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information presented in Chapter Three, Aeronautical Activity Forecasts.  Flight paths input in the INM 

reflect the procedures shown in Exhibit 4A, as well as the departure procedures shown in Exhibit 5I5.   

 
2010 Existing Noise Contours  
As presented in Exhibit 5E, the 65 dBA contour line extends off Airport Environs to the north, south and 

west.  Some residential areas west of the Airport are included within this contour line, along with the 70 

dBA line.   

2020 No Build Alternative and Build Alternative 3 Noise Contours 
The 2020 No Build Alternative and Build Alternative 3 contour exhibit represents the same physical 

layout as used in the 2010 existing noise contour exhibit.  The only input variance is the increase in 

operations forecasted in Chapter Three.  The increase in operations – and changes in aircraft fleet mix – 

cause the 65 dBA contour line to extend further off airport; however, the eastern 65 dBA noise contour 

line does remain nearly all within the Airport Environs.  More residential homes would be impacted by 

noise exposures of 65 dBA, the FAA’s threshold for compatibility. 

2020 Build Alternative 1 Noise Contours   
Exhibit 5G reflects the 600-foot runway extension to the north.  Although the runway is extended to the 

north in this alternative, the noise profile is nearly identical to that in the 2020 No Build Alternative 

noise profile.  The cause of this is the predominant use of Runway 35 during calm wind conditions (the 

Runway 17 threshold remains the same in Build Alternative 1). 

2020 Build Alternative 2 Noise Contours  
Build Alternative 2 proposes a 1,000-foot runway extension to the south, which is reflected in Exhibit 

5H.  As a result, the noise profile shifts to the south when compared to the previous profiles.  Most 

notably, the 75 dBA contour line becomes two separate areas, because the aircraft noise exposure 

during the takeoff run is farther apart.  Under this alternative, noise is shifted further away from 

Charbonneau, but closer to the City of Aurora and its surrounding communities.  65 dBA noise exposure 

west of the Airport is similar to the other 2020 contours.  This alternative does incorporate more 

residential properties within the 65 dbA contour, due to its proximity to the City of Aurora. 

Noise Analysis Summary 

The noise profile is expected to increase by year 2020, regardless of development at the Airport.  As 

shown in the noise contour exhibits, the 2020 noise profile for the No Build Alternative, Build Alternative 

1, and Build Alternative 3 are nearly identical.  In these noise profiles, some residential areas – mostly to 

the west – are within the 65 dBA noise contour.  The noise profile associated with Build Alternative 2 

displaces noise farther to the south of the Airport and reduces the noise impact to northern properties.  

                                                             

5
 The FAA has not formally approved the departure procedures at this time; however, approval is expected in the 

fall of 2011. 
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Table 5A.  Sub-group Division by Aircraft Type and Departure Procedures (20106)  

Aircraft Type 
Percentage of 

sub-group7 
Annual Daily Arrival Departure Touch and Go 

Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 

Propeller-Driven Aircraft 

Single Engine 

Bonanza 30% 10,424 213 29 1 11 0 11 0 7 0 

Cessna 172 45% 15,636 319 43 1 16 0 16 0 11 0 

Cessna 206H 25% 8,686 177 24 0 9 0 9 0 6 0 

Multi-engine 

Beech Baron 58P 100% 8,018 164 22 0 9 0 9 0 3 0 

Turboprop 

Beech King Air 200 100% 8,909 182 24 0 12 0 12 0 1 0 

Jet Aircraft 

Small Jet 

Cessna 500 5% 535 11 1 0 1 0 1 0 - - 

Lear 25 30% 3,207 65 9 0 4 0 4 0 - - 

Large Jet 

Cessna 550B 5% 535 11 1 0 1 0 1 0 - - 

Lear 35 30% 3,207 65 9 0 4 0 4 0 - - 

Astra 1125 30% 3,207 79 9 0 4 0 4 0 - - 

Helicopter 

Bell 206 55% 14,700 300 40 1 20 0 20 0 - - 

Bell 212 34% 9,087 185 25 1 12 0 12 0 - - 

Hughes 500 11% 2,940 60 8 0 4 0 4 0 - - 

  

                                                             

6 Operations based on Chapter Three, Forecasts. 
7
 Fleet based on Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson report to ODA (2002, May 31). 
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Table 5B.  Sub-group Division by Aircraft Type and Departure Procedures (20208)  

Aircraft Type 
Percentage of 

sub-group9 
Annual Daily Arrival Departure Touch and Go 

Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 

Propeller-Driven Aircraft 

Single Engine 

Bonanza 30% 10,942 223 30 1 11 0 11 0 7 0 

Cessna 172 45% 16,413 335 45 1 17 0 17 0 11 0 

Cessna 206H 25% 9,118 186 25 1 9 0 9 0 6 0 

Multi-engine 

Beech Baron 58P 100% 7,295 149 20 0 9 0 9 0 3 0 

Turboprop 

Beech King Air 200 100% 11,463 234 31 1 15 0 15 0 2 0 

Jet Aircraft 

Small Jet 

Cessna 500 5% 782 16 2 0 1 0 1 0 - - 

Lear 25 30% 4,690 96 13 0 6 0 6 0 - - 

Large Jet 

Cessna 550B 5% 782 16 2 0 1 0 1 0 - - 

Lear 35 30% 4,690 96 13 0 6 0 6 0 - - 

Astra 1125 30% 4,690 96 13 0 6 0 6 0 - - 

Helicopter 

Bell 206 55% 18,341 374 50 1 25 1 25 1 - - 

Bell 212 34% 11,338 231 31 1 16 0 16 0 - - 

Hughes 500 11% 3,668 75 10 0 5 0 5 0 - - 

                                                             

8
 Operations based on Chapter Three, Forecasts. 

9
 Fleet based on Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson report to ODA (2002, May 31).   
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ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES  
 

Each alternative was analyzed to assess its relative environmental impact, as well as identify any 

environmental constraints that may prohibit development.  The results of this analysis are presented in 

Table 5C. 

Each alternative presents an array of environmental opportunities and constraints.  The following 

discussion summarizes the potential environmental concerns associated with each alternative.  
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Table 5C.  Environmental Constraints and Impacts10 

Impact Categories11 No Build Alternative Build Alternative 1 Build Alternative 2 Build Alternative 3 

Air Quality No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Biotic Resources No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Land Use Impacts No apparent issues.  1 
Perception of community 

character change.  2 
Perception of community 

character change.  3 
Perception of community 

character change.  4 

Construction Impacts  No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Section 4(f) 
Resources  

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species  

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Energy Supplies, 
Natural Resources 
and Sustainability 

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Environmental 
Justice 

No apparent issues.  1 

Perception of runway 
extension impact on 
northwest residents.  
(Charbonneau has a 

concentration of elderly) 2 

Perception of runway 
extension impact on 
northwest residents.  
(Charbonneau has a 

concentration of elderly) 3 

No apparent issues.  1 

Farmlands No apparent issues.  1 No apparent issues.  1 
Loss of productive farmland 

in southern RPZ.  2 
Loss of productive farmland 

in both  RPZs. 4 

Hazardous Materials No apparent issues.  1 
Risk for spills is associated 

w/landside development. 2 
Risk for spills is associated 

w/landside development. 2 
Risk for spills is associated 

w/landside development. 2 

Historical, 
Archaeological and 
Cultural Resources 

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

 

                                                             

10 The small italic number in each cell represents the qualitative rank of each alternative for the specific category.  Where al l alternatives are approximately 

equal, a value of 2 was given.  A value of 1 represents the least impacting alternative; a value of 4 represents the greatest impact.  A summing of these values 
appears at the bottom of this table, which in turn provides a subjective ranking of the four alternatives. 
11

 The analysis is divided into 21 impact categories and is examined per FAA Order 1050.1E and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality. 

Exhibit 4 
Page 154 of 862



 

 
 
 
Aurora State Airport        
Chapter Five – Airport Development Alternatives     5-14 

Table 5B.  Environmental Constraints and Impacts, Continued 

Impact Categories No Build Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Induced 
Socioeconomic 
Impacts 

Potential loss of jobs and 
rent revenue.  3 

Development of landside 
improvements would create 
jobs and rent revenue.  RW 
construction would create 

jobs.  2 

Development of landside 
improvements would create 
jobs and rent revenue.  RW 
construction would create 

jobs.  1 

Development of off-airport 
landside improvements 

would create job, however 
businesses and revenue 

would be lost on-airport for 
BRL.  4 

Light Emissions and 
Visual Effects  

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 
Increased approach lighting 
for precision approach.  3 

Energy Supply & 
Natural Resources 

No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Noise No apparent issues.  1 
Runway extension and 

aircraft types expand airport 
noise footprint.  3 

Runway extension and 
aircraft types expand airport 

noise footprint.  4 

Potential change in aircraft 
types expand airport noise 

footprint.  1 

Social Impacts  No apparent issues.  1 

Increased development could 
increase surface traffic 
demand.  Perception of 
change in community 

structure.  2 

Increased development could 
increase surface traffic 
demand.  Perception of 
change in community 

structure.  3 

Increased development could 
increase surface traffic 
demand.  Perception of 
change in community 

structure, due to loss of 
homes and on-airport 

businesses.  4 

Solid Waste No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 
 Demolition for BRL 

compliance would create 
large amounts of debris.  3 

Water Quality No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Wetlands No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 

Cumulative Impact No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 No apparent issues.  2 
Community change due to 

loss of residential areas could 
be significant.  3 

Controversy No apparent issues.  1 Some issues.  2 More issues.  3 Many issues.  4 

Total ranking 36 42 47 53 
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No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative does not propose any new use designations on the airport.  It includes only 

maintenance for the next 20 years.  The No Build Alternative does not present land use compatibility 

concerns, noise concerns, changes to the social environment, or direct threats to plant and animal 

communities in relation to FAA levels of significance.  Notwithstanding, surrounding communities are 

concerned of the potential increased noise exposure at the Airport due to the increase in operations.  In 

terms of overall impact, this alternative has the least impact to the existing natural and built 

environments.  

Build Alternative 1 
This alternative includes development plans (primarily hangars and aprons) for approximately nine acres 

of State-owned land along Airport Road, and an ATCT.  Airside improvements include a 600-foot 

extension of the runway and taxiway on the north end, and RPZs consistent with an airport designated 

for ARC B-II with approaches not lower than 1 sm visibility.  

The RPZ dimensions would be 500 feet at the runway end, 700 feet at the outer end, and 1,000 feet in 

length.  The southern end would include Keil Road and a strip of land outside of the existing airport 

property.  FAA typically discourages roads in RPZs, but FAA advisory circulars do not prohibit them.  An 

easement, rather than acquisition, is proposed for the small area south of Keil Road.  Additionally, an 

easement would be proposed for the small portion of the northern RPZ extending off State-owned 

property.  This would, however, not be a change to the current condition at the Airport.  

Development of the vacant land in State ownership, along with the runway/taxiway extension, would 

increase impervious surface.  The airport underwent a revision to on-airport drainage as part of the 

runway relocation project in 2005.  The current system, with minor modifications, should be able to 

accommodate increased stormwater from new impervious surface. 

The increase in hangar development, as well as new on-airport commercial and employment uses may 

also be perceived as a change in character by local residents.  Development of the landside areas may 

also increase surface transportation demand, contributing to peak period congestion, or the appearance 

thereof for area residents.  

The extension area appears to have been previously disturbed and likely does not constitute prime 

habitat.  

Even with the northern runway extension, the noise contour of the Airport does not extend farther to 

the north, because the predominant runway use is Runway 35 (the preferential calm wind runway).  In 

this alternative, the Runway 17 threshold does not change. 

Additional development proposed in the airport environs, including privately held land in the Southend 

Airpark and land owned by HTS, is outside of the control of ODA.  The size and complexity of these 

development projects would likely be identical under Alternatives 1 and 2, but may be denser with the 

No Build Alternative, due to the lack of development on State-owned land.  Since Alternative 3 changes 
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Airport Reference Code 
As Chapter Three, Aeronautical Activity Forecasts, documented, activity at the Airport currently meets 

the criteria for an ARC of C-II.  Meeting the FAA design standards for the appropriate ARC at an airport is 

important for safety.  The Airport currently is designed to ARC B-II standards, although the existing 

runway width and the runway-to-parallel taxiway separation exceed B-II standards and meet the 

standards for ARC C-II.    The larger RSA required for ARC C-II can be provided easily, since the ground 

within the larger RSA is already well-graded for rescue vehicles and aircraft recovery in case of an 

aircraft undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway.  The major design standards that would 

need upgrading would be the RPZ and ROFA.   

For the current instrument approach visibility minimums, the required RPZ is 700 feet longer for ARC C-

II.  ODA should control land within the RPZs to prevent incompatible land uses.  Residences and places of 

assembly are examples of incompatible land uses within an RPZ.  If fee acquisition is not possible, land 

use control may be provided through avigation easement.  ODA has not initiated consultation with the 

affected property owners relating to this item.  

Vehicles on Highway 551 west of the Airport would be objects within the wider ROFA required for ARC 

C-II.  The highway would only encroach upon this surface by a small margin, and a modification to FAA 

standards will be requested.  Recent discussions with the FAA indicate the request will likely be 

approved. 

Runway Length 
Preferred Alternative  
Although this Master Plan has shown that a runway extension is justified according to FAA guidance, 

ODA has decided that any extension would prove infeasible at this time.  An extension to the north 

might constrain Columbia Helicopters’ ability to expand on their private property.  An extension to the 

south might have a negative impact on farmland – a potentially environmentally infeasible situation.  A 

south extension might also have a negative impact on private property and Keil Road.  Keil Road 

provides necessary access for farm equipment/machinery and emergency responders, even though it 

poses some safety concerns at the intersection with Highway 551.  

Add-On Scenario 1 
Scenarios 1 and 2 incorporate the use of displaced thresholds, which create “declared distances.”  The 

purpose of declared distances in airport design is to provide an equivalent RSA, ROFA, or RPZ in 

accordance with the design standards at existing constrained airports where it is otherwise 

impracticable to meet standards by other means.  Declared distances are also employed when there are 

obstructions in the runway approaches and/or departure surface that are beyond the ability of the 

airport owner to remove and result in a displaced runway threshold or change in the departure end of 

the runway.  In other words declared distances, when applied at Aurora State, can increase the usable 

runway length without fully extending the runway or encroaching upon adjacent lands  

Scenario 1 adds a 600-feet displaced threshold to Runway 35 and 200-feet displaced threshold to 

Runway 17 to acquire the following declared distances, see Exhibit 5J Scenario #1. 
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