directed to maintain
that course until reaching 4 DME from the Runway 1L DME/LOC.
. At the Tower Manager's discretion, establishment of a
 Standard Instrument Departure .to implement the turn could be
considered. (Depending on the final location of the VOR, a
different radial may need to be defined. The selected
radial should intercept the extended runway centerline at
College Avenue and be as closely aligned with the center of
. the compatible corridor as pqssible.).,' .
UkegISAPBROVED, for purposes of Part 150. Installation of the
- "new" VOR has not been shown.to have any noise benefit.
- With regard.to the. proposed procedure, the required turn
point of 2 DME from the proposed localizer DME antenna to
~..intercept the 170 degree radial from the proposed VOR would
- Create an-unsafe operational condition. . ) o :

. NA-9. . PURCHASE ENGINE- RUNUP NOISE. SUPPRESSER. e

: References: - (NCP.Pagesf5—22:5—26i'7-9;;7-40‘andrAddenda and
- Brrata) - : L S B I S

Milwaukee County proposes to purchase. a noise suppresser,: © ..
" 'requiring all engineﬂmaihtéﬁan@g;runfpps'be done within it.
“The  airport ‘currently restricts -the location of aircraft
] engine maintenance run-ups and restricts run-ups during the
hoursg:.of .10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.. without prior permission.
.Despite this,- engine maintenance run-ups continue€ ‘'to be the
‘'cause” of ‘noise complaints.: The airport contracted for a: -
- special study of ‘run-up noise in 1988. The . report), Engine
- Run-up Noise Study,  February 1989, proposed the installation -
» --of 'noise suppression enclosure or hush’house on the: airport.’
- ». Alrport Operations Bulletin .89~1 defines two run-up .- ° -
. positions depending on the type of maintenance check-and - .
wind direction-and veldcity:. Position Number '1.is on the .
" . outer edge of the,;ermigal,apfon-bétween-Concourses'"D" and
- 7"E".". Position Number 2 is on’Runway 7R/25L_between. Runway .
"1L/19R and Taxiwdy "R". Nihe months of data had position

information. Position Numbeér 'l was used for 58 percent -of . -~

the events ‘and .Position Number 2.was used for 42 percent. ..
Aifporﬁfoberéfibhs Bulle@inJBB;ifalso_aéfihgsfphe‘ e
- circumstances which-'govern the use of a particular run-up

' position. Position Number 1 is used with wind at any - -

-
(]
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. velocity and any direction and when engine test does not
require aircraft to be nosed into the wind. For this
situation, the aircraft is oriented at a 310 degree heading. .
This position is also used with wind at any velocity from
230 degrees to 50 degrees and engine test requires aircraft-
to be nosed into the wind. Position Number 2 is used with
wind at any velocity. from 51 degrees to 229 degrees and
engine test requires aircraft to be nosed into wind..

One way to reduce the noise from engine run-ups is to build
a noise suppression structure. The most flexible structure,
a run-up pen, would reduce noise levels by approximately 20
decibels. That would be equivalent to reducing the DNL 65 .
run-up contour to the same size as the DNL 85 contour. - (See
Exhibit 5C-1.) At almost any location on the airport, the
run-up pen could completely remove noise above DNL &5 from.
residential areas. The run-up pen is estimated to cost
" $3,000,000. This includes. $1,700,000 to -build the pen,
$800,000 for doors, and $500,000 for access taxiways and
ramp. . : . )
A manufacturer has recently introduced on the market a ..
: mobile engine runup noise suppresser. - This noise suppresser
-+ is available at a cost of $750,000 -and will be able to : ° -
‘Provide the 'same or more noise reduction that a runup pen. -
' f f . This unit will also -offer more flexibility and.usability R
Wy .than a. runup pen. . It will ‘be -made available:toﬁall};urbojet o
i -a&qpe;ators at the.airport.. .. =~ 7 0 . T uTe T e T
L P APPROVED.
" LAND  USE MANAGEMENT MEASURES . ER

" )

.LU-1. '  MAINTAIN. EXISTING COMPATIBLE ZONING IN AIRPORT VICINITY..
© ' (CUDAHY, FRANKLIN, MILWAUKEE, OAK CREEK, ST. FRANCIS, SOUTH ‘ -
" MILWAUKEE) . U T ) Wl o
' References: ‘(NCP Pages.6-6:6-7, 6-37, 7-14:7-15, 7-41) - -

Milwaukee County proposes to maintain existing- compatible
. zoning in the airport vicinity. fe e

- -The cities of Cudahy, Franklin, Milwaukee, Oak Creek,- and )
St. Francis have large areas within the DNL 65 contour zoned:
for compatible’ commercial or:industrial use.. While most of’
this land is already developed, .some of it is vacant and,;
parts of it, although currently built-up, may have the .,

. -potential for redevelopment and reuse in the future. ‘As . - . .

. Exhibit 6B in the NCP shows, most of ‘the land within the DNL .-

,

‘~
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11 " :



~

65 contour is actually zoned for commercial and industrial
use. The cities should adopt policies urging the retention
of commercial and industrial zoning in these areas and
strongly discouraging the rezoning of any of these areas for
-regsidential use. ’

L}AxRPPROVED.

. CONSIDER AMENDING LAND USE PLAN AND ZONING MAP TO SHOW .
FUTURE COMMERCIAL/ INDUSTRIAL LAND USE FOR PARCELS A, C, D,
. AND F ON EXHIBIT 7D (OAK CREEK). °

References: (NCP Pages 6-6:6-8, 6-37, 7-15, 7-41)

Lu-

" Milwaukee County proposes to consider amending the land use
‘plan and zoning map to show future commercial/industrial
land use for parcels A, C, D and F on Exhibit 7D 'in the NCP.
These undeveloped parcels are all impacted, at.least in
part, by noise levels above DNL 65. All are now. zoned for
residential use but have some potential desirability- for
commercial or industrial development.

PPROVED.

LU-3. =  CONSIDER AMENDING LAND USE PLAN TO ENCOURAGE FUTURE
. "PLANNED DEVELOPMENT®" OR LARGE LOT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
: OF. PARCELS E, J AND,. IF NOT DESIGNATED FOR COMMERCIAL OR - .
INDUSTRIAL USE, PARCELS A AND F ON EXHIBIT .7D .- (OAK CREEK). .
- _+References: (NCP Pages 6-8:6-10, 6-37,.'7-15:7-16,. 7-41) =~ -

Milwaukee County proposes to consider amending the land use’
plan to encourage future "planned development" or large lot
-residential development of- parcels E,,J and, if not . }
* °  designated for-commercial or industrial use, parcels A and F .
" on Exhibit 7D'in’ the NCP.. These parcels are all. impacted, -
at least in part, by noise above DNL 65: -All are currently
‘zoned for residential use. - . . R
From a noise compatibility perspective, "planned

residential” development using clustering and site design.to
,minimize noise . impacts is distinctly inferior to commercial
© --.or industrial development. . It is better,  however, than =~
~ conventional single<family subdivision:development. ‘Parcels
E and J have no realistic potential 'for commercial or. * ' ° .
industrial use, ‘and parcels A and F-are questionable.. Thus,
- ‘"pldnned residential development" is considered a second-
--best alternative. & " .- e RE TR O ot
- On pages: 6-9 and 6-10 in: Chapter Six, potential ways of .-
using the planned development process to encourage the. -, °
development of each of these properties to reduce noise -
impacts were discussed. . - In general,  residential development -
should be clustered on the parts of ‘the tract furthest: from

5 &



the extended runway centerlines and predominant aircraft
flight tracks. Attached housing types could be encouraged
.as these tend to be better at- attenuating aircraft noise-
than detached single-family housing. :

If "planned residential development"” is not acceptable, the"
City should consider keeping the aceas designated for large
lot residential development. This would limit the ultimate
density of future development, thus limiting the number of
residents who would be exposed to aircraft noise. . The R-1
Suburban Residential District is the City's lowest density
conventional zoning district, providing for minimum lot
‘'sizes of at least 15,000 square feet. These parcels are now
zoned either R-2 or R-3, providing for minimum lot sizes of
10,000 and 8,000 square feet, respectively. ’

Based .on current municipal law, Oak Creek cannot force a
property owner to use the planned development process. It
is recommended that, the County encourage the City to amend
its land use plan to show these areas as preferred for

" planned development {or large lot residential development) .
The City, in. turn, could.encourage affected property owners. -
to use the planned developmént procedures when they show an
interest in developing their. property. ‘ ' I

L}XEQPPROVED3 This measure. is approved with the understanding '
that it-will be ‘implemented in conjunction with NOISE :. - - N
OVERLAY ZONING as described in measure LU-4. Establishment - =
of new residential uses within the DNL-65dB .contour without
the addition of sound' attenuation as described on Measure
LU-4 would not be ‘consistent with Part 150. 'The FAA . .° -
believes that the prevention of' additional residential uses -
within the DNL 65. dB contour is highly preferred-over .- = . :
allowing such uses even at-lower densities and combined with.- "~

""sound attenuation and easements. The airport operator,. S
- Milwaukee County and the Town of Oak Creek are urged to - !
pursue all possible avenues to disCourage;pew.resideptial

development within this level of noise: exposure.

' . S .. = e -
. . \

© LU4. ADOPT AIRPORT NOISE OVERLAY ZONING. (CUDAHY, MILWAUKEE, OAK

" CREEK, 'ST. FRANCIS). . = . - . et on

- References: (NCP Pages 6-10:6-12, 6-16:6-17; 6-37, 7-16:7-" -
. £, . L. [ ., . .

-u'21,’7—41,iAppenQix'C)j' i : s ‘ . T .
Milwaukee"County proposes to adopt airport noise overlay. - .-
zoning. - Two ovérlay districts should be established with -
the boundaries corresponding to a composite. of the DNL' 65
and. 70- noise contours. forr 1992 and 1997 based:on = -. 2
implementation of the noise compatibility program. Proposed -
overlay-zone boundaries. are “shown in Exhibit 7D of the NCP.
The local ‘cities may wish to. adjust these boundaries to . ..
relate better to local-land use .planning needs. . '+ -

- . “ T
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Airport noise overlay zoning establishes special standards
within noise-impacted areas to hélp mitigate the problems
caused by noise. These provisions supplement the standards
of the underlying zoning classifications and would apply
only to new development.

Withir the AC-1 zone, corresponding to the DNL 65 contour,
' 'mobile homes and outdoor music ‘shells and amphitheaters
‘would be prohibited. Sound insulation of new residential
uses, hotels and motels, hospitals and nursing homes, and
schools also would be required. Adoption of these
regulations would make mobile hgme parks on the north side’
of College at 6th Street and on ‘the south side of College
just east of 27th Street non-conforming uses.. In addition,
many existing residential ‘uses, motels, schools, and one
nursing home within the dlstrlct could become non- conformlng
w1th respect to the ‘sound insulation standard

Within the AC-2 2zone,: correspondlng to the DNL 70 contour,
_addltlonal restrictions would apply. Group quarters,
residential hotels, hospitals and- nursing homes, schools,
"churches, places of public assembly, auditoriums and concert
. halls would be prohibited. : Any of these uses which- :
"currently exist and which may be damaged or destroyed in the :

future could be. rebuilt, 'provided, that they were .. '
soundproofed to achieve an outdoor’ Fo. 'indoor noise level
reductlon of 30 dB. . Outdoor sports arenas, amusements,
resorts..and group camps would be completely prohlblted 1n
‘the AC- 2 zone. .. .. s o~ 0T T e

“-Wlthln the AC-2 zone, most - re91dent1al uses would be

permitted if sound insulated to achieve a noise level L.
‘reduction -of 30-dBA." In addition, business, industrial, “and
‘institutional uses would be encouraged,” but not requlred to -
provide sound insulation for publlc use and office areas." |
It was judged that a soundproofing requlrement for these .
uses would impose administrative burdens on the inspections
staffs of the cities.that- could not be fully justlfled o
especially. since.very 11ttle undeveloped land 1s avallable'

o w1th1n the AC-2. zone.

" The alrport noise overlay zonlng prov1s1ons also should
require ‘notification 6f:.the airport- management. of any

'_.development proposals within the overlay zone-which requlre "_"'

| discretionary review or approval by the zoning boards of-
lfappeals, the plannlng COmmlsSLOns, or the city councils:
.This is intended to give the. ‘airport managementan M
' opportunity toireview.and comment on applications for -
variance,- cond1tlonal use, ‘rezoning, and subdivision plat’
approval. . This special notification 'requlrement would not
_apply to Smele applications for bulldlng and zonlng permlts
.and occupancy certlflcates.. o .

'.4‘..'-“.

. . .
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Milwaukee County should encourage Cudahy, Mllwaukee, Oak
Creek, and St. Francis to adopt airport noise overlay
zoning. The local communities would 1mplement this through
the adoption of ordinances amending their zoning codes.

This measure would involve administrative costs for the

i:unty and cities.
LLA PROVED. The FAA believes that the prevention of

17-5. '

-

.LU 6.

SR

additional residential uses within the DNL 65 .dB contou# 1s
highly preferred over allow1ng such uses even at lower
densities and combined with sound attenuation. The’ alrport
operator, Milwaukee County and the other listed
jurisdictions are urged to pursue all possible avenues to
dlscourage new re51dent1a1 development within these levels
of noise exposure.

AMEND BUILDING CODES TO PROVIDE SOUND INSULATION
STANDARDS FOR NOISE-SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT IN AIRPORT NOISE
OVERLAY ZONES (CUDAHY, MILWAUKEE, OAK CREEK, ST. FRANCIS)
References: (NCP Pages 6-17:6-18, 6-37, 7-21, 7- -41, ‘
Appendix C) ' . . ..

Milwaukee County proposes to encourage the c1t1es of Cudahy,.;

Milwaukee, Oak Creek,' and St: Francis to adopt 1ocal i
amendments to their bulldlng codés to provide sound T
insulation standards for use within the airport. noise
overlay zones. This would’ 1mp1ement the. sound insulation .
requirements of the overlay zonlng ordlnance : Suggested\
standards are in Appendzx c. s :

APPROVED.' The FAA strongly dlscourages the development of
addltlonal noise ‘sensitive uses within -the DNL' 65dB contour
ather ‘than allowing such uses 1f sound. attenuated.' ' This

" 1s,- however, a mattei within the’ jurlsdlctlon of the Cities

and -County-and if such development is deemed necessary by -
those bodies, 'the houses should be sound attenuated durlng _
constructlon and an’ easement dedlcated to the alrport. .

‘ AMEND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS TO REQUIRE RECORDING ‘OF
.PLAT" NOTES REGARDING AIRCRAFT NOISE ON FINAL PLAT" (OAK '
CREEK) :
References (NCP Pages 6- 14 6 17, 6- 37, 7- 21 7- 22 7-41;
Appendlx C) : : : . , :

. Mllwaukee County proposes to encourage Oak Creek to amend

~iks subd1v151on requlations’ to. require the recording of plat
notes on the final plat of any new subdivision within an

-'alrport noise overlay zone. . The plat note ‘would state that

the land is subject to frequent aircraft overfllghts and ..
potentlally annoylng 1evels ‘of aircraft noise. While the
rezonlng and noise. overlay zoning proposals discusséd in-

prev1ous land use measures should- restrlct the opportunltles-4

)
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for land subdivision, this measure is recommended to provide
some. back-up protection in case of unforeseen events.
Suggested language for an amending ordinance is included in
Appendix C.

[)W(%PPROVED .

LU-7. _SHOW “AIRPORT AFFECTED AREA" ON OFFICIAL MAPS AND LAND
USE PLANS (CUDAHY, FRANKLIN, MILWAUREE, OAK CREEK, ST.

FRANCIS, SOUTH .MILWAUKEE). ' _

. References: (NCP Pages 6-15:6-16, 6-37, 7-22, 7-41)

Milwaukee County proposes to encourage the cities of Cudahy,
Franklin, Milwaukee, Oak' Creek, St. Francis and South-
Milwaukee to show the "airport affected area™ by amending
official maps and land use plans. : o

-In 1985, the Wisconsin legislature adopted Wisconsin Aét L
136, to promote the public interests in aviation. (See Wis.
.Stat. 62.23(6).) The law defines as " "airport affected .
areas" -land within three miles of the .airport, although
.smaller areas can be defined through intergovernmegtal _

'_agfeemeqts; -Among other things, municipalities. are required -
.to show the "airport affected area" on their official -maps

- and :development plans. s ' R R
APPROVED, J '

: - e e

_LU-8. . AMEND COMPREHENSIVE BLAN TO REFLECT NOISE COMPATIBILITY

~.PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS = (OAK CREEK). : . . A
References; (NCP_Pages'Q;ls;G-zo,_6437, 7-22:7-23, 7-41) . ...

'~ Milwaukee County proposes to. encourage Oak Creek to amend |
" its comprehensive plan’ . to reflect the recommendations.of the --
. Noise Compatibility Plan. . The Noise Compatibility Plan sets .

forth a plan for the airport -area which has been coordinated -
with all of the jurisdictions as well as with the airport .
- staff. 1t can continue to be important in“ensuring land use
planning coordination in the airport area. It is important -

-for all. jurisdictions in the airport study area'to .= .

officially acknowledge: their separate and mutual intérests’

.in order to-facilitgtg“coordination“in‘this.important area.

v

. Oak Creek’is the only impacted.community in the”study. area =~
with,aﬁtraditional Comprehensive Plan, or Community;Land‘Use
Plan, ' It would be appropriate :for .the City to amend this
document to reflect the frecommendations of the Noige : ".%.-

; Compatibility'E;an.;}“z--_, z

APPROVED. -

. 16



LU-9. ADOPT AIRPORT VICINITY SUB-AREA PLAN REFLECTING KEY
RECOMMENDATIONS OF NOISE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (CITY OF
MILWAUKEE) . ' .

References: (NCP Pages 6-20:6-21, 6-37, 7-23, 7-41)

Milwaukee County proposes to encourage the City of Milwaukee
to adopt an airport vicinity land use plan, or sub-area
plan, reflecting the land use recommendations 6f\this study.

While the City of Milwaukee does not have a traditional
comprehensive plan covering the entire city, it does have a
well-developed planning program, including an overall policy
* plan for the city. It also has a number of special purpose
policy plans and a series of sub-area and neighborhood '
plans. None of these special plans, however, - covers the
airport area. - :

APPROVED. . ' . . :

LU-10.. CONSIDER PREPARATION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OR-

REDEVELPPMENT PLANS (CUDAHY AND ST. FRANCIS) . ST
References:f-(NCP Pages 6-26:6-27, 6-37, 7-23:7-24, 7-41)

Milwaukee' County proposes to encdurage Cudahy and St.
- Francis to prepare economic development or redevelopment -
. .-plans recognizing the airport compatibility issues-and . . .. ..
recommendations of the Noise Compatibility Plan’. --The County.
" should officially encourage'Cudahy.and-St.,Francis.to_enact ‘
: this recommendation. . The cities may wish.to 'seék technical
assistance from the Southeast Wisconsin Regional Planning .
" ' Commission (SEWRPC). ~ . = . . . L e
:An economic development, or redevelopment .plan could loock in-
.. detail at the issues confronting the city, define objectives
"~ for development, and decide- how.'city policy might :influence
. desired outcomes. - One of .the important issues in each city "
. 'is the ‘influence of the airport on potential.’development,
. both as ' an environmental constraint and an economic asset.
‘This Noise Compatibility Plan would provide a helpful
+ -framework for this effort. - .. e LR S :
'APPROVED, to the extent of considering and encouraging
compatible land .use’consistent . with the NCP..- . : . '
LU-11l. = . ESTABLISH AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY CRITERTIA FOR PROJECT . -
. REVIEW ' (CUDAHY, MILWAUKEE," OAK CREEK, .ST. FRANCIS). ' '
. ‘References: C(NCPJPagesf7-24:7¥25,.7-42) Cel T
Milwaukee County proposes to encourage Cudahy, Milwaukee, , .
. Oak Creek, and St.. Francis to'.adopt project review =~ @ .- -
‘guidelines. It would be-appropriate for Oak Creek to
incorporate these. into-its comprehensive plan”and for.

17 .



Milwaukee to incorporate them into the proposed airport

" vicinity sub-area plan. Cudahy and St. Francis could adopt
these as part of the proposed economic development plans or
as separate administrative guidelines.

The County should encourage the cities to adopt the

following guidelines for use w1th1n areas subject to noise
above DNL 65:

A. Determine the sensitivity of the subfeet land use to
aircraft noise .exposure . levels. The F.A.R. Part 150 land use
compatibility table can be used for this purpose.

B. Advise the alrport managéement of development proposals.
involving noise-sensitive land uses within the DNL 65 noise
contour (or w1th1n any noise overlay zone) .

. C. Locate noise- sens1t1ve publlc fac111t1es outside the
" DNL 65 contour, if possible. Otherw1se, encourage bulldlng,-
construction to attenuate interior noise levels- to DNL 45,

D. Dlscourage the approval of rezonlngs, exceptlons,
variances,. and conditional uses which introduce noise-

sensitive development 1nto areas 1mpacted by’ n01se exceedlng
DNL 65 ;

- B. Where development w1th1n the DNL 65 contour must be’

permitted, encourage developers to- 1ncorporate the:- followrng Do

measures into thelr 31te de51gns..i?- " g VY -

(1) Where nozse sens1t1ve uses . w1ll be 1ncorporated ¢

- into a- larger, mixed use. building, locaté noise- -sensitive’ '

‘activities on the side of the building opposite-the. alrport

or, if the building is beneath a. flight track opp051te the
‘prevalllng dlrectlon of alrcraft fllght .

N
1 B

(2) Where noise- sen51t1ve uses are part of a larger
mixed use development,  use the hEIth and orientation -of.
compatlble uses, and the height and oriéntation of 1andscape
. features such as natural hlllS, ravines and manmade berms;:

to shield noise- sens1t1ve uses from ground n01se generated
at the alrport. .
g

~ . . -
v

\,"“ APPROVED

LU-12. ACQUIRE UNDEVELOPED LAND ZONED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
WITHIN DNL 65 BASED ON 1997 NOISE. COMPATIBILITY PLAN R
(MILWAUKEE COUNTY) . :

,References (NCP Pages 6 25 6 26 6;38, 7 25 7 26 7~ 42)
Milwaukee County proposes to acqulre the undeveloped land

) shown in Exhibit 7E. “.These parcels are. all zoned' for .
re51dent1al use. For varlous reasons, none have strong

TR - L’ o



potential for commercial or industrial rezoning. All are
clustered near the extended centerline of Runway: 1L-1SR and
under the east departure track for Runway 19R departures.
Thus, they will be exposed to frequent overflights and high
noise levels through the future. Indeed, Noise Abatement
Measures 7 and 8, involving the installation of the DME and
VOR and redefinition of the left turn for Runway 1SR
departures, rely on this undeveloped area as a noise-~
compatible corridor. )

&jx\APPROVED,-subject to an evaluation at the time of
implementation that the property is within the DNL 65
contour, and to a detexmination that the property eithexr has
been developed incompatibly or is in imminent danger of '
being developed incompatibly unless it is acquired by the
airport operatoxr. | . : . ' :

LU-13. ACQUIRE SCATTERED HOMES WITHIN RUNWAY PROTECTION ZONES
“AND DNL 70 CONTOUR ADJACENT TO AIRPORT (MILWAUKEE COUNTY)."
References: - (NCP Pages.6—23:6f25, 6-38, 7-26:7-28, 7-42) -

Milwaukee ' County proposes to. acquire scattered homes shown
. in Exhibits 7E and '7F off each end of Runway 7R-25L and -
‘Runway 1L-19R. " They are either .within or immediately :
adjacent to'the;runWayzprotection'zbnes'(east-of'RunWay TR- .,
25L) or within the DNL 70 contour. .Only isolated. homes or. "~
" .small clusters of homes within. the DNL 70 are proposed for - . .
acquisitiorn. - Homes within commercial/industrial' zoned ° R L
- areas, and within the DNL 70 contour, are’included.. It has
been decided not to extend the acquisition program into-
large, established neighborhoods. This is considered too :,
costly,-and disruptive to the communities involved. - Aftex -
' securing  funding, - it should inform property owners of its '
desire to buy the property. Notifications, -appraisals,
. negotiations, and relocation assistance must comply with
federal. law..’ SR e S o S .o

o

A guaranteed purchase approach is proposed.  When the
. airport has the funding in hand,” it would inform the :
' property owners that it is willing to buy their homes. At -
their option, property owners would enter into negotiations.
. The use of the;eminent’dbmain power is not envisioned. )
-Federal law. would require relocation.and moving assistance
payments't&_the"prope’rty'bwne:sand“tenan;s.~ (See the = |
. Uniform Relocation’Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
" Regulations of the U.S.-Department.of :Transportation =49,
CFR Part-24.). .  * . .. .- A T

Y
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A total of 86 residential buildings, including 81
single-family homes, four duplexes, and one four-unit
apartment building, would be acquired. Three vacant
residential lots in the St. Francis acquisition are also
included. A breakdown by city is shown below.

Cudahy - 21 single-family homes
. 2 duplexes

' .Milwaukee - 20 single-family homes
-1 duplex
» _ 1 four- unlt apartment bu1ld1ng

Oak Creek - 16 single-family homes
1 duplex

St. Francis- 24 31ngle famlly homes
3 vacant lots

The cost of acquiring and. demollshlng the dwelllngs and -
relocatlng the residents is eéstimated at $9,260,000. This
is ‘based on estimated average prices of '$60,000 to $80,000
for the. homes, $75,000.to $90,000.for the duplexes, and
$120,000 for the apartment bulldlng Demolition, expenses
are estlmated at $7,000 per building. - Relocation and mov1ng
expenses,- which could vary greatly, are estimated at an- .
average of $12,000. per household. The vacant lots are - .
estimated to cost $15,000- each. A contlngency factor of 256
has been added to the estlmated prlces 1n developlng the
total cost estimate. . . .

5 L o : ' ' : ' :
l/l)~ APPRO Acqulsn.tlon of the res:.dent:.al property
. is approved.=Acquisition of. the vacant properties .is . -
dlsapproved pendlng (1) a demonstration at the time of '
implementation that the property is within. the DNL 65.or.

.greater contour, and (2) ‘a determination that the property
. either has been developed 1ncompat1bly or is in imminent

danger, ‘of being. developed 1ncompat1bly unless 1t is acqulred .

_ by the alrport operator

LU 14.4 . PHASE 1 RESIDENTIAL MITIGATION - SOUND INSU’LATION,
 EASEMENT PURCHASE, OR SALES ASSISTANCE FOR HOMES WITHIN DNL
. 70 (MILWAUKEE - COUNTY) . :
References: (NCP Pages 6- 30 6-35, 6 38 '7_-28.7—30, -7~.42,
AppendixC) . Sin CLom, . L

Mllwaukee County proposes to establlsh a mltlgatlon program

' involving sound insulation, purchase of noise and avigation

easements, .or sales assistance for homes .within the DNIL 70 .

contour, based on the 1997 noise compatibility. plan L .

contours. While" the nominal eligibility- boundary is S
... proposed as.the DNL 70 contour, a 1.5 -dB buffer around the
-~ DNL 70 contour, off ;he ends of. the. primary runways; is

. .
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proposed for more detailed deflnltlon of the ellglblllty
area. Within this area, noise levels are now, and for
several years will continue to be, perceived as very loud..
In addition, typical aircraft noise events occurring within
this buffer area will not be perceptibly different from
n01se at a site on the DNL 70 contour.

The boundaries of the ellglblllty area are shown in, Exhlbits
7E and 7F of the NCP. It is proposed that the boundaries be

. squared off to follow streets, - .alleys, and back lot lines .
‘wherever pos51ble :

Single- famlly homes and duplexes are eligible for all three

mltlgatlon program options.” Multi-family buildings (three
units or more) and dwellings sharing a lot or building with
a business are eligible for sound insulation. Purchases of
easements from owners of multi-family buildings or dwelling
units affiliated with businesses shall be made only. if sound
insulation is not feasible or has already been done by the
property owner. Multi-family buildings and dwellings
sharing a lot or building with a busmness shall not be

. ellglble for sales ass1stance <

. . program.
A

»

APPROVED. - o o . e T Tl

The mitigation program would glve property owners their. -

- choice of actions. For those who want.to remain-in the
-neighborhood, sound. insulation of their homes may be a-
‘degirable optlon. For those who believe they have already

adequately -sound-insulated their- homes, sale of a@ noise and
‘avigation easement may be desirable. For those who wish to”

.move, sales assistancé may. be a better option. For those i
who choose sound insulation or sales assistance, “the County

should secure a noise .and avigation easement from the . °

‘ prOperty owner as a condition of participating in the.

mitigation program. . (Suggested language for the easement is.

in Appendix C of the’ 'NCP) . The mitigation program would be 3.
.strictly voluntary.. Property owners would be under no

obligation- to part1c1pate. It is intended that. any given -
home would only be ellglble for this program once. Aftexr

_ the- County has secured &' noise.and avigation easement from a -

home,  it- would no longer be ellglble for.the program..

The sound 1nsulatlon, easement purchase, and sales : '

assistance programs. are limited measures which are 1ntended

to respond to the most heavily impacted people without. -
demolishing nelghborhoods and permanently dlsruptlng the tax
base. ‘ S :

An estlmated total of 1 602 homes and duplexes and 41 multl— '

family: buildings would be ellglble for thlS mltlgatlon

L2

—
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LU-15. PHASE 2 RESIDENTIAL MITIGATION - SALES ASSISTANCE OR
EASEMENT PURCHASE FOR HOMES WITHIN DNL 65 BASED ON 2000
NOISE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (MILWAUKEE COUNTY).

References: (NCP Pages 6-30:6-31, 6-34:6-35, 6-39, 7-30,
42, Appendlx c)

Mllwaukee County proposes to implement the sales assistance °
or easement purchase mltlgatlon program for homes within the
DNL 65 contour, based on noise in the year 2000. Sales . -
assistance is proposed for single- family. and duplex
dwelllngs,'condomlnlums and three and four-unit apartmeént
buildings in this area. Only easement purchase, and not .
sales assistance, should be offered to all residences '
affiliated with businesses within the Phase 2 ellglblllty :
area. .

Exhibits 7E and 7F show the DNL 65 contour based on the.
Noise Compatibility Plan in 2000. Again, the boundaries of

the eligibility area have been adjusted to follow streets,
-ralleys and back lot- llnes wherever possible.

An estlmated 2,081 dwelllngs are ellglble for the Phase 2
program, . based on the n01se contours for the year 2000

APPROVED: .- - .~ . . | T

s

LU-lG. INSTALL SOUND INSULATION FOR SCHOOLS AND NURSING HOME e

: - IMPACTED BY NOISE AT OR-ABOVE 65 DNIL AND CHURCHES IMPACTED . N
'}BY NOISE AT 70 DNL  (MILWAUKEE. COUNTY)}. . - ©oc e
- References: (NCP Pages 6-31: 6 34 6 39, 7 31 7 32 7 42
. Appendix C) : L.

Mllwaukee County proposes sound 1nsulatlon for ten schools .
impacted by noise above DNL ‘65,: based on- 1997 noise- = %““_4a0,.
" compatibility plan conditions,’ and another ‘one just . beyondqmdu,ﬂx;du'
the DNL 65 contour. In addltlon, one nursing home in.St. 7°-=“&"”N
. Francis is impacted-by. noise ‘above DNL 65: (See Exhzb;ts 7E "
.and 7F in the NCP.) While rioise between DNI, 65 and ‘70 -at _ .
. Milwaukee does.not pose & serious enough problem for mtA T
. churches to- justlfy sound insulation (peak use of the..’n - B
churches occurs at different times than alrport ‘peak use” ST
- . periods), noise above DNL- 70- is considered’ serious; - -Within-.
‘the DNL-70 contour, churches will- be - subjected to’ very hlgh
- single event’ levels even durlng Off- ~-pedk airport use -..°". . .
- -périods.  For this réasonm, sound insiulation of the two ..' .°:
churches within the 1997 DNL 70 Contour,. St. Stephen's on
Howell south of. Runway 7R-25L and St Paul's north of Runway
1L 19R ‘is, proposed , : . REEPRS .

(Stalned glass w1ndows may have to be removed and replaced
by, - or covered with/ ‘special 'sound attenuatlon w1ndows
Interior walls or celllngs may- need to be added to: ‘thicken,
the wall and roof/celllng sectlons ) Sound 1nsulatlon of

t . . v .N_



- ]

office and classroom areas probably will be more practical. -°

The County should cooperate with the school districts,
- ¢hurch officials, and the nursing home operator to arrange
for these projects: It is important for the building owners
- to understand that effective sound insulation depends omn
keeping windows closed. This could result in higher heating
and cooling costs, although this could at least be partially
offset by the improvement in energy insulation. This should“
‘be given serious attention before the building owners commit
"to sound insulation.

UI\\ APPROVED

CONTINUING PROGRAM

7

cp-1 PUBLISH NOISE ABATEMENT PROCEDURES IN AIRPORT/FACILITY
DIRECTORY. - . =
'References' (NCP, Pages 7 33: 7 34, 7 42) S :
; . .
Milwaiukee County proposes to coordlnate with FAA and arrange
for publication of the airport's noise abatement procedures -
in the Alrport/?acllity Directory. This multi- volume' o .
document. is published.by the National Oceanic and /- . )
'Atmospherlc~Adm1nlstratlon as an information aid to pllots-‘
It includes a.description.of ‘all public 'use airports in the .
-country and is reissued every elght weeks. The East Central
.edltlon .covers Wlscon51n. 5.

. ‘The Faclllty Dxrectory entry for General Mltchell
. International Alrport already describes several of the
" runway use restrictions at. the airport. -It would be o
approprlate to’ add language noting that all ‘approaches are:
‘over noise-sensitive areas, that'departure vectors for: _
turbojets are assigned for noise abatement, and that noise.
- .abatement departure procedures are encouraged for all- E
‘turbogets ‘ .- - - B ) o T =

1Y
. v

It has been the practlce at Mllwaukee to try to achleve thlS
‘informational function through a message on the  ATIS.- '
‘{automated terminal information service)’ broadcast ~ This- 1s
‘a taped message whlch incoming pilots can receive. - The

. ‘current ATIS message notes that all approaches are over

. -noise-sensgitive areas. 2! The purpose ‘of the ATIS is actually

-~ to.inform pilots of a variety of critical information in,

f_hlgh traffic areas. The. length of the message must be :

_ limited. With publlcatlon of the noise abatement -
information in-the Facility Dlrectory, a more- approprlate

. place for this information, the -noise abatement language.

. could be’ deleted from the ATIS,.freelng the space for other L

‘messages as needed. - " :

~
‘\
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The airport manaéement should consult with the local.Tower
Manager and agree on proposed language to cover the noise
abatement procedures. Space in the directory is limited and

- it is not intended to describe detailed air traffic control

_procedures. Thus, the language will have to be concise. and
somewhat general. The following language is suggested:

"All approaches are over noise-sensitive areas. Departure
vectors for turbojets are assigned for noise abatement.
Noise abatement departure procedures are encouraged for all -
turbojets."” ‘ ' .

The proposed language should be .submitted ﬁo the FAA
Cartographic Standards Branch in Washington with a
recommendation that it be published in the directory.

\ : : - _ -
'QGKPPROVED, for Part 150 purposes to the extent. that

. 'CP-2- COORDINATE AND COMMUNICATE WITH KEY AGENCIES. .-

information reflects approvals of Part 150 program measures. .
The last sentence of the second paragraph above suggests
_including in the Airport Facility Directory a statement that -
departure vectors for turbojets are assigned:for noise - -
abatement. This is not entirely correct. - The statement
.. should be either deleted or modified to include-the phrase,
"gafety and efficiency permitting." =~ . - ’ :

! Y
- S e . - .

_References: (NCP, - Pages 7734,77—42)

:Mllwaukeé"éouﬁty;pfop¢ées_tq.maintainfcommunidations with
' the local governments and local planning officials .to follow.
their progress in. implementing thg'lapd use Mmanagement

" "element. _ . : e ot

" The airport management also must monitor compliance with-the .
'noige abatement element. This includes ¢checking cm S L
"periodically with the air traffic control.tower regarding -
complianceé.with the air 'traffic control procedures. - The, . -
’airpo;t-management'also'should_chégkjwith'air'carriérs}_'
busiriéss users,, and military 'users.”- This can serve as a’
friendly, reminder as to the importance which the airport .

- ‘'management places on the program while providing. an

Y

" opportunity. to find.out:about‘any~difficulties'with-thé -
application of the noise abatement measures. - S

- (L3N} '

The Airport Noise Advisory Committee cén play a'role in. -
éncouraging- commiunication among the airpoxt, local .
communities; -and aviation interests regarding implementation " .

. of the Noise Compatibility Plam. . =~ °':
- S ' Y .

CAPPROVED. U TS T
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Cp-3

MAINTAIN COMPLAINT RESPONSE SYQTEM.
References: (NCP, Pages 7-34:7-35, 7-42)

Milwaukee County proposes to maintain its complaint response
system. The airport has a well-organized system of
recording and responding to noise complaints. It would be

" greatly improved, however, if it was computerlzed

Compilation and mapplng of the n01se complaints is a very
large jOb as it is domne manually. Rnalysis of complaint
trends is not- only time- consumlng but extremely dlfflcult as-
well. . .

Ideally, complalnts should be 1ncorporated 1nto a simple
geographic 1nformatlon system (a geocoded data base

- management system).” This would enable the data to be

Ccp-4

filtered, analyzed ~and-mapped. It would provide gredt

“flex1b111ty in querying the system and producing custom

reports.  Standard data base software linked to autocad
software would produce a satlsfactory system.

APPROVED.

-

MONITOR'AIRCRAFT‘Acwivxry AND FLEET CONVERSION.

_.References (NCP Pages 7 35:7-36, 7- 42)

‘ .Mllwaukee County proposes to make addltlonal efforts to

“monitor the overall fleet mix of the airlines’ operatlng at

Milwaukee. 'This will help to inform the airport of likely"
changes. they may- expect to.see at Milwaukee and give. the’
staff. the information it may need if it ‘wishes to discuss

. with any alrllnes their -choice of aircraft being assigned to '
..Milwaukee. Since the adoptlon of the Stage 2 phaseout -

: 1nformat10n at hand needed to- -be well 1nformed

legislation by Congress,.lt is not necessary to adopt formal -
fleet transition’ pollc1es at Mllwaukee Nevertheless, -the,
question of fleet mix is.a. sensitive one at Milwaukee. It,
would be helpful for the airport staff to -have the °

The alrport,staff presently malntalns data- on passenger
enplanements, aircraft operations, and the operational fleet’
mix at Milwaukee. This is -extremely important 1nformatlon
for use 1n aviatlon and n01se compatlblllty plannlng

_It is suggested that the staff purchase JP Alrlxne Fleets'

International each year and maintain an annual- subscrlptlon

.- ,to Adrliners ‘Monthly News., The book lists all ‘@ircraft, by
- registration number and type, for every air carrier in the
© world. - It also includes a list of aircraft. on:order for.

each carrier. The.monthly magaz1ne prov1des an update of

the data in the book.:. This w1ll be a good source of data,

2 < B4 .
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CP-5 DEVELOP FLIGHT TRACK AND NOISE MONITORING. SYSTEM. .-

~

but it is not complete as it does not include information
about orders for hush-kits or replacement engines. The
airport staff should review other aviation industry -
literature to glean information on these topics.

If the 'staff considered it worthwhile, this fleet mix
information could be put into a simple data base file for
‘ease of access, analysis, and update. Alternatively,
computerized versions of the airline fleets data is
available from the publisher of JP Airline Fleets
International. - . : .

APPROVED. The FAA strongly encourages the airport sponsor
to frame any discussions with the airlines based on this
information in the context of voluntary agreements that
complement the national transition schedule. As a matter of .
policy, the FAA encourages airports to use voluntary
agreements to achieve their noise.mitigation objectives.
Any proposal to limit the use of Stage 2 aircraft would be
subject to the requirements, of the Airport Noise and °

. .Capacity Act of 1990. .

-Fleet mix information is available, at no cost, from the FAA

.- "Office of Environment and Energy. This office publishes ~ -
- annual progress reports on the transition to quieter
_airplanes under the national transition schedule.

"References: (NCP, Pages 7-36:7-37, 7-42). 5
Milwaukee Counﬁy proposes to-déﬁelop'an autémaﬁéa'flight
‘Erack monitoring system. Such a system should provide
accurate data on aircxaft identification, location, °

altitude, and time. It should be able to piovide data - -

- within a reasonable time after the actual event.: .The system’
- should also be able to provide cost-effective data over a .
long-term period to enable. analysis ‘and evaluation of noise

- abatement procedures. = ... . . : .
The airport staff has expressed a need for a system.for .
investigating noise complaints'and verifying ¢compliance with:
the flight track procedures of the'nqise:abatément_plan.' :

“Several dirports around the country are developing such -
.Sy'stems. . A '_ . .. '. . '] '...' . N - ) _‘ . . « ¥ | s ' .
In general, two types of systems are available.' One relies
on 'the use.of FAA's ARTS {automated radar terminal .service)
.system data. The other relies on the use of a passive radar .
.detection system. . o AL T D

-

FAA's. ARTS system, used for.éir‘traffic;éontiolA ﬁfpbses, ;u
:records complete flight. track data and saves /it to’ computer

26 T PR
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tape or computer disks. The system is not set up to provide
data for end users such as an airport noise office-or
planning consultant. It is very raw data. Before it would
be of any use for the purposes envisioned here, it would
have to be filtered and converted to a format compatible
with a microcomputer. This involves considerable processing
expense. In addition, use of the ARTS data requires a-15-
day waiting period. In oxrder to use the data, special

" software would be requlred

Passive radar detection systems involve the installation of
a radar receiver and related computer hardware and software.
The systems operate by picking up radar echoes and
transponder signals. The system has some advantages over
ARTS data since it can prov1de real time flight track :
information. Unfortunately, it only identifies aixcraft by
transponder code. In order to identify the specific
aircraft corresponding to the code, the air traffic control

"tower's flight strips. must be secured and encoded manually

.into the computerized flight track system. As with the ARTS
data, the flight" strlp data also cannot be released until-
(after a 15-day waltlng perlod ’

CS}/ PROVED. NOTE: .It is important ‘to note that use of -‘the’

national alrspace computer and radar data or equipment by

‘outside ‘interests is‘'subject to the provisions of FAA Order

1200.22B.  In addition, for.reasons of aviation safety, this

' _approval does not extend to the use.of the monitoring .

CP-6

equipment  for enforcement’ purposes by in-situ measurement’.of . .
any pre-set. noise thresholds’ (The FAA notes that the MKE NCP
does not include such- thresholds or sanctlons for :
noncompllance) cLo

’

’

EVALUATE AND UPbATE THE PLAN.
References- (NCP, Pages 7-37:7- 38, 7- 42)

Mllwaukee County proposes to review the Noise Compatlblllty

‘Plan and.consider revisions ‘and refinements as necessary. . A
- complete plan update will Be needed perlodlcally to respond .

to changing-conditions in the local area and in the aviation’
industry. This can be ‘anticipated every six to eight years.
An update -may be needed sooner, .however,: if. major~changes
occur and later if ‘conditions at-the alrport and 1n the
surroundlng area remaln stable. . :

: Proposed changes to the No;se Compatlblllty Plan should be

reviewed by the FAA and all affected.aircraft operators and
local agencies. . Proposed: changes should be submitted. to FAR
for approval after local. consultation and a publlc hearlng '

in order to comply w1th F A. R Part 150

) . -



As a rule of thumb, the trigger for determining the need for
contour updating is a 17% change in equivalent operations by
jet aircraft, based on the. FAA's Area Equivalency Method
(AEM) for estimation of noise contour areas. To calculate

requivalent operations", all nighttime operations, (between

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) must be miltiplied. by ten and
added to daytime operations. Noise contours should be

mapped and compared to previously calculated noise contours
to identify significant changes, namely changes exceedlng
NL15dB .

) C& APPROVED.

CP-7- ESTABLISH NOISE ABATEMENT AND MITIGATION STAFF.

References: (NCP, Pages 7-38:7-39, 7-43)

Milwaukee County proposes to increase its staff dedicated to
noise abdtement and mitigation. Currently, the airport has
a full-time noise coordinator. This position in addition to
other existing staff could be used to handle most. of the <

-,coordlnatlon, data collection, and data management functions

outlined in this plan. (Spec1f1cally, Program Management
Measures 2 3, 4, and 6.) .
Malntenance of the proposed fllght track monltorlng systen
and analy51s of . the data will require the equlvalent of. 20
hours per week from a Skllled techn1c1an - .

‘In addltlon, the land acquisition and mltlgatlon programs_"“'-
'w1ll require personnel to manage the programs,- negotiate

with property owners, ‘handle inquiries, perform work write- -
‘ups, etc. It is estimated that this will require a
mitigation, program manager and one techn1c1an. In additionm,

. specialized assistance probably will be required to set up

detailed program guldellnes and to ensure that staff
technicians, local building 1nspectors, and -local
contractors are-properly- trained in.soundproofing  : -
. techniques. . At 'the County's option, these functions could"
" be. handled by quallfled consultants 1nstead of. in-house
staff e S . .

-

: .APEROVED .
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