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avia t ion  ramp.  Aircra ft  were m odeled
facing a  190-degree h eading 70 percent
of the t ime a nd 30-degree h eadin g 30
percen t  of the t ime.

IN M O U T P U T

Output da ta  selected for  ca lcu lat ion  by
the INM were a nnua l avera ge noise
contours in  DN L.  F.A.R. Par t  150
requires th a t  65, 70, and 75 DNL
contours must  be m apped in  the officia l
Noise Exposur e Maps.  In  addit ion , the
60 DNL noise contour  is a lso mapped in
th is st udy as a  guideline for  fu ture
noise aba tement  and land u se p lanning.
For  pur poses of th is Pa rt  150 study,
Lincoln  Airport  is consider ing noise
between 60 an d 65 DNL to have a
margina l   effect .    See   the  “Land  Use

Compat ibility Gu idelin es a t  Lincoln
Airpor t ” sect ion  on  page 3-3 for  more
det a il.

Th is sect ion  presents the resu lt s of the
contour  ana lys is  for  cur ren t  and
forecast  noise exposure condit ions, a s
developed from the Int egra ted Noise
Model.

2002 NOISE
EXPOSURE CONTOURS

Exh ibit 2K presen ts t he plot ted resu lt s
of the INM con tour  ana lysis for  2002
condit ions using inpu t  da ta  descr ibed in
the preceding pa ges.  The a rea s wit h in
ea ch  contour  a re presented  in  Tab le
2G.

TA B L E  2 G

C o m p a r a t i v e  A r e a s  O f  N o i s e  E x p o s u r e

L i n c o l n  A i r p o r t

Ar e a  In  S q u a re  M i le s

D N L C o n to u r 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 7 2 0 2 2

60

65

70

75

9 .57

4 .61

2 .15

1 .11

9 .54

4 .54

2 .09

1 .07

5 .56

2 .47

1 .16

0 .59

The sha pe a nd  exten t  of the contours
reflect  the u nder lying fligh t  t rack
assumpt ions.  As indica t ed  on  Exh ibit
2K, the primary runway, Run way 17R-
35L, accomm odates the m ajor ity of
t ra ffic a t  Lincoln  Airpor t .  A number  of
bulges with in  the contour  set  a re due to
t r a in ing and ma in tenance act ivity a t
the a irpor t .  For  example, th e bulge east
of  Runway  17L-35R  is  due to main ten-

ance runup a ct ivit ies per form ed by t he
fixed base opera tor s a t  the a irpor t .  The
sligh t  bulge west of the sout h en d of
Runway 17R-35L is  du e t o milita ry
t r a in ing act ivit ies.  The bulge on  the
east  s ide of the south  end  of Runway
17L-35R is caused by a ircra ft  tu rn ing to
the east  as well as t he presence of the
pa ra llel Runway 17R-35L runway
system.
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As depicted  on  Ex h ib it  2K, the  60 DNL
contour  a t  it s longest  poin t  extends to
the nor th , approxima tely 16,000 feet
from a irpor t  proper ty, over scat tered
single family residences, agr icu ltu ra l
land , and indust r ial pr oper t ies.  The
con tour  is “fork ed” du e t o t he
differen t ia t ion  between t ra ffic t raveling
due north  ver su s t o the n orthea st .  To
the sout h, the cont our  a lso extends
a pp r oxim a t ely 16,0 00 feet  over
residen t ia l, commercia l, and indust r ia l
proper ty.  Th e contour  sligh t ly extends
off a irport  proper ty in a ll other
direct ions, pr imar ily mir ror ing runway
use a t  the a irpor t  with  s ligh t  bu lges  due
to milit a ry an d maint enance act ivit ies
as discussed  pr eviously.

The 65 DNL n oise con tour  is sma ller
than the 60 DNL contour.  The sh ape of
the 65 DNL contour  is s imila r  to tha t  of
the 60 DNL contour, other  than  tha t  the
“fork” in  the 60 DNL contour  nor th  of
the a irpor t  is  no longer  a s preva len t .  To
the nor th , th e 65 DNL con tour, a t  it s
longest point , extends approximately
7,500 feet  from a irpor t  proper ty.  To the
south , the contour  extends approxi-
mately 8,000 feet , t ermina t ing a t  West
A St reet .  The cont our  slight ly extends
off a irport  proper ty in a ll other
direct ions.

The 70 DNL noise cont our  extends
approximately 1,800 feet  off a irpor t
proper ty to the nor th  and 3,000 feet  off
a irpor t  proper ty to the sou th .  In  a ll
other  direct ions, the contour  pr imar ily
remains on  a irpor t  proper ty.  The 75
DNL contour  is completely conta ined on
a irpor t  proper ty.

COMPARATIVE
MEASUREMENT ANALYSIS

A compa r ison  of the avera ge mea su red
DNL(24) versu s t he computer-predicted
cumula t ive DNL n oise values for  each
measurement  site has been  developed.
In  t his case, it  is impor tan t  to
remember  wha t  each of th e two noise
levels indica tes.  The computer-modeled
DNL contours a re ana logous  to the
climate of an  a rea  and  represent  the
noise levels on  an  avera ge day of t he
per iod under  considera t ion .  In  con t rast ,
the field measurements reflect  on ly the
noise levels on t he specific days of
measurement .  Addit iona lly, the field
measurements consider a ll th e noise
even t s tha t  exceed a  pr escr ibed
thresh old and dura t ion , while the
computer  model only ca lcu la t es  the
noise due to a ircra ft  event s.  As
pr eviously discussed, the field measu re-
ments can  easily be contamina ted by
ambient  noise sou rces other  t han
a ir cra ft  a round the measu rement  sites.
With  th is u nder st andin g in  mind, it  is
usefu l t o eva lua te the compara tive
a ir cra ft  DNL levels  of the measurement
sites.

DNL Comparison

Th is a n a lysis provides a  direct
compa rison  of the measu red DNL(24)
and predicted values for each n oise
measurement  sit e.  In  order  to facilit a t e
such  a  compar ison, it  is n ecessa ry to
ensure tha t the compu ter  model in pu t  is
represent ing the observed rea lity a s
accura tely as possible wit h in  the
capa bilit ies of the model.




