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June 3, 1976

AIRCRAFT/AIRPORT NOISE REDUCTION PROGRAM

Description of the Proposal

A,

By Federal 1egislation, the aircraft/airport noise problem must
be declared a national problem solvable only at the Federal level
by a uniform, coordinated program providing benefits in noise

reduction to all those affected by it.

The funds required by the airlines to carry-out noise reduction
programs should derive from a $1.00 surcharge on each airline

passenger ticket and a 1% surcharge on each air freight waybill.

The surcharge and use of the funds generated thereby should be
Stipulated to be effective over a period of seven years. The

surcharge should begin January 1, 1977.

On February 1, 1978, and on February 1 of each following year
during the existence of the surcharge, each airliné must report
to the Secretary of Transportation the amount of funds generated
and the amount beiné used for retrofit of older aircraft or in
the alternative for the purchase of new aircraft which meet the
provisions of FAR 36 to replace those which do not meet the
provisions of FAR 36. Those funds used for modification/retrofit
programs or for the purchase of new aircraft which meet the
provisions of FAR 36 should not be subject to Federal or State
taxes; however, any funds generated in this program and not so

used shall be deposited in the Federal Treasury.




Priority shall be given to the retrofit or replacement of those

aircraft which have the greatest incremental noise levels over

‘the provisions of FAR 36 -- namely, the Boeing 707/720, McDonnell

Douglas DC-8 and the earlier version of the Boeing 747. While
priority should be given to these aircraft types, others 'should
not be-excluded but rather should be allowed as a second priority.
This is in deference to the many communities and legislative
districts served only by, and the many passengers and shippers
using only the smaller aircraft such as the Boeing 727/737 and

the McDonnell Douglas DC-9.

In order that the total cost of transportation to the public not
be increased, the present tax level supporting the Airport and
Airways Trust Fund should be reduced from 8% fo 5% to eliminate
tbe large surplus in that fund and to allow for the special

surcharge for noise reduction.

A display of the dollars generated by and to be used in this noise

reduction program is shown in Attachment A.

II. Advantages of the Proposal

A.

Effectiveness

While additional changes in operating procedures may yield small
increments of relief for some of the people and areas impacted
by aircraft noise, and while land use changes offer the possibility

of some relief but only over a long period of time, there is an
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uncomplicated, straightforward, economically stimulating means to
attack the problem now, on a uniform proportionate basis, providing
relief for all people affected. That is a Federal noise control
program, "taking charge" of the situation and mandating reduction

of noise at the source.

Eguitz

There must be a mandate to the Civil Aeronautics Board and tﬁe
air carriers to add one dollar to the charge for each airline
passenger ticket and one per cent to each air freight waybill.
Those dollars taken in on a tax-free basis by each carrier over
whose routes and in whose aircraft the transportation is
accomplished must be used by that carrier to reduce the noise of

its aircraft over its routes and around the airports it serves.

Simplicity

The dollars would be spent for retrofitting aircraft engines with
sound absorbent material and for replacement of old noisy aircraft
with new quiet aircraft which meet or better the standards of

FAR 36. The allocation of dollars to retrofit or replacement can
be decided by each éarrief, depending on its fleet composition,
aircraft acquisition and disposition plans and economic effective-

ness,



Accountability

The use of the funds for noise reduction purposes would be detailed
and certified to the Secretary of Tfansportation each year for at
least the seven-year initial time frame of this program. Funds
taken in for noise control if not spent for retrofit or replace-
ment would have to be turned over to the Government for placement
in the Airport and Aifways Development Trust Fund administered by

the Government.

Public Acceptance

One dollar per ticket and one percent of the value of each air
freight waybill produces over $230 million per year or over $1.6
billion over the next seven years. That much is assured noise
reduction for all those affected by aircraft noise and in proportion
to the public payment source, in the aircraft, on the routes and

in the cities around the airports where collected. Operational

and land-use dhanges, where and when safe and practical, and
purchase of other quiet new aircraft as may be stimulated by the
growth of the economy will, in addition to this assured spending

program, help to relieve the noise problem.

Stimulus to the Economy

This proposal is in itself a direct stimulus to the economy in an
area suffering from weakness today. Jobs will be saved and new
ones created in the aircraft, accessory and engine manufacturing

fields as the noise reduction dollars are spent for retrofit and
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especially what will probably be the larger share devoted to new
‘aircraft -- those which could not be ordered without these

dollars.

G. Transportation Costs Not Increased

The public should not have to spend more for air transportation.

Net cost should be reduced. There are now billions of dollars of
Surplus in the Airport and Airways Trust Fund. The Ccongress and
the airlines have recommended reduction, especially in the present
8%'tax on passenger tickets which is the primary source of‘input

to the Trust Fund. A reduction from 8% to 5% in this tax would

cut the cost to the public for air transportation by $2.5 billioh
over seven years, while the $1.00 per ticket only takes $1.5 billion
of this. A reduction from 5% to 3% in the air freight waybill

tax would cut the cost to air shippers by $235 million over

Seven years, while a 1% waybill tax for noise reduction would

o . Dy
take $78 million over the same period. A ¢
G
. : \u& >,
A Comparison with the Air Transport Association Proposal \\\~.,/}7

Northwest Airlines is a member of the Air Transport Association and

has participated in thé meetings which led to a proposal submitted by

- the Association to the Secretary of Transportation. Northwest did not

object to the ATA proposal because its general framework was in line
with Northwest's proposal and because it represented a compromise
acceptable to almost all the carriers as a basis for the presentation of

a concept to the Secretary of Transportation. That basic concept is



—-6-

essentially the same; however, there are these specific differences

between the ATA proposal and the Northwest proposal in detail:

A,

-Period of Time

Northwest favors a period of approximately seven years while the

ATA proposal specifies ten years.

Amount of the Fund

Funds generated and spent in the Northwest proposal amount to
approximate;y $1.6 billion while those in the ATA proposal amount
to $3.6 billion. $3.6 billion is too large an amount and provides
too much temptation for its diversion to other projects not directly
related to noise reduction. Part of this difference is in the
period of time difference, but the major share is in the type and

rate of collection.

Type and Rate of Collection

Northwest proposes a $1.00 per ticket collection (plus 1% on air
freight waybills) while ATA proposes 2% of passenger revenue (plus
2% 'on air freight waybills). The reason Northwest strongly favors
a charge per ticket or per passenger is that aircraft/airport
'noise is an offense to the public only in the take-off and
landing modes and is not a factor in high-altitude, long-range
enroute flight. A 2% tax would cost a San Francisco/Washington
passenger $3.68 while the Cleveland/Washington passenger would

pay only $.86. However, the flight of each has caused noise at

only two airports. 1In the Northwest proposal, each would pay
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$1.00, in direct relation to the two airport areas affected by

each.

Administration

The ATA proposal provides for a speciai, central fund administered
outside the direct control of the airlines, Whether this is a
private fund as proposed or one taken over by the Government, the
costs to administer such a fund are wasteful and non-productive

in terms of reducing aircraft noise. Northwest proposes internally~-
administered fﬁnds with a simple accounting and certification to

the Government.

Allocation

The ATA proposal has evolved as a rather complicated means of
allocation to address the needs of those carriers who have through'
financial distress been unable to upgrade their fleets. The ATA
proposal also provides that money collected from purely domestic
passengers and shippers be used to retrofit or replace aircraft

which operate primarily or purely in international and foreign

air commerce. Northwest proposes for reasons cited above that the

‘money taken in on each airline's aircraft, on its routes and at

the cities served by it should be used for noise reduction purposes
on its fleet and thus at the cities and in the districts where

the money is collected. It is believed that a noise reduction
program should not be in any way the vehicle by which a weaker
carrier can become stronger at the expense of its competitors or

past inabilities to modernize fleets of aircraft should be
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compensated. Nor should the Bismarck-Chicago passenger pay for
the retrofit or replacement of an aircraft operating between

Paris and Rome.




Attachment A

NOISE REDUCTION DOLLARS

SEVEN-YEAR TOTALS -- IN MILLIONS
Passenger Freight
Airline $1 per Ticket 1% of Waybi%} : Total
Trunks y
American S 1lel $ll1.8 S 172.8
Braniff 66 2.6 68.6
Continental 59 3.6 62.6
Delta 221 6.7 227.7
Eastern : 202 4.8 206.8
National 40 1.8 41.8
Northwest 66 5.6 71.6
Pan American 6 1.5 7.5
Trans World 115 7.8 122.8
United 260 14.1 274.1
Western 64 2.3 66.3
Flying Tigers - 11.2 11,2
Total Trunks $1,260 $73.8 $1,333.8
Regionals _
Air wWest $ 34 $ .4 $ 34.4
Allegheny 87 1.4 88.4
Frontier 32 .6 32.6
North Central 38 o7 38.7
Ozark 28 .6 28.6
Piedmont ' 30 .6 30.6
Southern 25 3 25.3
Texas Int'l ‘ 12 .4 12.4
Total Regionals $ 286 5.0 $ 291.0

GRAND TOTAL : $1,546 $78.8 $1,624.8






II. Advantages of the Proposal

Priority shall be given to the retrofit or replacement of those

aircraft which have the greatest incremental noise levels over

fthe provisions of FAR 36 -- namely, the Boeing 707/720, McDonnell

Douglas DC~8 and the earlier version of the Boeing 747. While
priority should be given to these aircraft types, others Sﬁould
not be'excluded but rather should be allowed as a second prior&ty.
This is in deference to the many communities and legislative
districts served only by, and the many passengers and shippers
using only the smaller aircraft such as the Boeing 727/737 and

the McDonnell Douglas DC-9.

In order that the total cost of transportation to the public not
be increased, the present tax level Supporting the Airport and
Airways Trust Fund should be reduced from 8% ﬁo 5% to eliminate
the large surplus in that fund and to allow for the special

surcharge for noise reduction.

A display of the dollars generated by and to be used in this noise

reduction program is shown in Attachment A.

A,

Effectiveness

While additional changes in operating procedures may yield small
increments of relief for some of the people and éreas impacted
by aircraft noise, and while land use changes offer the possibility

of some relief but only over a long period of time, there is an
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uncomplicated, straightforward, economically stimulating means to
attack the problem now, on a uniform proportionate basis, providing
relief for all people affected. That is a Federal noise control
program, "taking charge" of the situation and mandating reduction

of noise at the source.

Equity

There must be a mandate to the Civil Aeronautics Board and tﬁeb
air carriers to add one dollar to the charge for each airline
passenger ticket and one per cent to each air freight waybill.
Those dollars taken in on a tax-free basis by each carrier over
whose routes and in whose aircraft the transportation is
accompliéhed must be used by that carrier to reduce the noise of

its aircraft over its routes and around the airports it serves.

Simplicity

The dollars would be spent for retrofitting aircraft engines with
sound absorbent material and for replacement of old noisy aircraft
with new quiet aircraft which meet or better the standards of

FAR 36. The allocation of dollars to retrofit or replacement can
be decided by each carrief, depending on its fleet composition,
aircraft acquisition and disposition plans and economic effective-

ness.



Accountability

The use of the funds for noise reduction purposes would be detailed
and certified to the Secretary of TfanSportation each year for at
least the seven-year initial time frame of this program. Funds
taken in for noise control if not spent for retrofit or replace-
ment would have to be turned over to the Government for placement
in the Airport and Aifways Development Trust Fund administered by

the Government.

Public Acceptance

One dollar per ticket and one percent of the value of each air
freight waybill produces over $230'million per year or over $1.6
billion over the next seven years. That much is assured noise
reduction for all those affected by aircraft noise and in proportion
to the public payment source, in the aircraft, on the routes and

in the cities around the airports where collected. Operational

and land-use Changes, where and when safe and practical, and
purchase of other quiet new aircraft as may be stimulated by the
growth of the economy will, in addition to this assured spending

program, help to relieve the noise problem.

Stimulus to the Economy

This proposal is in itself a direct Stimulus to the economy in an
area suffering from weakness today. Jobs will be saved and new
ones created in the aircraft, accessory and engine manufacturing

fields as the noise reduction dollars are spent for retrofit and
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especially what will probably be the larger share devoted to new.
aircraft -- those which could not be ordered without these

dollars.

G. Transportation Costs Not Increased

The public should not have to spend more for air transportation.
Net cost should be reduced. There are now billions of dollars of
surplus in the Airport and Airways Trust Fund. The Congress and
the airlines have recommended reduction, especially in the present
8%‘tax on passenger tickets which is the primary source of>input
to the Trust Fund. A reduction from 8% to 5% in this tax would
cut the cost to the public for air transportation by $2.5 billion
over seven years, while the $1.00 per ticket only takes $1.5 billion
of this. A reductionkfrom 5% to 3% in the air freight waybill
tax would cut the cost to air shippers by $235 million over
Seven years, while a 1% waybill tax for noise reduction would
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A Comparison with the Air Trahsport Association Proposal

Northwest Airlines is a member of the Air Transport Association and

has participated‘in the meetings which led to a proposal submitted by

~ the Association to ‘the Secretary of Transportation. Northwest did not

object to the ATA proposal because its general framework was in line
with Northwest's proposal and because it represented a compromise
acceptable to almost all the carriers as a basis for the presentation of

@ concept to the Secretary of Transportation. That basic concept ‘is
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essentially the same; however, there are these specific differences

between the ATA proposal and the Northwest proposal in detail:

A,

- Period of Time

Northwest favors a period of approximately seven years while the

ATA proposal specifies ten years.

Amount of the Fund

Funds generated and spent in the Northwest proposal amount to
approxiﬁately $1.6 billion while those in the ATA proposal amount
to $3.6 billion. $3.6 billion is too large an amount and provides
too much temptation for its diversion to other projects not directly
related to noise reduction. Part of this difference is in the
period of time difference, but the major share is in the type and

rate of collection.

~ Type and Rate of Collection

Northwest proposes a $1.00 per ticket collection (plus 1% on air
freight waybills) while ATA proposes 2% of passenger revenue (plus
2%;oh air freight waybills). The reasonINorthwest strongly favors
a charge per ticket or per passehger is that aircraft/airport
lnoise is an offense to the public only in the take-off and

landing modes and is not a factor in high-altitude, long-range
enroute flight. A 2% tax would cost a San Francisco/Washington
passenger $3.68 while the Cleveland/Washington passenger would

pay only $.86. However, the flight of each has caused noise at

only two airports. In the Northwest proposal, each would pay
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$1.00, in direct relation to the two airport areas affected by

each.

Administration

The ATA proposal provides for a speciai, central fund administered
outside the direct control of the airlines. Whether this is a
private fund as proposed or one taken over by the Government, the
costs to administer such a fund are wasteful and non-productive

in terms of reducing aircraft noise Northwest proposes internally—
administered funds with a simple accounting and certification to

the Government.

Allocation

The ATA proposal has evolved as a rather complicated means of
allocation to address the needs of those carriers who have through'
financial distress been unable to upgrade their fleets. The ATA
proposal also provides that money collected from purely domestic
passengers and shippers be used to retrofit or replace aircraft

which operate primarily or purely in international and foreign

air commerce. Northwest proposes for reasons cited above that the

money taken in on each airline's aircraft, on its routes and at

the cities served by it should be used for noise reduction purposes
on its fleet and thus at the cities and in the districts where

the money is collected. It is believed that a noise reduction
program should not be in any way the vehicle by which a weaker
carrier cén become stronger at the expense of its competitors or

past inabilities to modernize fleets of aircraft should be
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compensated. Nor should the Bismarck-Chicago passenger pay for
the retrofit or replacement of an aircraft operating between

Paris and Rome.



Airline

Trunks

American
Braniff
Continental
Delta
Eastern
National
Northwest
Pan American
Trans World
United
Western
Flying Tigers

Total Trunks

Regionals

Air West
Allegheny
Frontier
North Central
Ozark
Piedmont
Southern
Texas Int'l

Total Regionals

GRAND TOTAL

NOISE REDUCTION DOLLARS

SEVEN-YEAR TOTALS -- IN MILLIONS

Attachment A

Passenger
Sl per Ticket

$ 161
66
59

221
202
40
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6
115
260
64

$1,260
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28
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12

$ 286

$1,546
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$78.8

Total

$ 172.8
68.6
62.6
227.7
206.8
41.8
7.6
7.5
122.8
274.1
66.3

__11.2

$1,333.8

$ 34.4
88.4
32.6
38.7
28.6
30.6
25.3

12.4

$ 291.0

$1,624.8
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Operational Procedures Are ‘the Most Effective Way to Reduce
'Noise on the 2- and 3-Engine Jet Fleet and Provide Far More
Benefit than the S8AM Retrofit Program

Many tests have been made to show that the Northwest Airlines
procedure achieves by far the mostvmeaningful reduction in community
noise exposure around airports. For example, The Boeing Company
produced a study entitled "Airport/Community Noise Assessment -
Retrofit Options - Flight Procedure Options". Their conclusions fér
the 727 aircraft in take-off at operational average weights were as
follows: "Without thrust cutback, the quiet nacelle provides zero
benefit. Thrust cutback without the quiet nacelle provides minus
12 EPNdAB. Thrust cutback with the quiet nacelle provides minus
- 15 EPNdB." This means that a take-off procedure similar to that
used by Northwest Airlines reduced the noise by 12 EPNdB which is the
equi&alent of a one-half reduction as perceived by the human ear.

The SAM retrofit added only 3 EPNdB to that reduction, and 3 EPNAdB

is virtually imperceptible.
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used by Northwest Airlines reduced the noise by 12 EPNdB which is the
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