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Ginger S. Evans, Commissioner
City of Chicago, Department of Aviation

O’Hare MOU Meeting #2
July 20, 2015
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Analyze and 
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Allow ORD to 
Grow

CORE GOALS

Comply with All 
Existing 

Agreements
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Areas Under Review

• Operational Mitigation

• Reporting

• Community Involvement
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Process And Timing

• CDA review for benefits and viability

• By August 1, 2015 – Communicate any and all solutions available

• Implement tasks where CDA has authority

• Request ONCC to coordinate reviews with community representatives

• Consult with FAA and airlines

• Formally request consideration of further operational changes



Noise Observations
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1980s Initiatives

• Established a Noise Office and designated Noise Officer

• Began monitoring aircraft noise

• Established toll‐free Complaint Hotline

• Constructed noise berms

• Regular noise contour updates

• Began School Sound Insulation Program

• Began Part 150 Study (Noise Exposure Maps &Noise Compatibility Plan)
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1990s Initiatives

• Continued Part 150 Study (Noise Exposure Maps & Noise Compatibility Plan)

• Increased outreach

• Installed permanent Noise Monitor System

• Designed and constructed Ground Run‐Up Enclosure (1st in U.S.)

• Continued School Sound Insulation Program

• Began Residential Sound Insulation Program

• ONCC established

• Fly Quiet Program announced
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OMP Record of Decision (ROD)

The FAA’s ROD was issued on 
September 30, 2005, giving 
environmental approval of OMP on the 
condition of many requirements 
including noise requirements.
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Noise Monitor Requirements

Outcome of the EIS:

• Evaluate the effectiveness and applicability of the current noise monitor 
locations in relation to the full‐build of the OMP and make changes as 
necessary, including adding new noise monitors.
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Noise Abatement Requirements

Outcome of the EIS:

• Continue the Fly Quiet Program as available through implementation of the 
OMP including:

• Preferential runway use

• Arrival and departure flight procedures

• Ground run‐up procedures

• Any ONCC suggested changes to the Fly Quiet Program would be considered 
by the FAA.

• Relocate the GRE expeditiously to minimize any time that the facility would 
be unavailable for aircraft to perform ground run‐ups.
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Noise Mitigation Requirements

Outcome of the EIS:

• Before Build‐Out Occurs:

• Sound‐insulate approximately 6,000 impacted residences (65 DNL)

• After Build‐Out Occurs:

• Create a new noise contour (based on 5 years in the future)

• Sound‐insulate any newly impacted residences (65 DNL)



O’Hare MOU Meeting #212

Residential Sound Insulation Program
• CDA began voluntary RSIP in 1995
• Total homes completed to date = 10,922 homes complete  (~$273 million)

1,200 homes remaining
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School Sound Insulation Program
• CDA began voluntary SSIP in 1982
• Total schools completed to date = 123 schools complete  ($350 million) 

1 school in process 
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Noise Monitors
• 32 permanent noise monitors – soon to be more than 40, more than any 
other airport in the world

• Extensive portable noise monitor program
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• Preferential Runway Use Program

• Preferential Flight Tracks

• Ground Run‐Up Enclosure (1st in 
U.S.)

• Noise Abatement Signs

• Fly Quiet Manuals for Pilots and Air 
Traffic Controllers

• Construction Awareness Flyers

• Fly Quiet Reports – Quarterly
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Prior Commitments to Noise Program Improvements

• FAA review of 65 DNL noise metric

• Congressional phase‐out of Stage 3 aircraft

• Track and encourage airline/aircraft phase‐outs

• Continue Residential Sound Insulation Program

• WebTrak (on‐line flight tracker) – complete

• Potential permanent/portable noise monitor deployments – in process

• Potential Fly Quiet Program report enhancements – in process
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Commitment to Community

• Active member of the ONCC

• Briefings for elected officials

• Complaint tracking (phone and 
Internet)

• Community Outreach Vehicle (COV)

• CDA website:  www.flychicago.org

• WebTrak (on‐line flight tracker)

• Property Locator

• Monthly ANMS Reports

• Quarterly Fly Quiet Reports

• Introduction to noise primer

• General noise information
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O’Hare Noise 
Compatibility 
Commission (ONCC)
• Established in 1996

• Oversees noise 
programs

• Originally consisted of 
26 members

• Today consists of 55 
members:

• 32 municipalities

• Cook County

• 16 school districts

• 6 Chicago wards

• Industry recognized



Safety and Efficiency Observations
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Hartsfield–Jackson Atlanta 
International Airport

Washington Dulles 
International Airport

Denver
International Airport

Dallas/Fort Worth 
International Airport

Dubai 
International Airport

Chicago O’Hare 
International Airport



Parallel Runways are Safer and More Efficient

O’Hare MOU Meeting #222

Intersecting Runway System
(Pre‐OMP Airfield)

Note:  Green runways indicate the original “runway triangle” airfield.

…the essence of any successful plan to provide significant delay reduction at O’Hare involves 
correcting the existing “runway triangle” and realigning the airfield in sets of parallel 
runways that can handle more traffic, safely and efficiently in all weather conditions.

(FAA Record of Decision for O’Hare Modernization, Sept. 2005)

Full Parallel Runway System
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Modern Hub Airports Rely on Parallel Runway 
Layouts for Safe and Efficient Operations

• Runways 14L/32R and 14R/32L 
provide limited utility in the full 
parallel runway system.

• City is evaluating suggested limited uses
• Utilizing the runways during 
nighttime operations,

• Staging snow removal equipment, 
and 

• Use for damaged aircraft.

This [Runway 32L departures] is almost impossible to manage during busier arrival traffic periods.

Runway 14L/32R intersects two other runways… This precludes use of Runway 14L/32R simultaneously with 
those runways in either a full west or east flow operation, unless traffic on the other two runways are held.

JDA Aviation Technology Solutions, O’Hare Crosswind/Diagonal Runway Layout and Usage, June 3, 2015.
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FAA has steadily increased safety in the national airspace 
system, implementing a series of rules to upgrade older airfields

• Converging Runway Operations (CRO)
• April 2014

• Runway safety areas
• Deadline December 2015

• Irregular geometry (runway incursions)
• 2016



• April 2014 – FAA implemented new 
rules  to manage runways with 
converging 
flight paths

• Created safe separation between 
converging flight paths

• Increased separation effectively 
reduced throughput (capacity) 

• Impact of rule would have further 
reduced capacity had it not been for 
OMP

• Annualized arrival rate is an 
estimated 20 percent higher  

• The full parallel runway system 
eliminates CRO constraints     

2014 FAA Converging Runway Operations (CRO) Rule Increases 
Need for Full Parallel Runway System

O’Hare MOU Meeting #225

The CRO rule addresses a safety 
recommendation from the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)



• The CRO rule was not known at the 
time of the EIS

• OMP Phase 1 and Phase 2A airfields 
include runway operations impacted by 
CRO due to certain crosswind runways

• OMP Phase 1 peak capacity is reduced 
from 241 to 196 operations per hour 
following implementation of CRO

• The full parallel runway system 
eliminates CRO constraints     

2014 FAA Converging Runway Operations (CRO) Rule Increases 
Need for Full Parallel Runway System

O’Hare MOU Meeting #226

The CRO rule addresses a safety 
recommendation from the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
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The Use of Intersecting Runways Reduces Capacity

• Throughput rates significantly reduce with the use of intersecting runways.
• Intersecting operations increase with the use of Runways 14L/32R and 14R/32L.
• The use of Runways 14L/32R and 14R/32L require changes to airspace flows at 
Midway.

• Approaches to Runway 32L or 32R require that easterly MDW arrivals fly at a 
lower altitude.

Parallel
Operation

Intersecting Runway 
Operations

Sample Operating Configurations (With Runway 14/32s)
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Need and Timing for Phase 2B – Estimated Delay Reduction

• FAA’s “severe” delay threshold is 10 minutes per operation

• When delays approach that level, it indicates need for additional capacity 
(new runways)

• FAA’s estimate is that completion of OMP Phase 2B is needed in 2020 to 
maintain average delay per operation below this threshold

• Estimate did not account for impacts of Converging Runway Operations Rule

• Current commitment per the ROD and subsequent analysis is to construct 
Phase 2B by 2020
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Delays Have Reduced
• Average annual system impact delays have reduced 
57% when comparing 2003‐2008 to 2008‐2014.

Source:  Federal Aviation Administration, Chicago O’Hare Performance Improvement, [June 2015].

Poor Weather Arrival 
Throughput Rates (East/West)

Pre‐OMP 56/72

Today’s Airfield 84/106

Runway throughput capacity has increased



In October, the South Airfield will be a Modern, Parallel System; 
but the North Airfield Includes a Complex Layout

O’Hare MOU Meeting #230
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Balance in use of Airfields

• North and South Airfield

• East Flow and West Flow

• Currently West Flow has 30% more capacity than East flow

• Therefore Air Traffic favors West flow

• Construction causes short term changes to runway use (balance)
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Areas Under Review to improve Noise Program

• Operational Mitigation

• Reporting

• Community Involvement
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CONTACT
Ginger S. Evans
Commissioner
Chicago Department of Aviation
Telephone: +1 773‐686‐8060 THANK YOU!
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O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

NOISE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Everyone agrees that not all aircraft noise exposure can be eliminated.  However, there is 
no question that the aircraft noise at O’Hare impacts our neighbors in many different ways.   
Over the past few months under the leadership of Commissioner Evans as charged by Mayor 
Emanuel, the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has listened to many impacted citizens, 
community groups and civic leaders, visited surrounding neighborhoods, and studied 
O’Hare’s noise landscape.  Having now completed this process, CDA is committed to 
exploring new elements intended to enhance and improve our noise program.   

The May 29, 2015 MOU signed by the CDA and state legislators, stated in pertinent part 
that the CDA would “communicate to all parties any and all solutions available to address 
airport noise in the affected areas,” prior to August 1, 2015. CDA has widely communicated 
with all parties and has reviewed and analyzed specific suggestions made by FAiR, SOC, and 
ONCC. The CDA has evaluated all suggestions made during these collaborations and has 
included those that are viable within CDA’s own Recommendations. 

In determining CDA’s approach to Recommendations, we first established the primary goals 
for our actions. These goals are: 

 Allow O’Hare to operate safely and efficiently 

 Analyze and Mitigate noise impacts to the extent allowable and reasonable 

 Comply with all existing agreements 

 Allow O’Hare to grow 

With these goals as our guiding principles, the CDA makes Recommendations in the 
following pages that we believe have a high chance of success to impact noise. In a 
separate document, we explain the difficulties and challenges of implementing the various 
other noise abatement ideas that have been presented to us. 

 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER 

The recommendations set forth by the City of Chicago through its Department of Aviation 
(CDA) in this document are proposals only, without force or effect.  All such 
recommendations must be fully reviewed and vetted in the context of the Federal Aviation 
Administration’s Record of Decision (ROD) for O’Hare Modernization dated September 2005, 
as well as any other applicable law or regulation, for compliance and compatibility.  The 
City of Chicago in no way intends to depart from, or to represent departure from, its 
commitments and obligations under the ROD and subsequent grant agreements. 
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The following pages will outline the four (4) categories of CDA’s Recommendations and 
proposed solutions, including: Abatement, Mitigation, Communications and Reporting, and 
Citizen Involvement with individual measures in each category that CDA believes can be 
implemented. 

1. ABATEMENT 

The goal of this section is to outline noise relief solutions for communities through a 
change in the airport’s current operations.  This must be done without jeopardizing 
safety or reducing the efficiency of the airport.  It is necessary to maintain compliance 
with overall air traffic patterns and modern airfield geometry, intended to promote pilot 
awareness and safer operations. 

A. Fly Quiet. Our primary focus will be on the largest impact – nighttime noise.  
Nighttime noise most impacts the quality of life of airport neighbors.  We’ve 
heard about these impacts consistently in our meetings and over time it appears 
in reports as a top area of concern.  Not surprisingly, the FAA recognizes 
nighttime noise as disruptive and weighs it more heavily in its noise metric used 
to create contours.  Lastly and most importantly, abatement of nighttime noise 
through operational changes is possible at O’Hare.  

The Fly Quiet Program is an official group of measures recognized in the OMP 
Record of Decision, and it also provides the CDA a framework from which 
improvements can be made. Modifying this program offers several airport 
operational options that can help abate nighttime noise impacts.  We plan to 
open the dialogue on the program to see what new or revised procedures can be 
implemented to abate noise in certain communities at certain times.  

1. Develop a Fly Quiet Rotation. CDA is willing to change the intent of this 
program if community consensus and FAA approvals can be obtained.  
Specifically, changing the philosophy of Fly Quiet from concentrating on 
nighttime flights over compatible land near the airport to an approach that 
would spread out the noise via a rotation scheme that moves impacts due 
to nighttime flights from one community to another. This rotation would be 
on a set period (number of days or weeks), as weather and other 
operational conditions allow. The methodology we are using to analyze this 
initiative is outlined below.  
 
We would begin by identifying all arrival and departure possibilities on 
the airfield after the closing of runway 14L/32R and the commissioning of 
runway 10R/28L. 
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October 2015. This exhibit represents the configuration after the closing of 
14L/32R and the opening of 10R/28L. After the Build Out of the OMP, there 
will be opportunities to revise/enhance this initiative with the addition of 
9C/27C and the extension of 9R/27L. 

 

West Flow Departures. This exhibit highlights potential departure options 
for a Fly Quiet West Flow. Runways 27R and 28L will be closing nightly from 
10 p.m. to 6 a.m. due to the closure of each air traffic control tower 
supporting those runways. Though 14R/32L will be decommissioned during 
the completion phase of the OMP, 32L is a viable alternative for west flow 
departures in the interim period until decommissioning or OMP completion. 
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West Flow Arrivals. This exhibit highlights potential arrival options for a 
Fly Quiet West Flow. Runways 27R and 28L will be closing nightly from 10 
p.m. to 6 a.m. 

 

East Flow Departures. This exhibit highlights potential departure options 
for a Fly Quiet East Flow. Runways 9L and 10R will be closing nightly from 
10 p.m. to 6 a.m. Runways 10L and 10C provide the safest and efficient 
east flow departures.  
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East Flow Arrivals.  Similar to west flow arrivals there are several runway 
options. The optimum runways are 9R, 10L, 10C and 4R. Runways 9L and 
10R will be closing nightly from 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. 

 

We would then evaluate all possible alternatives that meet some important 
baseline criteria that would include: 

i. Departure runways would need to accommodate aircraft scheduled for 
nighttime departures in the period.  

ii. Arrival runways should have minimal impact on surrounding ground 
movements. 

iii. Alternate departure and arrival runways should be identified for periods 
when primary runways are out of service for construction, snow removal, 
runway maintenance, runway inspection and specific aircraft operational 
needs. 

iv. Make maximum use of all runways that are appropriate for each rotation. 
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This example represents one possible Fly Quiet 
West Flow alternative of a rotational 
configuration that will help distribute the impact 
of noise on the surrounding communities in a 
balanced manner. 

For each period (days or weeks), there will be a 
dedicated runway for arrivals and a dedicated 
runway for departures.  

Operations for each period will be concentrated 
on specific designated runways in order to spread 
the noise impacts. There are numerous rotational 
options that CDA can analyze. This specific 
example is merely a concept to illustrate 
how the rotation concept might operate.  

Note: Each runway will likely need a designated 
alternative to allow for construction, snow 
removal, runway maintenance, runway inspection 
and specific aircraft operational needs. Available 
runways are determined by CDA Operations, ATC, 
and prevailing winds. 

The CDA will work with FAA to make Runways 
9L/27R and 10R/28L available for this revised Fly 
Quiet concept. This would allow for a great 
spread of noise impacts for this alternative 
because of their locations. It should be noted that 
any change to the Fly Quiet Program would have 
to reviewed and agreed to by both the ONCC and 
the FAA. 
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This example represents one possible Fly Quiet 
East Flow alternative of a rotational 
configuration that will help distribute the impact 
of noise on the surrounding communities in a 
balanced manner. 

For each period (days or weeks), there will be a 
dedicated runway for arrivals and a dedicated 
runway for departures.  

Operations for each period will be concentrated on 
specific designated runways in order to spread the 
noise impacts. There are numerous rotational 
options that CDA can analyze. This specific 
example is merely a concept to illustrate 
how the rotation concept might operate.  

As stated above, each runway will likely need a 
designated alternative to allow for construction, 
snow removal, runway maintenance, runway 
inspection and specific aircraft operational needs. 
Available runways will be determined by CDA 
Operations, ATC, and prevailing winds. 

Like the West Flow alternative, the CDA will work 
with FAA to make Runways 9L/27R and 10R/28L 
available for this revised Fly Quiet concept. This 
would allow for a great spread of noise impacts 
for this alternative because of their locations. As 
noted above, any change to the Fly Quiet 
Program would have to reviewed and agreed to 
by both the ONCC and the FAA. 

 

 

  



July 31, 2015  8 

2. Utilize Runway 14R/32L. The use of Runway 14R/32L, especially during 
nighttime operations and until the commissioning of 9C/27C and the 
extension of 9R/27L, is a reasonable possibility. The CDA is recommending 
to the FAA and the airlines additional utilization of this runway. This will 
provide more options for the Fly Quiet preferential runways. 
 

3. Modify existing preferential departure procedures. Existing procedures 
could be examined to enhance preferential departure flight paths are over 
the most compatible land use. 
 

4. Enhance existing preferential departure procedures (RNP). Existing 
procedures are vector (non-precision) procedures. By incorporating 
precision guidance (GPS or RNP) procedures, the adherence to the 
preferential flight tracks could increase. 
 

5. Redesign the Ground Run-Up Enclosure (GRE). In March 1997, the 
Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) opened a Ground Run-Up Enclosure 
(GRE) on the Scenic Hold Pad at Chicago O’Hare International Airport in 
order to reduce aircraft noise from aircraft engine ground run-ups. The GRE 
was built at a cost of $3.2 million, was the first of its kind in the United 
States, and has logged more than 15,000 run-ups since its commissioning. 
The GRE is a non-roofed, three-sided facility with acoustic panels that 
absorb and attenuate noise. The existing GRE will need to be relocated as 
an enabling project for Runway 9C/27C which will provide an opportunity for 
expanded capability at the future location. 
 

6. Require One-Engine Airfield Taxiing. Require airlines to employ single 
engine taxi operations. This operational change not only reduces noise 
effects during night time movements, it also would reduce emissions and 
save the airlines operating costs. This has been an effective measure at 
other airports. 
 

7. Add Noise Abatement Signs. Added noise abatement signs will serve a 
reminder to pilots about the Fly Quiet Program. 
 

8. Add the Fly Quiet Program to the Pilot Aeronautical Charts. Adding 
the Fly Quiet Program into the pilot aeronautical charts will serve as a 
reminder to pilots about the Fly Quiet Program. 

 

B. Fully Modernize O’Hare’s Airfield.  

1. OMP Build Out. It is in the community’s interest to complete the airfield so 
that use of the runways can be finally balanced as intended in the original 
design.  Not only will use of the airfield be balanced between the north and 
south runways, the balance of east flow and west flow may be balanced from 
the current 70/30 split to closer to 60/40. Additional east/west runways will 
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provide the opportunity to decrease operations on existing runways and 
existing flight paths and therefore spread out the impact of aircraft noise.  

Moving forward with the airfield will reduce the noise in the community in the 
southeast area from O’Hare created by the interim (2015 to 2021) condition 
of higher use of the south airfield, which is required until the north airfield is 
completed. 

2. Airspace Changes. As O’Hare’s airfield is modernized, so is the airspace 
that supports it. Completing the buildout of the OMP may provide 
opportunities to improve airspace configuration and/or procedures as a result 
of new technologies, evolving regulations, or other factors. The CDA will 
work with FAA and airlines to identify and evaluate those options. 

One example is Optimized Profile Descent (OPD) or Continuous Descent 
Approach. OPD is an aircraft arrival method that permits the aircraft to 
descend from cruise altitude to final approach using the most economical 
power setting at all times.  OPD allows the aircraft to remain at higher 
altitudes on arrival to the airport and use lower power settings during 
descent. 

Conventional arrival procedures have multiple segments of level flight during 
the descent and each step down requires a change in power settings.  OPD 
procedures enable arrival aircraft to descend from cruise altitudes to final 
approach with significantly fewer level-offs. Typically, this occurs between 30 
and 15 nautical miles from the end of the runway. Since aircraft can use 
lower and steady power settings, OPD procedures can result in reduced fuel 
burn, lower emissions and reduced noise. 

2. MITIGATION 

RSIP and SSIP Programs.  The CDA, working closely with the ONCC, has 
accomplished much in the area of Residential and School Sound Insulation.  Together 
we have provided mitigation to those most impacted by noise and we have mitigated 
noise impacts for children trying to learn at school.  

Since 1995, the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has administered the 
Residential Sound Insulation Program (RSIP) in communities surrounding O’Hare 
International Airport and is one of the most aggressive programs in the world. More 
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than $600 million has been spent on noise insulation, including over $273 million on 
over 10,900 residential units. 

Since 1982, the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has administered the School 
Sound Insulation Program (SSIP) in communities surrounding O’Hare International 
Airport and is the largest and one of the oldest programs in the world. More than 
$600 million has been spent on noise insulation, including more than $351 million on 
123 schools. 

However, these mitigation efforts do not provide relief to everyone impacted by 
airport noise.  The CDA proposes to work with the FAA to identify additional 
mitigation for homes and facilities impacted by noise.  This additional mitigation 
could include previously insulated homes in the 70 DNL and/or other noise sensitive 
facilities like libraries and churches. 

3. COMMUNICATION AND REPORTING 

A. Upgrade the CDA Webpage to include expanded content on airport noise and 
operations. The upgrade will include new subpages to answer general questions 
residents may have and provide information that will help residents better 
understand the complex issue of aircraft noise. The CDA will utilize various methods 
(such as whitepapers, graphics, or video tutorials) to provide pertinent 
understandable information on airport noise and operations. 

B. Continue to explore new noise software. Continue the use of WebTrak software, 
one of the software systems recommended by the JDA/SOC reports. WebTrak allows 
users to watch the movement of flights and air traffic patterns within the Chicago 
metropolitan area. This flight tracking system includes specific information about 
flights departing from and arriving to O'Hare and Midway. Information includes the 
flight number, origin/destination airport, aircraft type, and altitude above mean sea 
level. 

1. WebTrak has a graphical interface that helps users easily identify aircraft and 
their locations. Aircraft departing and arriving to O'Hare and Midway are 
shown in different shades of green and red.  

2. In addition to the use of WebTrak, the CDA will continue to investigate and 
explore new noise software to provide more community education on the 
benefits and uses of this Airport Noise Management System. 

C. Improve the collection of stakeholder noise concerns. The CDA understands 
the importance of addressing resident concerns from the communities surrounding 
O’Hare. In an effort to provide an improved level of customer service, the CDA will 
investigate various new resources for residents.  

1. Options to investigate include: a ‘live chat’ feature for citizen inquires relating 
to noise, an airport specific alternative to the City of Chicago’s 311 City 
Services, and a mobile application for airport noise.  
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i. A ‘live chat’ featured on the CDA’s website would allow residents to 
receive real time assistance in locating information on the CDA’s 
website and answering basic questions relating to airport noise.  

ii. An airport specific noise hotline would allow CDA to directly address 
community inquiries on various noise topics.  

iii. A potential mobile application could include relevant noise information 
(i.e. sound insulation eligibility, complaint entry, noise monitor 
information, etc.) that is readily accessible in a format that is 
convenient for residents. 

D. Review Industry “Best Practices”. The CDA will review “Best Practices” outlined 
in Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) research projects like Report 15 
“Aircraft Noise: A Toolkit for Managing Community Expectations” and adopt any not 
being performed. 

E. Maximize the use of social media to update citizens on relevant noise topics. 
Social media has become a standard for communication worldwide. It is timely and 
prudent for the CDA to embrace this medium and find ways to enhance contact with 
its stakeholders.  

F. Report single-event noise data. The CDA intends to begin reporting on single-
event noise events. For every noise event (aircraft or community) recorded by the 
Airport Noise Management System, the CDA proposes to report three metrics. The 
CDA’s noise monitors record noise events based on threshold exceedance. Each 
noise event starts at the time the noise level exceeds a decibel threshold, typically 
slightly above the background or ambient noise level, and ends at the time the noise 
level returns to the threshold. The three metrics reported for each noise event would 
include the Lmax, the Leq, and the SEL. The three noise metrics are industry 
standard metrics and are calculated at the noise monitor. The Lmax is the peak noise 
event in decibels, the Leq is the average sound level for the event in decibels, and 
the SEL is the average sound level for the event in decibels accounting for both 
intensity and duration. SEL takes all of the energy under the line in a noise versus 
time chart and compresses it to a 1 second value. 
 
This single-event noise data will be uploaded to the CDA’s website on a regular basis. 
Each file will contain: the monitor Site ID, the date and time of the event start time, 
the date and time of the peak noise for the event, the duration in seconds of the 
event, and the Lmax, the Leq, and the SEL of the noise event, all in decibels. 
 
We are not aware of any other airport in the country that uploads data in this 
quantity and manner, so this would be setting an industry precedent. 
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4. CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

A. ONCC - The ONCC was established to 1) determine certain Noise Compatibility 
Projects and Noise Compatibility Programs to be implemented at O’Hare, 2) oversee 
an effective and impartial noise monitoring system, and 3) advise Chicago 
concerning O’Hare related noise issues.  ONCC has served as a model for other 
airports nationwide. 

The City proposes that the ONCC provide a forum for direct citizen engagement with 
the ONCC in order to reflect their concerns in any recommendations presented to the 
CDA and the FAA for consideration.  

B. CDA - Our staff will explore new and innovative activities to provide communities the 
opportunity to have ‘hands on’ experiences relative to operational aspects of the 
airport by expanding current special events (e.g. Runway Runs, school tours, etc.).  
Additionally, the CDA will conduct additional Noise 101/Airport Operations 101 
Workshops in the local communities. 

ON-GOING NOISE MEASURES 

While the MOU addresses solutions as of August 1, 2015, the CDA is fully committed to 
continuing analysis and remediation of noise issues.  Below are some examples of measures 
that will continue to be studied and implemented, once the rigorous analysis and required 
coordination is completed.  

1. Coordinate with American Airlines regarding phase out of MD80 fleet at O’Hare  

2. Closely monitor FAA’s data evaluation and reconsideration of the 65 DNL noise 
standard 

3. Support the addition of newer generation Stage 4 aircraft 

4. Continue to make enhancements to the monthly Airport Noise Management 
System (ANMS) reports and quarterly Fly Quiet Reports 

NEXT STEPS 

The CDA intends to analyze the above measures as needed and present the findings to the 
ONCC. Once the ONCC makes recommendations to the CDA, the CDA will make a submittal 
to the FAA if applicable. Based on the impacts of recommendations, the FAA will then make 
a decision on the applicable processes for review and implementation. 

 



1. Introduction 
 

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has received various documents, comments, and questions in 
regards to noise impacts resulting from implementation of the O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP) and/or 
the continued need to complete the runway system contemplated under that program.  These documents 
were received from numerous entities concerned over impacts resulting from changes in airfield/airspace 
operations that have occurred as part of the OMP. 

CDA has also engaged in a dialog with communities (including Fair Allocation in Runways [FAiR]) concerned 
about airport noise impacts in accordance with a May 29, 2015, Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the City of Chicago and members of the Illinois General Assembly.  Among other things, this MOU 
asked the CDA to give a final decision on FAiR’s proposal to preserve and utilize the intersecting runways at 
O’Hare International Airport (ORD) in order to alleviate aircraft noise impacts from communities located east 
and west of ORD. 

CDA has also taken into consideration the Illinois General Assembly’s 2003 O’Hare Modernization Act and the 
FAA’s 2005 Record of Decision (ROD) approving the OMP. 

In summary, the focus area of the above referenced documents revolves around several major themes.  Those 
themes and CDA’s position in regards to each of them, as well as CDA’s final decision on FAiR’s proposal, are 
as follows: 



 Retaining Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L.  Retaining these runways does not resolve severe safety, 
complexity, and operational issues that arise from their interaction with the parallel runway system.  
Not only do these runways create issues in conjunction with the parallel runway system, they are not 
optimal options to mitigate noise impacts.  Although the use of these runways would be less than 
today, operating, maintenance, and other costs associated with these runways would continue to 
increase.  Additionally, the location of these runways impedes construction of the remaining elements 
of the full parallel runway system.  CDA believes that Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L must be 
decommissioned as planned; Runway 14L-32R in August 2015 and Runway 14R-32L in 2019-2020. 

 Deferring completion of the full parallel runway system.  Completion of the parallel runway system is 
necessary to efficiently and safely process demand, remain competitive with other large hub airports, 
and balance airfield operations.  Completion of the full parallel runway system also removes 
restrictions associated with the length of north airfield runways, eliminates intersecting and 
converging runway operations, and allows for the completion of the residential sound insulation 
program.  Continued implementation of the parallel runway system remains a priority. 

 Rotating the use of runways based on noise mitigation.  Rotating runways dynamically throughout the 
day on the basis of prescribed noise distribution would significantly reduce the efficiency of the 
airport, increase travel times, and add delays.  However, CDA is currently exploring other noise 
mitigation options as well as options to dynamically rotate the use of runways during Fly Quiet hours 
when activity levels are low enough that efficiency and delays are not adversely impacted.  These 
efforts are detailed in a separate document. 

The following sections provide an overview of the documents received by CDA (Section 2), a summary of 
responses to the comments received (Section 3), and a copy of the specific comments received (Sections 4, 5, 
and 6).  More information on noise mitigation initiatives and other actions that may be pursued by CDA are 
discussed separately in other documents. 

  



2. Documents Received by CDA 

Submittal #1:  JDA Aviation Technology Solutions, Use of Visual Approach During Fly Quiet Hours 

This submittal contains comments by the JDA Team focusing on options for reducing aircraft noise in the 
airport environs through modifications to approach procedures during Fly Quiet hours. 

Submittal #2:  JDA Aviation Technology Solutions – Analysis of the Need and Justification of Additional 
Runway Capacity at ORD 

This submittal contains comments by the JDA Team regarding the need for additional new runway 
construction at ORD.  Also discussed is the need for other airport facilities such as additional gates. 

Submittal #3:  JDA Aviation Technology Solutions, An Analysis of the Technical Basis of FAA’s Noise 
Regulatory Framework and Its Application to the O’Hare Modernization Program 

This submittal presents comments by the JDA Team regarding the scientific legitimacy of the day-night 
average sound level (DNL) noise metric and the use of 65 DNL as the threshold of significance for noise 
impact analysis. 

Submittal #4:  JDA Aviation Technology Solutions, O’Hare Crosswind/Diagonal Runway Layout and Usage 

This submittal contains comments from the JDA Team in support of keeping Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L 
open rather than opening new parallel runways. 

Submittal #5:  JDA Aviation Technology Solutions, Best Practices and Tools to Provide Noise Information 
to Communities 

This submittal presents comments from the JDA Team urging use of the newest tools and technologies for 
assessing community annoyance to aircraft noise. 

Submittal #6:  Other Comments Received by CDA 

These general comments were submitted listing various concerns over the efficacy of the OMP to date. 

Submittal #7:  FAiR Agenda for Community Conversation #2 

This meeting’s agenda and list of questions were submitted to the CDA at the second in a series of 
community meetings with CDA on July 20, 2015. 

  



3. CDA Response to Comments 

Comment No. 1:   Use Instrument Landing System (ILS) Approaches during Fly Quiet Hours to ensure 
aircraft are using higher altitudes. 

 

CDA Response:  Use of ILS approaches would result in a higher number of flights at low altitudes, with a 
potentially negative noise benefit.  Visual approaches provide noise dispersion, operational flexibility, and 
capacity enhancements.  Aircraft on visual approaches will be turning towards the airport between 10 and 20 
nautical miles from the airport, varying their tracks and therefore the noise-impacted area.  Very few aircraft 
would fly identical tracks while turning towards the airport and nearly identical tracks once they are 
established on the final approach course.  Requirements to fly the ILS approach will put all aircraft on a longer 
final approach course and lower altitude farther from the airport.  As an example, an aircraft landing Runway 
27L can be turned in for a visual approach 10 to 15 nautical miles from the airport at an altitude between 
4,000 and 6,000 feet.  Requiring all aircraft to fly an ILS approach will place all aircraft for Runway 27L at 4,000 
feet and turning in to the ILS approach at least 15 nautical miles from the airport.  This will have the net effect 
of more aircraft between 10 and 15 nautical miles from the airport at 4,000 feet, all with the same exact path 
over the same neighborhoods. 

Most aircraft that are cleared for a visual approach will still follow ILS guidance when it is available and when 
the parameters for intercepting the localizer and glideslope are met.  In instances when the aircraft is not 
following the ILS course, precision approach path indicators (PAPI) provide visual guidance for aircraft 
approaching the runway.  PAPI equipment is visible up to 20 miles from the airport at night and provides 
vertical guidance to the runway.  PAPI equipment is normally set to a three degree descent angle to the 
runway which is identical to the ILS.  PAPI equipment also provides visual information to pilots during ILS 
approaches if weather conditions are conducive to visually acquiring the PAPI. 

Use of ILS approaches during Fly Quiet hours would enable more consistency of arrival paths.  While use of ILS 
procedures on arrival may bring potential noise benefits (perhaps reducing overall noise impacts), flight paths 
would be more concentrated potentially increasing noise impacts for certain residential areas.  Overall, ILS 
procedures could potentially create additional operational delays, increased fuel burn, and other 
environmental concerns. 

As noted by JDA, air traffic control procedures are the responsibility of the FAA and often the individual 
airlines.  The requirements for visual approaches and Fly Quiet procedures are not mutually exclusive.  This 
matter can be provided to the Air Traffic Manager at Chicago Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) for 
review. 

  



Comment No. 2:   Fly over noise compatible land uses.  

 

CDA Response:  Industrial areas (i.e., Elk Grove Village) tend to be grouped and while they are immediately 
adjacent to residential areas, they provide several miles of compatible land use to the northwest and west of 
O’Hare.  The industrial corridor to the northwest of the airport is commonly utilized for departures.  Because 
this area can be used by departures from the north parallel runways, the use of this area is not dependent on 
keeping Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L open.  The most effective non-residential area is the I-90 corridor 
immediately to the east of Runway 9R-27L and future Runway 9C-27C and provides several miles of non-
residential land use.  Additionally, as noted by JDA, concentrating flight paths whether on arrival or departure 
can potentially have benefits to some but can also result in significant noise impacts and other adverse 
impacts in different areas.  In most major metropolitan areas and in Chicagoland, there are few approaches 
within 15 nautical miles of the airport that do not have residential areas lying under the flight paths.  ORD’s 
high level of activity requires use of virtually all available airspace to safely space arriving and departing 
aircraft.  Forest preserves and parks, which are noise sensitive land uses themselves, are limited, narrow, and 
not in alignment with the arrival/departure paths.   

  



Comment No. 3:   Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R-27L Extension are no longer needed based on 
forecast demand levels. 

 

CDA Response:  Total annual operations are not the correct metric for evaluating the need for airfield 
capacity.  Rather, peak period (e.g. peak hour and/or bank) operations and Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) 
weather conditions dictate the requirement for airfield capacity.  The full parallel runway system, including 
Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension, is needed to efficiently and safely process demand.  The very 
nature of a hub airport is the ability to handle “banks” of substantial operations throughout the day.  Delays 
during these banks ripple throughout the entire national airspace system.  ORD needs to be competitive with 
other mid-continent hubs such as Atlanta, Denver, and Dallas-Fort Worth, all of whom have a parallel runway 
system.  With the completion of the parallel runway system at ORD, peak good weather total throughput 
increases from an estimated 222 to 284 operations per hour – a 28 percent increase - and poor weather 
throughput increases to an equivalent of today’s good weather rates. Increased throughput rates decrease 
delay and increase airport efficiency.  Runways 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension provide many benefits 
including balancing the north and south airfields as well as increasing operational flexibility due to weather 
and other operational considerations. 

Construction of new runways takes many years to complete.  The CDA cannot wait until peak hour delays 
become intolerable to begin construction.  Therefore, it is prudent to construct in advance of rising delays and 
take advantage of a period of relatively low interest rates and favorable construction pricing by avoiding 
escalating construction costs. The CDA remains committed to the agreed schedule which is to complete 
Runway 9C-27C in 2020. 

Having long runways on the north airfield that are designed to support long range aircraft types without 
restrictions in any weather condition is essential to ORD’s future as a global gateway.  Providing long arrival 
and departure runways on the north airfield will balance the airfield and prevent delays associated with the 
crossing streams of traffic. Today, many long-haul flights that require long runway lengths depart on paths to 
the northeast and northwest. However, the long runways that are needed for departure are on the south side 
of the airport. Unfortunately, when those long, south airfield runways are used by north-bound European and 
Asian flights, crossing streams of traffic occur, resulting in delays. 

Importantly, parallel runways eliminate intersecting and converging runway operations.  A new FAA rule in 
2014 – Converging Runway Operations or CRO – has limited the operational value of converging runways.  
Converging flight path rules, which are being applied on a national basis, increase the need for a full parallel 
runway system.  The full parallel runway system eliminates converging runway constraints.  Increasing peak 
period demands associated with hub operations dictate that maximum capacity and flexibility be realized to 
handle the larger number of departures or arrivals as compared to a schedule with even distribution of 
demand.  Note in the attached diagram that of several major hub airports, ORD is the only one with runways 
in 3 directions.  The strong benefit of parallel runway operations is evident in the airfield designs of 
competitor airports. 

  



 

The capacity gained from the full runway system will benefit flights today as well as allow for long term 
growth.  ORD has experienced too many years operating under constrained flight conditions.  After several 
decades, the High Density Rule (HDR) was finally fully phased out in 2002. Following the HDR phase out, 
traffic spiked and the FAA placed flight caps on the airport.  These flight caps were lifted in 2008 in 
conjunction with the first OMP runway.  The Airport has proven that traffic growth will continue even when 
accounting for brief periods of flat or declining growth. With the anticipated growth in traffic, having an 
airfield that can handle the demand is critical. 

It is in the community’s interest for the CDA to complete the airfield so that use of the runways can be finally 
balanced as intended in the original design.  Not only will use of the airfield provide a balance between the 
north and south runways, but may have the potential to provide a balance between the west flow and east 
flow configurations from the current 70/30 utilization split closer to 60/40 or 50/50.  



Comment No. 4:  Additional gates are needed to match runway capacity. 

 

CDA Response:  The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and continuously working with the airlines 
to more efficiently utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  In addition, the airlines are 
pursuing technology and operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization and efficiency. 

As envisioned by the OMP, the CDA remains committed to the need for additional terminal/gate availability.  
Airlines are growing capacity in high demand periods and, similar to the discussion regarding the need for 
airfield capacity, gate capacity needs are driven by factors other than annual activity levels.  While annual 
operations have stabilized, airline scheduling demands on the airport are more dynamic in peak seasons.  
Higher demand is also being experienced in peak periods and the number of passengers is up substantially 
this year.  New entrant airlines require additional international and domestic facilities.  Aircraft sizes have 
increased and resulted in a net loss of parking positions within the central terminal area.  The CDA continues 
to work with the airlines to more efficiently utilize existing gates and aircraft parking positions pending the 
development of additional aircraft gates based on demand. 

We are responding to this comment as a one-time courtesy.  Please note that CDA does not intend to expand 
our response to noise concerns into a discussion regarding overall airport development or operations. 

  



Comment No. 5:   The 65 DNL is a flawed metric.   

 

CDA Response:  The City of Chicago was instrumental in encouraging the FAA to evaluate the current noise 
metric.  Mayor Emanuel personally engaged in addressing this critical issue.  The O’Hare Noise Compatibility 
Commission (ONCC) also supported this initiative and will receive periodic updates during the course of the 
study.  The Suburban O’Hare Commission (SOC) has membership in the ONCC and we encourage you to 
engage in this process through this established channel, just as the CDA will.  The City continuously seeks 
funding for sound insulation projects.  This funding is awarded based on impacts as determined using the 
DNL measurements.  If changes are made to the standards which noise impacts are measured, the City would 
continue to work with the FAA and communities to provide sound insulation. 

While the City is supportive of the FAA’s re-evaluation of the DNL noise metric, DNL remains the FAA’s 
standard for determining noise impacts and basis for sound insulation programs nationwide. 

  



Comment No. 6:  Retain and continue use of Runways 14R-32L and 14L-32R.  

 

CDA Response:  Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L are used minimally today due to dependencies on other 
runways, which results in decreased efficiency in order to maintain safe operations.  Use of Runways 32R and 
32L have decreased dramatically since airspace changes and configurations implementing the parallel runway 
system and significantly decreased further since implementation of CRO in April 2014.  As the new east-west 
parallel runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will continue to decrease due to various 
operational issues not present in the full parallel runway system. 

It is not feasible or prudent to retain and continue use of Runway 14L-32R for multiple reasons.  First, this 
runway physically intersects three other runways, creating an inefficient airfield design and safety/confusion 
risks to aircraft operating on the airfield.  This risk is evident by the FAA’s identification of the intersection of 
Runways 14L-32R and 9L-27R as a runway incursion hotspot.  A runway incursion is defined by the FAA as any 
occurrence at an airport that involves the incorrect presence of an aircraft, vehicle, or person on the protected 
area of a surface designated for the landing and takeoff of aircraft.  Runway incursions have the potential to 
cause substantial damage to persons and property, particularly due to the high rate of speed aircraft attain in 
the runway environment.  As such, reducing the potential for runway incursions is a top priority for the FAA.  
Decommissioning Runway 14L-32R and the completion of the full parallel runway system would remove 
various runway incursion hotspots at ORD. 

The FAA has also severely limited the operational use of Runway 14L-32R since Runway 9L-27R was 
commissioned and therefore, if use of the runway was limited to periods of low activity, the runway provides 
minimal, if any, noise benefits to the surrounding communities.  As noted previously, the industrial corridor to 
the northwest of the airport is not dependent on the use of these runways and can be utilized by the north 
parallel runways.  In order to utilize Runway 14L for arrivals or Runway 32R for departures, air traffic control 
must severely limit the number of operations the parallel runways on the north airfield can handle, eliminating 
gains in airfield efficiency that the parallel runway system provides.  Furthermore, keeping Runway 14L-32R 
operational, even for limited operations, maintains the last remaining airspace conflicts with Midway airport, 
which Southwest Airlines has formally opposed.  When landing Runways 14L/R at ORD, missed approach 
procedures restrict the airspace around Midway.  Additionally, Runway 32L/R arrivals at ORD can restrict 
departures at MDW to a lower altitude, posing operational issues due to obstructions.  The Southwest Airlines 
letter can be found in Section 7. 

Maintaining Runway 14L-32R in an operational condition would require regular operating and maintenance 
(O&M) expenses, including daily visual patrols, lighting, striping, pavement repair and rehabilitation, rubber 
removal, and snow removal, as well as protection of separation standards, runway safety areas, and imaginary 
surfaces that would limit airport operations and development.  On average, O&M expenses for this runway 
exceed $10 million annually.  This runway would also require additional investment under the FAA’s 2016 
initiative to minimize irregular geometry, since the many intersections create troublesome and confusing 
geometry issues for taxiing aircraft.  Retaining the runway during construction of Runway 9C-27C also 
presents design and grading challenges, further increasing costs.  Given the FAA and O’Hare’s funding 
priorities, maintaining a runway used for less than two percent of total operations is not prudent. 

However, the City is recommending to FAA and the airlines additional use of Runway 32L, including utilization 
during nighttime operations.  CDA recognizes that the operation of Runway 32L is dependent with both 



Runways 27R and 27L and therefore limited during normal and peak period operations.  However, Runway 
32L poses less of an operational problem than Runway 32R because it does not physically cross other 
runways.  In addition, Runway 32L does not have a conflict with Midway airspace.  Some JDA suggested uses 
of the diagonal runways, such as for parking aircraft and staging snow operations, have no effect on noise and 
are not being considered as they are not beneficial to airport operations.  These needs are better served using 
other pavement areas (e.g. taxiways or even pavement areas remaining following runway decommissioning). 

While Runway 32L currently provides more operational utility than Runway 32R, retaining Runway 32L is an 
interim condition and would not be viable with future development of Runways 9C-27C and the Runway 9R 
Extension.  Leaving this runway would add two runway intersections, recreating safety issues that are not 
present in the full parallel runway system.  It would also create irregular airfield geometry that may confuse 
pilots and controllers leading to more safety concerns, but also present problems for matching pavement 
elevations and the placement of critical navigational equipment such as the ILS glideslope facility.  
Additionally, development area in the vicinity of Runway 14R-32L is necessary for additional gates and 
western access to ORD.  Maintaining Runway 32L impedes western access because a tunnel would need to be 
constructed under the runway, adding nearly $100 million to the Illinois State Toll Highway Authority project. 

Retaining Runway 14R-32L and adding gates to the west of the runway (as approved on the Future ALP) 
would necessitate additional runway crossings not accounted for in the original Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).  These additional runway crossings, necessary to enter and exit the west terminal area if 
Runway 14R-32L were to remain, would pose additional runway safety and runway incursion issues not 
inherent in the full parallel runway system. 

In summary, CDA believes that Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L must be decommissioned as planned due to 
safety issues with irregular and intersecting geometry, a lack of operational efficiency, and increased costs 
associated with keeping the runways open.  Additionally, CDA opposes retaining these runways as they 
provide no noise benefit to the surrounding communities and prevent future airport development 
opportunities. 



Comment No. 7:  Revisit airspace design to minimize impact of arriving and departing aircraft/use 
alternate runway/airspace configurations. 

 

CDA Response:  The use of specific runways and the airspace used to support operations on those runways is 
based on strict FAA requirements and conditions and cannot be easily or arbitrarily modified throughout the 
course of a day.  At an airport, wind conditions may change rapidly around convective weather and in many 
situations; changes in wind conditions are short lived.  An attempt to alter runway operating configurations 
can normally take as much as 20 minutes to complete.  Individual small time frames may indicate short 
durations of time that other runway configurations may have been desirable, but the time necessary to alter 
the airport’s operating configuration to move to that configuration may exceed the time that change was 
actually needed. 

CDA is confident that FAA has designed the airspace in the most efficient and safe configuration possible.  
The existing airspace design has undergone thousands of hours of programming, evaluation, and training. 

It is possible that upon completion of the parallel runway system, opportunities may exist to improve airspace 
configuration and/or procedures as a result of technologies, evolving regulations, or other factors.  To the 
extent that those opportunities arise, CDA will work with FAA and airlines to identify and evaluate those 
options. 

  



Comment No. 8:  Use of parallel runways and Fly Quiet Program. 

 

CDA Response:  The Fly Quiet program has not changed with the commissioning of Runway 10C-28C.  Prior 
to the commissioning of Runway 10C-28C, the primary arrival runway during west wind conditions was 
Runway 27L.  The primary arrival runway during west wind conditions under today’s airport is still Runway 27L.  
The primary departure runway under both scenarios is Runway 10L-28R which is 13,000 feet long.  Those 
aircraft unable to utilize Runway 27L due to operational concerns are assigned Runway 28R, as they were prior 
to the commissioning of Runway 10C-28C.  Runway 32L was closed for arrivals in 2010 and removed from the 
Fly Quiet options.  Any modifications to existing operations would be different than the information contained 
in the O’Hare Modernization Environmental Impact Statement and may require study by the FAA to determine 
impacts on all areas affected by proposed changes. 

CDA believes that evaluating runway utilization during Fly Quiet hours is an area of opportunity for beneficial 
noise relief, and will rigorously pursue it. 

  



Comment No. 9:   OMP/New runways have done little to improve capacity or efficiency. 

 

CDA Response:  Prior to the OMP airfield improvements, the arrival rate in poor weather in the east 
configurations was usually limited to 56 flights per hour or 72 flights per hour in the west configurations.  
Currently, the arrival rate in poor weather reaches 84 flights per hour in the east configurations and 106 flights 
per hour in the west configurations.  Upon completion of the full parallel runway system, arrival rate in both 
the east and west configurations will reach 106 flights per hour. 

The FAA System Impact Delays data proves a delay reduction of 57 percent in the last six years due to 
improvements already made to the O’Hare airfield.  This is a comparison of actual measured average delays in 
2003-2008 to actual measured average delays in 2009-2014.  This metric measures only delay associated with 
the portion of a trip that is controlled by Air Traffic that is on the taxiway, runway and airspace portion of any 
given trip.  In addition, ORD has also processed more flights in inclement weather conditions since the OMP 
airfield improvements were completed than previously. 

Many different factors impact delays.  In this regard it is also important to recognize that prior to the opening 
of the first new runway at O’Hare (Runway 9L-27R in 2008) flight operations at the airport were restricted by 
FAA in order to mitigate delays.  In 2004, voluntary flight caps were put in place (later caps were made 
mandatory) for ORD traffic, limiting the number of scheduled arrivals and departures that could occur in any 
hour period.  Flight caps were implemented by the FAA to manage capacity and delay issues at airports. 

On-time flight arrival/departure performance is tracked by the U.S. Department of Transportation through the 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) data.  BTS data is valuable to understand what passengers are 
experiencing as it provides information on flight arrival/departure performance relative to scheduled 
arrival/departure time.  However, BTS data does not tend to provide as accurate information for isolating the 
impact of airport projects because it is designed to measure flight performance rather than aviation system 
performance.  In this context, for example, BTS reports on delays caused by airline factors (e.g. late flights due 
to flight crew availability) and other matters that are unrelated to an individual airports’ ability to process 
arrivals and departures.  From a BTS data reporting standpoint, ORD’s performance is affected materially by its 
hubbing airlines’ system wide performance relative to schedule integrity. 

Irrespective of individual airline performance and BTS data reporting, FAA data confirms that OMP 
improvements have significantly enhanced ORD’s ability to process aircraft arrivals and departures once those 
flights have started their journey to/from ORD.  Airlines also report a significant improvement. 

  



Comment No. 10:  Cargo flights are still occurring at ORD; promise of diverting flights elsewhere not 
realized. 

 

CDA Response: The City continues to provide facilities at the airport to allow the operation of cargo flights.  
Cargo activity provides jobs and economic growth opportunities.  We are not aware of a commitment to 
divert cargo flights; and our FAA grant assurances do not allow us to restrict access to a federally funded 
airfield to any certified aircraft operation.  CDA has supported improvements at Gary Chicago International 
Airport and we will continue to market services there for both cargo and general aviation. 

  



Comment No. 11:  Western access remains on hold. 

 

CDA Response:  The City is committed to providing western access to the Airport.  However, one of the 
barriers to development of a western access is the physical conflict with Runway 14R-32L. 

  



Comment No. 12:  Weather related delays have grown. 

 

CDA Response:  Prior to the OMP airfield improvements, the arrival rate in poor weather was usually limited 
to 56 flights per hour in the east configurations or 72 flights per hour in the west configurations.  Currently, 
the arrival rate in poor weather reaches 84 flights per hour in east configurations and 106 flights per hour in 
west configurations.  Hence, the arrival rate at O’Hare has dramatically improved with the transition to a 
parallel runway system. 

We are in a time where more frequent severe storms are occurring and are predicted to continue to occur.  
These conditions underscore the need for an efficient, well organized airspace and runway configuration at 
O’Hare. 

  



Comment No. 13:  Explain how Runway 10R-28L will be utilized. 

 

CDA Comment:  The use of Runway 10R-28L was evaluated in the FAA’s on-going EIS Written Re-Evaluation 
and discussed in materials published by the FAA on their website on July 17, 2015.  In east flow configurations, 
Runway 10R will be utilized as a primary arrival runway.  Due to the proximity of Runway 10R to existing 
Runway 10C, it will be necessary for aircraft landing on Runway 10R to utilize an offset approach, rather than a 
straight-in approach.  This is because the FAA’s standard runway separation for triple simultaneous parallel 
approaches is 5,000 feet, whereas only 3,100 feet exists between Runways 10R-28L and 10C-28C. 

It is expected that in west flow configurations Runway 28L will serve as a supplemental arrival runway.  
Utilizing Runway 28L as a primary arrival runway would severely limit the departure throughput on primary 
departure Runway 22L.  Although the pavement for Runways 22L and 28L do not physically intersect, the FAA 
considers them intersecting runways for the purposes of maintaining safe separation between arriving aircraft 
descending to land on Runway 28L and departing aircraft climbing out after departure on Runway 22L.  
Therefore, it is expected that while Runway 22L departure operations are in effect, Runway 28L arrivals will be 
minimized. 

Completing the rest of the full parallel runway system, in addition to the benefits previously noted, allows the 
arrival restrictions on Runway 28L to be minimized by shifting departures from Runway 22L to Runways 27L 
and 28R. 

  



Comment No. 14:  Keep arrivals higher on approach; consider use of Continuous Descent Approaches 
and RNAV departure routes. 

 

CDA Response:  Several Air Traffic separation standards dictate courses and paths that arrivals and 
departures must follow.  With the exception of visual approaches, standard approach paths dictate that 
aircraft be established on prescribed paths and altitudes towards the airport.  Similarly, departures have 
different rules that dictate separation from other arrivals and departures that require turns away from each 
other.  Opportunities exist during Fly Quiet times to utilize Continuous Descent Approaches or Area 
Navigation (RNAV) departure routes to mitigate noise, but those procedures provide minimal benefits to 
operations close-in to the airport.  The benefits of Continuous Descent Approaches typically happen much 
further from the airport and at higher altitudes, as Continuous Descent Approach procedures will still follow 
the glide slope on final approach to the runway. 

  



Comment No. 15:  Assign runways based on aircraft type.  

 

CDA Response:  Runway assignments are made based on many factors, including compass direction of 
arriving or departing flights, aircraft performance requirements, current demand for each runway, etc.  For 
departures, assignments are made based on the specific departure fix that aligns with the destination city of 
the flight.  This means that air traffic sorts the flights out on the ground, as crossing them in the air to reach 
their assigned departure fix creates immense challenges that diminish safety, reduce efficiency, and 
significantly increase controller workload. 

The Fly Quiet period at the Airport is from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am. CDA is committed to evaluate options to 
distribute operations on runways based on aircraft type during the Fly Quiet period when operational activity 
levels are low enough that dynamic use of runways does not adversely impact travel times. For example, 
during the middle of the night aircraft arrive and depart infrequently and minimal interaction exists between 
flights. However, early morning banks of flights exist prior to 7:00 am that require the capacity and efficiency 
provided by the standard parallel operating configurations. Today, multiple parallel approaches are necessary 
prior to 7:00 am in order to accommodate traffic. 

While operational levels are reduced during Fly Quiet periods, interactions between runways and FAA 
requirements may preclude movement of aircraft to different runways. 

  



Comment No. 16:  Need to improve public involvement and transparent communications.  Provide near 
real time noise data to communities. 

 

CDA Response: CDA is committed to increased distribution of data and reports to provide more accurate and 
timely access to information on aircraft operations and noise.  Several tools and ideas are under evaluation, 
including: 

 Upgrading the CDA webpage to included expanded content on airport noise and operations. 

 Continuing to explore new noise software. 

 Improving the collection of stakeholder noise concerns. 

 Reviewing industry “Best Practices”. 

 Maximizing the use of social media to update citizens on relevant noise topics. 

 Reporting single-event noise data. 

These tools and ideas are discussed in more detail in a separate document. 



Comment No. 17:  Explore rotating runways – when safety and efficiency permit – to bring relief to noise-
afflicted areas, perhaps designing routes or runway usage that best minimizes the impact of arriving and 
departing aircraft. 

 
CDA Response:  Over the course of normal operating hours at ORD, runway configuration changes are 
typically difficult and time consuming to complete due to the level of activity in the airspace and on the 
ground.  In addition, runway operating configurations at ORD must provide significant operating capacity and 
flexibility almost continuously during daytime hours in order to accommodate normal aircraft arrival and 
departure activity. 

Arriving aircraft are normally assigned routes to the airport as far as 120 to 150 nautical miles away.  These 
routes are “paths” through the air, unique to each runway being used, and are designed to carefully merge 
aircraft from multiple en-route segments until they are uniformly aligned on a specific runway final approach 
segment.  Shifting runway configuration and the routes arriving and departing aircraft fly takes extensive 
coordination between multiple air traffic facilities (including Chicago Center, Chicago TRACON, ORD Tower, 
Midway Tower, and various other facilities surrounding ORD) and the aircraft flight crews.  This coordination 
process, which includes re-routing and communicating these changes to each aircraft, can take up to 20 
minutes during normal operating hours.  While runway shifting does occur during busy periods at ORD, it is 
typically necessitated by safety due to wind and weather changes. 

In addition to the issues highlighted above, switching to a runway configuration outside of the primary east 
and west configurations does not provide the necessary capacity to efficiently process the demand at ORD.  
As noted in previous responses, this would result in increased delay and negate the efficiency and safety 
improvements that the OMP has realized to date. 

Therefore, during most daytime operations, demand at the airport is high enough that rotating runways 
dynamically, particularly to a configuration other than east or west, would reduce efficiency, increase aircraft 
travel times, add delays, and increase pilot and controller workload. 

  



Comment No. 18:  SB-636, which would raise the number of operational runways from eight to ten, is on 
the Governor’s desk awaiting his signature.  Passage of SB-636 would provide the mechanism to extend 
our current timeframe to explore, test, and analyze the maximum number of potential solutions without 
impeding the OMP.  How do you see SB-636 playing a role in our shared goal of finding solutions? 

 

CDA Response:  SB-636 increases the number of runways allowed at ORD from eight to ten.  As previously 
discussed, CDA intends to close Runway 14L-32R on August 20, 2015, in conjunction with the opening of new 
Runway 10R-28L.  Therefore, ORD will only have eight operational runways at the commissioning of Runway 
10R-28L in October 2015, making SB-636 unnecessary. 

CDA is committed to continue working with airport neighbors to find solutions that minimize noise impacts 
without negatively impacting safety and efficiency at ORD.  These solutions are further discussed in a separate 
document. 

  



Comment No. 19:  Why have the 14/32 diagonals not been fully utilized for arrivals in the last year? 

 

CDA Response:  When Runway 10C-28C was commissioned in October 2013, the airfield transitioned to an 
east-west flow consistent with the FAA’s OMP EIS issued in 2005.  O’Hare has been operating in these airfield 
configurations detailed as part of the EIS, which do not include a provision for utilizing Runways 14L-32R and 
14R-32L as primary arrival runways, due in part to efficiency and safety concerns stemming from intersecting 
runway operations.  The implementation of CRO rules in April 2014, along with the closure of Runway 14R-32L 
for a significant portion of last year due to ongoing construction projects at the airport, have also been a 
factor in the decreased use of these runways.  With the opening of a new parallel runway, the use of Runways 
14L-32R and 14R-32L will decrease further, as Air Traffic will have a newer and safer alternative for operations.  
These concerns have been highlighted in many of the above comment responses. 

  



Comment No. 20:  What specific Navaids equipment has already been removed from each of the 14/32 
diagonals, and because nothing irreparable has been done, how easily can that equipment be replaced? 

 

CDA Response:  The FAA shut down the ILS glideslope and localizer antennas for Runway 14L-32R in May 
2015.  Due to interference and limitations on the number of radio frequencies available for ILS systems, the 
associated frequencies and some of this equipment was relocated to Runway 10R-28L in order to flight test 
and activate them prior to commissioning in October 2015.  Due to these issues, re-installing the ILS 
equipment on Runway 14L-32R is not a viable option.  Runway 14L-32R does maintain approach capability in 
the form of GPS-based approaches to each runway end.  However, not all aircrew and aircraft have the 
training and equipment necessary to utilize this type of approach. 

Runway 14R-32L currently has an ILS system at the Runway 14R end.  However, this system is known as a 
Category I ILS and does not allow aircraft to fly approaches in the extremely poor weather conditions that the 
east-west parallel runways, equipped with Category II/III systems, allow.  Installing a Category II/III ILS system 
to Runway 14R is not a viable option as the runway is not able to meet the runway lighting requirements 
necessary for that system.  Runway 32L was permanently closed to arrivals in 2010 in conjunction with the 
shortening of the runway for the Runway 10C-28C project, and thus does not have ILS or GPS approach 
capability. 

 

  



Comment No. 21:  How has the removal of the Navaids Equipment limited the current and future use of 
the 14/32s? 

 

CDA Response:  Please see response to Comment No. 20. 

  



Comment No. 22:  Is there any correlation/conflict between 14L/32R and the new 10R/28L with regard to 
operations and safety, other than the present state law that limits ORD to eight operational runways? 

 

CDA Response:  Please see response to Comment No. 6. 

  



Comment No. 23:  According to the CDA/FAA’s own data, from May 2014 to April 2015, there were 
14,632 departures to the north from diagonal runways.  The departure numbers are: 

32R – 6,831 – The most amount of departures.  Runway is scheduled to be decommissioned. 

32L – 4,433 – Runway is scheduled to be decommissioned. 

04L – 3,358 – The least amount of departures.  Runway is scheduled to remain commissioned.  

There were 11,264 combined operations from the 14/32 diagonal runways, both due to be 
decommissioned.  Where would those operations be reconfigured? 

 

CDA Response:  Per the FAA’s Aviation System Performance Metrics (ASPM) database, there were 440,589 
departure operations at ORD between May 1, 2014, and April 30, 2015.  11,264 departure operations on 
Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L represent approximately 2.6 percent of total departure operations handled 
over the entire year period, or an average of 31 departure operations per day.  Many of these departures were 
during off-peak demand and nighttime hours.  These departure operations may have also resulted from 
planned closures of primary departure runways for maintenance and construction activity that generally 
occurs during the off-peak hours in order to minimize operational impacts on the airport. 

The number of average daily operations on these runways over the last year, particularly during the periods in 
which they generally occur can be managed by the departure runways planned to remain as part of the full 
parallel runway system as analyzed in the OMP EIS. 

  



Comment No. 24:  Usage of 32R since the October 2013 reconfiguration has demonstrated it is a viable 
option and is necessary for the safety and efficiency of airport operations.  In the 12 month period from 
May 2014 to April 2015, Runway 32R was utilized for departures ranging from 10 to 55 per hour on 100 
separate days.  The most significant usage of 32R was in conjunction with 28R and 22L at peak departure 
times or when strong crosswinds limit the use of 22L.  On 8 days strong winds from the NW and NNW 
shifted more than 100 departures to 32R for a total of 2,004 operations, 29% of the total operations of the 
runway over the past 12 months.  The most severe weather occurred on 10-31-2014 in which 32R was the 
primary departure runway with 514 of the 725 departures.  Given the current usage of 32R, particularly in 
severe weather, what justification can be provided for the decommissioning? 

 

CDA Response:  Runway 14R-32L was closed for a substantial amount of time during the period from May 
2014 to April 2015, including the above referenced date of October 31, 2014, due to ongoing construction 
projects at the airport.  Had Runway 14R-32L been open and available during this period, it is likely that it 
would have been utilized substantially more than Runway 14L-32R. 

CDA and the FAA will continue to utilize Runway 14R-32L to accommodate this relatively small number of 
departures until the runway’s currently scheduled closure date in 2019.  Following the commissioning of 
Runway 9C-27C and the extension to Runway 9R, ORD will have more than sufficient runway capacity to 
absorb the number of departure operations that were handled by Runways 32L and 32R. 

For additional information, please see response to Comment No. 6. 

  



Comment No. 25:  The new Aeroterm Cargo Facility under construction is projected to increase cargo 
capacity by at least 50 percent.  Where would those additional operations be configured? 

 

CDA Response:  The Aeroterm cargo and associated collateral development under construction at ORD, as 
shown on the Future ALP, is similar in size and scope to the cargo facility evaluated by the 2008 Environmental 
Assessment.  Additionally, cargo operations associated with this facility remain consistent with what was 
evaluated as part of the 2005 OMP EIS.  As air cargo operations tend to occur during off-peak demand 
periods of the day, cargo operations associated with this cargo facility could be efficiently managed by the full 
parallel runway system. 

  



Comment No. 26:  How will the new East/West runway 10R/28L to be commissioned this October be 
utilized: Departures? Arrivals? How many projected operations? 

 

CDA Response:  Please see response to Comment No. 13 for a description on Runway 10R-28L utilization.  
Per the FAA’s EIS Re-Evaluation documents released July 17, 2015, Runway 10R-28L is anticipated to be 
utilized by approximately 5 percent of total operations on an annualized basis. 

  



Comment No. 27:  FAiR was briefed that the new SATCT will not be a 24 hour tower and the new south 
runway 10R/28L that is scheduled to be commissioned in October 2015 will not handle overnight 
operations.  Because this new runway will not absorb any current nighttime traffic, what suggestions can 
you make to help alleviate nighttime air traffic over currently impacted communities? 

 

CDA Response:  Please see the responses to the comments above.  As previously noted, the CDA is 
committed to continuing analysis and mitigation on noise issues. 

 



 

4. JDA Aviation Technology Solutions 
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Comment Response 
1 Use of ILS approaches would result in a higher number of 

flights at low altitudes, with a potentially negative noise 
benefit.  Visual approaches provide noise dispersion, 
operational flexibility, and capacity enhancements.  Aircraft 
on visual approaches will be turning towards the airport 
between 10 and 20 nautical miles from the airport, varying 
their tracks and therefore the noise-impacted area.  Very few 
aircraft would fly identical tracks while turning towards the 
airport and nearly identical tracks once they are established 
on the final approach course.  Requirements to fly the ILS 
approach will put all aircraft on a longer final approach 
course and lower altitude farther from the airport.  As an 
example, an aircraft landing on Runway 27L can be turned in 
for a visual approach 10 to 15 nautical miles from the airport 
at an altitude between 4,000 and 6,000 feet.  Requiring all 
aircraft to fly an ILS approach will place all aircraft for 
Runway 27L at 4,000 feet and turning in to the ILS approach 
at least 15 nautical miles from the airport.  This will have the 
net effect of more aircraft between 10 and 15 nautical miles 
from the airport at 4,000 feet, all with the same exact path 
over the same neighborhoods. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 1 in Section 3. 

2 

1 



 

 

  

Comment Response 
2 Use of ILS approaches during Fly Quiet hours would enable 

more consistency of arrival paths.  While use of ILS 
procedures on arrival may bring potential noise benefits 
(perhaps reducing overall noise impacts), flight paths would 
be more concentrated potentially increasing noise impacts 
for certain residential areas.  ILS procedures could potentially 
create additional operational delays, increased fuel burn, and 
other environmental concerns.  

As noted, air traffic control procedures are the responsibility 
of the FAA and often the individual airlines.  The 
requirements for visual approaches and Fly Quiet procedures 
are not mutually exclusive.  This matter can be provided to 
the Air Traffic Manager at Chicago Terminal Radar Approach 
Control (TRACON) for review.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 1 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
1 Total annual operations is not the correct metric for 

evaluating the need for airfield capacity.  Rather, peak period 
(e.g. peak hour and/or bank) operations and Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) weather conditions dictate the requirement 
for airfield capacity.  The full parallel runway system, 
including Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension, is 
needed to efficiently and safely process demand. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 3 in Section 3. 

2 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 
continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3.  
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Comment Response 
3 Total annual operations is not the correct metric for 

evaluating the need for airfield capacity.  Rather, peak period 
(e.g. peak hour and/or bank) operations and Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) weather conditions dictate the requirement 
for airfield capacity.  The full parallel runway system, 
including Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension, is 
needed to efficiently and safely process demand. 

Construction of new runways takes many years to complete.  
The CDA cannot wait until peak hour delays become 
intolerable to begin construction.  Therefore, it is prudent to 
construct in advance of rising delays and take advantage of 
a period of relatively low interest rates and favorable 
construction pricing by avoiding escalating construction 
costs. The CDA remains committed to the agreed schedule 
which is to complete Runway 9C-27C in 2020. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 3 in Section 3. 

4 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 
continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3.  
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Comment Response 
5 Total annual operations is not the correct metric for 

evaluating the need for airfield capacity.  Rather, peak period 
(e.g. peak hour and/or bank) operations and Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) weather conditions dictate the requirement 
for airfield capacity.  The full parallel runway system, 
including Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension, is 
needed to efficiently and safely process demand. 

Construction of new runways takes many years to complete.  
The CDA cannot wait until peak hour delays become 
intolerable to begin construction.  Therefore, it is prudent to 
construct in advance of rising delays and take advantage of 
a period of relatively low interest rates and favorable 
construction pricing by avoiding escalating construction 
costs. The CDA remains committed to the agreed schedule 
which is to complete Runway 9C-27C in 2020. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 3 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
6 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 

continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3.  
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Comment Response 
1 The City of Chicago was instrumental in encouraging the 

FAA to evaluate the current noise metric.  Mayor Emanuel 
personally engaged in addressing this critical issue.  The 
O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC) also 
supported this initiative and will receive periodic updates 
during the course of the study.  The SOC has membership in 
ONCC and we encourage you to engage in this process 
through this established mechanism, as the CDA will.  The 
City continuously seeks funding for sound insulation 
projects. This funding is awarded based on impacts as 
determined using DNL measurements.  If changes are made 
to the standards by which noise impacts are measured, the 
City would continue to work with the FAA and communities 
to provide sound insulation 

While the City is supportive of the FAA’s re-evaluation of the 
DNL noise metric, DNL remains the FAA’s standard for 
determining noise impacts and basis for sound insulation 
programs nationwide.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 5 in Section 3. 

2 CDA is committed to increased distribution of data and 
reports to provide more accurate and timely access to 
information on aircraft operations and noise.  Several tools 
and ideas are under evaluation, including: 
• Upgrading the CDA webpage to included expanded  
content on airport noise and operations. 
• Continuing to explore new noise software. 
• Improving the collection of stakeholder noise 
concerns. 
• Reviewing industry “Best Practices”. 
• Maximizing the use of social media to update 
citizens on relevant noise topics. 
• Reporting single-event noise data. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 16 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
1 Total annual operations is not the correct metric for 

evaluating the need for airfield capacity.  Rather, peak period 
(e.g. peak hour and/or bank) operations and Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR) weather conditions dictate the requirement 
for airfield capacity.  The full parallel runway system, 
including Runway 9C-27C and the Runway 9R extension, is 
needed to efficiently and safely process demand. 

Construction of new runways takes many years to complete.  
The CDA cannot wait until peak hour delays become 
intolerable to begin construction.  Therefore, it is prudent to 
construct in advance of rising delays and take advantage of 
a period of relatively low interest rates and favorable 
construction pricing by avoiding escalating construction 
costs. The CDA remains committed to the agreed schedule 
which is to complete Runway 9C-27C in 2020. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 3 in Section 3. 

2 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 
continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3.  
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Comment Response 
3 As Runway 10R-28L and other new east-west parallel 

runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will 
continue to decrease due to safety issues such as CRO, 
intersecting runway operations, and complex/irregular 
geometry.  Retaining these runways provides construction 
challenges for the new east-west parallel runways and also 
increases operating and maintenance costs.   

Historical weather data, included as part of the EIS, show 
that the parallel runway system provides runway coverage 
on par with that of other large hub airports.  

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
4 The use of Runway 10R-28L was evaluated in the FAA’s on-

going EIS Written Re-Evaluation and discussed in materials 
published by the FAA on its website on July 17, 2015.  In east 
flow configurations, Runway 10R will be utilized as a primary 
arrival runway.  Due to the proximity of Runway 10R to 
existing Runway 10C, it will be necessary for aircraft landing 
on Runway 10R to utilize an offset approach rather than a 
straight-in approach.   

It is expected that in west flow configurations Runway 28L 
will serve as a supplemental arrival runway.  Utilizing Runway 
28L as a primary arrival runway would severely limit the 
departure throughput on primary departure Runway 22L.  
Therefore, it is expected that while Runway 22L departure 
operations are in effect, Runway 28L arrivals will be 
minimized.   

Completing the rest of the full parallel runway system, in 
addition to the benefits previously noted, allows the arrival 
restrictions on Runway 28L to be minimized by shifting 
departures from Runway 22L to Runways 27L and 28R. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 13 in Section 
3. 

5 The use of Runway 10R-28L was evaluated in the FAA’s on-
going EIS Written Re-Evaluation and discussed in materials 
published by the FAA on its website on July 17, 2015.  Per 
those documents, Runway 28L  is not expected to serve as a 
departure runway under normal operating conditions. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 13 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
6 The FAA has also severely limited the operational use of 

Runway 14L-32R since Runway 9L-27R was commissioned 
and therefore, if use of the runway was limited to periods of 
low activity, the runway provides minimal, if any, noise 
benefits to the surrounding communities.  The industrial 
corridor to the northwest of the airport is not dependent on 
the use of this runway and can be utilized by the north 
parallel runways.  In order to utilize Runway 32L for 
departures, air traffic control must severely limit the number 
of operations the parallel runways on the north airfield can 
handle, eliminating gains in airfield efficiency that the 
parallel runway system provides.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
7 As Runway 10R-28L and other new east-west parallel 

runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will 
continue to decrease due to safety issues such as CRO, 
intersecting runway operations, and complex/irregular 
geometry.  Retaining these runways provides construction 
challenges for the new east-west parallel runways and also 
increases operating and maintenance costs.  For these 
reasons, it is not feasible or prudent to retain the use of 
these runways.  

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
8 Parallel runway configurations reduce the impacts of CRO.  

While opportunities may exist for short time periods in 
today’s traffic demands and schedules, those periods of time 
will reduce as traffic grows.  The full parallel runway system 
eliminates all CRO derived conflicts.  Runway 9R-27L 
becomes the additional departure runway with the 
completion of OMP.  Taxi time differences between Runway 
32L and Runway 9R-27L would be negligible. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 

9 In the OMP final state, decommissioning of Runway 14R-32L 
provides additional taxiway structure.  These taxiways 
provide the same storage availability for snow equipment 
with easier access other runways without the use of runways 
for other than intended purposes. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 

10 The CDA believes that evaluating runway utilization during 
Fly Quiet hours is an area of opportunity for beneficial noise 
relief, and will rigorously pursue it. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 8 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
11 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 

continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3.  
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Comment Response 
12 There is no evidence that the closure of Runway 14R-32L 

had any impact on deviations or cancellations at O’Hare.  
Those operations that would have requested Runway 14R-
32L for operational needs would have had the option to 
request Runway 14L-32R.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 

13 As Runway 10R-28L and other new east-west parallel 
runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will 
continue to decrease due to safety issues such as CRO, 
intersecting runway operations, and complex/irregular 
geometry.  Retaining these runways provides construction 
challenges for the new east-west parallel runways and also 
increases operating and maintenance costs.  For these 
reasons, it is not feasible or prudent to retain the use of 
these runways.  Demand at the airport necessitates the 
construction of Runway 9C-27C, and the CDA remains 
committed to the agreed schedule in the EIS to complete the 
runway in 2020.   

Please also refer to responses to Summary Comment No. 6 
in Section 3. 

14 The CDA has been continuously evaluating the effects of 
CRO on the current airfield.  However, one of the benefits of 
pursuing completion of the full parallel runway system is 
that the effects of CRO are minimized. 

Additionally, the CDA is evaluating alternatives to rotate 
runway configurations under the Fly Quiet program.  These 
alternatives are discussed further in a separate document. 
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Comment Response 
1 CDA is committed to increased distribution of data and 

reports to provide more accurate and timely access to 
information on aircraft operations and noise.  Several tools 
and ideas are under evaluation, including: 
• Upgrading the CDA webpage to included expanded  
content on airport noise and operations. 
• Continuing to explore new noise software. 
• Improving the collection of stakeholder noise 
concerns. 
• Reviewing industry “Best Practices”. 
• Maximizing the use of social media to update 
citizens on relevant noise topics. 
• Reporting single-event noise data. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 16 in Section 
3. 

1 



 

 

  

Comment Response 
2 CDA is committed to increased distribution of data and 

reports to provide more accurate and timely access to 
information on aircraft operations and noise.  Several tools 
and ideas are under evaluation, including: 
• Upgrading the CDA webpage to included expanded  
content on airport noise and operations. 
• Continuing to explore new noise software. 
• Improving the collection of stakeholder noise 
concerns. 
• Reviewing industry “Best Practices”. 
• Maximizing the use of social media to update 
citizens on relevant noise topics. 
• Reporting single-event noise data. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 16 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
3 CDA is committed to increased distribution of data and 

reports to provide more accurate and timely access to 
information on aircraft operations and noise.  Several tools 
and ideas are under evaluation, including: 
• Upgrading the CDA webpage to included expanded  
content on airport noise and operations. 
• Continuing to explore new noise software. 
• Improving the collection of stakeholder noise 
concerns. 
• Reviewing industry “Best Practices”. 
• Maximizing the use of social media to update 
citizens on relevant noise topics. 
• Reporting single-event noise data. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 16 in Section 
3. 
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5. Other Comments  



 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

  

Comment Response 
1 Prior to the OMP airfield improvements, the arrival rate in 

poor weather was usually limited to 56 flights per hour in 
east configurations or 72 flights per hour in west 
configurations.  Currently, the arrival rate in poor weather 
reaches 84 flights per hour in east configurations and 106 
flights per hour in west configurations.  Upon completion of 
the full parallel runway system, arrival rates in both east and 
west configurations will reach 106 flights per hour.  
Additionally, the FAA System Impact Delays data indicates a 
delay reduction of 57 percent in the last six years due to 
improvements already made to the O’Hare airfield.     

Irrespective of individual airline performance and BTS data 
reporting, FAA data confirms that OMP improvements have 
significantly enhanced O’Hare’s ability to process aircraft 
arrivals and departures once those flights have started their 
journey to/from O’Hare. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 9 in Section 3. 

2 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 
continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3. 

3 The City continues to provide facilities at the Airport to allow 
cargo operations.  Cargo activity provides jobs and 
economic growth opportunities.  We are not aware of a 
commitment to divert cargo flights. Our FAA grant 
assurances do not allow us to restrict access to a federally 
funded airfield to any certified aircraft operation.  The CDA 
has supported improvements at Gary Chicago International 
Airport, and we will continue to market services there for 
both cargo and general aviation. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 10 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
4 The City is committed to providing western access to the 

Airport.  However, one of the barriers to western access is 
the conflict with Runway 14R-32L. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 11 in Section 
3. 

5 While the City is supportive of the FAA’s re-evaluation of the 
DNL noise metric, DNL remains the FAA’s standard for 
determining noise impacts and basis for sound insulation 
programs nationwide.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 5 in Section 3. 
5 



 

  

Comment Response 
6 While the City is supportive of the FAA’s re-evaluation of the 

DNL noise metric, DNL remains the FAA’s standard for 
determining noise impacts and basis for sound insulation 
programs nationwide.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 5 in Section 3. 

7 Prior to the OMP airfield improvements, the arrival rate in 
poor weather was usually limited to 56 flights per hour in 
east configurations or 72 flights per hour in west 
configurations.  Currently, the arrival rate in poor weather 
reaches 84 flights per hour in east configurations and 106 
flights per hour in west configurations.  Upon completion of 
the full parallel runway system, arrival rates in both east and 
west configurations will reach 106 flights per hour.  
Additionally,  the FAA System Impact Delays data indicates a 
delay reduction of 57 percent in the last six years due to 
improvements already made to the O’Hare airfield.     

Irrespective of individual airline performance and BTS data 
reporting, FAA data confirms that OMP improvements have 
significantly enhanced O’Hare’s ability to process aircraft 
arrivals and departures once those flights have started their 
journey to/from O’Hare. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 9 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
8 The FAA’s EIS Re-Evaluation documents released July 17, 

2015, indicate that Runway 10R-28L is anticipated to be a 
primary arrival runway utilized by approximately five percent 
of total operations on an annual basis. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 13 in Section 
3. 

9 With almost two years of operations under the East/West 
configurations, time periods of alternate configurations have 
been minimal.  Alternate configurations exist with or without 
Runways 32R and 32L with varying levels of operational 
throughput.  In 2010, Runway 32L was shortened, closing the 
runway to arrivals for more than 5 years.  When operating on 
northwest configurations, only Runway 32R is available for 
arrivals. 

10 The CDA agrees with this comment and is actively and 
continuously working with the airlines to more efficiently 
utilize the existing gates and aircraft parking positions.  
Additionally, the airlines are pursuing technology and 
operational changes intended to maximize gate utilization 
and efficiency.  As envisioned by the modernization 
program, the CDA remains committed to the need for 
additional terminal/gate availability. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 4 in Section 3. 

11 As Runway 10R-28L and other new east-west parallel 
runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will 
continue to decrease due to safety issues such as CRO, 
intersecting runway operations, and complex/irregular 
geometry.  Retaining these runways provides construction 
challenges for the new east-west parallel runways and also 
increases operating and maintenance costs.  For these 
reasons, it is not feasible or prudent to retain the use of 
these runways.  

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 6 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
12 The CDA is confident that the FAA has designed the airspace 

in the most efficient and safe configuration possible.  The 
existing airspace design has undergone thousands of hours 
of programming, evaluation, and training. 

It is possible that upon completion of the parallel runway 
system, opportunities may emerge to improve airspace 
configuration and/or procedures as a result of technologies, 
evolving regulations, or other factors.  To the extent that 
those opportunities arise, the CDA will work with the FAA, 
airlines, and other stakeholders to identify and evaluate 
those options.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 7 in Section 3. 

13 Use of ILS approaches during Fly Quiet hours would enable 
more consistency of arrival paths.  While use of ILS 
procedures on arrival may bring potential noise benefits 
(perhaps reducing overall noise impacts), flight paths would 
be more concentrated, potentially increasing noise impacts 
for certain residential areas.  ILS procedures could potentially 
create additional operational delays, increased fuel burn, and 
other environmental concerns.  

As noted, air traffic control procedures are the responsibility 
of the FAA and often the individual airlines.  The 
requirements for visual approaches and Fly Quiet procedures 
are not mutually exclusive.  This matter can be provided to 
the Air Traffic Manager at Chicago Terminal Radar Approach 
Control (TRACON) for review.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 1 in Section 3. 
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Comment Response 
1 SB-636 increases the number of runways allowed at ORD 

from eight to ten.  As previously discussed, CDA intends to 
close Runway 14L-32R on August 20, 2015, in conjunction 
with the opening of new Runway 10R-28L.  Therefore, ORD 
will only have eight operational runways at the 
commissioning of Runway 10R-28L in October 2015, making 
SB-636 unnecessary. 
 
CDA is committed to continue working with airport 
neighbors to find solutions that minimize noise impacts 
without negatively impacting safety and efficiency at ORD.  
These solutions are discussed in a separate document. 
 
Please also refer to response to Comment No. 18 in Section 
3. 

2 Current airfield configurations do not include a provision for 
utilizing Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L as primary arrival 
runways, due in part to efficiency and safety concerns 
stemming from intersecting runway operations.  The 
implementation of CRO rules in April 2014, along with the 
closure of Runway 14R-32L for a significant portion of last 
year due to ongoing construction projects at the airport, 
have also been a factor in the decreased overall use of these 
runways.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 19 in Section 
3. 

3 The FAA shut down the ILS glideslope and localizer antennas 
for Runway 14L-32R in May 2015.   

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 20 in Section 
3. 

4 Although the ILS system was removed from Runway 14L-
32R, each runway end still maintains GPS-based approach 
capability.  However, not all aircrew and aircraft have the 
training and equipment necessary to utilize this type of 
approach. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 21 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
5 As Runway 10R-28L and other new east-west parallel 

runways open, the use of Runways 14L-32R and 14R-32L will 
decrease due to safety issues such as CRO, intersecting 
runway operations, and complex/irregular geometry.  
Retaining these runways provides construction challenges 
for the new east-west parallel runways and also increases 
operating and maintenance costs. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 22 in Section 
3. 

6 The number of average daily operations on these runways 
over the last year, particularly during the periods in which 
they generally occur, can be managed by the departure 
runways planned to remain as part of the full parallel runway 
system as analyzed in the OMP EIS. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 23 in Section 
3. 

7 Runway 14R-32L was closed for a substantial amount of time 
during the period from May 2014 to April 2015, including 
the above referenced date of October 31, 2014, due to 
ongoing construction projects at the airport.  Had Runway 
14R-32L been open and available during this period, it is 
likely that it would have been utilized substantially more 
than Runway 14L-32R. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 24 in Section 
3. 
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Comment Response 
8 The Aeroterm cargo and associated collateral development 

under construction at ORD, as shown on the Future ALP, is 
similar in size and scope to the cargo facility evaluated by 
the 2008 Environmental Assessment.  Additionally, cargo 
operations associated with this facility remain consistent with 
what was evaluated as part of the 2005 OMP EIS.  As air 
cargo operations tend to occur during off-peak demand 
periods of the day, cargo operations associated with this 
cargo facility could be efficiently managed by the full parallel 
runway system. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 25 in Section 
3. 

9 The FAA’s EIS Re-Evaluation documents released July 17, 
2015, indicate that Runway 10R-28L is anticipated to be a 
primary arrival runway utilized by approximately five percent 
of total operations on an annual basis. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 26 in Section 
3. 

10 As previously noted, the CDA is committed to continuing 
analysis and mitigation on noise issues. 

Please also refer to response to Comment No. 27 in Section 
3. 



 



 



 



 



 



 

7. Southwest Airlines Letter 



 

 

 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
CONVERGING RUNWAY OPERATIONS (CRO)  
The FAA, at the recommendation of the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)1, has 
recognized and taken action to address the safety issues associated with intersecting and 
converging runways. In April 2014, FAA implemented new rules2 at airports across the country to 
manage runways with converging flight paths to reduce conflicts, reduce risk and increase safety. 

The goal of CRO is: 

1. To create safe separation between departing and arriving aircraft on runways with 
converging flight paths, even if those runways do not physically intersect. 
 

2. To create safer missed approach procedures for arriving aircraft on runways with departing 
aircraft from converging flight paths. 
 

The CRO rules increased separation that effectively reduced 
the number of operations O’Hare can handle per hour. If not 
for the O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP), the impact of 
the FAA’s CRO rules would have been significantly more 
impactful to the airport’s capacity.  It is estimated that with 
CRO in place, the current annualized arrival rate for O’Hare 
is 20 percent higher due to parallel runways opened in 2008 
and 2013.  
 

Parallel Runways Eliminate Intersecting and 
Converging Runway Operations 

The use of intersecting runways reduces aircraft throughput 
rates and thus the capacity of the airport. More importantly 
they increase operational safety concerns. Aware of these 
issues, the FAA further restricted converging operations at 

O’Hare in 2001 and 2014 in favor of a full parallel runway system. The need for crosswind 
runways has diminished over time due to modern aircraft advances. Modern hub airports now rely 
on parallel runway layouts for safe and efficient operations (see examples in the back page). In 
October 2015, the south airfield will be a modern, parallel system, but the north airfield includes 
a complex inefficient layout. 

 

                                                            
1 NTSB Safety Recommendation A‐13‐024, July, 1, 2013 
2 FAA Notices N JO 7110.652, N JO 7110.655, and N JO 7110.690 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
PARALLEL RUNWAYS 
The O’Hare Modernization Program’s runway system that will eventually consist of six parallel 
runways in the primary east-west orientation and two in a northeast-southwest orientation for 
high wind days has been determined to be best suited to manage airport operations safely and 
efficiently in all weather conditions. This determination is a result of years of aviation industry 
study and detailed evaluation as part of the environmental review process, and is consistent with 
the best practices of the aviation industry worldwide.  The partial implementation of the parallel 
runways has significantly reduced delays that would be dramatically worse without the OMP 
projects (O’Hare has experienced a 57 percent reduction in FAA-related delays as a result of the 
opening of Runway 9R/27L in 2008 and opening of 10C/28C in 2013.1 These reductions are based 
on actual data measurements of flight and taxi times.) 

The parallel runway configuration was studied and modeled extensively as part 
of the OMP process, and continues to be relevant today. 

“The Illinois General Assembly finds and determines […] O’Hare cannot efficiently perform its role 
in the State and national air transportation systems unless it is reconfigured with multiple parallel 
runways.”2 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) used the Total Airspace & Airport Modeller (TAAM) to 
support the planning and environmental analyses of the OMP’s Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). TAAM is a computer simulation model used to calculate aircraft delays and travel times as 
well as to provide information to be used in the air quality and noise analyses.3 In total, the FAA 
invested over 2,000 hours reviewing assumptions, animations, and draft/final analyses.4 Based on 
TAAM simulation results the delay reduction achieved by OMP is greater than the delay reduction 
of other proposed alternatives. 

Parallel runway configurations are the airport standard nationwide. 

The use of intersecting runways reduces aircraft throughput rates and thus the capacity of the 
airport. More importantly they increase operational safety concerns. Aware of these issues, the 
FAA further restricted converging operations in 2001 and 2014 in favor of full parallel runway 
system. The need for crosswind runways has diminished over time due to modern aircraft 
advances. Modern hub airports now rely on parallel runway layouts for safe and efficient 
operations (see examples in the back page). In October 2015 the south airfield will be a modern, 
parallel system, but the north airfield includes a complex inefficient layout designed in the 1950s. 

“Today’s modern aircraft are less dependent on wind conditions. Thus, new runway architecture, 
as demonstrated at Atlanta, Dallas/Fort Worth, and Denver, feature parallel, non-intersecting, 
‘independent runways’ which permit constant streams of landings or take offs for each runway, 
regardless of what activity may be occurring on another parallel runway. The City of Chicago’s 
proposal with its six parallel runways breaks the O’Hare ‘runway triangle’ and allows for far more 
operations in all weather conditions without compromising safety.” 5 

“By definition, the FAA will not allow any runway configuration to be operated in an unsafe 
manner. However, some runway alignments allow greater efficiencies in the movement of aircraft 
both in the air and on the ground. Other combinations of runways produce the potential for 
unsafe conditions, which then requires the FAA to reduce the volume of traffic to or from those 
runways to a level that insures safety will not be compromised. [Parallel runway configurations] 
give controllers a measure of operational flexibility in directing constant streams of arrivals and 
departures in all weather conditions.” 6  

                                                            
1 Federal Aviation Administration 
2 O’Hare Modernization Act, Illinois Public Act 93-0450, August 6, 2003; Section 5(a)(2). 
3 http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_development/omp/modeling/delay_and_time/  
4 Federal Aviation Administration; Record of Decision For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, September 2005; 
pg. 29. http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_development/omp/eis/rod/Media/ORD_ROD_Final.pdf  
5 Ibid., pg. 4. 
6 Ibid., pg. 97-98. 



Examples of Airports with Parallel Runway Configurations 

Denver International Airport Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport 

Los Angeles International Airport Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport 

Washington Dulles International Airport Dubai International Airport 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

AIR TRAFFIC BASICS 
The manner in which an airport and the surrounding airspace is designed can determine the delay 
and capacity of not only the airport, but also the National Airspace System (NAS). 

OPERATING CONFIGURATIONS 

Numerous dependencies between arrival and departure operations exist either because (1) 
arrivals and departures share the use of a common runway; or (2) arrivals and departures to 
different runways cross one another, either in the air or on the ground. Arrivals and departures 
that take place on separate runways reduce these dependencies and increase capacity. A shift to 
multiple parallel, non-intersecting operational flows can provide multiple parallel approaches in 
both visual flight rules (VFR) (good weather) and instrument flight rules (IFR) (poor weather) 
conditions. This also allows for increased runway availability during snow events. 

SIMULTANEOUS OPERATIONS 

Simultaneous operations with parallel runway orientation have been determined to be best suited 
to manage airport operations safely and efficiently in all weather conditions. This determination is 
a result of years of aviation industry study and detailed evaluation as part of quantitative 
efficiency and safety studies, environmental review processes, all while continuing to be in line 
with the best practices of the aviation industry worldwide.  The implementation of simultaneous 
operations with parallel runway orientations has significantly reduced delays that would be 
dramatically worse without these procedures. 

GLIDESLOPE 

The glideslope is the proper imaginary path for an airplane approaching a runway that shows the 
vertical path a landing airplane would follow if it made a textbook descent. While aircraft can 
intercept the glideslope at various locations due to traffic flow, the aircraft is typically on the 
glideslope before reaching the Final Approach Fix (FAF). The FAF is typically located between four 
and six nautical miles from the end of the runway. The 3.0 degree glideslope has been 
determined by the FAA to be the optimal approach glideslope angle for all aircraft from an 
operational safety perspective. For O’Hare the 3.0 degrees could only be increased to the 
maximum allowable (3.1 degrees) in order to clear obstacles. There are no obstacles in the 
runway approaches at O’Hare, therefore given this fact, and the types/sizes of aircraft serving 
O’Hare, all O’Hare approaches operate with a 3.0 degree glideslope angle, and are required to 
operate in that manner.1 

 
                                                            
1 Letter from FAA Great Lakes Regional Administrator Barry Cooper to O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission, July 7, 
2011 



ARRIVAL ALTITUDES 

The below table lists standard arrival altitudes for Runways 9R and 27L at 2, 3 and 4 nautical 
miles from the runway threshold for a typical day on a 3.0 degree glideslope.  

 
Chicago O’Hare International Airport                                     

Runway 9R/27L Arrival Altitudes 

Runway 
Distance 

(Nautical Miles) 
Distance 

(Statute Miles) 
Altitude (MSL)1 Altitude (AGL)2 

9R 2.0 2.3 1,393 703 

9R 3.0 3.5 1,738 1,028 

9R 4.0 4.6 2,059 1,362 

27L 2.0 2.3 1,276 641 

27L 3.0 3.5 1,599 957 

27L 4.0 4.6 1,918 1,272 

 
Note 1: Mean Sea Level (MSL) is the altitude measured in feet above the average level of the the surface of one or more 
of Earth's oceans. 
Note 2: Above Ground Level (AGL) is the altitude measured in feet with respect to the underlying ground surface. 
Source: City of Chicago Department of Aviation’s Airport Noise Management System 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

NOISE METRICS 
Given the multiple dimensions of sound, a variety of descriptors, or metrics, have been developed 
for describing sound and noise.  Some of the most commonly used metrics are discussed in this 
section.  They include:   

 Maximum Level (Lmax) 
 Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 
 Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) 
 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 

MAXIMUM LEVEL (Lmax) 

Lmax is simply the highest sound level recorded during an event or over a given period of time 
(i.e. the peak of a noise event curve).  It provides a simple and understandable way to describe a 
sound event and compare it with other events.  In addition to describing the peak sound level, 
Lmax can be reported on an appropriately weighted decibel scale (A-weighted, for example) so 
that it can disclose information about the frequency range of the sound event in addition to the 
loudness.  Lmax is described in units of decibels (dB). 

Lmax, however, fails to provide any information about the duration of the sound event.  This can 
be a critical shortcoming when comparing different sounds.  Even if they have identical Lmax 
values, events of greater duration contain more sound energy than those of shorter duration.  
Further, in a real world situation, the loudest event may be infrequent, while slightly less loud 
events may occur often.  Research has demonstrated that for many kinds of sound effects, the 
total sound energy, not just the peak sound level, is a critical consideration. 

SOUND EXPOSURE LEVEL (SEL) 

The sound exposure level (SEL) metric provides a way of describing the total sound energy of a 
single event.  In computing the SEL value, all sound energy occurring during the event that is 
within 10 dB of the peak level (Lmax) is mathematically integrated over one second.  (Very little 
information is lost by discarding the sound below the 10 dB cut-off, since the highest sound levels 
completely dominate the integration calculation.)  Consequently, the SEL is always greater than 
the Lmax for events with a duration greater than one second.  SELs for aircraft overflights 
typically range from 5 dB to 10 dB higher than the Lmax for the event.  SEL is described in units 
of decibels (dB). 

EQUIVALENT SOUND LEVEL (LEQ) 

The equivalent sound level (Leq) metric may be used to define cumulative noise dosage, or noise 
exposure, over a period of time.  In computing Leq, the logarithmically calculated total noise 
energy over a given period of time, during which numerous events may have occurred, is 
averaged over the time period.  The Leq represents the steady sound level that is equivalent to 
the varying sound levels actually occurring during the period of observation.  For example, an 8-
hour Leq of 67 dB indicates that the amount of sound energy in all the peaks and valleys that 
occurred in the 8-hour period is equivalent to the energy in a continuous sound level of 67 dB.  
Leq is typically computed for measurement periods of one hour, eight hours, or 24 hours, 
although any time period can be specified.  It is also frequently computed for a single noise 
event.  LEQ is described in units of decibels (dB). 

Leq is a critical noise metric for many kinds of analysis where total noise dosage, or noise 
exposure, is under investigation.  As already noted, noise dosage is important in understanding 
the effects of noise on both animals and people.  Indeed, research has led to the formulation of 
the “equal energy rule.”  This rule states that it is the total acoustical energy to which people are 



exposed that explains the effects the noise will have on them.  That is, a very loud noise with a 
short duration will have the same effect as a lesser noise with a longer duration if they have the 
same total sound energy.  

 

DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVEL (DNL) 

The DNL metric is a special variation of the 24-hour Leq metric.  Like Leq, the DNL metric 
describes the total noise exposure during a given period.  Unlike Leq, however, DNL, by 
definition, can only be applied to a 24-hour period.  In computing DNL, an extra weighting of 10 
dB is assigned to any sound levels occurring between the hours of 10:00:00 p.m. and 6:59:59 
a.m.  This penalty is intended to account for the greater annoyance that nighttime noise is 
presumed to cause for most people.  Recalling the logarithmic nature of the dB scale, this extra 
weight treats one nighttime noise event as equivalent to ten daytime events of the same 
magnitude.  DNL is described in units of decibels (dB). 

As with Leq, DNL values are strongly influenced by the loud events.  For example, 30 seconds of 
sound of 100 dB, followed by 23 hours, 59 minutes, and 30 seconds of silence would compute to 
a DNL value of 65 dB.  If the 30 seconds occurred at night, the same example would yield a DNL 
of 75 dB. 

This example can be roughly equated to an airport noise environment.  Recall that an SEL is the 
mathematical compression of a noise event into one second.  Thus, 30 SELs of 100 dB during a 
24-hour period would equal DNL 65 dB or DNL 75 dB if they all occurred at night.  This situation 
could actually occur in places around a real airport.  If the area experienced 30 overflights during 
the day, each of which produced an SEL of 100 dB, it would be exposed to DNL 65 dB.  Recalling 
the relationship of SEL to the peak noise level (Lmax) of an aircraft overflight, the Lmax recorded 
for each of those overflights (the peak level a person would actually hear) would typically range 
from 90 dB to 95 dB.   

DNL is the standard metric used for environmental noise analysis in the U.S. This metric was 
accepted by the USEPA in 1974 and by the FAA in 1981. 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

HOW NOISE IS MEASURED 
 

THE DNL METRIC AND ITS HISTORY 

The day-night average sound level (DNL) metric describes the total noise exposure during a given 
period.  DNL can only be applied to a 24-hour period and is defined by federal regulation at 14 
CFR 150.7.  In computing DNL, an extra weighting of 10 decibels (dB) is assigned to any sound 
levels occurring between the hours of 10:00:00 p.m. and 6:59:59 a.m.  This penalty is intended 
to account for the greater disturbance that nighttime noise causes for most people.  Recalling the 
logarithmic nature of the dB scale, this extra weight treats one nighttime noise event as the 
equivalent to ten daytime events of the same magnitude.  For this reason DNL values are strongly 
influenced by the loud events.  For example, 30 seconds of sound of 100 dB, followed by 23 
hours, 59 minutes, and 30 seconds of silence would compute to a DNL value of 65 dB.  If the 30 
seconds occurred at night, the same example would yield a DNL value of 75 dB. 

DNL is the standard metric used for environmental noise analysis in the U.S.  This practice 
originated with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) effort to comply with the 
Noise Control Act of 1972.  The USEPA designated a task group to “consider the characterization 
of the impact of airport community noise and develop a community noise exposure measure.”  
The task group recommended using the DNL metric.  The USEPA accepted the recommendation in 
1974, based on the considerations listed below.  

1. The measure is applicable to the evaluation of pervasive, long-term noise in various 
defined areas and under various conditions over long periods of time. 

2. The measure correlates well with known effects of the noise environment on individuals 
and the public. 

3. The measure is simple, practical, and accurate. 
4. Measurement equipment is commercially available. 
5. The metric at a given location is predictable, within an acceptable tolerance, from 

knowledge of the physical events producing the noise. 

Soon thereafter, other federal agencies adopted the use of DNL.  At about the same time, the 
Acoustical Society of America developed a standard which established DNL as the preferred metric 
for outdoor environments (ANSI S3.23-1980).  This standard was reevaluated in 1990, and the 
same conclusions were reached regarding the use of DNL (ANSI S12.40-1990). 

In 1980, the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) met to consolidate federal 
guidance on incorporating noise considerations in local land use planning; participating federal 
agencies included the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the USEPA.  The committee 
selected DNL as the best noise metric for this purpose, thus endorsing the earlier work of the 
USEPA and making it applicable to all Federal agencies.  

In 1981, the FAA adopted the DNL 65 dB noise metric (often written as 65 DNL) and related land 
use compatibility guidelines in Part 150 of Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR 
Part 150) in response to the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (ASNA) and the 
recommendations of the USEPA and FICUN.  The Part 150 regulations were finalized in 1984 and 
became effective in 1985. 

In the early 1990s, Congress authorized the creation of a new interagency committee to study 
airport noise issues.  The Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) was formed with 
membership from the FAA, the USEPA, and other federal agencies.  FICON concluded in its 1992 



report that Federal agencies should “continue the use of the DNL metric as the principal means 
for describing long term noise exposure of civil and military aircraft operations.”  FICON further 
concluded that there were no new descriptors or metrics of sufficient scientific standing to 
substitute for the DNL cumulative noise exposure metric.  

In 1993, the FAA issued its Report to Congress on Effects of Airport Noise.  Regarding DNL, the 
FAA stated, “Overall, the best measure of the social, economic, and health effects of airport noise 
on communities is the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL).”  In that report, the FAA also 
committed to the establishment of an interagency committee and subsequently convened the 
Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in November 1993; participating 
federal agencies include the FAA and the USEPA.  Since that time, FICAN has served as the 
federal government’s forum for aviation noise research and development. 

CURRENT REVIEW OF METRICS 

The FAA is currently updating the scientific evidence it uses to measure aircraft noise exposure 
and its effects on communities around airports, and will conduct a national survey around 
selected U.S. airports, with results to determine whether changes to the FAA’s current noise 
metrics are necessary. The results of the survey will then be used to determine whether changes 
to the FAA’s use of the 65 DNL noise metric are warranted. If changes are determined to be 
warranted, revised policy and related guidance will be proposed and will be subject to interagency 
coordination and public review. 
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FAA REVIEW OF 65 DNL THRESHOLD 
Currently, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) defines the threshold for significant aircraft 
noise impacts as Day-Night Average Sound Level of 65 decibels (commonly written as 65 DNL), 
which was established in 1981 in response to the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 
1979. This threshold has been the subject of debate since its inception and adoption in the 1970s, 
with critics alleging that it does not adequately represent impacts on communities adversely 
affected by noise. 

In recent years, the Airports Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) developed a framework of 
study for a reassessment of this metric to help determine if the FAA should change its approach 
to noise disturbances, as well as consider compatible land uses and justification for federal 
expenditures for areas not compatible with airport noise. The ACRP is an applied research 
program that is managed by the Transportation Research Board (TRB) of the National Academies 
and sponsored by the FAA. 

On June 12, 2014, the FAA published a notice and request for public comments in the Federal 
Register. In the notice, the FAA sought public comments about its “intention to request the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) approval to undertake an information collection. The purpose 
of this research is to conduct a nation-wide survey to update the scientific evidence of the 
relationship between aircraft noise exposure and its effects on communities around airports.”1 

On July 3, 2014, Chicago Mayor Rahm Emanuel sent a letter to FAA Administrator Michael Huerta 
urging him to speed up this national study of the 65 DNL metric.2 Mayor Emanuel urged the FAA 
to “expedite [the study] with the utmost care and haste,” citing the struggles of residents in 
Chicago and surrounding communities as reason to complete this research in a timely manner.  

On April 27, 2015, the FAA received approval from the OMB to conduct its noise survey. 

On May 7, 2015, the FAA announced the next step in its study, a comprehensive noise survey.3 
The FAA will contact residents around selected U.S. airports through mail and telephone to survey 
public perceptions of aviation noise throughout the course of a year. This will be the most 
comprehensive study using a single noise survey ever undertaken in the United States, polling 
communities surrounding 20 airports nationwide. Data gathering is scheduled for completion at 
the end of 2016. The results of the survey will then be used to determine whether changes to the 
FAA’s use of the 65 DNL noise metric are warranted. If changes are determined to be warranted, 
revised policy and related guidance will be proposed and will be subject to interagency 
coordination and public review. 

 

                                                            
1 79 Fed. Reg. 33797, June 12, 2014 
2 http://www.chicagobusiness.com/article/20140703/BLOGS02/140709918/emanuel‐asks‐feds‐to‐speed‐up‐study‐of‐
airport‐noise  
3 https://www.faa.gov/news/press_releases/news_story.cfm?newsId=18774  



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

AIRCRAFT AND COMMUNITY NOISE 
 

AIRPORT NOISE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (ANMS) 

Installed in 1996, the Airport Noise Management System (ANMS) enables the City of Chicago to 
monitor the amount of noise being generated over the communities surrounding O’Hare by the 
aircraft operating at the Airport. The ANMS collects, analyzes and processes data from a number of 
sources of information including a network of 32 noise monitors around O’Hare, FAA radar data, 
weather data and noise complaints. Over 150,000 flights and 400,000 noise events are recorded by 
the ANMS each month for the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA). The CDA and the O’Hare Noise 
Compatibility Commission utilize data from the ANMS to facilitate the development and management 
of noise abatement programs at the Airport.  

AIRCRAFT VS. COMMUNITY NOISE 

The CDA’s noise monitors record noise events based on threshold exceedance. Each noise event 
starts at the time the noise level exceeds a decibel threshold, typically slightly above the background 
or ambient noise level, and ends at the time the noise level returns to the threshold.  

Once the noise events are collected and downloaded to the CDA’s ANMS, they are correlated to 
actual aircraft operations. The process that correlates noise events to aircraft operations uses 
defined parameters to match every eligible noise event to specific aircraft operations and these 
events are classified as aircraft noise. Noise events that fall outside these parameters are classified 
as community noise. Examples of community noise include regular vehicle traffic, sirens from 
emergency vehicles, construction equipment, lawn mowers, powered hand tools, and trains. 

Due to the advancement of aircraft engine technology and the phase-out of louder originally 
manufactured Stage 2 aircraft, noise levels attributed to aircraft have decreased since the ANMS was 
installed while community noise has remained constant. Through 2014, community noise within 
the ANMS area of coverage is louder than aircraft noise as measured by the permanent 
noise monitors surrounding O’Hare. The below graph represents the average DNL for aircraft, 
community and total noise based on annual monitored data from the ANMS. This is based on overall 
average conditions over the total area monitored. Some areas have experienced an increase in noise 
from aircraft operations, while some areas have experienced a decrease in noise from aircraft 
operations. 
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AIRPORT NOISE AND CAPACITY ACT OF 1990 & PART 36 
In 1990, Congress passed the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) to create a more 
comprehensive method for regulating aircraft noise. ANCA tasked the FAA with establishing a 
national noise policy, as well as substituted advances in “quiet engine” technology for restrictions 
on airport operations. These aircraft noise standards are codified in FAA Part 36 regulations, 
“Noise Standards: Aircraft Type and Airworthiness Certification.” Aircraft must meet Part 36 
standards to receive “type” or “airworthiness” certificates to operate in the United States. There 
are four stages of noise standards for aircraft: Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3, and Stage 4. 

Timeline of FAA Part 36 Standards 

 1969: FAA established initial Part 36 standards (Stages 1 and 2). 
 1976: FAA sets a mandatory deadline for phase-out of all Stage 1 aircraft in excess of 

75,000 lbs. (January 1, 1985). 
 1977: FAA introduces a new stage with increased stringency (Stage 3). 
 1990: ANCA sets a mandatory deadline for phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft in excess of 

75,000 lbs. (January 1, 2000). 
 2005: FAA introduces a new stage with increased stringency (Stage 4). 
 2013: FAA sets a mandatory deadline for phase-out of all remaining Stage 1 and 2 aircraft 

less than 75,000 lbs. (January 1, 2016). 
 Congress has not required a Stage 3 phase-out at this time. 

ANCA also limits the ability of airports to implement aircraft restrictions. All access restrictions are 
essentially prohibited unless reviewed and approved by the FAA, and during the review process, 
all existing operators at an airport and all potential operators not currently operating at the 
airport have standing to challenge the application. 

Despite this limitation, aircraft noise has decreased considerably around airports nationwide 
because of the phase-out of louder Stage 1 and 2 aircraft. Newer aircraft currently being 
manufactured are much quieter than older aircraft and many already meet Stage 4 requirements 
recommended by the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).  

The modeled 65 DNL noise contour at O’Hare has shrunk in size consistently since 1979 (below) 
despite an increase in total aircraft operations because of the replacement of Stage 1 and 2 
aircraft with Stage 3 and 4 aircraft mandated by ANCA.  
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RESIDENTIAL SOUND INSULATION PROGRAM 
Program History 

Since 1995, the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has administered the Residential Sound Insulation 
Program (RSIP) in communities surrounding O’Hare International Airport and is one of the most 
aggressive programs in the world. More than $600 million has been spent on noise insulation, including 
over $273 million on over 10,900 residential units. In 1996, the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC) was formed to provide input and oversight to the implementation of all noise programs, including 
the RSIP. 

Program Purpose 

The RSIP is designed to reduce the effects of aircraft noise inside the home. The goal of the Program is to 
achieve a quieter environment and better quality of life within the homes in the highest impacted areas 
affected by aircraft noise. The noise reduction level goals of the RSIP are to reduce aircraft noise levels in 
residences by at least 5 decibels and to attain an interior noise level of 45 dB. By properly sound-
insulating eligible homes, homeowners not only gain a quieter interior, but may also benefit from long-
lasting improvements and increased efficiency in their heating and cooling utilities. The RSIP is designed 
and directed by experts experienced in the use of construction techniques that have been tested and 
shown to be successful in minimizing interior noise. 

Program Eligibility 

A home must meet the following criteria to be eligible for the RSIP: 

1. The home must be within a noise contour with an annual day/night average sound level equal to or 
greater than 65 DNL within the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved O’Hare 
Modernization Program (OMP) Build-Out Noise Contour as defined by the FAA’s Record of Decision 
for the Environmental Impact Statement (2005) except in cases of block rounding described below; 

2. Home must have been constructed before September 30, 2005; and 

3. Home must be on a block where an individual home is within the 65 DNL noise contour, and in such 
cases, homes on both sides of the street and up to the next intersection or street change are 
eligible. 

Dwelling units can be in single-family, multi-family, or mixed use buildings. In cases of mixed use 
buildings, only the residential portion of the building will be sound-insulated. Sequencing of the homes is 
recommended by the CDA and approved by the ONCC. Homes are only eligible for one round of sound 
insulation. 

Program Funding 

Prior to the O’Hare Modernization Program, the RSIP was funded entirely by approved airport revenue 
sources. Currently, the FAA provides 80% of the funding using Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 
grants, while the City of Chicago provides the remaining 20% using approved airport revenue sources. 
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SCHOOL SOUND INSULATION PROGRAM 
Program History 

Since 1982, the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) has administered the School Sound Insulation 
Program (SSIP) in communities surrounding O’Hare International Airport and is the largest and one of the 
oldest programs in the world. More than $600 million has been spent on noise insulation, including more 
than $351 million on 123 schools. In 1996, the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC) was 
formed to provide input and oversight to the implementation of all noise programs, including the SSIP.  

Program Purpose 

The goal of the O’Hare SSIP is to reduce aircraft noise levels in schools and create a quieter learning 
environment for students in the O’Hare area.  

Program Eligibility 

A school must meet the following criteria in order to seek sound insulation funding: 

1. School is recognized by the Illinois Board of Education providing K-12 education and has submitted 
a letter requesting to participate in the SSIP. 

2. School’s annual day/night average sound level is equal to or greater than 60 DNL within the latest 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved noise contour. 

3. School’s measured, A-weighted, windows-open interior sound level is equal to or greater than 45 
Leq resulting from aircraft operations. 

Program Funding 

If a school meets all criteria and grant funding becomes available, the school would then need to apply to 
the FAA for sound insulation funding.  A school must then obtain an executed grant agreement with the 
FAA in order to receive reimbursement. The FAA reimburses 80% of the cost using Airport Improvement 
Program (AIP) funds, while the City of Chicago reimburses the remaining 20% using approved airport 
revenue sources. 

Types of Insulation 

Once a school is selected to receive sound insulation funding, there are several measures that can be done 
to the school in order to reduce aircraft noise impacts.  Typical sound insulation measures could include: 

 Window modifications; 

 Addition of acoustical insulation batts to ceiling assemblies; 

 Weather-stripping windows and doors; 

 Installation of new air conditioning and ventilation systems; and 

 Addition of vestibules at exterior doors. 

  





 

O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
SOC/JDA NOISE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The SOC/JDA reports present several recommendations about noise impacts and noise management at 
O’Hare International Airport: 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE TECHNICAL BASIS OF FAA’S NOISE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
AND ITS APPLICATION TO THE O’HARE MODERNIZATION PROGRAM (REPORT #1) 

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) agrees that the 65 DNL metric should be validated. On July 
3, 2014, Chicago Mayor Rahm Emanuel sent a letter to FAA Administrator Michael Huerta, urging him 
to speed up this national study of the 65 DNL metric.  Mayor Emanuel urged the FAA to “expedite [the 
study] with the utmost care and haste,” citing the struggles of residents in Chicago and surrounding 
communities as reason to complete this research in a timely manner.  

The CDA also acknowledges that complaints have risen dramatically and the CDA is committed to 
working with the communities to address these complaints. 

CDA SHOULD USE BEST PRACTICES AND TOOLS TO PROVIDE NOISE INFORMATION 
TO COMMUNITIES (REPORT #2) 

The CDA agrees with this point. The CDA staff along with the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC) attend conferences, subscribe to industry publications, and are knowledgeable about industry 
best practices. Recently, the CDA has implemented the on-line flight tracking software WebTrak which 
SOC/JDA recommended. WebTrak is available on the CDA website and available to anyone at no cost. 
The CDA is also committed to making additional noise educational tools and noise monitoring data 
available on the CDA website to all communities. The CDA through the ONCC Technical Committee is 
also currently exploring any potential additional noise initiatives. In addition, The CDA will review “Best 
Practices” outlined in Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) research projects like Report 15 
“Aircraft Noise: A Toolkit for Managing Community Expectations” and adopt any not being performed. 

ANALYSIS OF THE NEED AND JUSTIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL RUNWAY CAPACITY 
AT ORD (REPORT #3) 

The CDA agrees with the SOC/JDA report that O’Hare needs to construct additional terminal and gates 
to add capacity. Based on the increasing activity, especially during peak periods, O’Hare needs both 
additional gates and additional runways. Currently O’Hare capacity in east flow is 30% less than in west 
flow. This causes heavier use of west flow. The new runways will allow more balanced east versus west 
usage and therefore more balanced noise impacts. Similarly the south airfield now has heavier use due 
to its parallel configuration. Completing the north airfield will balance usage (north runways versus 
south runways) and therefore more balanced noise impacts, consistent with the Environmental Impact 
Statement and Record of Decision. 

O’HARE CROSSWIND/DIAGONAL RUNWAY LAYOUT AND USAGE (REPORT #4) 

The CDA agrees with the SOC/JDA report of needing to “Balance Noise Impacts”. The CDA is open to 
the idea of studying additional Fly Quiet enhancements including “spreading” out the noise to any 
available runway. The CDA believes that evaluating runway utilization during Fly Quiet hours is an area 
of opportunity for beneficial noise relief. Changes to the Fly Quiet Program will need to be 
recommended by the ONCC, after community input and consensus submitted by the CDA, and 
approved by the FAA. 

USE OF VISUAL APPROACH DURING FLY QUIET HOURS (REPORT #5) 

The CDA does not know if this would be best for the public, but is in favor of evaluating the potential 
with the FAA and community support. 



O’HARE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
OMP PUBLIC OUTREACH 
Extensive civic dialogue, agency notification, and public involvement and outreach efforts were conducted for the 
O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP), which is implemented by the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA). The 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) was the lead federal proponent of the OMP’s comprehensive three-year 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

Pre-EIS Dialogue 
 March 1999 – The Commercial Club of Chicago released its report Chicago Metropolis 2020: Preparing Metropolitan 

Chicago for the 21st Century.  The report called for the expansion of O’Hare’s capacity, stating that “construction of 
an additional runway should begin immediately or the existing system of intersecting runways should be 
reconfigured to provide for more runways in parallel.”1  

 June 15, 2001 – The U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation held a field hearing in 
Chicago to urge local stakeholders “to develop a solution that would expand airport capacity in the Chicago 
region.”2 

 June 29, 2001 – Mayor Richard M. Daley announced his comprehensive plan for modernizing O’Hare.1  
 August and September 2001 – Governor George Ryan hosted and attended four public hearings in Bensenville, 

Naperville, Des Plaines, and Tinley Park to seek input on Mayor Daley’s plan for O’Hare and alternative options.1  
 December 5, 2001 – Mayor Daley and Governor Ryan announced an agreement on a compromise airport plan.  The 

agreement called for expansion/reconfiguration of O’Hare as proposed by Mayor Daley, plus additional measures.  
The Mayor and the Governor also called for immediate Congressional approval of the agreement.1  

 May through July 2002 – The U.S. House of Representatives approved legislation ratifying the Daley-Ryan 
agreement (HR3479) by a vote of 343 to 873, but the U.S. Senate never voted on the legislation, so the 
proponents began to pursue legislative relief for O’Hare expansion with the Illinois General Assembly.1  

EIS Scoping 
 July 2001 through August 2002 – Nearly 90 City of Chicago pre-scoping briefings and public outreach opportunities 

with various stakeholders4 
 July 17, 2002 – Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS and conduct public scoping meetings published in the Federal 

Register5 
 July 19, 2002 – Legal notices published in four major newspapers: Chicago Tribune, Chicago Sun-Times, Daily 

Herald, and Daily Southtown6 
 August 19-20, 2002 – Agency scoping meetings in Springfield and Chicago accommodating 38 total attendees 

representing 17 organizations7 
 August 21-22, 2002 – Public scoping meetings in Des Plaines and Elk Grove Village accommodating 317 total 

attendees from 22 communities7 
 August 29, 2002 – General informational mayors meeting; 91 Chicago-area mayors were invited8 
 1,385 comments made by 305 commenters during scoping, categorized into 14 issue groups; Noise was the largest 

category, encompassing 14% of the total comments4 

O’Hare Modernization Act 
 May 31, 2003 – The Illinois 93rd General Assembly passed the O’Hare Modernization Act (OMA) by a wide margin.  

The bill, known as HB0721, was approved by a vote of 84 to 31 in the Illinois House of Representatives and by a 
vote of 40 to 19 in the Illinois Senate.9 

 August 6, 2003 – Governor Rod Blagojevich signed the OMA into law, which became Public Act 093-0450.9 

Draft EIS 
 February 7, 2003, June 4, 2004, January 25, 2005, May 6, 2005, and June 3, 2005 – Briefings for the O’Hare Noise 

Compatibility Commission (ONCC)10,11 
 March 19, 2003 – Purpose and Need public meeting in Schiller Park12 
 April 25, 2003 – Launch of a public website dedicated to the EIS13 

                                                            
1 http://www.civiccommittee.org/initiatives/ohare-modernization 
2 https://www.congress.gov/107/crpt/srpt161/CRPT-107srpt161.pdf 
3 https://www.congress.gov/bill/107th-congress/house-bill/3479/actions 
4 Federal Aviation Administration; Final Environmental Impact Statement For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, July 2005, 
Appendix S, Attachment S-2 
5 67 Fed. Reg. 47029, July 17, 2002 
6 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix S, Section I, page I-1 
7 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix S, Section V, page V-1 
8 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix S, Section II, page II-1 
9 www.ilga.gov 
10 Federal Aviation Administration; Record of Decision For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, September 2005, page 36 
11 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Final EIS, Appendix T, pages T-2 and T-101 
12 68 Fed. Reg. 7646, February 14, 2003 
13 Federal Aviation Administration; Record of Decision For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, September 2005, page 37 



 October 17, 2003 – Alternatives Working Session in Des Plaines for invited members of local governments14 
 November 2003 through August 2004 – Numerous public meetings for environmental justice outreach, including a 

survey of communities, three public workshops, and submission of and response to written comments15 
 September 29, 2004 – Notice of availability of draft technical analyses data in the Federal Register16 
 January 14, 2005 – The Draft EIS was published and made available for review in 31 community libraries and 2 

college libraries.17,18 
 January 28, 2005 – Second notice of availability of the Draft EIS in the Federal Register19 
 Publication of over 7.5 million pages of modeling data and other EIS documentation20 
 Investment of over 2,000 hours by an FAA air traffic working group for airspace modeling.21 

Public Response to Draft EIS 
 January 21, 2005 to April 6, 2005 – Public comment period for the Draft EIS, which resulted in over 900 comment 

letters and petitions received22 totaling approximately 3,000 pages23, including from: 
o U.S. Congress: Rep. Melissa Bean, Rep. Henry Hyde, Sen. Peter Fitzgerald, Sen. Richard Durbin, Sen. Barack 

Obama 
o Federal Agencies: USACE, USFWS, USEPA, FHWA, DOI 
o State Agencies: IDNR, IDOT, IEPA 
o Numerous community and professional groups 
o 937 individual citizens24 

 February 22, 23, and 24, 2005 – Public hearings in Elk Grove Village, Elmhurst, and Niles, accommodating 
approximately 1,500 attendees, with 209 giving oral testimony and 184 giving private testimony.25 

Final EIS and ROD 
 July 25, 28, and 29, 2005 – The Final EIS responded to all comments made regarding the Draft EIS, was approved 

by the FAA on July 25th, released to the public on July 28th, announced in the Federal Register on July 29th, and 
was made available for review in 31 community libraries and 2 college libraries.26,27,28 

 September 30, 2005 – The Record of Decision (ROD) was published and gave environmental approval of the OMP 
on the condition of many requirements, including noise requirements.29,30 

Media Coverage 
The OMP was widely reported upon before and during the three-year EIS process. It continues to be the subject of 
extensive media coverage by local, national, and global news outlets, including the Chicago Tribune, Chicago Sun-
Times, Daily Herald, Crain’s Chicago Business, WGN-TV Chicago, WLS-TV Chicago (ABC), WMAQ-TV Chicago (NBC), 
WBBM-TV Chicago (CBS), and WTTW-TV Chicago (PBS). 

Post-EIS Outreach between October 2005 and July 2015 
Prior to the opening of Runway 9L/27R in 2008 and Runway 10C/28C in 2013 and thereafter, the CDA, FAA, and 
ONCC have conducted more than 50 meetings, briefings, and outreach events to explain the effects of new runways to 
local communities. 

EIS Re-Evaluation 
As part of the OMP EIS Re-Evaluation, the FAA has announced four Public Workshops31: 
 Monday, August 10, 2015, from 1:00 to 9:00 p.m. at White Eagle Banquets, 6839 North Milwaukee Avenue, Niles, 

Illinois 60714 
 Tuesday, August 11, 2015, from 1:00 to 9:00 p.m. at Taft High School, 6530 West Bryn Mawr Avenue, Chicago, 

Illinois 60631 
 Wednesday, August 12, 2015, from 1:00 to 9:00 p.m. at Monty's Elegant Banquets, 703 South York Road, 

Bensenville, Illinois 60106 
 Thursday, August 13, 2015, from 1:00 to 9:00 p.m. at Belvedere Events and Banquets, 1170 West Devon Avenue, 

Elk Grove Village, Illinois 60007 
                                                            
14 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix T, page T-3 
15 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix P 
16 69 Fed. Reg. 58217, September 29, 2004 
17 ftp://public-ftp.agl.faa.gov/ORD%20DEIS/Press%20Release.pdf 
18 70 Fed. Reg. 3244, January 21, 2005 
19 70 Fed. Reg. 4119, January 28, 2005 
20 ftp://public-ftp.agl.faa.gov/ORD%20DEIS/Press%20Release.pdf 
21 Federal Aviation Administration; Record of Decision For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, September 2005, page 29 
22 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix U, page U.1-2 
23 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix U, page U.1-1 
24 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix U 
25 Federal Aviation Administration; Final EIS, July 2005, Appendix T, page T-4 
26 Federal Aviation Administration; Record of Decision For O’Hare Modernization at Chicago O’Hare International Airport, September 2005, page 38 
27 http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_development/omp/eis/feis/Media/PressRelease.pdf 
28 70 Fed. Reg. 43929, July 29, 2005 
29 http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_development/omp/eis/rod/Media/PressRelease.pdf 
30 70 Fed. Reg. 58784, October 7, 2005 
31 80 Fed. Reg. 40119, July 13, 2015 
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SUBJECT:  Evaluation and Recommendations Related to Public Involvement in the 

Environmental Review Process for the O’Hare Modernization Program 
 
 
This memorandum contains our independent analysis.  It was prepared for legal counsel and 
has  not  been  shared  with,  or  prepared  in  connection  with,  any  individuals  within  the 
Department of Aviation.   It was prepared without reliance on any confidential material and 
does not contain any privileged attorney‐client communications in the event that you choose 
to release publicly any portion of this memorandum or the results of our analysis.   
 

OVERVIEW 
The City of Chicago, through the Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA), has requested that our 
firm  review  the  quality  and  quantity  of  public  outreach  conducted  in  connection  with  the 
Chicago O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP).  We have conducted this review with respect to 
four  separate  public  outreach  phases:  (1)  public  outreach  in  connection  with  the  federal 
environmental  review  that  resulted  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  Record  of 
Decision (ROD) approving the OMP; (2) CDA’s public outreach efforts during implementation of 
the  OMP;  (3)  the  public  outreach  process  that  FAA  is  currently  providing  as  it  prepares  a 
Written Reevaluation of  its 2005 environmental  analysis of  the OMP;  and  (4)  any  additional 
opportunities for public outreach that CDA could or should pursue going forward.   
 
In connection with our analysis, we reviewed and compared the public process for OMP against 
public  outreach  efforts  for  comparable  airport  development  projects  and  environmental 
reviews. 
 
This memorandum sets forth our analysis and conclusions. 
 
   
                                                 
1 At your request, we have attached a brief description of our firm’s practice at Attachment A. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
CDA requested that we conduct an independent review of the following: 
 

(1) The  public  outreach  during  the  federal  environmental  review  of  the  O’Hare 
Modernization  Program  (OMP)  that  resulted  in  FAA’s  Record  of  Decision  (ROD) 
approving the project in 2005; 

 
(2) The City and CDA’s efforts to inform and educate the public during the implementation 

of the OMP; 
 
(3) The  public  outreach  for  FAA’s  pending  written  reevaluation  of  the  2005  OMP 

environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  in  light of  schedule  changes  for Phase 2 of  the 
project; and 

 
(4) Additional opportunities for public  involvement that CDA could or should pursue going 

forward. 

Our  review  started  with  the  applicable  federal  regulations  and  guidance  regarding  public 
outreach obligations during  federal environmental  reviews under  the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).   We reviewed the documentation of the public outreach efforts during the 
initial OMP EIS as well as for the pending written reevaluation.  We also reviewed the City and 
CDA’s  efforts  to  keep  the  public  informed  as  the  project  is  being  implemented.    Finally, we 
reviewed  recent  FAA environmental  reviews of other major  airport development projects  in 
order to evaluate how public outreach for the OMP EIS compares to the public outreach that 
occurred for comparable airport projects. 
 
In  brief, we  found  that  FAA,  the  City,  and  CDA  have  provided  extensive  opportunities  for 
public  involvement and that the OMP has received robust public scrutiny and comment as  it 
has evolved  from  the  initial proposals  to  the pending Written Reevaluation.   The  collective 
efforts of the City, CDA, and FAA to inform and engage the public in connection with the OMP 
have  been  among  the most  ambitious, most  transparent,  and most  comprehensive  of  any 
airport project in the last two decades.  
 
Our findings are summarized below. 

1. Public Involvement in the 2005 Federal Environmental Review for the OMP 

FAA  prepared  an  EIS  on  the  proposed  O’Hare  Modernization  Program  and  issued  a  ROD 
approving  the  OMP  in  2005.    During  this  process,  FAA  conducted  a  comprehensive  public 
outreach effort.  
 
In particular: 
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 The OMP project received more public  involvement and scrutiny than required by FAA 
policies,  regulations,  and  law.    FAA  held  almost  70  pre‐scoping  briefings;  held  an 
additional 40 additional meetings after scoping; released 7.5 million pages of technical 
data to the public before completion of the draft EIS; and answered hundreds of pages 
of comments.   
 

 We  reviewed  the public process  conducted during  EISs  for other  large,  controversial, 
and/or environmentally significant projects over  the  last decade  including Los Angeles 
International  (LAX),  Houston  George  Bush  Intercontinental  Airport,  Philadelphia 
International  Airport,  Phoenix  Sky  Harbor  International  Airport,  and  New  York’s 
LaGuardia Airport. 
 

 We  found  that  the  OMP  project  received  the  same  or  more  public  outreach  and 
involvement than virtually any other airport project we reviewed.   The few exceptions 
are due to unusual or extraordinary circumstances not applicable to OMP.2 

2. Public Involvement During OMP Implementation 

The City and CDA have taken significant steps to keep the public informed and engaged during 
the implementation of the project and to ensure that the public has an ongoing access to data 
to understand impacts of O’Hare on their communities. 
 

 The  community has had  significant and ongoing opportunities  to participate  in public 
meetings. 
 

 City  and  FAA  officials  have  regularly  communicated  with  the  public  about  project 
timelines and implications. 

 
 Throughout  this  process, ONCC  has  served  as  a  successful  platform  for  the  public  to 
identify and resolve problems. 

3. Public Involvement in the Pending Written Reevaluation 

The schedule for implementing Phase 2 of the OMP has changed, such that the opening of the 
final three runway projects will not all occur in a single year as was contemplated at the time of 
the EIS.  As a result, FAA is currently preparing a written reevaluation of the 2005 EIS.   
 
A written  reevaluation  is  a  document  used  to  determine whether  a previously‐prepared  EIS 
remains valid or whether new or supplemental environmental documentation  is required.   To 
                                                 
2 An example  is the  late addition of an entirely new alternative  for the Los Angeles  International Airport Master 
Plan Improvements Project.  The new alternative arose due to the intervening events of September 11, 2011.  This 
caused FAA to schedule a full suite of additional hearings on the draft EIS and the supplemental draft EIS. 
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support its written reevaluation for the OMP, FAA is preparing an analysis of the impacts during 
the  interim  configurations  that will  as  Phase  2  of  the  project  is  completed.    These  interim 
configurations were not examined in the EIS. 
 
Federal regulations do not require any public process for written reevaluations and  in fact, do 
not  even  require  FAA  to  make  any  final  document  public.    Nevertheless,  FAA  has  been 
increasing public involvement in its written reevaluations generally.  The agency has started not 
only  publishing  its  final  conclusions,  but  also  accepting  comments  on  draft  written 
reevaluations.    For  comparison  purposes, we  reviewed  the  public  process  conducted  during 
recent written  reevaluations at airports  including Philadelphia  International Airport, LAX, Fort 
Lauderdale‐Hollywood International Airport, Panama City‐Bay County International Airport, and 
Boston’s Logan International Airport. 
 
We  found  that  in  comparison  to  the  public  outreach  offered  for  other  FAA  written 
reevaluations,  FAA  is  conducting an extraordinary amount of public outreach  for  its pending 
written reevaluation of the OMP EIS.   
 
In particular: 
 

 FAA  is holding  four public hearings on  the draft written  reevaluation.    To put  this  in 
context,  for  the  seven other written  reevaluations  that we  reviewed,  FAA offered no 
formal public hearings at all. 
 

 FAA has decided to accept comments  for 30 days, even though  it has no obligation to 
seek any public comment.    In half of the written reevaluations that we reviewed, FAA 
sought no public comment at all. 

4. Additional Opportunities for Public Involvement 

Although the City and FAA have already offered extensive opportunities for public involvement 
in the OMP process, there are still steps that the City could take to enhance public involvement 
and  increase  transparency  and  community  awareness  of  noise  impacts  from  the  OMP.    In 
particular, the City could: 
 

 Enhance the mission of ONCC so that  it  is charged with providing advice on additional 
community outreach and information measures; 
 

 Prepare and disseminate  regular updates  regarding noise  issues and noise  impacts as 
Phase 2 of the OMP is implemented; 
 

 Seek community  input and recommendations on revisions to the Fly Quiet program to 
ensure its continued effectiveness; 
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 Design  and  implement  an  aggressive  community  outreach  and  education  program  to 
address the  implementation of NextGen flight tracks  in the Chicago metropolitan area, 
regardless of what public outreach FAA initiates; and 
 

 Recommend  additional  opportunities  for  public  comments  on  the  pending  written 
reevaluation. 

* * * 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) conducted an environmental review as required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act  (NEPA) between 2001 and 2005, when  it  issued a  final 
Record of Decision (ROD) approving the O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP) at the Chicago 
O’Hare International Airport (O’Hare). 
 
The  City  of  Chicago  (City)  owns  and  operates  O’Hare  through  the  Chicago  Department  of 
Aviation  (CDA).    CDA  has  requested  that we  prepare  an  independent  review  of  the  public 
outreach process conducted  in connection with approval and development of  the OMP.   The 
purposes of this review are: 
 

(1) To assess the level of public involvement during the development of the OMP 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  in  light of minimum  requirements  for 
public  involvement  and  also  compared  to  actual  examples  of  public 
involvement in comparable, major airport EISs. 

 
(2) To assess  the City’s efforts  in  communicating with  the public  since  the OMP 

project was approved. 
 
(3) To  assess  the  opportunities  for  public  involvement  in  the  pending  written 

reevaluation  of  the  2005  ROD  in  light  of  minimum  requirements  and  as 
compared to actual examples of public involvement in comparable FAA written 
reevaluations. 

 
(4) To identify any additional steps that CDA and the City could take to ensure that 

the public is—and continues to be—fully informed and adequately involved in 
assessing the impacts of the OMP and changes in the timing and sequencing of 
portions of this project. 

In  connection  with  this  memorandum,  we  reviewed  the  principal  public  involvement 
requirements set forth in the following federal regulations and guidance documents: 
 
Regulations 
 
• Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), NEPA regulations, 40 C.F.R. Part 1500 

Agency Orders 
 
• FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures (July 2015)3 

                                                 
3  FAA Order  1050.1F was  issued  in  final  form  earlier  this month;  its  predecessor  order, Order  1050.1E,  is  not 
substantively different in its public involvement requirements in this context. 
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• FAA  Order  1050.4B,  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  Implementing 

Instructions for Airport Actions (April 2006) 

Agency Guidance 
 
• FAA  Air  Traffic  Organization,  FAA  Response  to  RTCA,  Inc.  “Blueprint  for  Success  to 

Implementing Performance Based Navigation” Recommendations (June 2015)4 
• CEQ, Collaboration in NEPA: A Handbook for NEPA Practitioners (October 2007) 
• CEQ, A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA: Having Your Voice Heard (December 2007) 
• FAA, Best Practices for Environmental Impact Statement Management (January 2002) 
• FAA, Community  Involvement Policy Statement and Community  Involvement Manual 

(April 1995) 

To put the OMP in context, we compared the public process conducted for the OMP against the 
public processes conducted for recent and comparable airport development projects elsewhere 
in  the  country.   We  also  reviewed  additional  airport  projects  that  have  undergone written 
reevaluations.  We limited our reviews to airport development projects for which a full EIS was 
conducted.5 
 
The airport projects we reviewed for comparison are as follows: 
 
   Philadelphia  International Airport,  Capacity  Enhancement  Program  (2010  ROD;  2015 

Draft Written Reevaluation)6 
 
   Fort  Lauderdale  –  Hollywood  International  Airport,  Development  and  Expansion  of 

Runway  9R/27L  and  Other  Associated  Airport  Projects  (2008  ROD;  2011  Written 
Reevaluation; 2014 Written Reevaluation)7 

                                                 
4  The  OMP  does  not  include  the  implementation  of  new  Performance  Based Navigation  (PBN)  procedures  at 
O’Hare.  Nevertheless, we reviewed FAA’s recent analysis of recommendations for implementing PBN because this 
document  contains  FAA  Air  Traffic  Organization’s  most  recent  conclusions  about  the  need  for  expanded 
community involvement and transparency when implementing new flight procedures. 

5 Many airport projects do not require preparation of a full EIS and are subject to the much  less stringent NEPA 
procedural obligations that call for preparation of an environmental assessment or are categorically excluded from 
any NEPA documentation. 

6  In  2010,  FAA  issued  a  ROD  approving  the  Capacity  Enhancement  Program  at  the  Philadelphia  International 
Airport.    FAA  prepared  a  draft  Written  Reevaluation  in  July  2015.    The  EIS  and  ROD  are  available  at: 
http://www.phl‐cep‐eis.com/documents.asp.  The draft Written Reevaluation is available at: 
 http://www.faa.gov/airports/eastern/environmental/. 

7 In 2008, FAA issued a ROD approving runway expansion and associated development projects at Fort Lauderdale‐
Hollywood International Airport.  FAA prepared two Written Reevaluations, first in 2011 and then in 2014.  The EIS 
is  available  at:  http://www.broward.org/Airport/Community/Pages/FEIS.aspx#feis.    The  ROD  and  2011 Written 
Evaluation are available at: http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/?airport=fll.   The 2014 
Written Evaluation is available at: http://www.broward.org/Airport/Community/Pages/FEIS.aspx#eval. 
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   Panama City‐Bay County International Airport, Proposed Airport Relocation (2006 ROD; 

2009 Written Reevaluation; 2011 Written Reevaluation)8 
 
   Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, Airport Development Program (2006 ROD)9 

 
   Los Angeles International Airport, Master Plan Improvements (2005 ROD; 2014 Written 

Reevaluation on West Aircraft Maintenance Area)10 
 
   Logan  International Airport, Airside  Improvements Planning Project  (2002 ROD; 2007 

Written Reevaluation on Centerfield Taxiway)11 
 
   Houston  George  Bush  Intercontinental  Airport  (IAH),  Runway  and  Master  Plan 

Improvements (2000 ROD)12 
 
   LaGuardia Airport, East End Roadway Improvements Project (2000 ROD)13 

 
* * *   

                                                 
8 In 2006, FAA issued a ROD approving the relocation of the Panama City‐Bay County International Airport to a new 
greenfield  site  in Bay County, Florida.    In 2009,  the  sponsor announced  its desire  to  increase  the  length of  the 
primary  runway  at  the  relocated  airport.    FAA prepared  a  2009 Written Reevaluation  to  examine  this  change.  
Subsequently, in 2011, FAA prepared a Written Reevaluation of the impacts of redevelopment of the prior airport 
site.  The ROD and Written Reevaluations are available at: 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/?airport=pfn. 

9  In 2006, FAA  issued a ROD approving comprehensive airport  improvements to terminals, access roads, and the 
airfield at the Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport.  The ROD is available at:  
http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/?airport=phx. 

10  In 2005, FAA  issued a ROD approving an updated ALP at the Los Angeles  International Airport  (LAX) to depict 
improvements  identified  in  the 2004  LAX Master Plan.   FAA prepared a Written Reevaluation of  this  change  in 
2013.   The 2005 ROD  is  available  at: http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/?airport=lax.  
The 2014 Written Reevaluation is available at:  http://www.lawa.org/ourLAX/wama.aspx. 

11  In  2002,  FAA  issued  a  ROD  approving  comprehensive  airside  improvements  at  Boston  Logan  International 
Airport.    In  2007,  FAA prepared  a Written Reevaluation on  the Centerfield  Taxiway.    The  2002 ROD  and  2007 
Written Reevaluation are available at: http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/. 

12 In 2000, FAA issued a ROD approving a new air carrier length runway (8L‐26R) and related near‐term master plan 
improvements at George Bush Intercontinental Airport (IAH).  The ROD is available at: 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/. 

13 In 2000, FAA issued a ROD approving a roadway reconfiguration project at LaGuardia Airport (LGA).  The ROD is 
available at: http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/records_decision/. 
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I. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE 2005 OMP EIS AND ROD 

NEPS  requires  federal  agencies  to  conduct  a  review  of  the  environmental  consequences  of 
proposed actions prior to making any decisions.   A critical goal of the statute is to ensure that 
environmental information is available for review and comment before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken.14   Public  involvement  is  integral and essential to this process.15   The 
public  often  has  valuable  information  about  local  resources  and  can  help  identify  not  only 
potentially harmful impacts, but also possible mitigation opportunities.16 
 
The applicable NEPA  regulations  (issued by  the CEQ)  set  forth minimum  requirements  for all 
federal agencies.17    In  the  case of airport projects,  these  requirements are  supplemented by 
FAA directives, most notably Order  1050.1F,  Environmental  Impacts, Policies and Procedures 
(applicable  to all FAA actions), and Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act  (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions (applicable only to FAA actions related to airports) 
(referred  to  in  this memorandum  respectively, Order  1050.1F  and Order  5050.4B).18    These 
documents set forth FAA’s obligations to provide sufficient public notice and opportunities for 
involvement during any NEPA process.19 
 
In brief, FAA has an obligation to involve the public during two key phases of an EIS: (1) scoping; 
and  (2)  review of  the draft EIS.   FAA also has  the discretion  to solicit public comment on  the 
final EIS and on any subsequent written reevaluation.   The key steps in any EIS and the stages 
where  the public can be  involved are outlined  in Figure 1 below.   FAA also has a community 
involvement  policy20  that  encourages  the  agency  to  incorporate  open,  effective  community 

                                                 
14 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1; see also Council on Environmental Quality, A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA: Having Your Voice 
Heard (2007) at 2 (hereinafter, Citizen’s Guide). 

15 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b) (“Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to 
implementing NEPA.”). 

16 E.g., Citizen’s Guide at 1‐2.  

17 See generally, 40 C.F.R. Part 1503 (“Commenting”). 

18 While  FAA Order  1050.1F  provides  directives  on NEPA  compliance  for  all  FAA  organizations, Order  5050.4B 
provides  specific directives on NEPA  compliance  for airport‐related actions  in particular.    In  that  respect, Order 
5050.4B supplements Order 1050.1F.  The EIS for the OMP was prepared before Order 1050.1F was effective, but 
the public  involvement  requirements are essentially unchanged  from Order 1050.1E, which was  in effect at  the 
time the EIS was prepared. 

19  It  is  important  to  note  that  NEPA  and  FAA  requirements  stipulate  that  FAA,  not  the  airport  proprietor,  is 
responsible for NEPA compliance.  It is a common misconception that the airport proprietor itself prepares an EIS.  
Although CDA was,  of  course,  intimately  involved  throughout  the  entire  EIS  process,  the  process,  including  all 
public outreach, was  supervised  closely by FAA and  its  contractors.   During  the EIS process,  the City may have 
engaged in other outreach but City‐initiated outreach is not formally considered to be part of the EIS process. 

20 FAA, Community Involvement Manual, FAA‐EE‐90‐03 (1995) (hereinafter Community Involvement Manual). 
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involvement.21  This policy applies more broadly than the NEPA requirements but, unlike Order 
5050.4B and Order 1050.1F,  is not mandatory.    It nevertheless provides a valuable  reference 
and offers helpful suggestions for designing community involvement programs for FAA‐funded 
or supported projects like the OMP. 
 
Finally, any airport sponsor submitting an application  for Airport  Improvement Program  (AIP) 
funding for a project that involves the location of a new runway or a major runway extension is 
obligated by federal  law to certify that  it has provided an opportunity for a public hearing “to 
consider  the  economic,  social,  and  environmental  effects  of  the  location  and  the  location’s 
consistency with the objectives of any planning that the community has carried out.”22  This is 
the only explicit statutory requirement applicable to public  involvement  in this context and  is 
independent of any NEPA obligations imposed on FAA. 
 
 
 

 
  

                                                 
21 Id.; see also Order 5050.4B ¶ 401.   

22 49 U.S.C. § 47106(c)(1)(A)(i).   

Figure 1:  EIS Process and 
Opportunities for Public Comment 
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A. NOTICE OF INTENT 

FAA must publish a Notice of  Intent  (NOI) to prepare an EIS “as soon as practicable” after  its 
decision to prepare an EIS.23  For OMP, FAA more than met its mandate to integrate the NEPA 
process with other planning at the earliest possible time.  FAA published its NOI for the OMP EIS 
on July 17, 2002, five months before the City formally submitted its draft Future Airport Layout 
Plan to FAA for approval. 24,25 
 
As  indicated  in  Figure  2,  the  NOI  for  the  OMP  EIS  included  all  the  necessary  information 
required to notify the public of the EIS process and to provide relevant  information about the 
agency’s  proposed  scoping  process  and  how  the  public  could  get  involved  in  the  NEPA 
process.26 
 
Figure 2:  Notice of Intent 
 

Required Content in a Notice of Intent27  OMP EIS Notice of 
Intent 

• Description of the proposed action 

• Name of the project proponent   

• Explanation of why the proponent wants to undertake the project   

• Description of when and where the proposed action would occur   

• Description of the alternatives under consideration   

• Description of FAA’s proposed scoping process   
• The name and telephone number of the responsible FAA official who 

will answer questions about the proposed action and the EIS   

 
In  addition,  legal  notices  inviting  the  public  to  participate  in  the  scoping  meetings  were 
published in the Chicago Tribune, Chicago‐Sun Times, Daily Herald and Daily Southtown on July 
19, 2002.28 
                                                 
23 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7; Order 5050.4B ¶ 907(a); see also Order 1050.1F ¶ 7‐1.2(b); 40 C.F.R. § 1501.2. 

24 67 Fed. Reg. 47029 (July 17, 2002). 

25 O’Hare Airport Master Plan Report (Feb. 2004) at I‐3. 

26 Citizen’s Guide at 13. 

27 Order 5050.4B ¶ 908(a); Order 1050.1F ¶ 7‐1.2(b); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.22. 

28 O’Hare Modernization Program Scoping Summary at 4 (Appendix S, Attachment S‐2 to the OMP EIS). 
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B. SCOPING 
The purpose of scoping is to provide an “early and open process” for determining the scope of 
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.29 
This process is designed to encourage the interested public to present their ideas, alternatives, 
and concerns before EIS preparation begins.   
 
Before  commencing  the  formal  scoping  process  for  the  OMP  EIS,  FAA  held  68  pre‐scoping 
briefings and public meetings with federal, state, and local organizations, elected officials, and 
the local public. These meetings involved a broad range of interested parties including the FAA 
Air Traffic Organization, O’Hare air traffic controllers, and numerous mayors and citizens groups 
from  surrounding communities.30   Many of  these meetings were briefings  for  state and  local 
elected officials and more  than half of  these meetings were public meetings and community 
outreach efforts with local residents. 
 
Based upon our review of major airport projects, this is an unprecedented level of pre‐scoping 
coordination.  To put this in context: there is no obligation to engage the public before scoping, 
and FAA often conducts no pre‐scoping coordination at all.  Of the specific airport projects we 
reviewed, FAA conducted pre‐scoping meetings for only two of the other projects: (1) FAA held 
seven pre‐scoping meetings  for the LAX Master Plan  Improvements EIS; and  (2) FAA held  just 
two focus group meetings prior to scoping for the Fort Lauderdale Runway Expansion EIS. 
 
FAA  also  conducted  a  comprehensive  scoping  process  for  the  OMP.    It  held  four  scoping 
meetings  (two agency  scoping meetings and  two general public  scoping meetings).   The  two 
public meetings were held at the Fountain Blue Banquets facility in Des Plaines and the Avalon 
Banquets facility in Elk Grove Village, respectively.31  FAA published notices in local publications 
advertising the scoping meetings.  FAA also sent 577 individual letters inviting agencies, elected 
officials,  community  organizations,  and  airport/airline  representatives  to  participate  in  the 
scoping process.32  Likely as a result of this extensive outreach, the scoping meetings were well‐
attended: a total of 317 individuals attended the two public scoping meetings. 33 
 
The  scoping  meetings  were  conducted  as  informational  workshops  with  FAA  and  City 
representatives  available  to  answer questions.   Of particular note,  a City  representative was 
available  at  the  scoping  meetings  to  assist  attendees  in  identifying  the  location  of  their 
                                                 
29 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7. 

30 A full  list of these meetings  is provided  in the O’Hare Modernization Program Scoping Summary at pages 1‐ 4 
(Appendix S, Attachment S‐2 to the OMP EIS) (hereinafter Scoping Summary). 

31 See 67 Fed. Reg. 47029 (July 17, 2002). 

32 Scoping Summary at ii (486 letters sent to individuals and 91 letters sent to Chicagoland mayors). 

33 See, Scoping Summary at iii. 
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residence  or  property  relative  to  the  location  of  the  Airport  by  using  a  property  locator 
program.34  The  sign‐in  sheets  indicate  that  communities  all  around  the  Airport  were 
represented at the scoping hearings.35 
 
Ultimately, the OMP scoping process was successful  in that  it accomplished the statutory and 
regulatory goals of encouraging early identification of public ideas, alternatives, and concerns. 
 
Public  involvement  should  not  end  when  the  formal  scoping meetings  are  over,  however.  
While there is no formal obligation to make data or analyses available before the release of the 
draft  EIS,  there  is  an  emerging  trend  of  offering  preliminary  information  to  the  public.    In 
several recent airport projects, FAA has released early drafts or working papers on critical EIS 
elements such as a draft of the required “purpose and need” statement36 for a project or the 
anticipated  alternatives37  for  review.  By  way  of  example,  for  the  Philadelphia  Capacity 
Enhancement Program, FAA held public information meetings to provide an update on the draft 
purpose  and  need  and  alternatives  screening  process.    For  the  proposed  Southern  Nevada 
Supplemental Project,  FAA made available a draft Purpose and Need Working Paper38 and a 
draft Alternatives Working Paper.39  In both projects, FAA’s intent was to solicit comments early 
in the process of preparing the EIS so that problematic issues could be identified and resolved 
before the formal publication of the draft EIS.  When a project is complex or controversial, FAA 
has found that this early engagement of the public helps make the draft EIS more complete and 
responsive to community or agency concerns. 
 
FAA  followed this emerging trend  for the OMP project.    It held a public meeting to  introduce 
the preliminary purpose and need statement at the Sheraton Four Points Hotel in Schiller Park 
on March  29,  2003.40    It  also  held  an  alternatives  working  session  with  local  government 
representatives  from  15  area  municipalities.    That  session  was  held  at  the  Fountain  Blue 
                                                 
34 Scoping Summary at 7, 16. 

35 Scoping Summary at 16. 

36 See Citizen’s Guide at 16 (“One key aspect of a draft EIS is the statement of the underlying purpose and need.30 
Agencies  draft  a  “Purpose  and Need”  statement  to  describe what  they  are  trying  to  achieve  by  proposing  an 
action.  The purpose and need statement explains to the reader why an agency action is necessary, and serves as 
the basis for identifying the reasonable alternatives that meet the purpose and need.”). 

37 As CEQ explains, “The identification and evaluation of alternative ways of meeting the purpose and need of the 
proposed action is the heart of the NEPA.”  Citizen’s Guide at 16.  Agencies are obligated to evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives or a range of reasonable alternatives in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the 
environmental effects of the various alternatives analysis.  Id. 

38 73 Fed. Reg. 4366 (Jan. 25, 2008). 

39 73 Fed. Reg. 45,268 (Aug. 4, 2008). 

40 68 Fed. Reg. 7646 (Feb. 14, 2003). 
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Banquet Hall in Des Plaines on October 17, 2003.41  The report from the meeting indicates that 
concerns on issues such as airspace changes and reducing impacts on surrounding communities 
were fully aired.42 
 
In addition, FAA took the more unusual step of releasing significant amounts of environmental 
modeling  data  and  documentation  on  environmental  impacts  for  the  OMP  EIS  before  the 
release of the draft EIS.43  (While FAA has started to seek input early in the EIS process, it is still 
unusual for the agency to release  its own data before all analysis  is completed.   The fact that 
FAA released data before all analysis was completed was an unusually transparent action by the 
agency.)  The released data included more than 7.5 million pages of Total Airspace and Airport 
Modeller (TAAM) simulation experiment results and surface transportation modeling results.44  
We are not aware of any other  recent airport projects  for which  this magnitude of  technical 
analysis was released for public review prior to publication of the draft EIS. 
 
The early public outreach effort for the OMP EIS also included:45,46 
 

• An information meeting for mayors; 
• Four briefings to the ONCC; 
• 28 briefings to municipal and community organizations;  
• Three environmental justice public workshops; and 
• More than 30 small group meetings to address environmental justice issues. 

 
The  figures below  compare  the  early  outreach  efforts  conducted  for OMP  and  other  recent 
airport projects.   The data demonstrate that the public process for the OMP EIS exceeded not 
just  the minimum  regulatory  requirements but also  the actual public  involvement conducted 
for other recent airport projects.    

                                                 
41 OMP EIS, Appendix T at Attachment T‐6 (Alternatives Outreach Materials). 

42 OMP EIS, Appendix T at Attachment T‐6 (Alternatives Outreach Materials); see, e.g., id. at T‐170. 

43 69 Fed. Reg. 58,217 (Sept. 29, 2004). 

44 OMP EIS at Appendix T (Public Outreach and Agency Coordination), p. T‐3. 

45 OMP EIS at Appendix T (Public Outreach and Agency Coordination), p. T‐2 – T‐3. 

46 OMP ROD at 71 (environmental justice). 
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Figure 3: Pre‐Scoping, Scoping and Early Coordination Meetings47 

 
* Data for the number of other public meetings sent was not available for LAX. 

   

                                                 
47 Figure 3 compares the public process conducted prior to the release of the draft EIS.  “Pre‐Scoping Meetings” are 
those meetings conducted before  the  formal scoping process. “Other Public Meetings” are only  those meetings 
held after the formal scoping meeting but before the public hearing on the draft EIS. 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Pre‐Scoping
Meetings

Agency Scoping
Meetings

Public Scoping
Meetings

Other Public
Meetings*

LaGuardia Roadway Improvement
(2000 ROD)

Houston (IAH) Runway and Master
Plan Improvements (2000 ROD)

O'Hare Modernization Program
(2005 ROD)

LAX Master Plan Improvements
(2005 ROD)

Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport
Development Program (2006 ROD)

Panama City Airport Relocation
(2006 ROD)

Ft. Lauderdale Runway Expansion
(2008 ROD)

Philadelphia Capacity
Enhancement Program (2010 ROD)



July 30, 2015 
Page 17 
 
Figure 4: Scoping Process 

 
* Data for the number of scoping letters sent was not available for IAH or Sky Harbor; 
   Data for the number of commenters during scoping was not available for IAH or Sky Harbor; 
   Data for the number of individual scoping comments was not available for LAX, Sky Harbor or Fort Lauderdale. 
 
 

C. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

NEPA requires that federal agencies circulate a draft of the EIS,48 request comments from the 
public,  and  “affirmatively”  solicit  comments  from  interested  persons.49    This  interim  review 
produces  information and  input  that  is critical  to producing an effective  final EIS.   The public 
must be given a minimum of 45 days to review a draft EIS.50 
 
                                                 
48 40 C.F.R. § 1502.19. 

49 40 C.F.R. § 1503.1(a)(3). 

50 40 C.F.R. § 1506.10(c); Order 1050.1F ¶ 7‐1.2(d). 
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FAA afforded extensive opportunity  for public comment on  the draft OMP EIS.   FAA and  the 
United  States  Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA) published notices of  availability of  the 
draft  EIS  on  January  21,  2005,  and  January  28,  2005,  respectively.51    The  draft  EIS  was 
distributed  widely  to  local  libraries,  city  halls,  and many  of  the  principal  commenters.    In 
addition, FAA (in coordination with the United States Army Corps of Engineers and the  Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency) held three public hearings:52 
 

• February 22, 2005 in Elk Grove Village 
• February 23, 2005 in Elmhurst 
• February 24, 2005 in Niles 

 
As  indicated  in Figure 5, we are aware of at  least one other major FAA project  (Philadelphia 
Capacity Enhancement Program) for which there were four public hearings on the draft EIS.  We 
also know that FAA held an unparalleled 21 hearings on a draft and supplemental draft EIS for 
LAX. 53  Nevertheless, three hearings on a draft EIS is still considerably more than required and 
also above the industry standard. 
 
Figure 5: Number of DEIS Hearings 

   
                                                 
51 70 Fed. Reg. 3244 (Jan. 21, 2005); 70 Fed. Reg. 4119 (Jan. 28, 2005). 

52 OMP ROD at 37. 

53 There were a total of 21 hearings for the LAX Master Plan initial draft EIS and a subsequent supplemental draft.  
The  extraordinary  number  of  hearings was  due,  in  large  part,  to  the  occurrence  of  the  September  11,  2001 
terrorist attacks during the comment period on the initial draft EIS.  In response, the sponsor identified an entirely 
new alternative in order to address heightened security concerns.  This triggered a lengthy supplemental draft EIS. 
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According  to  FAA,  approximately  1,500  people  attended  the  hearings  on  the  draft  EIS 
(approximately  1,025  at  the  Elk  Grove  Village  hearing;  approximately  260  at  the  Elmhurst 
meeting; and 215 at  the Niles meeting).54   As depicted  in Figure 6,  this  is a high  turnout  for 
hearings on a draft EIS even for a major airport project. 
 
Figure 6:  Attendance at DEIS Hearings  

 
The hearings  for  the draft EIS were designed  to ensure and encourage opportunity  for public 
comment.  FAA provided the opportunity for attendees at the hearings to provide testimony in 
one of two ways: (1) live testimony in front of a hearing officer and the public audience, with a 
court reporter present; or (2) testimony directly to a court reporter in a private setting.  Nearly 
400  individuals—i.e.,  almost  a  third  of  the  attendees—provided  testimony  during  the  three 
public hearing sessions.55   FAA staffed the hearings with persons trained  in sign  language and 
with  Spanish/English  translators.    FAA  displayed  approximately  50  exhibit  boards  at  each 
hearing.    FAA  and  its  contractor  staffed  the meetings with  approximately 45  individuals  and 
technical experts, all of whom were available  to answer questions  from  the public.   FAA also 
provided an automated property locator map at the hearings to enable interested members of 

                                                 
54 OMP EIS at Appendix U (Response to Comments), p. U.1‐1. 

55 O’Hare Modernization Final Environmental Impact Statement at U.1‐1.   
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the  public  to  locate  their  residence  in  relation  to  existing  and  forecasted  future  noise 
contours.56   
 
FAA invited public comment on the draft EIS for 75 days.57  This not only exceeds the minimum 
requirement of 45 days, but also is more than afforded in most airport EISs.58 
 
Figure 7: Duration of Comment Period for Draft EIS 

 
 
The extended public comment period  for  the OMP  resulted  in nearly 1,500  comments.59   As 
depicted in Figure 8, this is a significant response for an airport EIS.60 
                                                 
56 OMP EIS, Appendix T at T‐4 – T‐5. 

57 OMP EIS, Appendix U (Response to Public Comments) at U.1‐1. 

58 The comment period for the LAX Master Plan project lasted 295 days.  As noted above, this is an extreme outlier 
and  is due  to  the  intervening events of September 11, 2011 and  the subsequent emergence of an entirely new 
alternative. 

59 OMP ROD at 37. 
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Figure 8: Number of Comments on the draft EIS 

 
D. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

When the public comment period on the draft EIS closes, the federal agency must evaluate and 
consider  all  comments,  both  individually  and  collectively,  and must  resolve  all  of  the  issues 
raised prior to issuing its final EIS.  Resolution of public comments in the final EIS can take many 
forms  including  supplemental  analysis,  factual  corrections,  or  explanation  of why  no  further 
agency response or analysis is warranted.61 
 
FAA published the  final EIS  for the OMP  in July 2005, six months after  it distributed the draft 
EIS, and three months after the close of the public comment period.62  As required, in the final 
EIS, FAA provided  responses  to each of  the comments  filed on  the draft EIS.63   For example, 
commenters  had  requested  that  the  flight  tracks  be  presented  over  an  area‐wide map  to 

                                                                                                                                                             
60 Again, of the airport EISs we examined, only the LAX Master Plan project received more comments. 

61 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4; see also Citizen’s Guide at 16, 18. 

62 70 Fed. Reg. 43,929 (July 29, 2005). 

63 See generally, OMP EIS, Appendix U (Response to Comments). 
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disclose  the  location  of  those  affected.    In  response,  FAA  added  29  exhibits  regarding  the 
location of the flight tracks to the final EIS.64 
 
While FAA is not obligated to solicit comments on a final EIS,65 the current trend is to afford at 
least  30  days  for  public  comment  before  a  ROD  is  prepared.    Of  the  airport  projects  we 
reviewed, FAA  solicited public  comments on  the  final EIS  for all but  the earliest project  (the 
2000  LaGuardia  Roadway  Improvement  Project).    For  the  other  projects we  reviewed,  FAA 
generally afforded the same 30‐day public comment period; in one case, the 2006 Panama City 
Relocation final EIS, FAA afforded 45 days for comment on the final EIS. 
 
For  the  OMP  EIS,  FAA  offered  a  30‐day  comment  period66  to  permit  interested  parties  to 
formally comment on  those portions of  the  final EIS  that had been updated or  refined  since 
publication of  the draft EIS.    In addition,  in order  to  facilitate public  review,  FAA distributed 
copies  of  the  final OMP  EIS  broadly  to  public  libraries,  city  halls,  and many  of  the  principal 
commenters on the draft EIS.  FAA also made the final EIS available on its website.  In response, 
FAA received several hundred pages of public comments on the final EIS.67 
 
FAA considered the comments it received prior to publishing its final decision in the ROD.  The 
ROD  includes 351 pages of  responses  to  these comments.   FAA  reports  that  it “drafted each 
section of the main body of the Record of Decision after having given full consideration to the 
comments” and that it also “made a commitment to review and respond to comments received 
after the close of the comment period, to the extent practicable … .”68 
 

E. FINDINGS 

In its ROD for the OMP, FAA stated that it had provided “extensive” opportunities for the public 
to comment throughout the EIS process.69  We concur.   
 
We  found  that  the public outreach  conducted  for  the OMP  EIS  far  exceeded  the minimum 
requirement  and  was  more  extensive  than  almost  any  other  recent  major  airport 
development project.   The outreach was consistent with, and some  instances, exceeded best 
practices in the airport industry. 
                                                 
64 OMP EIS at U.5‐22. 

65 40 C.F.R. § 1503.1(b)  (“An agency may request comments on a  final EIS before  the decision  is  finally made.”) 
(emphasis added). 

66 70 Fed. Reg. 43,929, 43,930 (July 29, 2005). 

67 OMP ROD at 38. 

68 OMP ROD, Appendix A (Response to Comments) at A.0‐1. 

69 OMP ROD at 38. 
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Highlights of the OMP EIS public process include: 
 
Pre‐Scoping 

• FAA conducted 68 pre‐scoping briefings and public meetings with federal, state, and 
local organizations, elected officials, and the local public.  This is substantially more 
than any of  the pre‐scoping public outreach opportunities afforded  for  the other 
major airport EISs that we reviewed. 

Scoping 
• FAA held four scoping meetings.   
• FAA  sent  written  invitations  to  participate  in  the  scoping  process  to  over  500 

individuals  

Early Coordination and Release of Information 
• FAA held more public meetings between  scoping and  release of  the draft EIS  for 

the OMP EIS than for any other airport EIS that we reviewed.   
• These meetings included: 

o An informational meeting for local mayors. 
o Five briefings to the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC). 
o A public outreach meeting on the preliminary purpose and need for the project. 
o A working session for local governments on project alternatives. 
o Three environmental justice public workshops. 
o More than 30 small group meetings on environmental justice issues. 

• FAA  also  released  almost 7.5 million pages of  technical data early  in  the process, 
before issuing the draft EIS. 

Draft EIS 
• FAA  held  three  public  hearings  on  the  draft  EIS,  which  is  above  the  industry 

standard. 
• FAA extended the comment period on the draft EIS from 45 days to 75 days. 
• FAA received and responded to approximately 1,000 comments on the draft EIS. 

Final EIS 
• FAA offered a 30 day comment period on the final EIS. 
• FAA received and responded to approximately 500 comments on the final EIS. 

* * *   
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II. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF OMP 
A. OVERVIEW 

With  the  issuance of a ROD, FAA’s  formal NEPA  responsibilities are complete.   Nevertheless,  
many airport sponsors have found it both prudent and responsible to continue public outreach 
efforts long after the ROD and especially during the construction period for a complex project.   
However, measuring and comparing these efforts among airports is difficult because post‐ROD 
community  outreach  is  neither  required  nor  formally  documented  in  any  manner.  
Unfortunately, we do not have the benefit of the same kind of quantitative analysis that was 
available to compare the OMP EIS outreach efforts with public outreach for other airport EISs.  
Nevertheless, we  can make  some qualitative observations about  the City’s ongoing outreach 
efforts  both  absolutely  and  comparatively,  in  relation  to  other  major  airports  and  airport 
development projects. 
 
The following are some examples of the most common tools that other large airports generally 
use in promoting public outreach during construction and development of complex projects: 
 

 Public Websites.   Many airports host public websites  that  can be used  to provide easily‐
accessible  information on an ongoing program or project.   These websites can be used to 
provide a single source of definitive information and to answer frequently asked questions 
(FAQs).    For  example,  Fort  Lauderdale  hosts  a  comprehensive  website  dedicated  to  its 
sound  insulation program.70    In addition,  like many other airport sponsors, the City of Los 
Angeles has  a dedicated website  and publishes  fact  sheets  in plain English  about  its  LAX 
development plans.71 

 
 Videos. Some airports have published sophisticated videos and simulations to provide the 
public with a visual sense of the development project.72   Los Angeles maintains a webcam 
so the public can monitor project progress in real time.73   

 
 Publication of Data and  Information.   Airports commonly publish FAQs, white papers, and 
other  documents  containing  educational materials  and  data.    For  example,  the  City  of 
Houston has published a comprehensive “project definition manual” on  its website which 

                                                 
70 See, for example, the website for the Ft. Lauderdale sound insulation program, 
http://www.fllnoisemitigation.com/ or the site for the Louisville Standiford Field sound insulation program, 
http://www.flylouisville.com/quieter‐home/.  

71 http://www.lawa.org/laxdev/ProjectFactSheet.aspx. 

72 See, for example, the video of the development of an ‘airport city’ at Denver International Airport, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5A‐xCGyyJms or the video of the new terminal complex at New Orleans Louis 
Armstrong Airport, http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Tiqq1FQNezw&feature=c4‐
overview&list=UUDwlfIrMROhiNNSMcVwKMAQ. 

73 http://www.earthcam.net/external/image.php?t=e892c39b606beddd17f51fd69c78e6d9&m=7606.jpg. 
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provides significant detail about the project elements of its international terminal expansion 
project.74    Houston  also maintains  a multimedia  gallery  about  its  international  terminal 
expansion at Houston Hobby Airport so  the public can easily monitor  the progress of  the 
project.75 

 
 Public Outreach.  Airport sponsors also offer a broad array of public outreach opportunities.  
For  example, when  it was  engaged  in  an  ambitious  expansion  and  redevelopment  of  its 
terminal, San Jose Mineta Airport published a regular blog of latest news.76  Town Hall‐style 
meetings are another common tool to keep the public informed about airport development 
projects.77  Other  airports,  such  as  San  Francisco  International,  have  well‐established 
community roundtables  that exercise oversight and  review of  the airport’s environmental 
program.78 

If there is a common theme through all of these efforts, it is that airport sponsors use different 
tools to achieve the same objective: to provide the public with accurate, up‐to‐date information 
about  the progress of  complex projects and  to offer a  single point‐of‐contact  for  comments, 
questions, and concerns. 

B. PUBLIC INFORMATION TOOLS AT O’HARE 

Chicago  employs  many  of  the  traditional  best  practices  to  promote  transparency  about 
operations  at  and  impacts  from O’Hare.    The  City  also  has  several  distinctive  tools  that  are 
unavailable  to most other airport communities.   We have highlighted below some of  the key 
elements of the City’s public outreach efforts. 

1. O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC)79 

ONCC  is  unique  among  U.S.  airports.    No  other  airport  has  created  a  permanent 
intergovernmental entity like ONCC that is directly responsible for advice, formal oversight, and 

                                                 
74 http://www.fly2houston.com/TDPlan. 

75 http://www.fly2houston.com/HOUMediaGallery. 

76 http://www.thesanjoseblog.com/2013/10/sjc‐expanding‐international‐terminal.html. 

77 See, e.g., http://www.flysfo.com/professional‐services‐town‐hall (San Francisco International); 
http://www.burbankairport.com/airportauthority/airport‐authority/city‐airport‐visioning‐process.html (Burbank 
Bob Hope Airport); and  http://www.sun‐sentinel.com/local/broward/fl‐airport‐noise‐meeting‐20150217‐
story.html (Ft. Lauderdale). 

78 See http://sforoundtable.org/. 

79 ONCC is an inter‐governmental agency that was established in 1996 and is dedicated to reducing aircraft noise 
around O’Hare.    Its members  include 36 municipalities, Cook County, and 16  school districts near O’Hare.   See, 
OMP ROD at 7‐2; see also http://www.oharenoise.org/about‐oncc/about‐us. 
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supervision  of  the  airport’s  noise  program.80    While  its  original  mission  is  limited  to  the 
oversight of the noise insulation program, ONCC operates as a forum to promote transparency 
more broadly  and has  successfully engaged  the  community  in  a wide  range of noise‐related 
issues.   ONCC meetings also provide an opportunity  for regular updates about relevant noise 
data and information of interest to the public.  For example: 

• CDA  representatives  regularly appear at ONCC meetings  to discuss noise,  runway use, 
and complaints. 81,82 
 

• FAA representatives frequently make presentations at ONCC meetings.  For example, in 
May 2014, FAA Great Lakes Regional Administrator Barry Cooper presented information 
about Converging Runway Operations that FAA initiated at O’Hare International Airport 
on Airport April 14, 2014 at  the direction of  the National Transportation Safety Board 
(NTSB).    At  that  presentation, Mr.  Cooper  explained  that  to  comply  with  the  NTSB 
directive,  O’Hare  is  now  limiting  departures  from  Runway  32L  during  West  Flow 
operations and from Runway 4L during East Flow operations during the day. 83 

2. Airport Noise Management System (ANMS) Noise Data 
 
CDA maintains and makes publicly available a full suite of noise data through  its ANMS, which 
was first installed in 1996.  The ANMS collects, analyzes, and processes data from a number of 
sources  of  information  including  a  network  of  32  noise monitors  around O'Hare,  FAA  radar 
data, weather data, and noise complaints. Over 150,000  flights and 400,000 noise events are 
recorded by the ANMS each month.84  Monthly reports are made public on the ONCC website.85  
CDA has published fact sheets providing diagrams and technical  information to give readers a 
better understanding of how the monitors work in communities. 86  CDA has been working with 
ONCC  to acquire and  install eight new permanent airport noise monitors  in Chicago and  the 
suburban communities near O'Hare International Airport. 87,88 

                                                 
80  Community  advisory  groups  are  common  but  generally  are  far more  limited  in  duration  (e.g.,  during  the 
preparation of an environmental document or a noise compatibility program) or their mission is limited to review 
of noise monitoring data. 

81 E.g, ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 

82 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Oct. 3, 2014). 

83 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 

84 http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/Pages/Aircraft‐Noise‐Management‐System‐
Reports.aspx. 

85 http://www.oharenoise.org/noise‐management/noise‐reports/anms. 

86 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 

87 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Aug. 12, 2014). 
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3. Fly Quiet Program 
 
In  June of 1997,  the City,  in coordination with  the airlines, ONCC, and FAA,  implemented  the 
“Fly Quiet” Program in an effort to further reduce the impacts of aircraft noise on surrounding 
neighborhoods.89    The  Fly Quiet Program  implements  a  series of  voluntary noise  abatement 
flight  and  operating  procedures  designed  to  reduce  the  impact  of  aircraft  noise  during 
nighttime hours. 90 CDA prepares and makes available to the public a quarterly Fly Quiet Report.  
The  Fly  Quiet  Report  contains  detailed  information  regarding  nighttime  runway  use,  flight 
operations,  flight  tracks,  and  noise  complaints  and  24‐hour  tracking  of  ground  run‐ups.  The 
data presented in this report is compiled from the ANMS and airport operation logs.91  CDA also 
has published a Fly Quiet Manual that describes the program.92  ONCC members encourage the 
public to review the manual to get a better understanding of how runways are utilized during 
the nighttime hours. 93 
 

4. CDA Community Outreach Vehicle 

One  of  the  distinctive  tools  used  by  the  City  to  increase  awareness  is  CDA’s  Community 
Outreach Vehicle  (COV), which  is  available  to  travel  to  community  events within  the City of 
Chicago  and  surrounding  areas  to  discuss  noise management  and mitigation.    The  COV  has 
onboard technology to provide video presentations and computer demonstrations that explain 
noise data to the public. 94 

5. Noise Complaints 
 
Like most airports, O’Hare also has a system  for the public to  log noise complaints, either via 
telephone to the O'Hare Noise Hotline or via an online form. The complaints are forwarded to 
CDA for tracking purposes and are included as data in the ANMS reports.95 
                                                                                                                                                             
88 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Oct. 14, 2014). 

89 See, http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/FlyQuiet/Quarterly‐Reports.aspx. 

90 OMP ROD at 7‐2. 

91 http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/FlyQuiet/Quarterly‐Reports.aspx. 

92 http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/FlyQuiet/Pages/Fly‐Quiet‐Program.aspx. 

93 E.g., ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 13, 2014). 

94 http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/AirportNoise/Pages/Airport‐
Noise.aspx#commission. 

95 http://www.flychicago.com/OHare/EN/AboutUs/NoiseManagement/NoiseComplaints/Pages/Noise‐
Complaints.aspx. 
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C. POST EIS PUBLIC OUTREACH ON OMP  

To date, the City has completed Phase 1 of the OMP, which  includes new Runway 9L/27R on 
the  north  airfield,  the  extension  to Runway  10L/28R  on  the  south  airfield,  and  new  runway 
10C/28C.  96   The City  and CDA have  taken  significant  steps  to  keep  the public  informed  and 
engaged during the implementation of the project and to ensure that the public has an ongoing 
access to data to understand impacts of O’Hare on their communities. 
 
ONCC has been an essential element of this outreach.    It holds more than 20 public meetings 
annually.97    These  meetings  have  provided  a  forum  for  regular  updates  on  construction 
progress  and  dialogue  with  FAA.    For  example,  ONCC  provided  regular  public  updates  in 
preparation of the opening of new runway 10C/28C.  In November 2012—almost a year before 
the new runway was commissioned—CDA and FAA made an initial public presentation to ONCC, 
announcing the status of the construction, the intent to open the new runway in October 2013, 
and  the  fact  that air  traffic  changes would occur when Runway 10C/28C was  commissioned.  
The  presentation  included  analysis  of  how  noise  contours  have  changed  over  time  and  the 
impacts of the Residential Sound Insulation Program.  Over the course of the next year, CDA, in 
cooperation with FAA and ONCC, held over 30 public meetings and seven community outreach 
efforts related to the commissioning of Runway 10C/28C,98  including meetings  in  Itasca and 99 
Bensenville.100  This outreach effort included meetings with local, state, and federal officials, as 
well as Chicago ward representatives.101,102,103,104 
 

CDA continues to use ONCC meetings as a forum to keep the community well‐informed about 
OMP  construction activities.105   Additionally, CDA has been aggressive about distributing and 
presenting information that is directly responsive to public concerns about the OMP.   
                                                 
96 FAA, Draft Re‐Evaluation of the O’Hare Modernization EIS at 1‐1 & 2‐4. 

97 See http://www.oharenoise.org/about‐oncc/about‐us. 

98 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Nov. 1, 2013). 

99 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Mar. 8, 2013) (referencing meetings with U.S. Congressman Mike Quigley). 

100 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Oct. 4, 2013). 

101 E.g., ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Feb. 1, 2013) (referencing briefings with Illinois Senator John Mulroe of the 10th 
District and efforts to contact Chicago Ward Aldermen). 

102 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Feb. 1, 2013). 

103 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (June 7, 2013). 

104 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Sept. 6, 2013) (referencing meeting with “several state senators and representatives, 
Chicago aldermen, suburban mayors, FAA and CDA leaders and citizens represented by the FAIR Group”). 

105 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 
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For example: 
 

• The City made  its Community Outreach Vehicle available  to keep  the public educated 
about the progress of the OMP.106 
 

• CDA distributed a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) document regarding the opening 
of Runway 10C/28C that proved successful in answering specific questions.107 
 

• CDA has a Nighttime Construction Awareness Program and distributes flyers to provide 
the  general  public  with  detailed  information  concerning  the  nighttime  construction 
schedule at O’Hare.108 
 

• In  response  to concerns  that  the Fly Quiet program emphasized departures only, CDA 
agreed  to present  a  comprehensive  analysis of  arrival patterns  at  an ONCC Technical 
Committee meeting. 109,110  This information has helped ONCC members and citizens to 
“look  broadly  at  incidents  –  not  necessarily  at  specific  individual  flights  –  and  think 
about incremental changes to deal with arrivals.”111 

 
In addition, since publishing its ROD, FAA has made regular presentations regarding its ongoing 
role.  For example: the O’Hare Air Traffic Control Tower Manager made a presentation on east‐
west flow procedures at O’Hare in March 2015.112 
 

D. FINDINGS 
It is important to recognize that there is no legal obligation to continue public involvement in an 
airport  project  once  the  formal  NEPA  process  has  concluded.    Nevertheless, many  airport 
sponsors continue project‐specific public outreach efforts  long after the environmental review 
process is over because the success of a project is often dependent on an informed community 
and a transparent process.   

                                                 
106 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Nov. 8, 2012). 

107 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Nov. 12, 2013). 

108 E.g., Chicago O’Hare International Airport, 2015 Nighttime Construction Awareness Program No. 1 (April – Mid 
June); Chicago O’Hare  International Airport, 2015 Nighttime Construction Awareness Program No.2  (Mid‐June – 
November). 

109 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (March 11, 2014). 

110 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (April 8, 2014). 

111 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 

112 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Mar. 24, 2015). 
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The City and CDA employs all of the key tools and techniques,  including public websites, data 
collection,  complaint  hotlines,  and  regular  reporting.    However,  unlike  its  peers,  Chicago 
benefits from the presence of a permanent  intergovernmental entity – the ONCC – which has 
been  successful  in  transmitting  information  and  ensuring  transparency  so  that  community 
concerns can be aired and resolved in a constructive manner. 
 
Ultimately, we found that the City and CDA have conducted comprehensive – and successful – 
community outreach efforts during the  implementation of the OMP.   The community has had 
significant and ongoing opportunities to participate  in public meetings.   City and FAA officials 
have  regularly  communicated  with  the  public  about  project  timelines  and  implications.  
Throughout  this process, ONCC has  served as a  successful platform  for  the public  to  identify 
issues and air concerns. 
 

* * * 
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III. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE PENDING WRITTEN REEVALUATION 

A. OVERVIEW 

While the City of Chicago plans to complete all of the improvements examined in the 2005 EIS, 
it  has  modified  the  construction  schedule  for  the  completion  of  the  runways  in  Phase  2.  
Specifically,  the opening of new Runways 10R/28L and 9C/27C and  the extension of Runway 
9R/27L, along with the decommissioning of the 14/32 diagonal runways, will not all occur  in a 
single year, as examined  in the  initial EIS.   FAA has determined that a supplemental EIS  is not 
warranted;  however,  FAA  is  examining  the  interim  impacts  of  the  revised  construction 
sequence on aircraft noise and the environment through a written reevaluation.113 
 
By way of background, a written re‐evaluation is “a document used to determine whether the 
contents  of  a  previously  prepared  environmental  document  (i.e.,  a  draft  or  final  EA  or  EIS) 
remain  valid or  a new or  supplemental environmental document  is  required.”  114   A written 
reevaluation may be necessary  if  there  is either  substantial new  information or a  substantial 
change to the project that is relevant to environmental concerns.  In such cases, the responsible 
FAA official should “use his or her professional judgment to determine if a written reevaluation 
is needed.”115  Written reevaluations are generally an internal process.  There is no requirement 
for public outreach when FAA prepares a written reevaluation to validate a prior EIS.    In fact, 
FAA has no obligation to even share the final document with the public.116 
 
Typically, FAA uses  its discretion to prepare written reevaluations particularly when an airport 
sponsor proposes a modification to an approved, but not yet completed, project.  For example: 
 

 Philadelphia,  Capacity  Enhancement  Program  (Written  Reevaluation  Pending).    FAA 
issued  a  ROD  approving  the  Capacity  Enhancement  Program  at  the  Philadelphia 
International  Airport  in  2010.  The  Capacity  Enhancement  Program  involves  a 
comprehensive airfield reconfiguration to address significant delays at the Airport.  The 
project, as approved in the 2010 ROD, included the relocation of the UPS hub facility to 
accommodate the new east‐west parallel runway on the south side of the airport.  The 
UPS hub  facility was  to be  relocated  in an area west of  the Airport on property  to be 
acquired from Tinicum Township, Delaware County, PA.  Just east of the relocated UPS, 
Cargo City would be redeveloped  in  its current  location with some expansion.    In April 
2015, the City of Philadelphia requested approval to modify the Capacity Enhancement 
Program  relocations of Cargo City and UPS.   These modifications, known as  the Cargo 
City Reconfiguration Plan, were developed in concert with Tinicum Township officials in 

                                                 
113 See, e.g., ONCC Meeting Minutes (Oct. 3, 2014). 
 
114 Order 1050.1F ¶ 9‐2. 

115 Order 5050.4B at ¶ 1401(c). 

116 Order 5050.4B ¶ 1401(d). 
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order to avoid or minimize residential and business relocations associated with the West 
Side Acquisition Area, while  still accommodating  the Capacity Enhancement Program.  
FAA is presently preparing a written reevaluation of these changes and released a draft 
Written Reevaluation just  last week. 

 
 Los  Angeles  International  Airport,  West  Aircraft  Maintenance  Area  (2014  Written 
Reevaluation).    In 2005, FAA  issued a ROD approving an updated Airport Layout Plan 
(ALP) at  LAX  to depict planned  future  locations of  runways,  taxiways, aircraft parking 
aprons,  terminal  buildings,  and  other  associated  facilities  identified  in  the  2004  LAX 
Master Plan.   The original ALP depicted the consolidation of aircraft maintenance  into 
the  southwest quadrant of  the  airport,  east of north/south  Taxiway AA.    The  airport 
sponsor subsequently proposed to relocate those facilities to the west side of Taxiway 
AA.  FAA prepared a written reevaluation of this change in 2014. 

 
 Fort  Lauderdale,  Runway  Expansion  (2011  Written  Reevaluation;  2014  Written 
Reevaluation.    In  2008,  FAA  issued  a  ROD  for  a  runway  expansion  and  associated 
development  projects.    FAA  conducted  a  written  reevaluation  in  2011  to  evaluate 
changes to the ALP identified after issuance of the 2008 ROD.  Changes included revised 
runway gradients, addition of taxiway bridge structures, and changes to NAVAIDS.  This 
reevaluation included a comprehensive examination of the full scope of environmental 
analyses in the underlying EIS.  FAA conducted a second written reevaluation in 2014 to 
address additional engineering and design refinements. 
 

 Panama City, Airport Relocation and Relinquishment (2009 Written Reevaluation).   In 
2006,  FAA  issued  a  ROD  approving  the  relocation  of  the  Panama  City‐Bay  County 
International  Airport  to  a  new  greenfield  site  in  Bay  County,  Florida.    In  2009,  the 
sponsor submitted a request  for approval of an updated ALP,  increasing  the  length of 
the primary runway at the relocated airport from 8,400 to 10,000 feet.  FAA prepared a 
nine page written reevaluation in 2009 to examine this change. 

In some instances, FAA also conducts reevaluations to examine impacts that were not identified 
(or unknown) at the time of the underlying EIS.  For example: 

 Panama City, Airport Relocation and Relinquishment (2011 Written Reevaluation).   In 
2011, FAA conducted a second reevaluation for the Panama City Airport Relocation EIS 
to examine the impacts of the disposal and development of the initial airport site.  In the 
original  2006  EIS,  FAA  evaluated  the  impacts  of  redevelopment  based  on  the  best 
information available at the time.   At that time, FAA noted that further environmental 
review would be conducted when FAA took formal action on the release and disposal of 
the old airport  site.    In 2011,  the  sponsor  submitted a  request  for  release  from grant 
obligations  for  the  former  airport  property.    FAA  then  prepared  a  2011  written 
reevaluation  that  included  a  comprehensive  examination  of  the  full  suite  of 
environmental impacts associated with the release and development of the prior site. 
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In rare occasions, FAA prepares a written reevaluation to address extraordinary public concern. 
For example: 
 

 Boston  Logan,  Centerfield  Taxiway  (2007  Written  Reevaluation).    In  2002,  FAA 
completed  an  EIS  and  issued  a ROD  approving  comprehensive  airside  improvements.  
During the EIS process, the public expressed significant concerns about noise and safety 
issues  related  to  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.    In  response  to  community  concerns,  FAA 
deferred a decision concerning the Centerfield Taxiway in the 2002 ROD and committed 
to conduct additional analysis and offer additional opportunities for public involvement. 
 

As these examples  illustrate, while FAA has considerable discretion to reevaluate an EIS, most 
formal written reevaluations occur in two principal situations: (1) where the sponsor proposes 
changes or new elements  in  its project that were not previously evaluated  in the EIS, and  (2) 
where there were known project elements that were not examined in the original EIS for some 
defined reason.  

B. WRITTEN REEVALUATION FOR THE O’HARE MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 

The  need  for  additional  environmental  documentation  to  address  sequencing  changes  for 
implementing the OMP was aired early and often. 
 
FAA announced  its  intent  to prepare a written  reevaluation as early as November 2012,  in a 
presentation on  the plans  for  the  timing and commissioning  for Runway 10C/28C.  117   Senior 
FAA officials made regular public presentations at ONCC meetings.  In particular, FAA Regional 
Administrator  Barry  Cooper  engaged  in  lengthy  conversations with ONCC members  and  the 
public  regarding  the  timing  of,  and  need  for,  a written  reevaluation.118,119    In  addition,  FAA 
made  regular presentations on  the progress of  the written  reevaluation and plans  for public 
review of the document. 120,121,122,123,124,125 
                                                 
117  ONCC, Meeting Minutes  (Nov.  9,  2012)  (public  discussion  regarding  the  intent  to  provide  environmental 
documentation of temporary impacts associated with OMP schedule modifications.). 

118 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 2, 2014). 

119 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Sept. 5, 2014). 

120 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Sept. 9, 2014). 

121 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Sept. 29, 2014). 

122 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (Oct. 3, 2014). 

123 ONCC Meeting Minutes (Jan. 13, 2015). 

124 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (April 14, 2015). 

125 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (May 1, 2015). 



July 30, 2015 
Page 34 
 
 
FAA ultimately released a draft written reevaluation for the OMP EIS on July 27, 2015.126   The 
written reevaluation was designed to examine sequencing changes that had not been examined 
in the final EIS.  The written reevaluation does not revisit the ultimate build‐out condition or the 
project elements. 
 
As it did with the EIS data, FAA provided for the early release of analysis on its reevaluation.  On 
June 2, 2015, FAA published public workshop dates,  times, and  locations.   On  June 10, 2015, 
FAA  also made  its  TAAM  analysis  available  through  its website.    In  addition,  FAA  published 
information about public workshop dates, times, and locations in the Federal Register, Chicago 
Tribune, Chicago Sun‐Times, and Daily Herald on June 12, 2015.127 
 
FAA ultimately decided to hold four public hearings on the draft written reevaluation in August 
2015.128  While it initially proposed just two hearings, the agency received strong pressure from 
the City and ONCC to increase that number to four.129,130,131 
 
As depicted  in Figure 9, four  is an extraordinary number of public hearings for an FAA written 
reevaluation.   NEPA and FAA policies do not  require any particular public process  for written 
reevaluations.132  A written reevaluation is typically an internal document, and FAA, in fact, has 
no obligation  to subject  the  final document  to public scrutiny.133   Of  the seven other written 
reevaluations we reviewed, FAA offered no other formal public hearings.   
 
 

                                                 
126 80 Fed. Reg. 44,416 (July 27, 2015).  The draft is available at: 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_development/omp/eis_re_eval/. 

127 FAA, Draft Re‐Evaluation of the O’Hare Modernization EIS at 4‐1. 

128 80 Fed. Reg. 40,119 (July 13, 2015). 

129 ONCC, Meeting Minutes (April 14, 2015) (“[ONCC] Member] Ms. Dunlap noted three sessions were conducted 
when  the original draft EIS was  released and at  that  time  the public  felt  it wasn’t enough.    She expressed her 
frustration that only two meetings would be held and said she was disappointed with FAA for not considering four 
open house sessions.”). 

130  ONCC, Meeting Minutes  (May  1,  2015)  (referencing meetings  between  Chicago Mayor  Emanuel  and  FAA 
Administrator Huerta). 

131 See, Press Release, Mayor Emanuel Announces National Study On Airport Noise To Be Expedited (May 8, 2015), 
available  at:  http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/mayor/press_room/press_releases/2015/may/mayor‐
emanuel‐announces‐national‐study‐on‐airport‐noise‐to‐be‐ex.html. 

132 E.g., Order 1050.1F ¶ 9‐2. 

133 Order 5050.4B ¶ 1402(d). 
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Figure 9: Hearings on FAA Written Reevaluations 
 

FAA Written Reevaluations  Hearings on Written 
Reevaluation 

 
O’Hare Modernization Program (Pending) 

 
4 

Philadelphia Capacity Enhancement Program (Pending)  0 
LAX West Aircraft Maintenance Area (2014)  0 
Fort Lauderdale Runway Expansion (2014)  0 
Panama City Airport Relinquishment (2011)  0 
Panama City Airport Relocation (2009)  0 
Logan Airport, Centerfield Taxiway (2007)  0 

 
The  hearings  on  the written  reevaluation will  be  held  in  four  communities  surrounding  the 
airport: Niles, Chicago, Bensenville, and Elk Grove Village.134 
 
Figure 10:  Location of Public Hearings on FAA Written Reevaluation for the OMP EIS 
 

 
 

FAA has also offered extensive opportunity for the public to provide written comments on the 
OMP Written Evaluation.   Of the other written reevaluations that we reviewed, FAA provided 
this opportunity  for only  three other written  reevaluations.   Where FAA has offered a public 

                                                 
134 FAA, Draft Re‐Evaluation of the O’Hare Modernization EIS at 4‐2. 
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comment period,  that period  is usually  30 days  (as  is  the  current  case  for  the OMP written 
reevaluation135).  However, as depicted in Figure 11, we are aware of at least one instance, the 
2007 Logan Written Reevaluation, where the comment period was substantially longer.136 
 
Figure 11:  Public Comment Periods for FAA Written Reevaluations 

 
C. FINDINGS 

While FAA is under no obligation to conduct any public process for a written reevaluation, it has 
offered unparalleled opportunities  for public  involvement  in  the OMP Written Reevaluation.  
FAA provided  the early  release of documents and  information.    It will be holding  four public 
hearings on the draft written reevaluation  in communities surrounding O’Hare.    It will accept 
public comments on the draft document for 30 days, and  it has committed to provide written 
responses to any comments received when it publishes a final written reevaluation.137  This far 
exceeds  the public  involvement opportunities  for any  recent FAA written  reevaluation and  is 
consistent with the unusual degree of transparency afforded to the public with respect to OMP. 
 

* * * 

                                                 
135 FAA, Draft Re‐Evaluation of the O’Hare Modernization EIS at 4‐3. 

136 The extended comment period  for  the 2007 Logan Written Reevaluation  is due  in  large part  to  the agency’s 
mitigation commitment in the ROD to conduct additional environmental evaluation and community involvement.  
See Environmental  Impact Statement and Record of Decision, Airside  Improvements Planning Project Centerfield 
Taxiway, Logan International Airport (2007) at 5. 

137 See, generally, FAA, Draft Re‐Evaluation of the O’Hare Modernization EIS at Chapter 4 (Public Outreach). 
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Program  (Written Reevaluation ‐ Pending)

O'Hare Modernization Program (Written
Reevaluation ‐ Pending)
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IV. ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  
CDA  requested  that  we  also  identify  opportunities  that  may  exist  for  improvements  or 
enhancement of public involvement going forward. 
 
For  the  purpose  of  this  forward‐looking  review,  we  examined  not  only  the  formal 
environmental  review  processes,  but  also  the  on‐going  level  of  community  engagement  at 
other airports.  Each airport proprietor operates in a different public and political environment 
and public expectations  for participation, disclosure,  and  transparency  vary  considerably.    In 
this case, the City of Chicago operates  in an environment that emphasizes public  involvement 
and therefore, the public’s expectations are higher than in most other cities. 
 
A  good  starting  point  is  FAA’s  Community  Involvement  Policy  Statement  and  accompanying 
Manual, which identifies four key goals for any community involvement program: 
 

• Inform/educate  the public.   When people understand why  things are  the way 
they are or how things work, they are more  likely to accept or support planning 
recommendations.  In the absence of information, people become suspicious.  An 
adverse  relationship  tends  to  develop.    Once  this  relationship  develops,  it  is 
difficult to solve problems when they occur. 
 

• Gather  information  from  the  public.    Community  involvement  provides  an 
opportunity to gather information about local needs and concerns … . 
 

• Conflict  resolution.    Community  involvement  sometimes  results  in  a  general 
agreement which  provides  a  base  of  support  for  proposed  actions  or  policies.  
Because of the divided responsibility for aviation noise compatibility, many things 
can  be  resolved  by mutual  agreement  that  are  difficult  to  accomplish  by  the 
decision of one of the agencies. 
 

• Establish the credibility of the decision‐making process.   Since there cannot be 
complete agreement on all solutions, decisions must derive  their  legitimacy not 
just from legal authority but from the common belief that they were arrived at in 
a  fair and equitable manner.   Decision‐making must be open and visible so  the 
public  can make  its own  judgment about whether  the decision‐making process 
was  fair.    The  public must  believe  that  equal  access  has  been  provided  to  all 
individuals and groups.138 

                                                 
138 FAA, Community Involvement Manual at 13‐14. 
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With these goals  in mind, we have  identified several actions that CDA and the City could take 
(either  independently  or  in  cooperation  with  FAA)  in  order  to  enhance  transparency  and 
community awareness of the OMP and its impacts on the community: 

1. Continue and enhance the role of ONCC 

ONCC  has  been  remarkably  successful  as  a  forum  for  a  civic  dialogue  between  CDA  and  its 
neighbors.  Other airports have tried with far less success to establish an entity which can act as 
such a liaison.  The City should not only continue to rely on ONCC, but should take advantage of 
the pre‐existing and trusted forum offered by ONCC.  ONCC could expand its role and become a 
broader  venue  for  conveying  information  about  the  City’s  airport  plans  that  could  have  an 
impact  on  nearby  communities.    San  Francisco,  for  example,  has  found  that  its  Community 
Roundtable  has  provided  a  valuable  forum  for  discussion  and  debate  of  noise  issues  in  an 
environment which  promotes meaningful  dialogue  on  substantive  issues.    Issues  are  vetted 
through the Roundtable before being presented elsewhere, and the Roundtable has become a 
trusted  advisor  for  the  airport  proprietor.  The  Roundtable  has  used  its  website, 
www.sforoundtable.org, as a reliable source of  information not only about the airport and  its 
noise  program,  but  also  about  policies  and  science  in  connection  with  noise  mitigation, 
abatement, and control.139  The City and ONCC could certainly enhance the role of ONCC in this 
same respect. 
 
ONCC  also  can  continue  to  serve  an  important  role  in  gathering  information  from  the 
community.   For example, ONCC  is well‐suited to  identify the scope of community  interest  in 
the City  taking  further action  to address mitigation of noise‐affected  residences.   ONCC also 
may be able to identify other public outreach and community engagement strategies that could 
be effective in these particular communities. 

2. Increase opportunities for education about technical noise and operations data 

Past experience has  shown  that public engagement  is especially effective when  the public  is 
well‐informed on a continuing basis about the technical, practical, and  legal constraints under 
which the airport must operate.   This  is especially true with respect to public engagement on 
issues concerning flight tracks and flight patterns.  Airports have found it to be highly effective 
to convene a series of tutorials, designed for a lay audience, to explain those constraints in plain 
English.    While  FAA  (and  often  the  airport  proprietor  itself)  makes  technical  information 
available on their respective webpages, the information is often not presented in a manner that 
is  accessible  to  a public  audience.   Organizations  like  the Metropolitan Airports Commission 
(MAC) in Minneapolis‐St. Paul, have done an exemplary job of both conducting public outreach 
and  maintaining  easily  accessible  web  information  to  educate  the  public  on  noise‐related 
issues.140    For MAC  in  particular,  the  result  has  been  a well‐informed  public  dialogue  and  a 
focus on issues and approaches to noise problems that are practical and attainable. 
                                                 
139 See http://sforoundtable.org/noise‐101/. 

140 See https://www.macnoise.com/. 
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The lessons from MAC are especially valuable as the public discusses the impacts of flight tracks 
from the new O’Hare runways.   An enhanced website, combined with  information about how 
aircraft fly, why they fly where they do, and the mechanics of FAA’s NextGen initiatives, could 
be enormously valuable to the public in the vicinity of O’Hare.  The investment in education—
outside  the narrow  context of actions at O’Hare—could produce valuable dividends  for both 
the  community  and  the  City  because  it  could  help  direct  the  dialogue  towards  substantive 
issues of greatest importance to these communities. 
 
In addition to enhancing the role of ONCC as a facilitator of public dialogue, there are specific 
tasks that CDA (in cooperation with ONCC or separately) could undertake that would  increase 
public  awareness  and  improve  public  confidence  in  CDA.    FAA  regulations  set  forth  specific 
environmental  requirements with  respect  towards preparation of noise contours  for projects 
like the OMP.   The OMP EIS and the Written Reevaluation contain noise contours that comply 
with  federal requirements.   Chicago has, of course, already extended  its community outreach 
and  public  education well  beyond  the  federal  requirements  and  the  environmental  review 
process.  Chicago  should  think  of  this  as  an  on‐going,  continuing  process  of  community 
engagement accomplished as a partnership between CDA and ONCC. 
 
Airports have used a number of different mechanisms  for keeping  the public  informed on an 
ongoing basis.   Today, sophisticated websites and noise monitoring and reporting systems are 
virtually standard practices at large urban airports.141  As noted above, the City already provides 
comprehensive data through the monthly ANMS and quarterly Fly Quiet reports.  Some airports 
have  also  found  it  useful  to  keep  the  public  informed  on  a  continuing  basis  about  noise 
contours  and  changes  in  those  contours,142  while  others  provide  regular  reports  to  the 
community.143  It is important that the City not view this as a cookbook effort and merely mimic 
what  has  been  done  at  other  airports: ONCC  should work with  CDA  to  define  and  tailor  a 
program  of  continuing  education  and  outreach with  updated  noise  information  that would 
focus on the information and issues of greatest interest to O’Hare neighbors. 

                                                 
141 There are myriad impressive websites but many rely upon one of a few technologies developed by PlaneNoise 
(www.planenoise.com), Bruel & Kjaer’s Webtrak (www.webtrak.bksv.com), and BridgeNet  
(http://www.airportnetwork.com/) among others. 

142 For example, after a major redevelopment of Palm Beach International Airport, the airport proprietor prepared 
annual noise contours for many years so the public could compare the predicted noise contours with the actual 
contours  each  year.    An  illustration  of  such  a  report  appears  on  the  Palm  Beach  County  website: 
www.pbcgov.com/pubInf/Agenda/20081216/3f2.pdf. 

143 See,  for example,  the  reports  from Burbank Bob Hope Airport  (http://www.burbankairport.com/noise/noise‐
issues/noise‐monitoring.html), Massport (Boston area airports) 
 (https://www.massport.com/environment/environmental‐reporting/noise‐abatement/noise‐monitoring/) or 
 Metropolitan Washington Airports (http://metwashairports.com/dulles/2542.htm). 
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3. Gather community input on the Fly Quiet Program 

It is also important that the public have confidence in the City’s continued commitment to noise 
abatement and mitigation.    In  the OMP ROD, FAA  indicated uncertainty about  the  long‐term 
future of the Fly Quiet program.144  By all indications, this program has been highly effective in 
encouraging voluntary noise abatement efforts by pilots using O’Hare.   The City and CDA may 
want to take steps to avoid any uncertainty and to reassure the public about the importance of 
Fly Quiet to the overall O’Hare noise program.  For example, the City (in cooperation with FAA 
and the pilot and airline community) could request that ONCC immediately begin a program of 
public outreach to engage in a public dialogue about the effectiveness of Fly Quiet and whether 
the  program  should  be  continued  and,  if  so,  whether  any  changes  to  that  program  are 
warranted in light of the OMP.  Of course, City and FAA participation in that process would be 
essential. 

4. Request additional public process as FAA implements NextGen procedures in the 
Chicago metropolitan area 

An  additional  opportunity  for  further  community  outreach  and  transparency  concerns  FAA’s 
ongoing  implementation  of  new  NextGen  flight  procedures.    FAA  has  embarked  upon  a 
nationwide  effort  to  replace  older,  radar‐based  flight  navigation  procedures with  the  latest 
generation  satellite‐based navigation.   The effort  involves  the  redesign of  the entire national 
airspace  system  and  has  resulted  in  new  or modified  flight  tracks  in  some  cities.    This  new 
technology is being introduced in two ways: (1) through the “Metroplex” initiative on a city‐by‐
city basis,145 or (2) through the addition of individual new procedures on an ad hoc basis.  While 
this  is entirely  an  FAA‐controlled effort, CDA may be  consulted during  certain phases of  the 
project design and implementation. 
 
FAA has committed various levels and types of public outreach in connection with the rollout of 
NextGen at different airports.  However, it is important to recognize that, unlike major airport 
development projects such as OMP, many airspace changes are typically categorically excluded 
from  NEPA  review.    A  recent—and  on‐going—example  is  in  Phoenix,  where  FAA  recently 
implemented its NextGen flight patterns for aircraft departing Phoenix Sky Harbor International 
Airport.  When implementing the NextGen changes, however, FAA took the position that it was 
not  required  to  engage  in  the  affected  community  in  any  way  whatsoever.    The  agency 
therefore  implemented  new  flight  tracks with  no  advance  notice  to  the  community.    There 
were  no  public meetings  and  no  circulation  of  its  environmental  analysis  in  advance.    Not 
surprisingly, the agency action caught the affected communities entirely by surprise.   The City 
of  Phoenix  (the  proprietor  of  Sky Harbor  International  Airport)  has  had  to  play  catch‐up  to 
inform the surrounding residents and to engage the community in possible solutions.  It should 
                                                 
144 OMP ROD at 48. 

145 See generally, https://www.faa.gov/nextgen/. For  information about NextGen  implementation  in  the Chicago 
metropolitan area, see http://www.faa.gov/nextgen/snapshots/metroplexes/?locationId=4. 
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be self‐evident that engagement after‐the‐fact  is  far  less effective than providing  information 
and education in advance. 
 
The  recent experience  in Phoenix demonstrates  the  value of proactively  seeking  community 
involvement  and  engagement  with  the  public  about  NextGen  changes  before  they  are 
implemented.146  Of note, FAA recently accepted recommendations from an industry advocacy 
group  formed  to  develop  better  processes  for  implementing  performance  based  navigation 
(PBN) changes.   That group,  the RTCA147 PBN Blueprint Task Group, recommended significant 
enhancements  in  opportunities  for  community  involvement  and  transparency.    In  response, 
FAA  has  committed  to  revisiting  its  Community  Involvement Manual  and  developing  better 
community outreach practices.148 
 
While FAA determines what the process will be for Chicago, the City and CDA can and should 
anticipate and recommend early community engagement with respect to the  implementation 
of  NextGen  flight  path  changes  in  the  Chicago  area.    In  this  regard,  it  will  be  critical  to 
understand  that  while  CDA  and  the  City  have  been  dealing  with  FAA’s  Airports  Office  in 
connection with OMP, it is FAA’s Air Traffic Office (ATO) that will lead any NextGen efforts.  The 
City  and  CDA  should  work  proactively  with  ATO,  in  coordination  with  the  FAA  Regional 
Administrator  and  FAA  Headquarters  as  necessary,  to  urge  that  the  agency  implement  an 
aggressive and comprehensive community education and outreach effort that is consistent with 
the expectations of the communities around O’Hare. 

5. Extend the opportunity for public outreach on the OMP Written Reevaluation 

While FAA is holding an unprecedented number of public hearings on the Written Reevaluation, 
the  subject matter  is dense and  technical.    In particular,  the draft Written Reevaluation  just 
released for public review does not contain easily discernible data on the difference in impacts 
between now and what was revealed in the EIS.  The public may benefit from additional time to 
digest  this  complicated  material.    CDA  could  consider  requesting  that  FAA  afford  some 
additional  time or opportunity  for public comments.   This would not be unprecedented.   For 

                                                 
146 About a year ago, FAA implemented new flight patterns that resulted in a shift in the location of overflights in 
the Phoenix area.  FAA’s analysis showed that any noise impacts would be insignificant.  Although that conclusion 
has been challenged by the City of Phoenix in pending litigation, City of Phoenix v. Huerta (No. 15‐1158, D.C. Circuit 
pending),  the  change  in  flight  patterns  certainly  caused  considerable  community  concern  and  impact.    For  a 
current update, see https://skyharbor.com/flightpaths/.  For a good explanation of this history of the changes and 
the  impacts  on  communities,  see  http://www.phoenixnewtimes.com/news/sound‐and‐fury‐frustrated‐phoenix‐
residents‐are‐roaring‐ever‐since‐the‐faa‐changed‐sky‐harbor‐flight‐paths‐6654056. 

147 RTCA (the Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics) is a private, not‐for‐profit corporation that is utilized as 
a  federal  advisory  committee.    RTCA  frequently  works  in  response  to  requests  from  FAA  to  develop 
comprehensive,  industry‐vetted,  and  endorsed  recommendations  for  the  government  on  issues  ranging  from 
technical performance standards to operational concepts for air transportation. 

148 See,  FAA  Air  Traffic  Organization,  FAA  Response  to  RTCA,  Inc.  “Blueprint  for  Success  to  Implementing 
Performance Based Navigation” Recommendations (June 2015). 
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example,  the  comment  period  for  the  Logan Written  Reevaluation was  extended  by  a  full 
month  to  permit  additional  participation.    Another  option  in  line with  historic  practices  at 
O’Hare  is  to  invite FAA  to  formally present  its  final Written Reevaluation  to  the public at an 
ONCC Meeting once the process is complete. 
 

* * *   
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
As  the  previous  sections  of  this  memorandum  have  indicated,  the  amount  of  public 
information, input, and involvement in preparation of both the EIS and Written Reevaluation 
for the OMP have been far greater than required by FAA policies, regulations, and law and, in 
fact,  far  greater  than  for most  other  comparable  airport  projects  in  the  last  decade.    In 
addition,  the  City’s  public  outreach  efforts,  as  it  has  proceeded with  the OMP,  have  been 
consistent with best practices  in  the  industry and have been  characterized by  transparency 
and repeated opportunities for public participation. 
 
There are few requirements for public outreach in an airport development project EIS: 
 

• FAA must publish a NOI to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register. 
• FAA  must  conduct  a  scoping  process  in  which  it  solicits  comments  from  local 

governments and the public; however, formal scoping meetings are not obligatory. 
• Once a draft EIS is prepared, FAA must publicize the availability of the draft EIS and 

make  copies  available  for  review  and  comment  at  public  libraries  and  similar 
depositories 

• FAA should hold a public hearing on a draft EIS  if the subject matter  is “of national 
scope.” 

• FAA must offer at least 45 days for public comment on a draft EIS. 
• FAA  must  take  into  consideration  all  comments  received  on  the  draft  EIS  and 

comments  recorded  during  public  meetings  or  hearings  and  respond  to  the 
substantive comments in the final EIS. 

• FAA must make the final EIS available to the public, but no formal comment period is 
required. 

• No public process is required for a written reevaluation. 

The public outreach  conducted  for  the OMP EIS  far exceeded  these minimum  requirements.  
OMP  held  almost  70  pre‐scoping  briefings;  held  an  additional  40  additional meetings  after 
scoping;  released 7.5 million pages of  technical data  to  the public before  completion of  the 
draft  EIS;  answered  hundreds  of  pages  of  comments;  and  held more  public  hearings  than 
almost any other recent airport project.  In addition, for the pending written reevaluation, FAA 
has  released  a  draft written  reevaluation  and  has  announced  its  intent  to  hold  four  public 
hearings.  We are aware of no other instance in which FAA has offered so many public hearings 
on a written reevaluation. 
 
The OMP  public  outreach  process  clearly met  FAA  goals  of  informing  the  public,  gathering 
information from the public, and establishing the credibility of the decision‐making process.149  
Ultimately, as FAA indicates in its Community Involvement Manual: 

                                                 
149  It  is also  instructive  to compare  the success of  the public outreach efforts  for  the OMP EIS  to  the real world 
evidence  of  what  happens  when  changes  are  made  to  flight  tracks  without  any  community  involvement, 
education, or feedback such was the case when FAA changed flight patterns in Phoenix. 
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“Fundamental to the success of citizen involvement is openness.  An open process 
is  the  key  to  successful  citizen  involvement.  The  purpose,  procedures  and 
schedule for conducting the planning process should be described as clearly and 
completely as possible.   This  information should  include the following: decisions 
to be made, factors which will be considered, choices which are and are not open 
for consideration, and timing.  Openness means that planning is done publicly to 
the maximum  extent,  and  that  decisions  are made  public.    Any  individual  or 
group  should  have  an  opportunity  to  contribute  to  the  process.    Written 
information generated during the planning process should be made available to 
interested participants.   This openness does not guarantee there will be trust or 
agreement between planners and the public, but it does help to ensure that what 
conflict  does  arise will  be  over  the  real  issues  to  be  resolved  rather  than  the 
question of whether an honest intent to resolve them is being made.” 

 
Moreover,  the  City  and  CDA  have  taken  significant  steps  to  keep  the  public  informed  and 
engaged during  the  implementation of  the project and  to ensure  that the public has ongoing 
access to data to understand impacts of O’Hare on their communities. 
 
While there have been robust opportunities for public  involvement  in the OMP, there are still 
several actions that CDA and the City could take (either  independently or  in cooperation with 
FAA) that could enhance transparency and community awareness of the noise  impacts of the 
OMP: 
 

 The City could recommend that the mission of ONCC be expanded to include providing 
advice  on  additional  community  outreach  and  information  measures  and  with 
coordinating any such additional efforts.   ONCC could be directed to examine not only 
one‐time outreach efforts, but also on‐going measures designed to keep the community 
informed on a continuing basis.   Taking  lessons from other successful airport outreach 
programs, ONCC could be asked to recommend changes to the existing public outreach 
and  information  programs  and  to  spend  more  time  educating  the  public  on  noise 
matters more generally. 

 
 The City could work with ONCC to define and tailor a program of continuing education 
and outreach with updated noise  information  that would  focus on  the  information of 
greatest  interest  to O’Hare neighbors.    This  information would  supplement whatever 
information is made available through FAA’s written reevaluation process. 
 

 The City could  request  that ONCC  initiate a process  for  reassessment of  the Fly Quiet 
program  to  ensure  its  continued  effectiveness  and  to  recommend  changes,  as 
appropriate, in light of the OMP. 
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 The City  could begin planning  for  the  implementation of NextGen  flight  tracks  in  the 
Chicago area and could design and  implement an aggressive community outreach and 
education program in cooperation with – or in addition to – whatever public input FAA 
seeks through its process. 
 

 The City could coordinate with FAA to extend public outreach  for the pending written 
reevaluation.  For example, FAA may be willing to extend the public comment period.  In 
addition,  the City and ONCC  should  consider  inviting FAA  to present  the  final written 
reevaluation at an ONCC meeting. 

 
* * *   
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ATTACHMENT A 
Kaplan  Kirsch  &  Rockwell  is  a  national  law  firm  focused  on  solving  problems  that  involve 
environmental,  land use, energy, public  and private  lands,  infrastructure,  and  transportation 
law.    The  Firm  represents  state  and  local  governments,  individuals,  corporate  clients,  and 
organizations in complex and controversial projects. 
 
The  Firm  has  represented more  than  100  airports  nationwide  from  small  general  aviation 
airports  to  some  of  the  largest  airports  in  the  world.    A  large  part  of  the  Firm’s  practice 
concerns airport noise issues.  The Firm has served as counsel to more than 60 airports – large 
and small –  in connection with the development and  implementation of comprehensive noise 
management, mitigation,  and  abatement  programs.    The  Firm’s  attorneys  frequently  advise 
clients on strategies for implementing noise rules and on developing programs for preferential 
runway use, noise  abatement departure procedures,  and  related  voluntary noise  abatement 
programs.   The Firm’s  lawyers have represented communities  in airport noise disputes as well 
as airport proprietors  in  their negotiations with noise‐affected communities.   As a  result,  the 
Firm understands both  the needs of  airports  and  the  interests of  communities who may be 
adversely affected by airport operations.  The Firm’s expertise in airport noise matters has led 
to  work  on  the  first  airport  noise  rule  adopted  after  enactment  of  the  Airport  Noise  and 
Capacity Act of 1990; the negotiation of intergovernmental agreements to balance community 
and  airport  needs  for  large  airport  expansions  and  new  airports;  the  preparation  of  noise 
compatibility programs under FAR Part 150; and development of aggressive noise abatement 
and mitigation programs. 
 
Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell has offices in Washington, DC and Denver, Colorado. 
 

* * * 
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PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
ONCC Selects Committee to Review O’Hare Nighttime Noise Abatement
Program
September 18, 2015

Nine members representing Chicago and suburban communities near O’Hare
International Airport were named today by O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission
(ONCC) Chair Arlene A. Juracek, mayor of Mount Prospect, to an ONCC Ad Hoc Fly Quiet
Committee to review and recommend modifications to the airport’s nighttime noise
abatement program.

The initiative follows an assessment by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) of
interim environmental conditions due to the O’Hare Modernization Program and the
Chicago Department of Aviation’s (CDA) recommendations for modifying the Fly Quiet
Program, which were announced during meetings with community groups held this
summer.

Joseph Annunzio, ONCC Vice-Chair and Niles village attorney, will lead the ad hoc
committee whose members will represent Chicago and suburbs impacted by O’Hare
noise.

Selected members include: ONCC Technical Committee Chair Catherine Dunlap, Chicago
Ward 41; ONCC Technical Committee Vice-Chair Dennis Ryan, River Grove; Harwood
Heights Mayor Arlene Jezierny; Schiller Park Mayor and Suburban O’Hare Commission
(SOC) member Barbara Piltaver; Bensenville Mayor Frank Soto, SOC; Des Plaines
Alderman Malcolm Chester; Schaumburg Director of Transportation Karyn Robles; and
the Chicago Ward 45 designee.

“This ad hoc committee is a balanced representation of the citizens we serve,” said Mayor
Juracek. “The FAA tasked us with the responsibility to oversee O’Hare noise mitigation
efforts. We have carefully reviewed the FAA’s environmental re-evaluation, as well as CDA
recommendations for ways to modify nighttime noise abatement procedures. Committee
members are ready to tackle the complicated noise abatement program modification
process.”

ONCC has extended an invitation to the Fair Allocation in Runways (FAiR) Coalition to
serve as a non-voting guest participant on the ad hoc committee with the promise of a
standing agenda item at each committee meeting for direct citizen input.

“The sole purpose for this ad hoc committee is to look at the Fly Quiet Program and find
ways we can provide relief for residents who are impacted by noise,” said ONCC Vice-
Chair Joseph Annunzio.  “We will call upon both SOC and CDA consultants for their
recommendations, as well as O’Hare Air Traffic Control, airlines and their pilots. We won’t
compromise safety, but stay focused to reach a consensus and present our modifications
to the FAA,” he said.   

ONCC is an intergovernmental agency, established under the Illinois Constitution of 1970
and the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, consisting of 55 voting members comprised
of municipalities and school districts that represent nearly 1.3 million residents affected
by O’Hare operations. 
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Ginger S. Evans, Commissioner
City of Chicago, Department of Aviation

O’Hare Fly Quiet Committee #1
October 19, 2015



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #12

AGENDA

1. Define Objectives
2. Define the Process
3. Review Existing Fly Quiet Program
4. Review Changes Since Fly Quiet Inception
5. Alternatives for Consideration



Define Objectives



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #14

MISSION STATEMENT

The ONCC acknowledges that aircraft noise at night impacts the
residents in communities around O’Hare and that conditions have
changed since Fly Quiet Program inception in 1997. The ONCC
desires to evaluate ways to modify the Fly Quiet Program and
make recommendations to the Chicago Department of Aviation
(CDA) based on ONCC consensus.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #15

OBJECTIVES

Assess Fly Quiet

Identify requirements of viable modifications

Achieve consensus

Adhere to guiding principles
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Maximizing safety and efficiency must be achieved with all potential initiatives

Runways will continue to be selected to optimize safety and efficiency

The CDA will analyze alternatives and make a submittal to the FAA. FAA will 
then make a decision on the applicable processes for review and 
implementation.



Define the Process



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #18

FLY QUIET REDEVELOPMENT PROCESS

ONCC
Fly Quiet 
Committee
Review  & 

Recommend*

ONCC 
Full      

Commission
Consider &       
Approve*

CDA
Submit Plan

FAA

Review Plan

*ONCC recommendations shall be based on a supermajority (2/3) vote. 



Review Existing Fly Quiet Program
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• Preferential Runway Use Program

• Preferential Flight Tracks

• Ground Run–Up Enclosure (1st in U.S.)

• Noise Abatement Signs

• Fly Quiet Manuals for Pilots and Air 
Traffic Controllers

• Construction Awareness Flyers

• Fly Quiet Reports – Quarterly



O’Hare MOU Meeting #211



O’Hare MOU Meeting #212



O’Hare MOU Meeting #213



Changes Since Fly Quiet Inception



O’HARE MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #115

Intersecting Runway System
(Pre‐OMP Airfield)

Note:  Green runways indicate the original “runway triangle” airfield.

…the essence of any successful plan to provide significant delay reduction at O’Hare involves 
correcting the existing “runway triangle” and realigning the airfield in sets of parallel 
runways that can handle more traffic, safely and efficiently in all weather conditions.

(FAA Record of Decision for O’Hare Modernization, Sept. 2005)

Full Parallel Runway System
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OPERATIONS BY HOUR
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JULY 2015 ARRIVALS (6:00 A.M. – 6:59 A.M.)

Blue Represents West Flow Red Represents East FlowGold Represents Average
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Nighttime Departures
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300    
& 0600 – 0700
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Nighttime Departures
By 

Time of Day
Shoulder Hours 22

00 – 2300               & 0600 –
0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600
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Nighttime Departures
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300    
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours  2300 – 0600
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Nighttime Arrivals
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300  
& 0600 – 0700
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Nighttime Arrivals
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300  
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600
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Nighttime Arrivals
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300  
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600



Alternatives for Consideration
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FLY QUIET COMMITTEE INITIATIVES

Desire to 
Balance Noise 
Impacts by 
Community

OMP Runway 
Configuration

Increased 
Demand During 
Shoulder Hours

Fly Quiet Rotation

Preferential Flight 
Tracks/Corridors

Adapt Fly Quiet for 
Shoulder Hour Demand

Issue Potential Solution
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HOMEWORK

Fly Quiet Rotation

Preferential Flight 
Tracks/Corridors

Adapt Fly Quiet for 
Shoulder Hour Demand

How
Frequency

(daily, weekly, or 
monthly)

Metric
(population, noise 

level, land use, other)

Second Fly Quiet 
Program 
(Yes or No)

Potential Solution
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Redevelop the Fly Quiet 
Program

1. Develop & Study Alternatives with 
ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Input

2. Obtain ONCC Recommendations

3. Submit to FAA and seek appropriate 
approvals



Questions
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NEWSROOM
First Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee Meeting Held
October 19, 2015

The ONCC Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee met on Monday, October 19, 2015. Committee
Chair Joseph Annunzio welcomed committee members, FAiR representatives, Chicago
Department of Aviation and Suburban O’Hare Commission consultants.

Annunzio told members that there would be many discussions on ways to modify Fly
Quiet procedures, but their goal of modifying Fly Quiet procedures could only be
accomplished if all the members understood and stayed focused on the objectives.

CDA consultants reviewed current Fly Quiet conditions and outlined potential alternatives
for consideration by the ad hoc committee.

View presentation
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Ginger S. Evans, Commissioner
City of Chicago, Department of Aviation

O’Hare Fly Quiet Committee #2
November 16, 2015



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #22

AGENDA

• Review Operational Data
• Departure Procedures
• Fly Quiet I (Evening)
• Fly Quiet II (Overnight)
• Fly Quiet III (Morning)



Review Operational Data/Changes since 1997
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Changes Since 1997 Fly Quiet Inception 

Runway Layout

Demand Profile

Aircraft/Avionic 
TechnologyATC Technology

Air Traffic 
Control 

Procedures



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #25

200

150

100

50

0

50

100

150

200

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

<-
De

pa
rtu

re
s  

  | 
    

 A
rri

va
ls-

>

Hour of Day

Others American Commuter

American Mainline United Commuter

United Mainline Shoulder Hours

Airline Operations by Hour (August 6, 2015)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #26

Nighttime Hourly 
Operations

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), August 2015
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Nighttime Aircraft 
Fleet Mix

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), August 2015
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Nighttime Aircraft 
Fleet Mix

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), August 2015
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Nighttime Departures
By 

Time of Day
Shoulder Hours 22

00 – 2300               & 0600 –
0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), 2nd Quarter 2015
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Nighttime Departures
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300    
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours  2300 – 0600

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), 2nd Quarter 2015
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Nighttime Arrivals
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300  
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), 2nd Quarter 2015
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Nighttime Arrivals
By 

Time of Day

Shoulder Hours 2200 – 2300  
& 0600 – 0700

Overnight Hours 2300 – 0600

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), 2nd Quarter 2015



United and American Airlines Operations (10 p.m.)

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #213 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



United and American Airlines Operations (5 a.m.)

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #214 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



United and American Airlines Operations (6 a.m.)

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #215 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



United and American Airlines Operations (7 a.m.)

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #216 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



Scheduled Hourly Arrivals

17 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



Scheduled Hourly Departures

18 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



Scheduled Hourly Operations

19 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015



Scheduled Operations

20 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2 Source:  Official Airline Guide (OAG) schedule data, 
August 6, 2015

5‐6am 6‐7am 7‐8am 10‐11pm 5‐6am 6‐7am 7‐8am 10‐11pm
East Flow ‐ Arrivals from the West 19 31 40 7 86% 41% 50% 54%
West Flow ‐ Arrivals from the East 3 44 40 6 14% 59% 50% 46%
  Total Arrivals 22 75 80 13 100% 100% 100% 100%

East Flow ‐ Departures to the East 5 45 53 10 50% 82% 59% 29%
West Flow ‐ Departures to the West 5 10 37 25 50% 18% 41% 71%
  Total Departures 10 55 90 35 100% 100% 100% 100%

East Flow ‐ Arrivals from the West, departures to the East 8 89 93 16 25% 68% 55% 33%
West Flow ‐ Arrivals from the East, departures to the West 24 41 77 32 75% 32% 45% 67%
  Total 32 130 170 48 100% 100% 100% 100%

# of Flights % of Flight per hour



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #221

• PBN delivers new routes and procedures that primarily use satellite‐based navigation
and on‐board aircraft equipment to navigate with greater precision and accuracy. PBN
is comprised of Area Navigation (RNAV) and Required Navigation Performance (RNP)
and describes an aircraft’s capability to navigate using performance standards.

• RNAV is a method of air traffic navigation which permits aircraft to operate on
designated flight paths with the use of ground and/or space−based navigation aids.

• RNP is an enhanced application of RNAV which enables flying more precise flight tracks,
including curved paths, but requires additional aircraft avionics, FAA procedures, and
pilot training and certification.

Performance Based Navigation (PBN) 
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Performance Based Navigation (PBN) 



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #223

RNAV‐1
Almost 100%

O’Hare PBN Fleet Equipage

Source:  FAA’s PBN Dashboard, June 2015

RNP
Less than 25%



Overview of Opportunities



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #225

Fly Quiet Committee Initiatives

Desire to 
Balance Noise 
Impacts by 
Community

OMP Runway 
Configuration

Increased 
Demand During 
Shoulder Hours

Fly Quiet Rotation

Preferential Flight 
Tracks/Corridors

Adapt Fly Quiet for 
Shoulder Hour Demand

Issue Potential Solution
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Implementation of Initiatives

Fly Quiet Rotation

Preferential Flight 
Tracks/Corridors

Adapt Fly Quiet for 
Shoulder Hour Demand

How
Frequency

(weekly or monthly)

Metric
(population, noise 
level, NSF, other)

Second Fly Quiet 
Program 
(Yes or No)

Potential Solution



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #227

Metrics

Fly Quiet Rotation

Preferential Flight 
Tracks/Corridors

Adapt Fly Quiet for 
Shoulder Hour Demand

Potential Metrics

• Affected Population
• Number of Noise Sensitive 

Facilities  (churches, health care 
facilities, etc.)

• Frequency of Use
• Number of Arrivals
• Number of Departures 
• Average Noise Level
• Other?

Potential Solution



Departure Procedures



Population density base layer allows for quantification of impacts and visually identifying
compatible land use corridors.



Initial identification of Noise Sensitive Facilities included all health care facilities, firehouses, and
churches. A windshield survey will be conducted to enhance the reliability of the data.







Develop new PBN procedures to 
achieve greater adherence to Fly 
Quiet departure tracks which  
would result in fewer people 
impacted by nighttime departures.





Fly Quiet I, II & III
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Nighttime Hourly 
Operations

Source:  Chicago Airport Noise Management System 
(ANMS), August 2015

I IIIII

Runway Rotation Program
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Runway Selection Considerations 

Runway Length

Destination for Departures  
(Distance and location)

Origin for Arrivals (Location)

Airfield Parking Location

Availability or North and South 
ATCT

Weather Conditions

Volume of Demand

Converging Runway Operations

7,500’

7,500’

13,000’

10,801’

7,967’



Fly Quiet I (Evening)





Fly Quiet II (Overnight)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #241

London Heathrow Runway Rotation



Fly Quiet Rotation

42 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2

1.  Establish a Rotation Plan that can be implemented to achieve the goals of the ONCC and meet the needs of the FAA and the CDA
2.  Fly Quiet Rotation applies during overnight hours when demand requires one arrival or one departure runway.
3.  Accommodate FAA requirements for maximizing safety and efficiency for various demand, wind and weather conditions.
4.  Accommodate CDA requirements for runway maintenance.
5.  Avoid the need to staff the north or south ATCT during overnight hours.
6.  Accommodate airline requirements for runway length.
7.  Strive to provide direct taxi routes and minimum taxi distances to reduce fuel burn and emissions.
8.  Provide an opportunity for balancing noise exposure by community on regular and predictable intervals.
9.  Provide a reasonable opportunity for communities to anticipate noise exposure over periods of time.
10.  Facilitate the ability to monitor and track the rotational program.

Fly Quiet Rotation Guiding Principles



Fly Quiet Rotation Options

43 ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #2

Option Description Considerations for Communities Operational Considerations Feasibility

1.  Provides opportunity for more 
frequent rotation

1. More frequent rotation may capture 
seasonal variability better than less 
frequent rotation

2. Provides less wait time for next period 
of relief for some communities

2. May be more compatible with regular 
runway maintenance schedules

3. Provides less time in favorable 
configuration for some communities

3. More frequent rotation requires more 
frequent communication among parties 
for notification of changes

4. Weekly rotation schedule published in 
advance
1.  Provides opportunity for longer period 
within a given configuration

1.  Less frequent rotation may not capture 
seasonal weather variability

2. Required longer wait time for next 
period of relief for some communities

2. Monthly rotation may be negatively 
affected by runway maintenance 
schedules

3. Provides longer time in favorable 
configuration for some communities

3. Less frequent rotation requires less 
frequent communication among parties 
for notification of changes

4. Monthly rotation schedule published in 
advance

Fly Quiet II
Weekly

Rotate preferred runway use 
plan and associated departure 
headings during overnight 
hours on a weekly basis, 
subject to operational 

requirements

Fly Quiet II
Monthly

Rotate preferred runway use 
plan and associated departure 
headings during overnight 
hours on a monthly basis, 
subject to operational 

requirements

Possible Candidate for 
Consideration

Possible Candidate for 
Consideration







Fly Quiet III (Morning)





Questions



PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee Hears Presentation on Proposed Fly Quiet
Scenarios
November 17, 2015

The O’Hare Noise Compatibility
Commission Fly Quiet Ad Hoc Committee
met on November 16, 2015. 

The committee received a presentation
from Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA)
consultants Landrum & Brown regarding
the Fly Quiet program. The presentation
reviewed operational data as well as
departure procedures. The committee was
presented with three Fly Quiet Scenarios
for Evening, Overnight and Morning and
alternatives within each operational
period.

 

As CDA Commissioner Ginger Evans stated in a letter to Ad Hoc Committee Chair
Annunzio in advance of the meeting, the goal of the committee is to “provide relief for the
most impacted residents as soon as possible.” The options proposed by the CDA were the
“most feasible for implementation by the FAA and pilots.” She went on to say that
whatever initial recommendations were made, they were not set in stone and she
committed to “monitoring, refining and improving operations to improve noise impacts.”

CDA Presentation        FAiR Presentation
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Ginger S. Evans, Commissioner
City of Chicago, Department of Aviation

O’Hare Fly Quiet Committee #3
December 14, 2015



Points of Clarification



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #33

POINTS OF CLARIFICATION

1. Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours when demand requires
two departure runways.

2. Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which includes a runway
rotation plan to spread out the noise.

3. Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning hours when demand requires
two arrival runways.

4. Implementation of each Fly Quiet initiative will depend on the FAA, and the federal
review process which will be identified once the CDA submits that initiative to the
FAA.

5. Once the ONCC makes formal recommendations to the CDA, the CDA will submit
Fly Quiet Revisions to the FAA for review.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #34

POINTS OF CLARIFICATION

6. Rotation of arrival and departure runways is only feasible during the overnight
hours when demand can be served with a single arrival and a single departure
runway.

7. The North and South Control Towers are closed at night (10 p.m. to 6 a.m.) and
neither is included in the Fly Quiet Program.

8. Runway 9C/27C is scheduled to open in 2020, which requires the closure of
Runway 14R/32L.

• Runway 27C will utilize the same departure corridor as Runway 32L.

• Runway 14R/32L closure is also required to enable the construction of Western
Access to O’Hare.

9. No recommendations shall require additional controllers, controller hours, or
increased controller workload.



PBN Departures



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #36

New PBN procedures will enable 
greater adherence to Fly Quiet 
departure tracks which  would result 
in fewer people impacted by 
nighttime departures.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #37

Population and noise sensitive facilities were calculated based on 8.0 statute miles from runway end and 0.5 statute miles 
from each procedure centerline. Noise sensitive facilities included health care facilities, firehouses, and churches. 



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #38

RUNWAY DEMAND TIMELINE

I III

Runway Rotation 
Program

# = Departure Runways
# = Arrival Runways
*Available Runway Based on Demand

2 + 3 2 + 31 + 22 + 1 1 + 1

Midnight
Noon Noon

II

FLY QUIET



Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours 
when demand requires two departure runways.

Fly Quiet I (Evening)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #310



Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning 
hours when demand requires two arrival runways.

Fly Quiet III (Morning)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #312



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out the noise.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #314



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #315



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #316

FLY QUIET II ROTATION METHOLOGY

1. Rotate configurations every period.

2. Don’t impact communities with the same operation type two periods in a row to
the extent possible.

3. Coordinate runway closings with maintenance and inspection schedules to reduce
unexpected changes.

4. Alternatives that include 14R arrivals or 32L departures are interim until the
permanent closing of 14R/32L. Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor
to the northwest can be utilized with other runways.

5. Alternative runways may need to be used to allow for construction, snow removal,
runway maintenance, runway inspection and specific aircraft operational needs.

6. Periods are subject to change based on ONCC Review.



EAST

Configuration Arrival Depart

3A 10C 10L

1A 4R 32L

2A 9R 10C

4B 14R 9R

2A 9R 10L

3C 10L 32L

4A 14R 10L

3B 10L 9R

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #317

FLY QUIET II OVERNIGHT ROTATION

Period
WEST

Configuration Arrival Depart

1 1C 22R 22L

2 2B 27L 28R

3 3B 28R 32L

4 4A 14R 28R

5 1A 22R 32L

6 2C 27L 22L

7 3A 28C 28R

8 4B 14R 22L

WEST

Arrivals
14R 22R 27L 28C/28R

2 2 2 2

Departures
22L 28R 32L

3 3 2

EAST

Arrivals
4R 9R 14R 10L/10C

1 2 2 3

Departures
9R 10L/10C 32L

2 4 2



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #318

FLY QUIET II OVERNIGHT ROTATION
Date              

(Week 
Commencing)

West Flow East Flow Date              
(Week 

Commencing)

West Flow East Flow

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures

January-03 22R 22L 10C 10L July-03 28R 32L 9R 10C

January-10 27L 28R 4R 32L July-10 14R 28R 14R 9R

January-17 28R 32L 9R 10C July-17 22R 32L 9R 10L

January-24 14R 28R 14R 9R July-24 27L 22L 10L 32L

January-31 22R 32L 9R 10L July-31 28C 28R 14R 10L

February-07 27L 22L 10L 32L August-07 14R 22L 10L 9R

February-14 28C 28R 14R 10L August-14 22R 22L 10C 10L

February-21 14R 22L 10L 9R August-21 27L 28R 4R 32L

February-28 22R 22L 10C 10L August-28 28R 32L 9R 10C

March-06 27L 28R 4R 32L September-04 14R 28R 14R 9R

March-13 28R 32L 9R 10C September-11 22R 32L 9R 10L

March-20 14R 28R 14R 9R September-18 27L 22L 10L 32L

March-27 22R 32L 9R 10L September-25 28C 28R 14R 10L

April-03 27L 22L 10L 32L October-02 14R 22L 10L 9R

April-10 28C 28R 14R 10L October-09 22R 22L 10C 10L

April-17 14R 22L 10L 9R October-16 27L 28R 4R 32L

April-24 22R 22L 10C 10L October-23 28R 32L 9R 10C

May-01 27L 28R 4R 32L October-30 14R 28R 14R 9R

May-08 28R 32L 9R 10C November-06 22R 32L 9R 10L

May-15 14R 28R 14R 9R November-13 27L 22L 10L 32L

May-22 22R 32L 9R 10L November-20 28C 28R 14R 10L

May-29 27L 22L 10L 32L November-27 14R 22L 10L 9R

June-05 28C 28R 14R 10L December-04 22R 22L 10C 10L

June-12 14R 22L 10L 9R December-11 27L 28R 4R 32L

June-19 22R 22L 10C 10L December-18 28R 32L 9R 10C

June-26 27L 28R 4R 32L December-25 14R 28R 14R 9R

Note 1:  This alternative is proposed for consideration by the ONCC and has not been reviewed or approved by the FAA.
Note 2:  Available runways are determined by CDA Operations, ATC, and prevailing winds.



Questions



PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
Fly Quiet Ad Hoc Committee Begins Consensus Building; Vice Chair Elected
December 14, 2015

After meeting for the past three months, the
O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission’s (ONCC)
Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee has begun consensus
building for a January vote to modify the Fly Quiet
nighttime noise abatement program. The
committee was formed following a series of
meetings in the summer in response to concern
from citizen groups.

“It is my hope that the Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee
can reach a consensus on modifications to the Fly
Quiet program that can be implemented in a
relatively short time frame to provide the most
immediate relief to residents,” said Committee
Chair and Village of Niles attorney, Joe Annunzio.
“In order to accomplish those goals,
recommendations must also be considered
feasible to the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) and to the pilots,” Annunzio said.

 

Modifications to the program must also take into account changes that have occurred at
O’Hare during the O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP), and the interim conditions that
currently exist prior to full OMP buildout. Two important criteria that all options must
meet are safety and efficiency. Committee recommendations will be presented to the full
ONCC commission for a vote. The options must be approved by a super majority or two
thirds of ONCC membership. The CDA will then submit the plan to the FAA for review and
action.

At the December 14 meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee, members heard a presentation by
JDA, consultants for the Suburban O’Hare Commission (SOC). Their recommendations
included: adding a second departure runway during Fly Quiet Hours; avoid early
termination of Fly Quiet departure procedures; assess departure flight paths from new
runways and preferred departure headings for noise abatement; review existing noise
headings; examine RNAV (GPS) procedures to determine how they can be better
implemented; implement a runway rotation plan.
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The committee will focus discussion on three initiatives: Performance Based Navigation -
utilizing existing and potentially new procedures and how it can be better implemented;
consideration of having three Fly Quiet Programs – evening, overnight and morning; and
implementing a Fly Quiet Rotation program and making a recommendation regarding the
frequency of rotation, as well as a possible rotation schedule.

Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) consultants Landrum & Brown (L&B) provided
background and explanation on the initiatives and took questions from Committee
members.

One modification that several committee members supported as a viable option were the
RNAV departure procedures or heading modifications that would redirect departures over
less populated areas. This concept was also presented and supported by JDA.

In other committee news, Schaumburg Director of Transportation Karyn Robles was
selected to serve as committee vice chair.

“I want to keep the momentum for additional discussions and clarification of the options
to continue throughout the coming months,” said Annunzio. “For that reason I
recommended Karyn for vice-chair. I was very pleased that the committee agreed with
me and voted unanimously on her leadership role,” he said.

“I look forward to serving the Committee,” said Robles. “I am confident that we can work
through the options and come to a consensus, through thoughtful discussion, and have
some good initiatives that we can present to the full commission that meet the safety and
efficiency criteria and can be approved by the FAA,” she said.

Chairman Annunzio stated that he hoped that the Committee will continue to discuss the
initiatives and alternatives and begin voting at the next Ad Hoc Committee meeting,
scheduled for January 25, 2016.

According to the FAA 2005 Record of Decision, the FAA will give consideration to
suggestions for changes in the Fly Quiet Program developed by the ONCC and requested
of the FAA by the City of Chicago. “This is a great opportunity for the members of ONCC.
We are being given a role in determining airport policy and we should not take that
lightly. We will examine all of the options and choose the ones that can be implemented
in the timeliest manner,” said Annunzio. “The airport has changed since the Fly Quiet
Program was developed 20 years ago. It is appropriate that we are reviewing it now so
that it takes into account current conditions,” he said.

ONCC Presentation (12/14/15)

JDA Presentation (12/14/15)

CDA Presentation (12/14/15)

FAiR Presentation (11/16/15)
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                                                                    O’HARE NOISE COMPATABILITY COMMISSION 
   AD HOC FLY QUIET COMMITTEE MEETING 
              MONDAY, JANUARY 25, 2016 
           Chicago Department of Aviation 

                                                                                   Conference Room 1, 2nd Floor 
                                                                        10510 W. Zemke Road, Chicago, IL 60666 

  

 
                         AGENDA 

1. Call to Order – Mr. Joseph J. Annunzio, Chair 

2. Roll Call 

3. Approval of December 14, 2015 Meeting Minutes 

4. Discussion of Fly Quiet Proposal 

5. Next ONCC Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee Meeting 

      February 15, 2016, 9 a.m.  
      Chicago Department of Aviation 

           10510 W. Zemke Road, Chicago, IL  
 

6. Comments from the Audience 

 
The Commission encourages orderly public participation and has 
established the following guidelines for presenting comments and 
questions at our meetings. 

 
• Questions or comments should be limited to items placed on the 
meeting agenda or those that are included as part of the 
Commission’s work plan, which focuses on aircraft noise management 
at Chicago O’Hare International Airport. 
 
• Before making comments or asking questions, identify yourself to 
the Commission Chair and members by providing them with your 
name and address. 

 
7. Adjournment 

 
ONCC Meeting: Friday, March 11, 2016, 8 a.m. 
Café la Cave, 2777 S. Mannheim Rd., Des Plaines, IL 

 
    ONCC Technical Committee Meeting: Tuesday, March 22, 2016, 9 a.m. 
    Mount Prospect Village Hall, 50 South Emerson St., Mount Prospect, IL 

 

 
  





Data 
Gathering
October 2015
November 2015
December 2015

Discussion

December 2015
January 2016

Decisions

February 2016

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #42

FLY QUIET COMMITTEE 3‐STEP PROCESS



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #43

FLY QUIET REDEVELOPMENT PROCESS

ONCC
Fly Quiet 
Committee
Review  & 

Recommend*

ONCC 
Full      

Commission
Consider &       
Approve*

CDA

Submit Plan

FAA

Review Plan
Define Mechanics
Define Schedule

ONCC

Review Details

*ONCC recommendations shall be based on a supermajority (2/3) vote. 

We are Here March 11 
2016

if needed



Discussion



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #45

FLY QUIET INITIATIVES – DECISION CRITERIA TO BE DISCUSSED

Establish
Fly Quiet II

Rotation Plan

Define
Three Fly Quiet 

Programs

Refine
Departure 
Procedures

Review Existing Departure 
Headings

Define New Departure 
Headings

Require Full Runway 
Length 

Establish Rotation Plan 

Rotate Weekly 

Avoid Consecutive 
Community Impacts 

Include 14R and 32L 

Establish Three Programs 

Establish Evening Program 

Redefine Overnight 
Program 

Establish Morning Program 

Require ONCC Review

Other Criteria to be Defined by the Fly Quiet Committee?



Departure Procedures



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #37

Population and noise sensitive facilities were calculated based on 5.0 statute miles from runway end and 0.5 statute miles 
from each procedure centerline. Noise sensitive facilities included health care facilities and firehouses. 



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #38

Population and noise sensitive facilities were calculated based on 5.0 statute miles from runway end and 0.5 statute miles 
from each procedure centerline. Noise sensitive facilities included health care facilities and firehouses. 



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #49

DECISION
CRITERIA

1. Review Existing Departure Headings – Review existing Fly Quiet departure 
procedures so flight tracks are aligned over compatible land use (SOC FQ‐8), 
(SOC FQ‐10)

2. Define New Departure Headings – Develop new departure procedures for new 
headings as follows: (SOC FQ‐7), (SOC FQ‐10)

a) 9R – straight, then turn to northeast
b) 10L – straight, then turn to southeast
c) 10C – straight, then turn to southeast
d) 28R – turn to northwest
e) 28C – turn to northwest

3. Require Full Runway Length – All Departure should utilize the full‐length of the 
runway. (SOC FQ‐19)

4. Require ONCC Review – Final procedure designs are to be reviewed by ONCC prior 
to finalization and publication. 

5. Other?

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures



Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours 
when demand requires two departure runways.

Fly Quiet I (Evening)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #311



Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning 
hours when demand requires two arrival runways.

Fly Quiet III (Morning)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #313



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #414

200

150

100

50

0

50

100

150

200

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

<-
De

pa
rtu

re
s  

  | 
    

 A
rri

va
ls-

>

Hour of Day

Others American Commuter

American Mainline United Commuter

United Mainline Shoulder Hours

AIRLINE OPERATIONS BY HOUR (AUGUST 6, 2015)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #415

DECISION
CRITERIA

1. Establish Three Programs – Request FAA/CDA to establish three Fly Quiet Programs 
to align with nighttime demand patterns.

2. Establish Evening Program – Establish Fly Quiet I aimed at the evening hours when 
demand requires two departure runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

3. Redefine Overnight Program – Redefine the existing Fly Quiet program as Fly Quiet II 
to address overnight hours when demand requires a single arrival or departure 
runway.   This program will be further defined to include a runway rotation plan to 
spread out the noise. (SOC FQ‐18)

4. Establish Morning Program – Establish Fly Quiet III aimed at the morning hours 
when demand requires two arrival runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

5. Require ONCC Review – Final Program to be reviewed by ONCC prior to finalization 
and publication. 

6. Other?

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out the noise.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #417

EXAMPLE
FLY QUIET II OVERNIGHT ROTATION

Date              
(Week 

Commencing)

West Flow East Flow Date              
(Week 

Commencing)

West Flow East Flow

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures

January-03 22R 22L 10C 10L July-03 28R 32L 9R 10C

January-10 27L 28R 4R 32L July-10 14R 28R 14R 9R

January-17 28R 32L 9R 10C July-17 22R 32L 9R 10L

January-24 14R 28R 14R 9R July-24 27L 22L 10L 32L

January-31 22R 32L 9R 10L July-31 28C 28R 14R 10L

February-07 27L 22L 10L 32L August-07 14R 22L 10L 9R

February-14 28C 28R 14R 10L August-14 22R 22L 10C 10L

February-21 14R 22L 10L 9R August-21 27L 28R 4R 32L

February-28 22R 22L 10C 10L August-28 28R 32L 9R 10C

March-06 27L 28R 4R 32L September-04 14R 28R 14R 9R

March-13 28R 32L 9R 10C September-11 22R 32L 9R 10L

March-20 14R 28R 14R 9R September-18 27L 22L 10L 32L

March-27 22R 32L 9R 10L September-25 28C 28R 14R 10L

April-03 27L 22L 10L 32L October-02 14R 22L 10L 9R

April-10 28C 28R 14R 10L October-09 22R 22L 10C 10L

April-17 14R 22L 10L 9R October-16 27L 28R 4R 32L

April-24 22R 22L 10C 10L October-23 28R 32L 9R 10C

May-01 27L 28R 4R 32L October-30 14R 28R 14R 9R

May-08 28R 32L 9R 10C November-06 22R 32L 9R 10L

May-15 14R 28R 14R 9R November-13 27L 22L 10L 32L

May-22 22R 32L 9R 10L November-20 28C 28R 14R 10L

May-29 27L 22L 10L 32L November-27 14R 22L 10L 9R

June-05 28C 28R 14R 10L December-04 22R 22L 10C 10L

June-12 14R 22L 10L 9R December-11 27L 28R 4R 32L

June-19 22R 22L 10C 10L December-18 28R 32L 9R 10C

June-26 27L 28R 4R 32L December-25 14R 28R 14R 9R

Note 1:  This alternative is proposed for consideration by the ONCC and has not been reviewed or approved by the FAA.
Note 2:  Available runways are determined by CDA Operations, ATC, and prevailing winds.
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DECISION
CRITERIA

1. Establish Rotation Plan – Request the FAA/CDA to establish a runway rotation 
program for Fly Quiet II (Overnight hours)

2. Rotate Weekly – Rotate operating configurations on a weekly basis (SOC FQ‐18)

3. Avoid Consecutive Community Impacts – Avoid impacting communities with the 
same operation type two periods in a row

4. Include 14R and 32L – Include 14R arrivals and 32L departures until the permanent 
closing of 14R/32L.  Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor to the 
northwest would be utilized with other runways.

5. Require ONCC Review – Final rotation plans are to be reviewed by ONCC prior to 
finalization and publication. 

6. Other?

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #419

FLY QUIET INITIATIVES – DECISION CRITERIA TO BE DISCUSSED

Establish
Fly Quiet II

Rotation Plan

Define
Three Fly Quiet 

Programs

Refine
Departure 
Procedures

Review Existing Departure 
Headings

Define New Departure 
Headings

Require Full Runway 
Length 

Establish Rotation Plan 

Rotate Weekly 

Avoid Consecutive 
Community Impacts 

Include 14R and 32L 

Establish Three Programs 

Establish Evening Program 

Redefine Overnight 
Program 

Establish Morning Program 

Require ONCC Review

Other Criteria to be Defined by the Fly Quiet Committee?



Questions



PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Votes On Departure Headings
January 25, 2016

The ONCC Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee met for the fourth time on Monday, January 25,
2016 to review, discuss and recommend modifications for O’Hare’s nighttime noise
abatement program to be presented to the FAA for review.

Three Fly Quiet Initiatives were presented: Refine Departure Procedures, Define Three Fly
Quiet Programs (morning, evening and overnight) and Establish the overnight Rotation
Plan. Discussion was primarily held on the first two initiatives. For the departure
procedure discussion, Chicago Department of Aviation consultant Doug Goldberg from
Landrum & Brown presented two refined departure heading charts and decision criteria.
The first chart illustrated refined existing Fly Quiet departure tracks that were five miles in
length. The second chart illustrated five additional departure tracks for runways 9R, 10L,
10C, 28R, and 28C. All 13 heading alternatives would be presented to the Federal Aviation
Administration for review.

 

Other criteria included a recommendation for aircraft to utilize the full length of all
runways during overnight hours and that all final procedure designs would be reviewed
by ONCC prior to finalization and publication of the new Fly Quiet manual.

The committee unanimously voted to approve departure procedure decision criteria
presented with the caveat that two additional departure headings recommended by the
41st ward would be included and voted upon in future meetings.

Decision criteria for the Three Fly Quiet Programs initiative also were discussed, but no
votes were taken. The committee will meet again in February and prior to March 11 to
discuss and vote on Fly Quiet Programs and rotation procedure options.

CDA Presentation - 1/25/16

News Archives
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»  2015

»  2014

»  2013

»  2012
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ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #52

FLY QUIET REDEVELOPMENT PROCESS

ONCC
Fly Quiet 
Committee
Review  & 

Recommend*

ONCC 
Full      

Commission
Consider &       
Approve*

CDA

Submit Plan

FAA

Review Plan
Define Mechanics
Define Schedule

ONCC

Review Details

*ONCC recommendations shall be based on a supermajority (2/3) vote. 

We are Here
March 11 
2016

(Tentative)



Discussion



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #54

FLY QUIET INITIATIVES – DECISION CRITERIA TO BE DISCUSSED

Establish
Fly Quiet II

Rotation Plan

Define
Three Fly Quiet 

Programs

Refine
Departure 
Procedures

Review Existing Departure 
Headings

Define New Departure 
Headings

Require Full Runway 
Length 

Establish Rotation Plan 

Rotate Weekly 

Avoid Consecutive 
Community Impacts 

Include 14R and 32L 

Establish Three Programs 

Establish Evening Program 

Redefine Overnight 
Program 

Establish Morning Program 

Require ONCC Review

Other Criteria to be Defined by the Fly Quiet Committee?



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out 
community noise exposure. This program applies to 
overnight hours in which demand can be served by a 
single arrival or departure runway.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #56

FLY QUIET ROTATION – TENTATIVE TIMELINE 

February

March

April

November
October

June
May

December



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #5

GOALS &
GUIDELINES

Fly Quiet II RotationThree Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

7

STRATEGIC 

1. Establish Rotation Plan

2. Alternate East and 
West Flow

3. Avoid Consecutive 
Community Impacts 

TACTICAL

4. Reduce Use of 10L/28R 

5. Include 14R and 32L 

PROCESS

6. Conduct a Test and 
Monitor Performance 

7. Refine after ONCC 
Review 

1. Provide Near‐Term Relief – Six‐Month test with Citizen Feedback
2. Reduce Impacts to the Highest Impacted Communities – Provide Relief to Significantly 

Impacted Communities
3. Provide Predictability – Publish a rotation schedule that allows citizens to predict 

periods of relief to the extent possible



NIGHTTIME WINDS PROVIDE FLEXIBILITY FOR RUNWAY USE

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #58

Source:  Based on National Climatic Data Center 
(August 2005 – July 2015)

Potential Runway Use based on 10 Year average wind conditions 
(Maximum 5 knot tailwind/25 Knot Crosswind Limit). 
1 knot = 1.15078 mph

West Flow Only
Winds from the west

over 5 Knots
24.5%   

East Flow Only
Winds from the east

over 5 knots
9.7%

Either East or West 
Flow

(Winds less than 
5 knots)
65.8%

Nighttime hours only 
(10 pm to 7 am)

East Flow West Flow



EXAMPLE – WEST FLOW RUNWAY USE

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #59

Source:  Based on National Climatic Data Center 
(August 2005 – July 2015)

Potential Runway Use based on 10 Year average wind conditions 
(Maximum 5 knot tailwind/25 Knot Crosswind Limit). 
1 knot = 1.15078 mph

West Flow Only
Winds from the west

over 5 Knots
24.5%   

Either East or West 
Flow

(Winds less than 
5 knots)
65.8%

Nighttime hours only 
(10 pm to 7 am)

West Flow
90%

West Flow 
Opportunity



EXAMPLE – EAST FLOW RUNWAY USE

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #510

Source:  Based on National Climatic Data Center 
(August 2005 – July 2015)

Potential Runway Use based on 10 Year average wind conditions 
(Maximum 5 knot tailwind/25 Knot Crosswind Limit). 
1 knot = 1.15078 mph

East Flow Only
Winds from the east

over 5 knots
9.7%

Either East or West 
Flow

(Winds less than 
5 knots)
65.8%

Nighttime hours only 
(10 pm to 7 am)

East Flow
75%

East Flow 
Opportunity



Date                
(Week Commencing)

West Flow East Flow

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures

May-01 22R 22L 10C 10L

May-08 27L 28R 4R 32L

May-15 28R 32L 9R 10C

May-22 14R 28R 14R 9R

May-29 22R 32L 9R 10L

June-05 27L 22L 10L 32L

June-12 28C 28R 14R 10L

June-19 14R 22L 10L 9R

June-26 22R 22L 10C 10L

July-03 27L 28R 4R 32L

July-10 28R 32L 9R 10C

July-17 14R 28R 14R 9R

July-24 22R 32L 9R 10L

July-31 27L 22L 10L 32L

August-07 28C 28R 14R 10L

August-14 14R 22L 10L 9R

August-21 22R 22L 10C 10L

August-28 27L 28R 4R 32L

September-04 28R 32L 9R 10C

September-11 14R 28R 14R 9R

September-18 22R 32L 9R 10L

September-25 27L 22L 10L 32L

October-02 28C 28R 14R 10L

October-09 14R 22L 10L 9R

October-16 22R 22L 10C 10L

October-23 27L 28R 4R 32L

ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #511

FLY QUIET II OVERNIGHT ROTATION CONCEPT

Note 1: This alternative is proposed for 
consideration by the ONCC and has not 
been reviewed or approved by the FAA.

Note 2: This is a voluntary program ‐ available 
runways are determined by Air Traffic 
Control, CDA Operations, and 
wind/weather conditions.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #512

COMMUNITY 
OUTREACH/FEEDBACK 

DURING THIS SUMMER’S
RUNWAY ROTATION TEST

• Fly Quiet Website

o Summary of Test Plan

o Published Rotation Schedule

o Feedback Survey

• ONCC will Review Feedback

Schedule

Survey

Information Fly Quiet Rotation Test

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) will be conducting 
a Fly Quiet Rotation test beginning in the summer of 2016 
running through the fall of 2016. Citizen feedback will be 
collected during the entire test period on this website in the 
form of a survey.  

Fly Quiet Program

On June 17, 1997, the City of Chicago announced  that airlines 
operating at O'Hare International Airport had agreed to use 
designated noise abatement flight procedures in accordance 
with the Fly Quiet Program. This program was implemented in 
an effort to reduce the impacts of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding O'Hare.

The Fly Quiet Program is a voluntary program that encourages 
pilots and air traffic controllers to use designated nighttime 
preferential runways and flight tracks developed by the 
Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) in cooperation with the 
O'Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC), the airlines 
and the air traffic controllers. These preferred routes are 
intended to direct aircraft over less-populated areas, such as 
forest preserves and highways, as well as commercial and 
industrial areas.



7 Proposed Decision Criteria for Review and Approval by 
the Fly Quiet Committee

Fly Quiet II 
(Overnight Rotation)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #5

CRITERIA FOR
APPROVAL

Fly Quiet II RotationThree Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

14

1. Establish Rotation Plan – Request the FAA/CDA establish a weekly runway rotation program for Fly 
Quiet II (Overnight hours) to achieve a more balanced distribution of noise exposure. Each period may 
consist of one arrival and one departure runway or one mixed use runway (runway used for both 
arrivals and departures). (SOC FQ‐18)

2. Alternate East and West Flow (5 knot Tailwind) – Minimize the potential for consecutive periods of east 
flow or west flow runway use to the extent possible, except when conditions require the opposite flow 
due to a tailwind exceeding 5 knots.

3. Avoid Consecutive Community Impacts – Minimize the potential for impacting communities with the 
same operation type (arrival or departure) two periods in a row.

4. Reduce Use of 10L/28R – Include Runway 10L/28R in the rotation but reduce its use if needed by 
assigning it for departing aircraft that require additional runway length to the extent possible.   Prioritize 
the use of other runways to the extent possible for flights that do not require additional runway length.

5. Include 14R and 32L – Include 14R arrivals and 32L departures until the permanent closing of 14R/32L.  
Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor to the northwest could be utilized with other 
runways to the extent possible. (FAiR Recommendation)

6. Conduct a Test and Monitor Performance  – Ask FAA to Conduct a 6‐month test that applies these 
principles. Request CDA records nightly runway use and collects citizen feedback for ONCC review.

7. Require ONCC Review – Final rotation plans including any changes are to be reviewed by ONCC after 
the test prior to finalization and publication. 



Discussion and Approval



Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours 
when demand requires two departure runways.

Fly Quiet I (Evening)
& Fly Quiet III (Morning)

Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning 
hours when demand requires two arrival runways.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #517

THREE FLY QUIET PERIODS

10 p.m. to 7 a.m.
Federal Definition for Nighttime Noise
(10 dB Penalty for nighttime flights)

9 10 711 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 88p.m. a.m.

CURRENT
Fly Quiet Active 

Period

Fly Quiet I
Evening

1 Arrival/2 Departure
Runways

Fly Quiet III
Morning

2 Arrivals/1 Departure 
Runways

Fly Quiet II (Rotation)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #518

CRITERIA FOR
APPROVAL

1. Establish Three Programs – Request FAA/CDA to establish three Fly Quiet Programs 
to align with nighttime demand patterns.

2. Establish Evening Program – Establish Fly Quiet I aimed at the evening hours when 
demand requires two departure runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

3. Redefine Overnight Program – Redefine the existing Fly Quiet program as Fly Quiet II 
to address overnight hours when demand requires a single arrival or departure 
runway.   This program will be further defined to include a runway rotation plan to 
spread out the noise. (SOC FQ‐18)

4. Establish Morning Program – Establish Fly Quiet III aimed at the morning hours 
when demand requires two arrival runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

5. Require ONCC Review – Final Program to be reviewed by ONCC prior to finalization 
and publication. 

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures



Discussion and Approval



Questions



PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Approves Criteria To Reduce O’Hare Nighttime
Noise
February 16, 2016

Chicago and suburban leaders reach consensus on proposal for overnight noise relief

The O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC) Ad Hoc Fly Quiet Committee today
approved criteria to establish a nighttime runway rotation proposal for O’Hare
International Airport.  

The rotation proposal, termed “Fly Quiet II,” developed by the Chicago Department of
Aviation (CDA), in consultation with CDA and Suburban O’Hare Commission (SOC) aviation
experts, has the potential to significantly reduce nighttime noise impacts to communities
most affected by aircraft noise.

 “The goal of this committee was to bring relief quickly to communities most impacted by
nighttime noise,” said Committee Chair Joseph Annunzio. “Approval of the Fly Quiet
runway rotation concepts presented to the committee today puts the testing of a runway
rotation plan on a fast track.”

The Fly Quiet II proposal contained a set of criteria that includes: plans to alternate East
and West Flow runway use to further distribute noise exposure more evenly; to include
use of Runway14R/ 32L for nighttime operations; requests the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) to conduct a six-month test and monitor performance; allows citizen
feedback during the test phase; and requires full ONCC review after testing prior to
finalization.

The committee also voted today to approve modifications to the Fly Quiet program,
dividing it into three periods to address operations during the late evening, overnight and
early morning hours. At a previous meeting, the committee approved a measure that
would refine nighttime departure flight headings to reduce the number of homes
impacted by aircraft noise.

The Fly Quiet Committee will present all of the proposals to the full ONCC membership
for consideration at the next regularly scheduled ONCC meeting on March 11, 2016. If the
proposal is approved by the ONCC, the CDA will package and submit it to the FAA for
review and approval. Implementation of the rotation plan as a test program could begin
as early as May 2016.

“The city’s goal is to provide immediate relief for communities most impacted by
nighttime noise, and that’s what this plan will accomplish,” said CDA Commissioner
Ginger S. Evans.

“I want thank the Fly Quiet Committee members for their hard work studying this
complex issue, and I look forward to discussing this proposal at the ONCC March meeting.
Ensuring that O’Hare is both the economic engine of the city, as well as a good neighbor,
is my top priority. We have more work to do, but this is an important first step,” she said. 

ONCC Chair and Mount Prospect Mayor Arlene Juracek said she was encouraged by
today’s meeting. “We heard different points of view, everyone listened to each other and
a productive discussion took place,” Juracek said. “It was a group of people who wanted to
reach a decision. The committee took an important step forward toward putting the
wheels in motion on an Interim Fly Quiet Plan,” she said. “All of the parties involved –
CDA, SOC and the FAA are working together and talking to each other in a constructive
way that will bring relief.”

News Archives

»  2016

»  2015

»  2014

»  2013

»  2012

HOME ABOUT ONCC NOISE MITIGATION NOISE MANAGEMENT RESOURCES

http://oharenoise.org/
http://oharenoise.org/resources/publications
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http://oharenoise.org/contact-us
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/38-2016
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/34-2015
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/16-2014
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/17-2013
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The measure approved today seeks to establish a weekly runway rotation program at
O’Hare during overnight hours that is designed to achieve a more balanced distribution of
noise exposure for Chicago and suburban communities. Each period may consist of one
arrival and one departure runway or one mixed use runway (runway used for both
arrivals and departures). The rotation schedule would also be published for the public to
view.

Under the current Fly Quiet Program, certain runways are predominately utilized for
aircraft arrivals and departures. Communities near the flight paths of these designated
runways are the most heavily impacted by aircraft noise at night. With a rotation program
in place, the designated nighttime arrival and departure runways at O’Hare would be
rotated on a weekly basis.  

“The FAA looks to ONCC as the representation of all noise affected communities,” said
Commissioner Evans. “It is key that the ONCC has set up a process that garners input
from those communities. The FAA has made it clear that they will focus on what ONCC
recommends. The details of the plan must be developed by the FAA themselves and the
experts. The FAA agrees with concept and they want it to work,” Evans said.

She continued, “The city is committed to this process. We all share the same goal of giving
people relief, both in the short and long term,” Evans stated. “We will use every tool in the
tool box to get there.” 

The ONCC Fly Quiet Committee was formed in fall 2015 to explore ways to modify O’Hare
Fly Quiet procedures. The committee is comprised of nine voting members from Chicago
and suburbs near O’Hare as well as representatives from SOC and Fair Allocation in
Runways (FAiR).

CDA Presentation - 02/16/16

JDA Presentation - 02/16/16
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Ginger S. Evans, Commissioner
City of Chicago, Department of Aviation

O’Hare Noise Compatibility 
Commission Meeting
January 8, 2016
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KEY CONCEPTS

1. The North and South Control Towers are closed at night (10 p.m. to 6 a.m.) and
neither is included in the Fly Quiet Program.

2. No recommendations shall require additional controllers, controller hours, or
increased controller workload.

3. Runway 14L/32R was permanently closed on August 20, 2015 and the CDA has
commenced decommissioning activities.

4. Runway 9C/27C is scheduled to open in 2020, which requires the closure of
Runway 14R/32L.

a. Runway 27C will utilize the same departure corridor as Runway 32L.

b. Runway 14R/32L closure is also required to enable the construction of
Western Access to O’Hare.



Review Operational Data/Changes since 1997
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CHANGES SINCE 1997 FLY QUIET INCEPTION 

Runway Layout

Demand Profile

Aircraft/Avionic 
TechnologyATC Technology

Air Traffic 
Control 

Procedures
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KEY CONCEPTS

Evening Departure Demand Fly Quiet I

Overnight Low Demand Fly Quiet II

Morning Arrival Demand Fly Quiet III
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FLY QUIET COMMITTEE INITIATIVES

Rotation
(Yes or No)

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Frequency
(Weekly or Monthly)

Existing Procedures
(RNAV)

Guidelines
(Criteria)

New Procedures
(RNAV)

Fly Quiet I ‐ Evening 
(Four Configurations)

Fly Quiet III ‐Morning 
(Two Configurations)

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

PBN Departure 
Procedures



Performance Based Navigation 
(PBN) Departures



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #39

New PBN procedures will enable 
greater adherence to Fly Quiet 
departure tracks which  would result 
in fewer people impacted by 
nighttime departures.



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #310

Population and noise sensitive facilities were calculated based on 8.0 statute miles from runway end and 0.5 statute miles 
from each procedure centerline. Noise sensitive facilities included health care facilities, firehouses, and churches. 



Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours 
when demand requires two departure runways.

Fly Quiet I (Evening)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #312



Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning 
hours when demand requires two arrival runways.

Fly Quiet III (Morning)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #314



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out the noise.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #316



ONCC Fly Quiet Committee Meeting #317
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FLY QUIET II ROTATION METHOLOGY

1. Rotate configurations every period.

2. Don’t impact communities with the same operation type two periods in a row to
the extent possible.

3. Coordinate runway closings with maintenance and inspection schedules to reduce
unexpected changes.

4. Alternatives that include 14R arrivals or 32L departures are interim until the
permanent closing of 14R/32L. Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor
to the northwest can be utilized with other runways.

5. Alternative runways may need to be used to allow for construction, snow removal,
runway maintenance, runway inspection and specific aircraft operational needs.

6. Periods are subject to change based on ONCC Review.
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EXAMPLE
FLY QUIET II OVERNIGHT ROTATION

Date              
(Week 

Commencing)

West Flow East Flow Date              
(Week 

Commencing)

West Flow East Flow

Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures Arrivals Departures

January-03 22R 22L 10C 10L July-03 28R 32L 9R 10C

January-10 27L 28R 4R 32L July-10 14R 28R 14R 9R

January-17 28R 32L 9R 10C July-17 22R 32L 9R 10L

January-24 14R 28R 14R 9R July-24 27L 22L 10L 32L

January-31 22R 32L 9R 10L July-31 28C 28R 14R 10L

February-07 27L 22L 10L 32L August-07 14R 22L 10L 9R

February-14 28C 28R 14R 10L August-14 22R 22L 10C 10L

February-21 14R 22L 10L 9R August-21 27L 28R 4R 32L

February-28 22R 22L 10C 10L August-28 28R 32L 9R 10C

March-06 27L 28R 4R 32L September-04 14R 28R 14R 9R

March-13 28R 32L 9R 10C September-11 22R 32L 9R 10L

March-20 14R 28R 14R 9R September-18 27L 22L 10L 32L

March-27 22R 32L 9R 10L September-25 28C 28R 14R 10L

April-03 27L 22L 10L 32L October-02 14R 22L 10L 9R

April-10 28C 28R 14R 10L October-09 22R 22L 10C 10L

April-17 14R 22L 10L 9R October-16 27L 28R 4R 32L

April-24 22R 22L 10C 10L October-23 28R 32L 9R 10C

May-01 27L 28R 4R 32L October-30 14R 28R 14R 9R

May-08 28R 32L 9R 10C November-06 22R 32L 9R 10L

May-15 14R 28R 14R 9R November-13 27L 22L 10L 32L

May-22 22R 32L 9R 10L November-20 28C 28R 14R 10L

May-29 27L 22L 10L 32L November-27 14R 22L 10L 9R

June-05 28C 28R 14R 10L December-04 22R 22L 10C 10L

June-12 14R 22L 10L 9R December-11 27L 28R 4R 32L

June-19 22R 22L 10C 10L December-18 28R 32L 9R 10C

June-26 27L 28R 4R 32L December-25 14R 28R 14R 9R

Note 1:  This alternative is proposed for consideration by the ONCC and has not been reviewed or approved by the FAA.
Note 2:  Available runways are determined by CDA Operations, ATC, and prevailing winds.
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NEXT STEPS

ONCC
Fly Quiet 
Committee
Review  & 

Recommend*

ONCC 
Full      

Commission
Consider &       
Approve*

CDA
Submit Plan

FAA

Review Plan

We are Here



Data 
Gathering
October 2015
November 2015
December 2015

Discussion

December 2015
January 2016

Decisions

January 2016
February 2016

ONCC Meeting ‐ January 8, 201621

FLY QUIET COMMITTEE 3‐STEP PROCESS



Questions
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REQUIREMENTS OF THE O’HARE MODERNIZATION ROD FOR FLY QUIET

“At this point it is not reasonable to either assume that there would be a new Fly Quiet Program or speculate about what a new Fly Quiet
Program would be. FAA will, however, give consideration to suggestions for changes in the Fly Quiet Program developed by the ONCC and
requested of the FAA by the City of Chicago.”

FAA Record of Decision for O’Hare Modernization, September 30, 2015, page 48)

Record of Decision (ROD) was issued on September 30, 2005

• Provided environmental approval of OMP on the condition
of many requirements including noise requirements
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FLY QUIET REDEVELOPMENT PROCESS

ONCC
Fly Quiet 
Committee
Recommended*

ONCC 
Full      

Commission
Approve*

CDA

Submit Plan

FAA

Review Plan
Define 

Mechanics
Define Schedule

ONCC

Review Details

*ONCC recommendations shall be based on a supermajority (2/3) vote. 

We are Here
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FLY QUIET INITIATIVES – DECISION CRITERIA TO BE DISCUSSED

Establish
Fly Quiet II

Rotation Plan

Define
Three Fly Quiet 

Programs

Refine
Departure 
Procedures

Review Existing Departure 
Headings

Define New Departure 
Headings

Require Full Runway 
Length 

Establish Three Programs 

Establish Evening Program 

Redefine Overnight 
Program 

Establish Morning Program 

Require ONCC Review

Establish Weekly 
Rotation Plan

Alternate East/West 
Flow

Avoid Consecutive 
Impacts

Reduce Use of 10L/28R 

Include 14R and 32L 

Conduct Test



Existing and new Departure Procedures will be examined 
and refined in order to maximize compatible land use 
and reduce population  impacts.

Departure Procedures
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APPROVED
CRITERIA

1. Review Existing Departure Headings – Review existing Fly Quiet departure 
procedures so flight tracks are aligned over compatible land use (SOC FQ‐8), 
(SOC FQ‐10)

2. Define New Departure Headings – Develop new departure procedures for new 
headings as follows: (SOC FQ‐10)

a) 9R – straight, then turn to northeast
b) 10L – straight, then turn to southeast
c) 10C – straight, then turn to southeast
d) 28R – turn to northwest
e) 28C – turn to northwest
f) Other alternatives as deemed appropriate by the FAA 

3. Require Full Runway Length – All Departure should utilize the full‐length of the 
runway. (SOC FQ‐19)

4. Require ONCC Review – Final procedure designs are to be reviewed by ONCC prior 
to finalization and publication. 

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures



Fly Quiet I is a new program aimed at the evening hours 
when demand requires two departure runways.

Fly Quiet I (Evening)
& Fly Quiet III (Morning)

Fly Quiet III is a new program aimed at the morning 
hours when demand requires two arrival runways.
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FQ‐I and FQ‐III
Defined

1. The current Fly Quiet Program defines a single set of preferred noise‐compatible 
runways to be used during nighttime hours from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., assuming 
demand can be served with a single arrival runway and departure runway.

2. The program allows the FAA to use additional runways if demand requires more than 
one arrival or departure runway.  However, the current program does not designate 
which runways can be used during such conditions.

3. Because demand requires more than 1 departure runway in the late evening hours 
and more than 1 arrival runway in the early morning hours, the FAA currently uses 
other runways in these hours but without guidance from the ONCC about the most 
noise compatible runways.

4. The purpose of this initiative is to provide guidance to the FAA about which runways 
are preferred during late evening when 2 departure runways are needed(FQ‐I)  and 
during early morning hours when 2 arrival runways are needed (FQ‐III).

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures
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THREE FLY QUIET PERIODS

10 p.m. to 7 a.m.
Federal Definition for Nighttime Noise
(10 dB Penalty for nighttime flights)

9 10 711 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 88p.m. a.m.

CURRENT
Fly Quiet Active 

Period

Fly Quiet I
Evening

1 Arrival/2 Departure
Runways

Fly Quiet III
Morning

2 Arrivals/1 Departure 
Runways

Fly Quiet II (Rotation)
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1. Establish Three Programs – Request FAA/CDA to establish three Fly Quiet Programs 
to align with nighttime demand patterns.

2. Establish Evening Program – Establish Fly Quiet I aimed at the evening hours when 
demand requires two departure runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

3. Redefine Overnight Program – Redefine the existing Fly Quiet program as Fly Quiet II 
to address overnight hours when demand requires a single arrival or departure 
runway.   This program will be further defined to include a runway rotation plan to 
spread out the noise. (SOC FQ‐18)

4. Establish Morning Program – Establish Fly Quiet III aimed at the morning hours 
when demand requires two arrival runways. (SOC FQ‐17)

5. Require ONCC Review – Final Program to be reviewed by ONCC prior to finalization 
and publication. 

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation

Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

APPROVED
CRITERIA



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out 
community noise exposure. This program applies to 
overnight hours in which demand can be served by a 
single arrival or departure runway.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)
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FLY QUIET ROTATION – TENTATIVE TIMELINE 

February

March

April

November
October

June
May

December
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COMMUNITY 
OUTREACH/FEEDBACK 

DURING THIS SUMMER’S
RUNWAY ROTATION TEST

• Fly Quiet Website

o Summary of Test Plan

o Published Rotation Schedule

o Feedback Survey

• ONCC will Review Feedback

Schedule

Survey

Information Fly Quiet Rotation Test

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) will be conducting 
a Fly Quiet Rotation test beginning in the summer of 2016 
running through the fall of 2016. Citizen feedback will be 
collected during the entire test period on this website in the 
form of a survey.  

Fly Quiet Program

On June 17, 1997, the City of Chicago announced  that airlines 
operating at O'Hare International Airport had agreed to use 
designated noise abatement flight procedures in accordance 
with the Fly Quiet Program. This program was implemented in 
an effort to reduce the impacts of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding O'Hare.

The Fly Quiet Program is a voluntary program that encourages 
pilots and air traffic controllers to use designated nighttime 
preferential runways and flight tracks developed by the 
Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) in cooperation with the 
O'Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC), the airlines 
and the air traffic controllers. These preferred routes are 
intended to direct aircraft over less-populated areas, such as 
forest preserves and highways, as well as commercial and 
industrial areas.
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Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

15

1. Establish Rotation Plan – Request the FAA/CDA establish a weekly runway rotation program for Fly 
Quiet II (Overnight hours) to achieve a more balanced distribution of noise exposure. Each period may 
consist of one arrival and one departure runway or one mixed use runway (runway used for both 
arrivals and departures). (SOC FQ‐18)

2. Alternate East and West Flow (5 knot Tailwind) – Minimize the potential for consecutive periods of east 
flow or west flow runway use to the extent possible, except when conditions require the opposite flow 
due to a tailwind exceeding 5 knots.

3. Avoid Consecutive Community Impacts – Minimize the potential for impacting communities with the 
same operation type (arrival or departure) two periods in a row.

4. Reduce Use of 10L/28R – Include Runway 10L/28R in the rotation but reduce its use if needed by 
assigning it for departing aircraft that require additional runway length to the extent possible.   Prioritize 
the use of other runways to the extent possible for flights that do not require additional runway length.

5. Include 14R and 32L – Include 14R arrivals and 32L departures until the permanent closing of 14R/32L.  
Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor to the northwest could be utilized with other 
runways to the extent possible. (FAiR Recommendation)

6. Conduct a Test and Monitor Performance  – Ask FAA to Conduct a 6‐month test that applies these 
principles. Request CDA records nightly runway use and collects citizen feedback for ONCC review.

7. Require ONCC Review – Final rotation plans including any changes are to be reviewed by ONCC after 
the test prior to finalization and publication. 

APPROVED
CRITERIA

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation
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Test of Proposed

Interim Fly Quiet Runway Rotation Plan

O’Hare Noise Compatibility 
Commission Meeting
May 6, 2016
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O’HARE MODERNIZATION ROD - FLY QUIET

“At this point it is not reasonable to either assume that there would be a new Fly Quiet Program or speculate about what a new Fly Quiet

Program would be. FAA will, however, give consideration to suggestions for changes in the Fly Quiet Program developed by the ONCC and

requested of the FAA by the City of Chicago.”
FAA Record of Decision for O’Hare Modernization, September 30, 2005, page 48)

Record of Decision (ROD) was issued on September 30, 2005

ONCC Meeting – May 6, 2016
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MISSION STATEMENT FOR FLY QUIET ENHANCEMENT

The ONCC acknowledges that aircraft noise at night impacts the
residents in communities around O’Hare and that conditions have
changed since Fly Quiet Program inception in 1997. The ONCC
desires to evaluate ways to modify the Fly Quiet Program and
make recommendations to the Chicago Department of Aviation
(CDA) based on ONCC consensus.

Accomplished through a Six-Month Test of the Proposed Runway Rotation Plan



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out 
community noise exposure. This program applies to 
overnight hours in which demand can be served by a 
single arrival or departure runway.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)

4
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FLY QUIET RUNWAY ROTATION TEST – TENTATIVE TIMELINE 

February

March

April

December
November

July
June

May
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1. Applies during overnight hours when demand allows for one arrival/one departure 
runway

2. Balanced Approach for 12 Weekly Periods
• 6 Parallel Configurations and 6 Diagonal Configurations

• 6 West Flow and 6 East Flow

3. Reflects Stakeholder input  
• ONCC – Meets ONCC Criteria

• SOC – Supports this Plan

• FAiR – Use of Diagonals

4. Includes mixed-use runways 

5. Includes procedures to limit use of longest runways

6. Primary and secondary runway use configurations defined to accommodate wind 
conditions

7. Communication Protocols defined for CDA and Airlines

SUMMARY – TEST OF FLY QUIET RUNWAY ROTATION PLAN
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1. Six-month test to obtain actual data and community feedback

2. Based on existing departure headings – does not include new 
departure headings

3. Applies during overnight hours when demand is low

4. Balances runway use by approximately 45 arrivals and 35 
departures on an average night during overnight hours

5. Maintains existing sound insulation commitments and criteria

6. Potential for implementation depends on ONCC review of test 
results

TEST OF FLY QUIET RUNWAY ROTATION PLAN – KEY FEATURES
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Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

8

1. Establish Rotation Plan (SOC FQ-18) – Request the FAA/CDA establish a weekly runway rotation 
program for Fly Quiet II (Overnight hours) to achieve a more balanced distribution of noise exposure. 
Each period may consist of one arrival and one departure runway or one mixed use runway (runway 
used for both arrivals and departures). 

2. Alternate East and West Flow (5 knot Tailwind) – Minimize the potential for consecutive periods of east 
flow or west flow runway use to the extent possible, except when conditions require the opposite flow 
due to a tailwind exceeding 5 knots.

3. Avoid Consecutive Community Impacts – Minimize the potential for impacting communities with the 
same operation type (arrival or departure) two periods in a row.

4. Reduce Use of 10L/28R – Include Runway 10L/28R in the rotation but reduce its use if needed by 
assigning it for departing aircraft that require additional runway length to the extent possible.   Prioritize 
the use of other runways to the extent possible for flights that do not require additional runway length.

5. Include 14R and 32L (FAiR Recommendation) – Include 14R arrivals and 32L departures until the 
permanent closing of 14R/32L.  Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor to the northwest 
could be utilized with other runways to the extent possible. 

6. Conduct a Test and Monitor Performance  – Ask FAA to Conduct a 6-month test that applies these 
principles. Request CDA records nightly runway use and collects citizen feedback for ONCC review.

7. Require ONCC Review – Final rotation plans including any changes are to be reviewed by ONCC after 
the test prior to finalization and publication. 

APPROVED
CRITERIA

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation
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POTENTIAL USAGE BASED ON HISTORICAL WINDS

CONFIGURATION Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

A

53.4% 60.0% 76.7% 76.2% 81.6% 83.6% 83.1% 89.9% 84.9% 72.0% 63.1% 61.5%C

E

B 61.0% 59.2% 70.2% 74.3% 83.7% 88.1% 89.1% 89.5% 83.0% 72.3% 69.8% 66.9%

D 56.8% 65.3% 69.9% 65.5% 69.5% 76.7% 79.1% 82.7% 78.1% 67.0% 56.4% 56.0%

F

91.2% 87.5% 78.1% 74.2% 86.3% 91.3% 94.8% 94.8% 92.5% 91.0% 89.4% 88.9%H

J

G 72.5% 71.2% 59.0% 56.2% 66.7% 74.3% 85.6% 85.3% 77.5% 75.3% 67.0% 70.8%

I 87.6% 81.3% 74.1% 74.2% 81.2% 85.4% 91.2% 92.5% 88.8% 87.7% 87.5% 87.5%

Percentages are based  on a tailwind limit of 5 knots and a crosswind limit of 25 knots; includes wind gusts.

Source: National Climatic Data Center, 8/1/2005 - 7/31/2015, 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m. http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov

Does not include historical runway maintenance, inspections or other non-weather runway closures 

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/


ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 20161111



ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 20161212



ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 20161313



ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 20161414



1515



16

COMMUNITY 
OUTREACH/FEEDBACK 

DURING THIS SUMMER’S
RUNWAY ROTATION TEST

• Fly Quiet Website

− Summary of Test Plan

− Published Rotation Schedule

− Feedback Survey

− Adherence Updates

• Weekly Adherence Monitored

• ONCC will Review Feedback

Schedule

Survey

Information Fly Quiet Rotation Test

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) will be conducting 
a test of a proposed nighttime runway rotation plan potentially 
beginning in the summer of 2016. Citizen feedback will be 
collected during the entire test period on this website in the 
form of a survey.  

Fly Quiet Program

On June 17, 1997, the City of Chicago announced​ that airlines 
operating at O'Hare International Airport had agreed to use 
designated noise abatement flight procedures in accordance 
with the Fly Quiet Program. This program was implemented in 
an effort to reduce the impacts of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding O'Hare.

The Fly Quiet Program is a voluntary program that encourages 
pilots and air traffic controllers to use designated nighttime 
preferential runways and flight tracks developed by the CDA in 
cooperation with the O'Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC), the airlines and the air traffic controllers. These 
preferred routes are intended to direct aircraft over less-
populated areas, such as forest preserves and highways, as 
well as commercial and industrial areas.

ONCC Meeting – May 6, 2016
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1. ONCC Votes on plan.

2. If plan is approved by the ONCC, CDA submits detailed plan to 
FAA for review and approval of the six-month test.

3. If Plan is not approved, existing conditions continue.

FLY QUIET RUNWAY ROTATION PLAN – NEXT STEPS
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Proposed Interim Fly Quiet Runway Rotation Plan

O’Hare Noise Compatibility 
Commission – Technical Committee
April 19, 2016
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O’HARE MODERNIZATION ROD - FLY QUIET

“At this point it is not reasonable to either assume that there would be a new Fly Quiet Program or speculate about what a new Fly Quiet

Program would be. FAA will, however, give consideration to suggestions for changes in the Fly Quiet Program developed by the ONCC and

requested of the FAA by the City of Chicago.”
FAA Record of Decision for O’Hare Modernization, September 30, 2005, page 48)

Record of Decision (ROD) was issued on September 30, 2005

ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 2016
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MISSION STATEMENT FOR FLY QUIET ENHANCEMENT

The ONCC acknowledges that aircraft noise at night impacts the
residents in communities around O’Hare and that conditions have
changed since Fly Quiet Program inception in 1997. The ONCC
desires to evaluate ways to modify the Fly Quiet Program and
make recommendations to the Chicago Department of Aviation
(CDA) based on ONCC consensus.

Accomplished through a Six-Month Test



Fly Quiet II is a redefinition of the existing program which 
includes a runway rotation plan to spread out 
community noise exposure. This program applies to 
overnight hours in which demand can be served by a 
single arrival or departure runway.

Fly Quiet II (Overnight)

4
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FLY QUIET ROTATION – TENTATIVE TIMELINE 

February

March

April

December
November

July
June

May
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Three Fly Quiet 
Programs

Departure 
Procedures

6

1. Establish Rotation Plan (SOC FQ-18) – Request the FAA/CDA establish a weekly runway rotation 
program for Fly Quiet II (Overnight hours) to achieve a more balanced distribution of noise exposure. 
Each period may consist of one arrival and one departure runway or one mixed use runway (runway 
used for both arrivals and departures). 

2. Alternate East and West Flow (5 knot Tailwind) – Minimize the potential for consecutive periods of east 
flow or west flow runway use to the extent possible, except when conditions require the opposite flow 
due to a tailwind exceeding 5 knots.

3. Avoid Consecutive Community Impacts – Minimize the potential for impacting communities with the 
same operation type (arrival or departure) two periods in a row.

4. Reduce Use of 10L/28R – Include Runway 10L/28R in the rotation but reduce its use if needed by 
assigning it for departing aircraft that require additional runway length to the extent possible.   Prioritize 
the use of other runways to the extent possible for flights that do not require additional runway length.

5. Include 14R and 32L (FAiR Recommendation) – Include 14R arrivals and 32L departures until the 
permanent closing of 14R/32L.  Once this occurs, the compatible land use corridor to the northwest 
could be utilized with other runways to the extent possible. 

6. Conduct a Test and Monitor Performance  – Ask FAA to Conduct a 6-month test that applies these 
principles. Request CDA records nightly runway use and collects citizen feedback for ONCC review.

7. Require ONCC Review – Final rotation plans including any changes are to be reviewed by ONCC after 
the test prior to finalization and publication. 

APPROVED
CRITERIA

Fly Quiet II 
Rotation
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1. Applies during overnight hours when demand allows for one arrival/one departure 
runway

2. Balanced Approach for 12 Weekly Periods
• 6 Parallel Configurations and 6 Diagonal Configurations

• 6 West Flow and 6 East Flow

3. Reflects Stakeholder input  
• ONCC – Meets ONCC Criteria

• SOC – Supports this Plan

• FAiR – Use of Diagonals

4. Includes mixed-use runways 

5. Includes procedures to limit use of longest runways

6. Primary and secondary runway use configurations defined to accommodate wind 
conditions

7. Communication Protocols defined for CDA and Airlines

SUMMARY – FLY QUIET RUNWAY ROTATION PLAN
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POTENTIAL USAGE BASED ON HISTORICAL WINDS

CONFIGURATION Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

A

53.4% 60.0% 76.7% 76.2% 81.6% 83.6% 83.1% 89.9% 84.9% 72.0% 63.1% 61.5%C

E

B 61.0% 59.2% 70.2% 74.3% 83.7% 88.1% 89.1% 89.5% 83.0% 72.3% 69.8% 66.9%

D 56.8% 65.3% 69.9% 65.5% 69.5% 76.7% 79.1% 82.7% 78.1% 67.0% 56.4% 56.0%

F

91.2% 87.5% 78.1% 74.2% 86.3% 91.3% 94.8% 94.8% 92.5% 91.0% 89.4% 88.9%H

J

G 72.5% 71.2% 59.0% 56.2% 66.7% 74.3% 85.6% 85.3% 77.5% 75.3% 67.0% 70.8%

I 87.6% 81.3% 74.1% 74.2% 81.2% 85.4% 91.2% 92.5% 88.8% 87.7% 87.5% 87.5%

Percentages are based  on a tailwind limit of 5 knots and a crosswind limit of 25 knots; includes wind gusts.

Source: National Climatic Data Center, 8/1/2005 - 7/31/2015, 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m. http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov

Does not include historical runway maintenance, inspections or other non-weather runway closures 

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/
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COMMUNITY 
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DURING THIS SUMMER’S
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− Summary of Test Plan

− Published Rotation Schedule

− Feedback Survey

− Adherence Updates

• Weekly Adherence Monitored

• ONCC will Review Feedback

Schedule

Survey

Information Fly Quiet Rotation Test

The Chicago Department of Aviation (CDA) will be conducting 
a test of a proposed nighttime runway rotation plan potentially 
beginning in the summer of 2016. Citizen feedback will be 
collected during the entire test period on this website in the 
form of a survey.  

Fly Quiet Program

On June 17, 1997, the City of Chicago announced​ that airlines 
operating at O'Hare International Airport had agreed to use 
designated noise abatement flight procedures in accordance 
with the Fly Quiet Program. This program was implemented in 
an effort to reduce the impacts of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding O'Hare.

The Fly Quiet Program is a voluntary program that encourages 
pilots and air traffic controllers to use designated nighttime 
preferential runways and flight tracks developed by the CDA in 
cooperation with the O'Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC), the airlines and the air traffic controllers. These 
preferred routes are intended to direct aircraft over less-
populated areas, such as forest preserves and highways, as 
well as commercial and industrial areas.

ONCC Technical Committee Meeting – April 19, 2016



PUBLICATIONS NOISE COMPLAINTS CONTACT US

NEWSROOM
CDA Briefs Technical Committee on Fly Quiet Rotation Plan
April 19, 2016

The Chicago Department of Aviation briefed the ONCC Technical Committee on a six-
month Fly Quiet Rotation Plan test during the April 19 meeting. The nighttime rotation
plan, calls for 12 one-week periods that incorporate parallel and diagonal runways and six
east flow and six west flow configurations. 

Before the presentation, ONCC Chair and Mount Prospect Mayor Arlene A. Juracek
reminded the members that it was “important to do our homework” and engage in dialog,
analyze the viewpoints and take a “regional approach” to mitigate aircraft noise. 

The Commission is looking for a two thirds majority vote to change the status quo and
pass the Fly Quiet rotation plan at its May 6 meeting. Once passed, the plan can be
submitted with the “confidence of community consensus” to the Federal Aviation
Administration for implementation by June or July.

At the Technical Committee briefing, CDA Consultant explained that the refined Fly Quiet
rotation plan provided aircraft noise balance and runway use predictability, which he felt
could be achieved because of the historical data of nighttime wind conditions. Calmer
nighttime winds allow for a better balance of noise. 

The plan will avoid consecutive community impacts, provide a primary and secondary
runway plan, monitor the weekly events and provide community outreach through a
dedicated website. The Fly Quiet website will provide a summary of the test plan, a weekly
rotation schedule, runway usage updates and a community survey.

View Presentation

News Archives

»  2016

»  2015

»  2014

»  2013

»  2012

HOME ABOUT ONCC NOISE MITIGATION NOISE MANAGEMENT RESOURCES

Subscribe to our Newsletter

Email Address: Subscribe

Website Search

 Search

© 2016 O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission. All Rights Reserved

http://oharenoise.org/
http://oharenoise.org/resources/publications
https://servicerequest.cityofchicago.org/web_intake_chic/Controller?op=csrform&restrict_loc=Y&invSRType=AVN
http://oharenoise.org/contact-us
http://www.oharenoise.org/noise-management/technical-committee/presentations/406-fly-quiet-rotation-plan-briefing/file
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/38-2016
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/34-2015
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/16-2014
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/17-2013
http://oharenoise.org/about-oncc/newsroom/18-2012
http://oharenoise.org/
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