RICKENBACKER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
FAR PART 150 NoISe COMPATIBILITY STUDY FINAL

APPENDIX E
NOISE ABATEMENT ALTERNATIVES

The subsequent pages provide information on the alternative noise abatement
measures that were suggested for inclusion in the Rickenbacker International
Airport (LCK) Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). Each measure was evaluated for
the anticipated benefits and drawbacks associated with its implementation.

A brainstorming session was held during the second Planning Advisory Committee
(PAC) meeting held on February 9, 2006 (see Appendix G, Public Involvement) to
develop an initial set of ideas for the noise abatement alternatives. The following is
the list of ideas developed in the meeting:

Flight Tracks
o Review the helicopter flight corridors.

¢ Standardize AirNet departures within more specific corridors.

o Modify the current tower order for straight out departures of itinerant aircraft
from Runways 23L and 23R to fly the runway heading until reaching
3800 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) instead of 3000 feet MSL.

e Specify a location/distance when the 70 degree heading off of 0O5R/05L would
occur.

o Develop a flight path that will reduce arrival overflights over Scioto Township
during the nighttime hours.

Flight Procedures

o Implement a continuous descent approach (would benefit noise for those
who live —5 miles from the airport)

¢ Use available technologies to help reduce noise.

Runway Use

¢ Modify the contra-flow procedures to occur during normal nighttime hours
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) instead of from 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

¢ Maximize the use of 23L/05R

e Develop a long-term runway use program that could be implemented if there
is more residential development south of the airport.
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Facility Modifications

e Construct a noise berm/wall to reduce aircraft noise impacts.
e Construct a ground run-up barrier to reduce aircraft noise impacts.

e Construct an east-west runway to reduce noise in the surrounding
communities.

Non Aircraft Noise Issues

o Construct noise barriers for the inter-modal facility.
o Develop new automobile traffic patterns to reduce noise impacts.

o Airport employees tend to travel through Lockbourne which could become a
noise/traffic problem.

e Create additional signs for the truck traffic to reduce the amount of traffic
getting lost in Lockbourne.

¢ Make sure that roadway impacts (noise/congestion) are taken into account
with development.

From this list and alternatives developed by the consultant, a short list of
alternatives was developed for evaluation. The first four alternatives presented are
the currently approved noise abatement measures from the 1998 Part 150 Update.

Based upon the comments received from the PAC, the Federal Aviation
Administration(FAA) Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT), and the consultant’s
experience with the implementation of like measures at numerous airports
throughout the U.S., recommendations to accept or discard each alternative were
presented to the PAC prior to the development of the final recommended NCP. The
following provides a description of each alternative evaluated, along with an
assessment of the benefits, drawbacks, and a recommendation.

Two noise abatement alternatives, related to the operation of aircraft at LCK, were
found to reduce noise impacts outside of the 65 Day-Night Average Sound Level
(DNL) and/or reduced overflights of populated areas. These alternatives were
considered for recommendation, but later removed from consideration due to their
inability to be implemented. The FAA! informed the consultant that they would not
recommend including the measures because there was no measurable benefit in
the 65+DNL. However, it is recommended that the Columbus Regional Airport
Authority (CRAA) pursue the alternatives outside of the Part 150 Study. If the
alternatives are pursued, an environmental review process completed under
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) may be required.

1 Email dated September 8, 2006 received from Katherine Jones of the Detroit Airports District

Office (Letter is located at the end of this appendix.)
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-A
(MODIFICATION OF APPROVED MEASURE NA-1)

TITLE: Straight-out departures of itinerant aircraft from
Runways 23L/R until reaching 3,000 feet Mean Sea Level
(MSL) before turning on course.

BACKGROUND AND Approved Measure NA-1 originally recommended air traffic
INTENT: procedures which held aircraft on runway heading until
reaching 3,800 feet MSL (approximately 3,000 feet Above
Ground Level (AGL)) before turning on course. This
measure was designed to minimize the impacts on the
surrounding communities by focusing the noise in a specific
corridor over the river and floodplain areas. However, the
measure was implemented with turns occurring at 3,000
feet MSL due to the air space structure of the entire area.

BENEFITS: Maintains current procedures and directs aircraft over most
compatible land uses.

DRAWBACKS: None

COST TO IMPLEMENT: None

EVALUATION METHOD: INM modeling

FINDINGS AND Recommend modifying NA-1 to reflect the procedure that
RECOMMENDATIONS: was implemented. Approval of this modification would result

in no change to the flight procedures; rather it would bring
the measure in line with the flight procedure.
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-B
(APPROVED MEASURE NA-2)

TITLE: Formalize civil noise abatement procedures which include:
right turns to a 070 degree heading after departing to the
northeast and observing a preferential reverse flow runway
use for civil jet aircraft.

BACKGROUND AND Approved Measure NA-2 implemented air traffic procedures
INTENT: which turned aircraft to the right as soon as practicable
when departing to the northeast. This measure was
designed to minimize the noise impacts on the surrounding
communities and to ensure safe and efficient use of the
airspace with Port Columbus. This portion of the measure is
recommended for modification to include a specific heading
for aircraft to follow. This 070 degree heading will further
reduce the noise impacts to the surrounding communities
while maintaining safe and efficient use of the airspace. The
preferential reverse flow runway use during nighttime hours?
is recommended for continuation in the updated NCP.

BENEFITS: Maintains current procedures and directs aircraft over most
compatible land uses.

DRAWBACKS: None

COST TO IMPLEMENT: None

EVALUATION METHOD: INM modeling

FINDINGS AND Continue approved measure NA-2
RECOMMENDATIONS:

2 Nighttime hours, as defined by the Rickenbacker International Airport, are between

11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-C
(APPROVED MEASURE NA-3)

TITLE:

Formalize military noise abatement procedures which
include: right turns to a 070 degree heading after departing
to the northeast, preferential southwest flow for touch-and-
go operations, and observing preferential reverse flow
runway use.

BACKGROUND AND
INTENT:

Approved Measure NA-3 implemented air traffic procedures
which turned aircraft to the right as soon as practicable
when departing to the northeast. This measure was
designed to minimize the noise impacts on the surrounding
communities and to ensure safe and efficient use of the
airspace with Port Columbus International Airport. This
portion of the measure is recommended for modification to
include a specific heading for aircraft to follow. This

070 degree heading will further reduce the noise impacts to
the surrounding communities while maintaining safe and
efficient use of the airspace. The preferential reverse flow
runway use during nighttime hours® and the preferential
southwest flow for touch-and-go operations is recommended
for continuation in the updated Noise Compatibility Program.

BENEFITS: Maintains current procedures and directs aircraft over most
compatible land uses.

DRAWBACKS: None

COST TO IMPLEMENT: None

EVALUATION METHOD: INM Modeling

FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Continue approved measure NA-3

% Nighttime hours, as defined by the Rickenbacker Port Authority, are between 11:00 p.m.

and 7:00 a.m.

Landrum & Brown
December 2006
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Table E-1

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS FUTURE (2011) BASELINE VERSUS 2011
ALTERNATIVE NA-E

Rickenbacker International Airport

FUTURE (2011) BASELINE

CATEGORY 60-65 DNL*|65-70 DNL|70-75 DNL| 75+ DNL | 65+ DNL

Housing Units 38 0 0 0 0
Population 104 0 0 0 0
Noise Sensitive Facilities

Schools 0 0 0 0 0

Churches 0 0 0 0 0

Nursing Homes 0 0 0 0 0
Area

Square Miles 4.03 1.78 0.67 1.01 3.46

Acres 2,579 1,139 429 646 2,214

2011 ALTERNATIVE NA-E
CATEGORY 60-65 DNL*|65-70 DNL|70-75 DNL| 75+ DNL | 65+ DNL

Housing Units 27 0 0 0 0
Population 74 0 0 0 0
Noise Sensitive Facilities

Schools 0 0 0 0 0

Churches 0 0 0 0 0

Nursing Homes 0 0 0 0 0
Area

Square Miles 3.84 1.83 0.68 1.01 3.52

Acres 2,459 1,170 437 649 2,256
Notes:

* FAA Part 150 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines indicate that residential land uses are compatible
with noise levels below 65 DNL.

- Noise contours were generated using the Integrated FAA's Noise Model, Version 6.1 computer
model.

- Housing counts are based on field verification.

- Population numbers are approximate based on the housing counts multiplied by the 2000 census
block housing to population ratio.

- Baseline conditions assume the continuation of the existing operating procedures without
modification.

- Noise-Sensitive Public Uses include schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and nursing homes.
Source: Landrum & Brown, 2006 [contour: LCK_2011_NA-E]
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Noise Compatibility Program Alternative NA-F

TITLE:

All traffic departing Runways 23L and 23R turn right
10 degrees after crossing the runway end to a 240 degree
heading.

DESCRIPTION:

Currently, departures from Runway 23L and 23R follow a
noise abatement procedure that directs aircraft to follow the
runway heading until reaching 3,000 feet Mean Sea Level
(MSL) before turning on course.

Alternative NA-F would route departure traffic west of Bulen-
Pierce Road in Harrison Township, in an attempt to take
advantage of what appears to be a more compatible
corridor, reducing the likelihood that traffic would fly over
the populated areas.

BENEFITS: This alternative could reduce overflight noise for those areas
that are located along the extended runway centerline.
DRAWBACKS: Implementing Alternative NA-F would shift noise from one

area to another area and increase total noise impacts. An
increase of 16 homes would occur in the 60-65 DNL noise
contour of Alternative NA-F when compared to the Future
(2011) Baseline noise contour.

COST TO IMPLEMENT:

The costs for additional training, development, and
publication of new procedures, and changing approach
plates at radar positions would be the responsibility of the
Federal Aviation Administration. This alternative could not
be implemented until an environmental review process is
completed under The National Environmental Policy Act of
1969.

EVALUATION METHOD:

INM modeling

FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATION:

There would be an increase of 16 homes in the 60-65 DNL of
the NA-F noise contour as compared to the Future (2011)
Baseline noise contour (see Table E-2). This alternative is
NOT RECOMMENDED for inclusion in the Noise
Compatibility Program.

Landrum & Brown
December 2006
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-G

TITLE:

Implement a three-degree offset approach to Runway 23L.

DESCRIPTION:

This alternative would modify the current approach
procedures by implementing a three-degree offset to
Runway 23L. This would allow for arrivals to be positioned
to the east of the current straight-in approaches avoiding
noise sensitive areas.

BENEFITS:

Increase the distance between arriving aircraft and the
Village of Groveport by relocating the flow of arrival traffic to
Runway 23L east of the Village. The overflight noise from
arrivals to Runway 23L would be shifted away from
residential areas to unpopulated areas.

DRAWBACKS:

There would be no measurable benefit in the 65+ day-night
average sound level (DNL) noise exposure contour.

COST TO IMPLEMENT:

The costs for additional training, development, and
publication of new procedures, and changing approach
plates at radar positions would be the responsibility of both
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Columbus
Regional Airport Authority (CRAA). The procedure would
require environmental approval prior to its implementation.

EVALUATION METHOD:

INM Modeling

FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATION:

There would be no change to the noise impacts of the NA-G
noise contour as compared to the Future (2011) Baseline
noise contour (see Table E-3). This alternative would
however reduce noise levels over the residential portions of
the Village of Groveport. This alternative is NOT
RECOMMENDED for inclusion in the Noise Compatibility
Program because there is no measurable benefit in the 65+
DNL®. However, it is recommended that the CRAA pursue
the action outside of the Part 150 Study. If the alternative
is pursued, there would be additional costs for the CRAA in
the relocation of the ILS. The FAA would also be required to
flight check the equipment. In addition, an environmental
review process completed under The National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) may be required.

4

Email dated September 8, 2006 received from Katherine Jones of the Detroit Airports District

Office (Letter is located at the end of this appendix.)

Landrum & Brown
December 2006
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-T

TITLE: Designate Runway 5L/23R as the preferential runway.

DESCRIPTION: Currently Runway 5R/23L is the most heavily used due to its
length and instrumentation on both ends of the runway.
Runway 23R does not have an Instrument Landing System
(ILS), which allows aircraft to use the runway in poor
weather conditions. The intent of this alternative is to use
23R/5L as much as is possible, reducing the amount that
Runway 23L/5R is used.

BENEFITS: This alternative would reduce taxi times for aircraft and
would reduce noise impacts associated with activity on
Runway 5R/23L.

DRAWBACKS: Arrivals landing on Runway 23R would be closer to the
populated area of the Village of Groveport. This would result
in an increase of single event noise levels. In addition, this
alternative would limit the capacity of the airport to a single
runway that does not have an ILS on both ends of the
runway.

COST TO IMPLEMENT: The costs for additional training, development, and
publication of new procedures, and changing approach
plates would be the responsibility of the Federal Aviation
Administration.

EVALUATION METHOD: Integrated Noise Model Modeling
FINDINGS AND This alternative would focus noise impacts on the areas
RECOMMENDATION: directly north and south of Runway 5L/23R and would result

in no net change in the number of homes impacted by the
60-65 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). However, the
no net change is a result of shifting noise from one area to
other areas. There are 13 newly impacted homes from the
shift in the 60 DNL noise contour of Alternative NA-T as
compared to the Future (2011) Baseline noise contour (see
Table E-13). In addition, this alternative limits the airport
to a single runway that is not equipped with ILS on one
runway end. Therefore, Alternative NA-T is NOT
RECOMMENDED for inclusion in the Noise Compatibility
Program.
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Table E-13
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS FUTURE (2011) BASELINE VERSUS 2011
ALTERNATIVE NA-T
Rickenbacker International Airport
FUTURE (2011) BASELINE
CATEGORY 60-65 DNL*|65-70 DNL|70-75 DNL| 75+ DNL | 65+ DNL

Housing Units 38 0 0 0 0
Population 104 0 0 0 0
Noise Sensitive Facilities

Schools 0 0 0 0 0

Churches 0 0 0 0 0

Nursing Homes 0 0 0 0 0
Area

Square Miles 4.03 1.78 0.67 1.01 3.46

Acres 2,579 1,139 429 646 2,214

2011 ALTERNATIVE NA-T
CATEGORY 60-65 DNL*|65-70 DNL|70-75 DNL| 75+ DNL | 65+ DNL

Housing Units 38 0 0 0 o
Population 104 0 0 0 0
Noise Sensitive Facilities

Schools 0 0 0 0 0

Churches 0 0 0 0 0

Nursing Homes 0 0 0 0 0
Area

Square Miles 3.96 1.76 0.59 0.98 3.33

Acres 2,576 1,109 398 609 2,116
Notes:

* FAA Part 150 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines indicate that residential land uses are compatible
with noise levels below 65 DNL.

- Noise contours were generated using the Integrated FAA's Noise Model, Version 6.1 computer

model.

- Housing counts are based on field verification.

- Population numbers are approximate based on the housing counts multiplied by the 2000 census
block housing to population ratio.

- Baseline conditions assume the continuation of the existing operating procedures without

modification.

- Noise-Sensitive Public Uses include schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and nursing homes.

Source: Landrum & Brown, 2006 [contour: LCK_2011_NA-T]

Landrum & Brown
December 2006
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Noise Compatibility Program Alternative NA-Y

TITLE: Implement Ground Run-up restrictions.

DESCRIPTION: The intent of this alternative is to reduce noise impacts from
ground run-up activities, such as engine maintenance, by
developing restrictions on location, time, duration, etc.

BENEFITS: This alternative would provide guidelines for when, where,
and what type of run-ups occur at the airport.

DRAWBACKS: Limits the time and access for aircraft operators at
Rickenbacker International Airport to conduct aircraft run-up
operations for maintenance purposes. Engine run-ups are a
necessary part of the maintenance check. Most
maintenance is done at night so aircraft can be kept in
service for regular daytime schedules.

COST TO IMPLEMENT: None

EVALUATION METHOD: Qualitative Assessment

FINDINGS AND Alternative NA-Y is NOT RECOMMENDED for inclusion in
RECOMMENDATION: the Noise Compatibility Program. There are no complaints

received from run-up activity at the airport.
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NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE NA-Z

TITLE:

Implement Airport Operational Restrictions (Part 161).

DESCRIPTION:

This alternative considers the potential for implementing
airport access restrictions for noise abatement. These may
include curfews or restrictions on aircraft types or groups.
Any such action is subject to the provisions of Part 161,
which requires extensive proof of benefits relative to costs
prior to approval by the Federal Aviation Administration

BENEFITS: These restrictions can resolve noise annoyance problems
during the most sensitive periods or of the most annoying
events.

DRAWBACKS: Part 161 requires extensive additional evaluation, with little

hope of approval, given the FAA's current stance on Part 161
actions.

COST TO IMPLEMENT:

A comprehensive Part 161 study would cost $3 to $5 million.
Litigation could cost a similar amount.

EVALUATION METHOD:

Qualitative assessment

FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATION:

Alternative NA-Z is NOT RECOMMENDED for inclusion in
the Noise Compatibility Program.

Landrum & Brown
December 2006
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OHIO AIR NATIONAL GUARD

121 AIR REFUELING WING
121st AIR REFUELING WING (AMC)
RICKENBACKER IAP, COLUMBUS OHIO

22 August 2006
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

FROM: 121 ARW/SE (Maj Buzzard)
SUBJECT: Noise Abatement Options at Rickenbacker AP

1. On behalf of the 121* Air Refueling Wing at Rickenbacker IAP | am responding to Landrum-Brown’s FAA Part
150 study concerning noise abatement options. Of the four proposed measures this unit is strongly opposed to the
idea of displacing the runway 23L threshold by 2000 feet for several reasons. As the chief of safety for the wing |
believe this proposal violates the concept of risk management. When other viable options exist the removal of
almost one half mile of usable runway is not a sound decision. It is not uncommon at Rickenbacker for runway 23R
to be periodically closed for maintenance procedures. When this occurs a runway 23L reduced to 10,000 feet can
impact our departure capability on a small number of high priority missions during hot weather or slippery
conditions. Charlie Goodwin, general manager of Rickenbacker IAP, indicated the FAA would be prone to closing
the first 2000 feet of 23L to all operations, to avoid associated maintenance costs, and not simply displace the
portion of the runway to landing traffic. The KC-135R is not equipped with thrust reversers and to facilitate longer
brake life our aircrews are instructed to, traffic permitting, use the full length of the runway on landing rollout.
Increased brake wear will directly increase our maintenance costs.

2. We have a strong working relationship with the Columbus Regional Airport Authority at Rickenbacker IAP and
are committed to working together to keep the operations safe and effective. Any questions concerning this issue
can be addressed to me at (614) 492-3206.

[[SIGNED//
DAVID S. BUZZARD, Major, OHANG
Chief of Safety, 121% Air Refueling Wing



From: Katherine.S.Jones@faa.gov [mailto:Katherine.S.Jones@faa.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2006 10:42 AM

To: Rob Adams

Cc: Sarah Potter

Subject: Rickenbacker Part 150

Rob:

This email answers some of the questions that we discussed in relation to
the Rickenbacker Part 150.

1. Flight Procedures Modifications. The request by the airport sponsor to
consider minor flight procedures modifications to take advantage of better
flight corridors. There is no measurable benefit in the 65 DNL. We would
not recommend putting this measure into the Part 150 program because there
is no measurable benefit in the 65 DNL. Some of the issues that could
arise from recommending this program measure are coordination with AT to
ensure they are in agreement with the measure and implementing procedures
and a community perception that if the AT procedures are included in the
Part 150 measure they will be implemented, when in fact, they must undergo
an environmental review (which may not be feasible because it would be a
different line of business other then Airports to do the NEPA review).

Please let me know if you have any additional questions or would like to
discuss these comments.

Thanks,
Katy





