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ERRATA SHEET 
ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FAR PART 150 UPDATE 
FINAL NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM 1999 

Please make the following corrections to this document. 

Section 3, Proposed Elements of Revised Noise Compatibility Program, page 19 

Add the following paragraph to the beginning of this section. 

"This Chapter presents AlA's Revised NCP. Each measure is summarized briefly. 
Chapter 5 provides the detailed analysis on the recommended noise abatement 
measures and other measures considered. Chapter 6 provides the detailed 
analysis on recommended land use measures and other measures considered. " 

Section 3.1, Overall Benefits of the Proposed Revised NCP, page 19 

Remove the word "the" between the words "Proposed' and "Revised' in the section title. 

Section 3.2.3 New Measure: Conduct Detailed NADP Study, page 22 

Add the following sentence after the fourth sentence in the first paragraph. 

"This study would not "customize" any airline's NADP for use at AlA, but would 
simply help AlA determine for each airline which of their established NADPs would 
provide the greatest noise abatement benefit." 

Section 3.2.4 New Measure: Implement a Noise Abatement Departure Track for 
Commuter Aircraft Departing Runway 6R1L, page 22 

Remove the last sentence in the first paragraph and substitute the following sentence. 

"The noise exposure from individual commuter aircraft overflights to noise 
sensitive land uses in some areas of south Anchorage can be reduced by 
concentrating commuter aircraft departures over commercial and open space 
areas and the Minnesota Boulevard transportation corridor. " 

Section 3.3.5, Existing Measure: Comprehensive Planning, page 25 

Remove the words "of the original AlA Part 150 Study" and substitute the words "in 
this". 

Section 3.3.6, Existing Measure: Planning Commission Review, page 26 

Add the following text to the end of the second sentence in the first paragraph. 
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"and above, and to refer to the recommended guidelines for land use within these 
areas presented in Section 6.4, Recommended Land Use Guidelines for the AlA 
Part 150 Study Update, starting on page 148 of this NCP. " 

Section 3.3.7, Existing Measure: Public Land Development Criteria, page 26 

Add the following text to the end of the second sentence in the first paragraph. 

"and above, and to refer to the recommended guidelines for land use within these 
areas presented in Section 6.4, Recommended Land Use Guidelines for the AlA 
Part 150 Study Update, starting on page 148 of this NCP. " 

Section 3.4.4, Existing Measure: Regulations and Agreements, page 30 

Remove the words "the noise abatement regulations" from the first sentence, and 
substitute the words "airport noise abatement policies." 

Add the following sentence to the end of the first paragraph. 

"Any AlA noise abatement policies, regulations or agreements drafted or amended 
under this measure will be submitted for FAA review prior to implementation. " 

Section 3.4.8, New Measure: Airfield Signs, page 32 

Add the following sentence before the last sentence in the first paragraph. 

"The wording, design, and location of these signs will be reviewed by FAA prior to 
implementation of this measure. " 

Section 3.4.10, New Measure: Pilot Manual Insert, page 33 

Add the following sentence before the last sentence in the first paragraph. 

"The pilot manual insert will be reviewed by FAA prior to implementation of this 
measure." 

Section 3.5, Additional Measure to be Implemented Outside of the AlA Part 150 
Update Process, page 33 

Replace the word "three" with the word "two" in the first sentence. 

Section 5.7.1, Require Noise Abatement Power Reductions on All Runway 6 and 
Runway 14 Takeoffs, page 75 

Add the following paragraph at the end of the section. 

"AlA used SEL data instead of ONL data in analyzing this measure, as it was 
considered to be the most appropriate means to determine the ability of specific 
aircraft operating procedures to reduce noise exposure. It is expected that if the 
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SEL on individual events can be reduced, this will result in a corresponding result 
in the ONL contours. " 

Table 5.11, Commuter Arrival and Departure Corridor to the Southeast, page 107 

Change the third sentence of the "Description" paragraph to read as follows. 

"Concentration of flight activity in this corridor could reduce noise associated with 
individual overflights in some noise sensitive areas." 

Section 6.4.2, Consideration of Aircraft Noise Exposure Levels Below DNL 65 dB, 
page 153 

Add the following paragraph to the end of the section. 

"AA's use of the 60 ONL contour is consistent with Appendix A of FAA's Part 150 
regulations which states that local needs or values may dictate further delineation 
of noise impacts at less than 65 ONL. The local need to look beyond the 65 ONL 
was identified in AlA's previous Part 150 NCP approved in 1988. As identified in 
the earlier study, AlA believes that it is important to ensure that development in the 
60 ONL contours be evaluated to ensure continued land use compatibility in areas 
around AlA as operations expand. Areas within the 60 ONL contour are 
significantly impacted by airport operations in specific configurations and it is the 
residences within the 60-65 ONL contours which generate the largest number of 
complaint calls. Under this NCP, areas outside the 65 and above ONL contours 
are not eligible for sound proofing funds or other federally funded noise mitigation 
projects under the Airport Improvement Program. Therefore, it is essential that the 
noise levels in these areas be addressed during the land use planning and 
development processes available. " 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 
USA 99519-6960 
(907) 266-2525 
FAX (907) 243-0663 

Ms. Patricia Sullivan 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division 
222 West ih Avenue, Box 14 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Dear Ms. Sullivan: 

May 28,1999 

Anchorage Iniernational Airport (AlA) is pleased to submit five (5) copies' of the Final AlA Noise 
Compatibility Program (NCP) for Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) review and approval. 
This document was prepared in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150, 
Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, Appendix B - Noise Compatibility Programs. This NCP 
revises AlA's previous FAA-approved NCP, which received a Record of Approval on November 
18, 1988. This NCP does not revise AlA's NEM, which were determined to be in compliance 
with the requirements of FAR Part 150 in January 1999. This NEM shall serve as AlA's official 
NEM until significant progress in implementing this NCP has been accomplished. 

This NCP was developed as part of AlA's Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update. There has 
been extensive public review and input throughout the Study process. Availability of the Draft 
NCP was advertised in the Anchorage Daily News and the Federation of Community Council 
newsletter. Copies were provided to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and other 
interested members of the public. Public comments were received throughout the Study process, 
including at a final TAC meeting and public hearing on February 9, 1999. The public testimony 
received at this hearing, written comments received, and AIA'sresponse to comments received 
are included in Appendix C of this NCP. 

AlA's NCP Update includes a comprehensive review of AlA's existing program and examination 
of new measures to further reduce or prevent incompatibilities. This Final AlA NCP 
recommends 27 measures: four noise abatement measures, thirteen land use measures, and 
ten continuing program measures. AlA looks forward to receiving FAA approval of the Final AlA 
NCP and implementing the revised program. 

Thank you for your time and effort in reviewing this document. If you have any questions 
regarding this document or other airport noise issues, feel free to call Maryellen Tuttell at 266-
2543. 

Enclosure: Final AlA Noise Compatibility Program 

State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities· Alaska International Airport System 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify the following: 

(1) that the Noise Compatibility Program, Noise Exposure Maps, 
and associated documentation for Anchorage International Airport 
submitted in this volume to the Federal Aviation Administration 
under Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150, Subpart B, Section 
150.23, are true and complete under penalty of 18 U.S.C Part 1001; 

(2) all interested parties have been afforded opportunity to submit their 
views, data, and comments concerning the correctness and adequacy 
of the revised existing and forecast conditions noise exposure map, 
and of the descriptions of forecast aircraft operations; and 

(3) the proposed Noise Compatibility Program elements are 
recommended by the State of Alaska DOT & PF and not by a 
consultant or other third art . 

By: 

Title: 

Date: 

Airport Name: 
Airport Owner: 

Airport Operator: 

Address: 

rton V. Plumb, Jr. 
Ajrport Director 

May 28 , 1999 

Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public 
Facilities 
State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public 
Facilities 

State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 

(907) 266-2525 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Part 150 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), "Airport Noise Compatibility Planning"!, 
sets forth standards for airport operators to use in documenting noise exposure in the airport 
environs and establishing programs to minimize noise-related land use incompatibilities. 
This document is the second volume of documentation for a revised Part 150 submission to the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for Anchorage International Airport (AlA). The first 
volume, AlA's Noise Exposure Map 1998, was accepted by FAA in January 1999. 

1.1 FAR Part 150 Overview 

Part 150 sets forth a process for airport proprietors to follow in developing, and obtaining FAA 
approval of programs to reduce or eliminate incompatibilities between airport-generated noise 
and surrounding land uses. Part 150 prescribes specific standards and systems for: . 

• measuring noise; 
• estimating cumulative noise exposure using computer models; 
• describing noise exposure (including instantaneous, single event, and cumulative levels); 
• coordinating Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) development with local land use officials 

and other interested parties; 
• documenting the analytical process and development of the compatibility program; 
• submitting documentation to the FAA; 
• FAA and public review processes; and 
• FAA approval or disapproval of the submission. 

A formal submission to the FAA under FAR Part 150 includes two volumes of documentation: 
(1) a Noise Exposure Map (NEM) and (2) an NCP, as described in the following subsections. 

1.1.1 Noise Exposure Map 

The NEM describes the airport layout and operation, aircraft-related noise exposure, land uses 
in the airport environs, and the resulting noise/land use compatibility situation. The NEM 
must address two time frames: (1) data representing the year of submission (the "existing 
conditions") and (2) the fifth calendar year following the year of submission (the "forecast 
conditions"). It includes graphic depiction of existing and future noise exposure resulting from 
aircraft operations, and of land uses in the airport environs. The NEM documentation 
describes the data collection and analysis undertaken in its development. This document 
incorporates the NEM documentation, by reference. 

The AlA NEM 1998 recently accepted by FAA presented existing conditions noise contours for 
1997, and five year forecast case contours for 2002. Chapter 4 of this volume presents abated 
NEMs for both of those years, assuming the implementation of this revised NCP. 

14 CFR Part 150 
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1.1.2TheNCP 

The NCP is essentially a list of the actions the airport proprietor proposes to undertake to 
minimize existing and future noiselland use incompatibilities. The NCP documentation must 
recount the development of the program, including a description of all measures considered, 
the reasons that individual measures were accepted or rejected, how measures will be 
implemented and funded, and the predicted effectiveness of individual measures and the 
overall program. 

Official FAA acceptance of the NEM and approval of the NCP does not eliminate requirements 
for formal environmental assessment of any proposed actions pursuant to requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). However, acceptance of the submission is a 
prerequisite ~o application for funding of implementation actions. 

1.1.3 FAR Part 150 Guidance on NCPs 

To receive FAA approval, this revised NCP must meet FAR Part 150 requirements. Part 150 
directs the airport operator to evaluate the noise control actions and develop an NCP which--

• Reduces existing noncompatible uses and prevents or reduces the probability of the 
establishment of additional non compatible uses; 

• Does not impose an undue burden on interstate and foreign commerce; 

• Provides for revision (of the program if the noise exposure map is revised); 

• Is not unjustly discriminatory; 

• Does not derogate safety or adversely affect the safe and efficient use of airspace; 

• To the extent practicable, meets both local needs and needs of the national air 
transportation system, considering tradeoffs between economic benefits derived 
from the airport and the noise impact; 

• Can be implemented in a manner consistent with all the powers and duties of the 
Administrator of FAA. 

FAR Part 150 states that cumulative aircraft noise exposure of Day-Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL) 65 dB and greater are incompatible with noise sensitive uses such as homes, schools, 
and churches. FAR Part 150 also permits a reasonably-determined, locally adopted DNL value 
to be used in lieu of the federal DNL 65 dB criteria. The original AlA Part 150 Study adopted 
DNL 60 dB as a local planning standard for certain land use measures. Part 150 studies 
quantify incompatibilities by counting the number of homes, schools, and churches within the 
incompatible DNL areas. The number of impacted people is estimated by multiplying the 
average number of people per dwelling unit by the number of dwelling units within the 
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Final Noise Compatibility Program 3 

incompatible DNL areas. Therefore, the basis of evaluating the benefits of proposed noise 
abatement measures is to compare the number of people and/ or dwellings impacted under the 
abated DNL contours to the number of people and/ or dwellings impacted under base case 
noise contours. Efforts to reduce the number of impacted people/ dwellings usually focus on 
reducing the highest levels of impact first. 

1.2 Organization of this Volume 

This chapter presents an overview of Part 150 (Section 1.1), information on the submission and 
approval of the original NEM and NCP (1.3), information on the submission of the NEM 
prepared in the first phase of this study (1.4), identification of the major parties involved in the 
development of the NCP (1.5), a summary of the steps taken in development of this revised 
NCP (1.6), and a completed copy of the FAA's NCP review checklist (1.7). 

The balance of the document is organized into seven other sections: 

• Chapter 2 summarizes the existing NCP; 

• Chapter 3 presents the proposed elements of this revised NCP, including its overall benefit 
and the benefits of individual elements; 

• Chapter 4 presents the abated base case (1997) and five-year forecast case (2002) NEMs for 
AlA, with the implementation of this revised NCP; 

• Chapter 5 summarizes the screening and analysis of noise abatement alternatives that the 
study team undertook in the development of this revised NCP; 

• Chapter 6 presents a summary of the screening and analysis of land use alternatives; and 

• Chapter 7 summarizes the public involvement program that the State of Alaska and its 
consultants implemented in the development of this revised NCP. 

1.3 The Original AlA Part 150 Study 

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (State DOT and PF) 
completed its first Part 150 Study for AlA in 1987, herein referred to as the original AlA Part 
150 Study. The FAA completed its review of the NEM and determined that it was in 
compliance with Part 150 in October 1988. The FAA approved the NCP in January 1991. 

1.4 Revised Noise Exposure Map 

The State DOT and PF initiated this AlA Part 150 Update in May 1995, and submitted NEM 
documentation to the FAA in November 1998. The FAA determined the NEM to be in 
compliance with Part 150 in January 1999. Chapter 4 presents the abated NEM that includes 
the effects of the noise abatement actions the State DOT and PF included in this revised NCP. 
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1.5 Project Roles and Responsibilities 

Several groups had major roles in the development of this revised NCP, including the State 
DOT and PF, the consulting team, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the FAA. 

1.5.1 State DOT and PF 

As the "airport operator", the State DOT and PF has authority over the entire AlA Part 150 
Update, including ultimate responsibility for determining what elements are included in this 
revised NCP. The State DOT and PF is also responsible for pursuing implementation of 
ultimately adopted measures. 

The State DOr and PF retained a team of consultants to conduct the technical work required to 
fulfill Part 150 analysis and documentation requirements. Section 1.5.2 describes the 
composition of the consulting team and the general assignment of responsibilities among its 
members. 

The State DOT and PF established the TAC to ensure that appropriate outside entities and 
groups were given official representation in the study process. The TAC is the key element of 
a comprehensive public involvement program that the State DOT and PF conducted over the 
course of the update, as described in Chapter 7. 

The FAA also has a key role in any Part 150 study, as discussed in Section 1.5.4. 

1.5.2 Consulting Team 

The AlA Part 150 Update is one element of a contract between the State DOT and PF and the 
firm of Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. (HMMH) as the airport's prime consultant. HMMH 
has overall project management responsibility for the AlA Part 150 Update and for all noise­
related technical elements. HNTB, a subcontractor to HMMH, is responsible for aviation 
planning, airspace analysis, and land use planning expertise. Another subcontractor to 
HMMH, The Greenbusch Group, is responsible for assisting with the noise measurement 
program. 

1.5.3 Technical AdviSOry Committee 

The TAC includes representatives from a very broad spectrum of entities with interest in the 
AlA Part 150 Update process and its products. These entities include government agencies 
with aviation and land use responsibilities; private sector interests, particularly in the aviation 
industry; and representatives of the affected communities in the airport's environs. 

The TAC members are responsible for representing their constituents throughout the study 
process, including commenting on the adequacy and accuracy of collected data, simplifying 
assumptions, and technical analyses. The T AC also serves as a forum for the varied interest 
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groups to discuss co~plex issues and share their very different perspectives on the aircraft 
noise issue. 

1.5.4 Federal Aviation Administration 

The FAA has ultimate review authority over the NCP submitted under Part 150. Their review 
encompasses the details of technical documentation as well as broader issues of safety and 
constitutionality of recommended noise abatement measures. 

FAA involvement includes participation by staff from at least three levels in the agency: (1) 
local, (2) regional, and (3) national. 

• The airport's Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) provides significant input in several 
areas, including: radar data from their ARTS2A equipment, operational data from their 
files, judgement regarding safety and capacity effects of alternative noise abatement 
measures, and on implementation requirements. 

• On a regional level, the FAA's Alaska Airport Division also has several roles. The Air 
Traffic Division staff will support the ATCT, with final review and decision authority 
over changes in flight procedures. The Airports Division will determine whether or 
not the NEM satisfies all requirements and will conduct the initial FAA review of the 
NCP submission. 

• On a national level, the FAA's Washington headquarters performs the final review of 
the NEM and NCP submissions for technical and legal adequacy. 

1.6 Development of the Revised NCP 

The development of an NCP begins with a screening of all actions which could reduce potential 
land use incompatibilities identified in the NEM. Noise compatibility measures fall into two 
principal categories: (1) "noise abatement" measures to reduce the size or change the shape of 
the noise contours so as to minimize incompatibilities and (2) "land use" measures to correct 
current incompatibilities and to prevent future incompatibilities. Most NCPs also include a 
third category of "continuing program measures" related to the ongoing implementation and 
monitoring of the noise abatement and land use measures. 

Part 150 requires that an airport proprietor consider at least the following seven categories of 
noise compatibility planning alternatives.2 

1. Land acquisition and interests therein 
2. Barriers, shielding, public building soundproofing 
3. Preferential runway system 

2 Paragraphs B150.7(b) (1) through (7) of FAR Part 150 list these seven categories. 
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4. Flight procedures 
5. Restrictions on typel class of aircraft 

a. deny use based on Federal standards 
b. capacity limits based on noisiness 
c. noise abatement procedures 
d. landing fees based on noise or time 
e. curfews 

6. Other actions with beneficial impact 
7. Other FAA recommendations 

Category 1 addresses only land use measures. Category 2 addresses both noise abatement 
measures (barriers) and land use measures (soundproofing). Categories 3 though 5 address 
only noise abatement measures. As discussed in Chapters 4,5, and 6, this study evaluated 
measures from all seven categories, and other potentially beneficial actions proposed by the· 
FAA, other study participants, and the public. 

It is appropriate for NCP development to focus initially on noise abatement measures, which 
tend to be less controversial and less expensive to implement than land use measures. The 
NCP process then focuses on land use measures, to address remaining land use 
incompatibilities. Finally, the process addresses continuing program measures that are 
necessary to implement the measures and to monitor the results. 

The project study team (i.e., the State DOT and PF staff and their consultants) undertook the 
development of the NCP for AlA following four principal steps: 

• Review of existing NCP and screening of alternatives, 
• Analysis of noise abatement alternatives, 
• Analysis of land use alternatives, and 
• Recommendation of revised NCP. 

The consultants prepared background analysis and documentation for each of the first three 
steps and presented the results at publicly advertised TAC workshops. The project team 
prepared and distributed informational packets prior to each TAC meeting. TAC members 
and any other interested parties had opportunity to provide written comments during, and 
subsequent to, each of these meetings. The State DOT and PF staff also made numerous public 
briefings to the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) Planning and Zoning Commission and 
Community Councils. The State DOT and PF held a final public hearing on this revised NCP 
on February 9,1999. 

This volume summarizes the information and analysis presented at the T AC meetings and 
documents the public involvement process. Copies of meeting minutes, sign-in sheets, and 
comments sheets for the first nine TAC meetings are included in the NEM and are 
incorporated here by reference. Comments received at the final T AC meeting and final public 
hearing are discussed in Chapter 7. 
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1.7 FAA NCP Checklist 

FAA has distributed an implementation memorandum which includes a checklist of required 
items associated with the NCP. To assist readers in reviewing this document, Table 1.1 
presents this checklist, and indicates the location(s), in this document, of each required item. 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 ~CP Checklist (page 1 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation 1989 

I. IDENTIFICATION and SUBMISSION of PROGRAM: 

A. Submission is identified: 

Yes 

Cover letter 
and Sec. 1 

2. NEM and NCP 

3. Revision? Yes 

Yes 

C. NCP transmitted cover letter? Yes Cover letter 

II. 

Yes Ch.7 
A. Documentation includes narrative of public participation 

and consultation 

1. all Ch.7 

2. and identified? Yes Ch.7 

3. agencies in 2., above, correspond to those indicated 
Yes Ch.7 

on the 

C. Satisfies 

1. documentation shows active and direct participation 
Yes Ch.7 

of above? 

See also 
NEM, 

3. participation was prior to and during development of 
Yes Ch.7 incorporated 

to submittal to by reference 

4. indicates adequate opportunity afforded to submit 
Yes Ch.7 

? 

D. Evidence included of notice and opportunity for a public 
Yes Ch.7 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 2 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation 1989 

E. Documentation of comments: 

1. includes summary of public hearing comments, if 
Yes 

Ch.7, 
was held? C 

2. inc;ludes copy of all written material submitted to 
Ch.7, 

InNEM, 
operator? Yes 

Appendix C 
incorporated 

3. includes operators response/disposition of written 
-

Ch.7, 
and verbal comments? 

Yes 
C 

F. Informal agreement received from FAA on flight 
Yes Sec. 3.6.3 

III. NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS: [150.23, 8150.3; 150.35(~1 ([his 
section of the checklist is not a substitute for the Noise 

checklist. It deals WITh maps in the context 

A. Inclusion of NEMs and documentation: 

1. Map documentation errher included or incorporated 
Yes 

Sec. 1.1.1 
Ch.4 

2. found in FAA? Yes Ch.4 1999 

3. still valid? Yes Ch.4 

4. Does 1 SO-day period have to wait for map 
No Ch.4 

B. Revised NEMs submitted with program: (Review using 
checklist if revisions included in NCP 

Revised NEMs with ram? Yes Ch.4 

2. Has airport operator requested FAA to make a 
determination on the NEM(s) when NCP approval is No Ch.4 
made? 

C. If uses noise 

1. Yes Ch.4 INMS.1 

with A1S0.S? Yes 

D. Existing condition and S-year maps clearly identified as 
No Ch.4 

official NEMs? 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 3 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation 1989 

A. 

B. 

D. 

V. 

Ata are the anernatives below considered? 

1. land acquisttion and interests therein, including air 
, and 

2. barriers, acoustical shielding, public building 

4. flight procedures 

5. restrictions on type/class of aircraft (at least one 
restriction below must be checked): 
a. deny use based on Federal standards 
b. capacity limits based on noisiness 
c. noise abatement takeoff/approach procedures 
d. landing fees based on noise or time of day 
e. 

Responsible implementing authority identified for each 
considered alternative? 

measures: 

1. measures 

2. measures 

for alternatives? 

Other actions recommended the FAA? 

ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED for 
IMPLEMENTATION: 

1. alternatives recommended for i 

2. final recommendations are airport operators, not 
those of consultant or third party? 
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Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

n.a. 

Yes 

Yes 

Ch.6 

Sec. 6.6.2 
and 6.6.3 

Sec. 5.7 and 
5.8 

Sec. 5.9 

ChapterS, 
Tables 5.4-

5.12, Chapter 
6, Tables 
6.13-6.24 

n.a. 

3 

Chapter 3 
and 

Certification 
Sheet 



Final Noise Compatibility Program 11 

Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 4 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation 1989 

B. Do all 

1. relate or indirectly to reduction of noise and 
uses? Yes 

2. cOntain description of contribution to overall 
Yes 

3. use to extent Yes 

4. include actual/anticipated effect on reducing noise 
Chapter 3 
(especially 

exposure within non~compatible areas shown on Yes Sec. 3.1), 
and Chapters 

5. effects based on relevant and reasonable expressed 
Yes 

5, and 6 

6. have adequate supporting data to support its 
Yes 

contribution to the use 

C. Yes 

D 

1. Are aaernatives wtth potentially significant 
noise/compatible land use benefits thoroughly 

n.a. n.a. 
analyzed so that appropriate comparisons and 

be 

2. use restrictions coordinated with APp·600 prior to 
determination on start of 1 n.a. n.a. 

E Do also meet Part 150 standards?: 

1. formal recommendations which continue existing 
Yes 

Chapters 2, 
5 and 6 

2. new recommendations or changes proposed at end 
Yes Chapter 3 

of Part 150 

F Documentation indicates how recommendations may 
Yes 

Chapters 2, 
5 and 6 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 5 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation 1989 

G. Documentation also: 

1. identifies agencies which are responsible for Sec. 3.6.2 
implementing each recommendation? 

Yes 
and Tables 

3.5, 3.6, and 
3.7 

2. indicates whether those agencies have agreed to 
Yes Sec. 3.6.3 

3. indicates essential government actions necessary to Sec. 3.6 and 
implement recommendations? Yes Tables 3.5, 

and 3.7 

H. Time frame: 

1. includes agreed·upon schedule to implement Sec. 3.6 and 
alternatives? Yes Table 3.5, 

and 3.7 

2. indicates the Yes Sec. 3.6.1 

I. 

1. includes costs to implement alternatives? Sec. 3.6 and 
Yes Tables 3.5, 

2. includes anticipated funding sources? 
Yes 

VI. PROGRAM REVISION: [1SO.23(e)(S)] Supporting 
Yes 

documentation includes for 
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2. ORIGINAL NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM 

The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP proposed 21 measures including six noise abatement 
measures, ten land use control measures, and five continuing program measures. FAA did not 
take action on two of the proposed noise abatement measures. The FAA approved three of the 
remaining noise abatement measures, and all of the land use and continuing program 
measures. Appendix A presents a copy of the FAA's "Record of Approval" on the original 
AlA Part 150 Study NCP submission. 

Each of the original NCP elements is re-examined in the context of this AlA Part 150 Update, as 
documented in Chapters 3, 5, and 6 (for the continuing program measures, noise abatement 
measures, and land use measures, respectively). 

Section 2.1 summarizes the existing noise abatement measures, Section 2.2 the existing land ·use 
measures, and Section 2.3 the existing continuing program measures. 

2.1 Aircraft Noise Abatement Measures 

The FAA approved the implementation of three of the six aircraft noise abatement measures, 
including the following. 

48 Maximize Nighttime Preferential Runway Use of Runway 32 

Maximization of Runway 32 departures during the nighttime hours, supplemented by 
preferential departures on Runway 24 and arrivals on Runway 14 when Runway 32 is 
incompatible with wind conditions. 

48 Adopt and Incorporate Advisory Circular (AC) 91-53 and National Business Aviation 
Association's (NBAA) Close-in Procedure 

Encouraging the use of AC 91-53 and NBAA Close-In departure procedures by those 
aircraft capable of using them and still meeting required altitude restrictions. 

48 Preferential Runway Use Program for the Lake Hood Float Plane Base 

Implementation of a preferential runway use program after construction of new runway 
and waterlane facilities at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base, located northwest of existing 
facilities, followed by closure of the existing gravel runway and two existing waterlanes. 
Relocation of facilities should be accompanied by the tightening of approach and departure 
routes over noise-sensitive areas. 

Table 2.1 presents the implementation status of each of these noise abatement measures. 
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Table 2.1 Summary of Noise Abatement Measures, as Approved and As Implemented 
Source: HMMH, 1998 

Maximize Nighttime 
Preferential Use of 
Runway 32 

Adopt and Incorporate AC 
91-53 and NBAA's Close­
in Procedure 

Implement a Preferential 
Runway Use Program for 
Lake Hood Float Plane 

Implemented - AlA Bulletin 98-04, "Noise Abatement Procedures," 
establishes the preferential runway use program. The bulletin has 
been modified several times since the Record of Approval was issued. 
The current bulletin identifies Runway 32 as the preferred departure 
runway. Runway 24 is the second priority departure runway at night. 
The bulletin also identifies Runway 14 as the preferred arrival runway 

24 is used for 

Implemented - AlA Bulletin 98-04, "Noise Abatement Procedures," 
requires the use of Noise Abatement Departure Profiles (NADPs) for 
aircraft departing AlA. The bulletin has been modified several times 
since the Record of Approval was issued. The current bulletin requires 
the use of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) B or FAA 
AC 91-53A Close-in NADP when departing east or south from AlA. 
These NADPs were adopted based on the analysis of this AlA Part 150 

Implemented - Although this measure was tied to the expansion of the 
Lake Hood Float Plane Base, which did not occur, a preferential 
runway use program was implemented through AlA Bulletin 97-05 

Comments in the Record of Approval indicate that FAA felt that the two measures below were 
related and addressed traffic separation and airspace issues that would require FAA air traffic 
division review and approval through an FAR Part 93 revision. In addition, FAA determined 
that the effectiveness of these two measures with respect to noise benefits had not been 
demonstrated in the original AlA Part 150 NCP documentation. Therefore, FAA took no action 
on the following two measures. 

• Traffic Separation 

Control the traffic pattern size for the dirt strip and Lake Hood Float Plane Base by limiting 
the number of aircraft in the pattern. 

• Displace Threshold at East End of East/West Waterlanes 

Displace the east/west waterlanes approximately 1,000 feet to the west to keep landing 
aircraft higher over the noise sensitive areas. 

A proposed measure to restrict touch-and-go training operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base was disapproved by FAA due to a lack of " ... identified, specific noise benefits above the 
65 DNL contour." AlA has worked with the FAA outside of the FAR Part 150 process to 
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reduce the impacts of touch-and-go operations by discouraging them during nighttime hours 
and by routing aircraft over non-residential areas when possible. 

2.2 Compatible Land Use Measures 

The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP identified ten land use measures: 

II Compatible Land Use Zoning 

Any land currently in the present and/ or projected DNL 60 dB contours shall not be re­
zoned for residential use. Some locations are excluded from this policy with the 
implementation of mitigation measures. Also, for land now zoned for residential use, no 
re-zoning may occur to increase population densities. Finally, for all present non­
residential zoning, no multi-family or single-family homes may be constructed in the 
present and / or projected DNL 60 dB con tou rs. 

II Mobile Home Restrictions 

No additional mobile homes, mobile home parks, or camper parks will be permitted in the 
present and projected DNL 60 dB contours. 

II Building Code for Soundproofing 

Local regulations should be amended to require forced air circulation systems with 
"summer switches" or "continuous on" settings in all new residential construction in the 
DNL 60 dB contours. 

II Easements for Subdivisions 

Avigation easements should be obtained for all new residential subdivisions in the present 
and projected DNL 60 dB contours and for commerci<i1 developments involving actual or 
potential residential uses. The easement wording should make clear to the grantor that 
his/her property is located in a noise-impacted area and that these noise impacts could 
increase. 

II Noise Levels on Plats 

Subdivision plats should carry a note indicating the noise levels over the property and the 
potential for noise impacts. The plat note must be made known to buyers before a land sale 
is executed and be worded similar to the following: "Note: the subject property, or portions 
of thereof, is located in an area subject to potentially disruptive aircraft noise levels, which 
might be annoying to users of the property and interfere with its unrestricted use. Contact 
the municipal planning department to determine the most recently calculated levels of 
present and future aircraft noise over the property." 
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It Comprehensive Planning 

Amend the Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Development Plan to reflect the findings and 
recommendations of the AlA Part 150 Update. These changes include adding the noise 
barrier/buffer/trail strip along the northeastern border of the airport, and reflecting the 
recommended re-use options for lands immediately to the east, south, and west of the 
airport. 

It Planning Commission Review 

This is a measure to provide MOA planners with noise compatibility planning criteria to be 
used when reviewing government and private development plans. 

• Public Land Development Criteria 

This measure provides guidelines for the development of land tracks adjacent to the 
airport. The development parameters require that the land tracks be used in a manner 
compatible with airport noise. Also, the land use may not preclude long-term airport 
expansion that might be required beyond the planning period. 

• Sound Barrier Walls and Berms 

Construction of noise berms or barriers along the northeast boundary of the airport, to be 
concurrent with the development of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. Building a noise 
barrier along the east boundary of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base would result in the 
reduction of single-event noise exposure levels. The design of the noise barrier should be 
consistent with local development standards. 

• Sound Buffers 

A buffer area should be provided to ensure sufficient distance between nearby homes and 
aircraft operating areas. A corridor, 200 feet wide, is recommended on the outside of the 
berm. The corridor should be used in accordance with the Anchorage Park, Greenbelt, and 
Recreation Facility Plan. 

Table 2.2 presents the implementation status each of these mitigation measures. 
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Table 2.2 Summary of Land Use Measures, as Approved and as Implemented 
Source: HMMH 1998 

Compatible Use Zoning 

Mobile Home Restrictions 

Building Code for 

Noise Levels on Plats 

Easements for Subdivisions 

Comprehensive Planning 

Commission Review 

Public Land Development 

Sound Barrier Walls and 
Berms 

Sound Buffers 

Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and Zoning 
Commission; Assembly postponed until completion of AlA Par! 150 

Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and Zoning 
Commission; Assembly postponed until completion of AlA Par! 150 

Discussions with MOA are underway. 

on a basis. 

Not due to MOA I staff concerns. 

Comprehensive Plan currently being updated. AlA is working with 
MOA to consideration of noise levels. 

Discussions with MOA will continue. 

Will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Update currently 

Not implemented due to cancellation of the Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base 

Not implemented due to cancellation of the Lake Hood Float Plane 

2.3 Continuing Program Measures 

The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP identified five potential continuing program measures, 
all of which were recommended for implementation and all of which the FAA approved, 
including: 

• Noise advisory committee 
• Noise monitoring 
• Complaint response 
• Regulations and agreements 
• Plan review and evaluation 

Table 2.3 presents information on the continuing program measures and their implementation 
status. 
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Noise Committee 

Noise Monitoring 

Complaint Response 

Regulations and Agreements 

Plan Review and Evaluation 

Not 

Implemented using portable noise monitors and ad hoc 
measurements. 

Implemented through a noise complaint line, complaint recording 
and and to callers. 

Implemented through AlA Bulletins, agreements with FAA Air 
Traffic Control, and dissemination of noise abatement procedures 
to the aircraft 

Implemented through the establishment of the AlA Noise 
Program Manager position, ongoing review of adherence to the 
established noise abatement procedures, and the undertaking of 

1k\1A\1o\kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 19 

3. PROPOSED ELEMENTS OF REVISED NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM 

The revised NCP for AlA includes 27 measures: four noise abatement measures, thirteen land 
use measures, and ten continuing program measures. Table 3.2 (page 21) lists the noise 
abatement measures. Table 3.3 (page 23) lists the land use measures. Table 3.4 (page 29) lists 
the continuing program measures. 

As noted in Section 1.5.1, the State DOT and PF had overall responsibility for the conduct of the 
AlA Part 150 Update, including ultimate responsibility for the recommendation of measures 
for inclusion in the revised NCP. All of the final NCP measures that this document proposes for 
implementation are the recommendations of the State DOT and PF, and not those of the project 
consultants or any other third party. See checklist item V.A.2, page 10. 

Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 summarize the noise abatement, land use, and continuing program 
measures, respectively, that the State DOT and PF proposes for inclusion in the revised NCP. 
Section 3.5 discusses the benefits of shifting flight tracks away from the Anchorage Bowl area 
and increasing outreach to the General Aviation (GA) community which the State DOT and PF 
will pursue with FAA ATC staff, but not as an element of the NCP. Section 3.6 summarizes the 
NCP implementation documentation requirements set forth in the FAA's NCP checklist. 

3.1 Overall Benefits of the Proposed the Revised NCP 

This revised NCP will reduce incompatible land use in the AlA environs by (1) the 
implementation of noise abatement measures, which decreases the size of the DNL contours 
and (2) the adoption of remedial and preventive land use measures to mitigate existing 
incompatibilities and deter future incompatibilities. 

With the implementation of the proposed noise abatement elements of the revised NCP, there 
will be five areas with land uses that are incompatible, according to FAR Part 150 guidelines. 
These five areas are shown in Figure 4.1 the "Existing Conditions (1997) Noise Exposure Map 
with Implementation of Revised Noise Compatibility Program", on page 41. All five of the 
areas are within the DNL 65 to 70 dB contour interval for both (1997 and 2002) analysis years. 
These five areas are clearly identified in Figure 4.1 and include: 

• Three areas near the gravel strip at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base, within the Turnagain 
Community Council Boundary; 

• One area along the north side of International Airport Road, within the Spenard 
Community Council Boundary; and 

• One area southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold near Delong Lake and Connors 
Lake, within the Sand Lake Community Council Boundary. 
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A portion of one area, near the gravel strip at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base and a portion of 
the area southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold near Delong Lake are within the DNL 
70 to 75 dB contour interval for both (1997 and 2002) analysis years. 

Table 3.1 summarizes the residential population within the existing conditions and five-year 
forecast contours for the current and proposed revised NCPs. The bottom line of the table 
summarizes the overall benefit of the revised noise abatement elements of the revised program. 
The net effect is approximately an 5.4% reduction in affected population within 1997 noise 
contours and approximately a 1.9% reduction in affected population within 2002 noise 
contours. 

Table 3.1 Comparison of the Estimated Residential Population within the Existing 
Cqndition and Five-Year Forecast NEMs for the Existing and Proposed NCPs 

With NCP 

With This Revised NCP 

Reduction ofNCP 448 134 

3.2 Noise Abatement Measures 

Noise abatement measures reduce aircraft noise or shift the noise away from sensitive areas. 
They include five principal categories of options: (1) preferential runway use options; (2) 
changes in cockpit flight procedures (e.g., power settings, rates of climb); (3) changes in flight 
track geometry or flight track usage; (4) airport use restrictions (e.g., limitations on the time or 
frequency of operations for all aircraft, or for noisier classes of aircraft); and (5) changes in 
airport layout which help to divert noise from sensitive areas (e.g., new or revised runways, 
runup areas, or noise barriers). These five categories cover the range of noise abatement 
alternatives required for consideration by Part 150. 

AlA's four proposed noise abatement procedures fell into three of the five principal categories 
of options which included: (1) preferential runway use options; (2) changes in cockpit flight 
procedures (e.g., power settings, rates of climb); and (3) changes in flight track geometry or 
flight track usage. 

Chapter 5 summarizes the process that the study team followed in evaluating noise abatement 
measures. Based on these analyses, and taking into account public input, the State DOT and 
PF selected the elements to include in the revised NCP. Table 3.2 summarizes the four 
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proposed noise abatement elements, noting whether each is an existing measure, a 
modification to an existing measure, or a new measure. 

Following the table, subsections discuss each of the proposed noise abatement measures 
individually, including identification of their actual or anticipated effect on reducing noise 
exposure within non-compatible areas (see FAA checklist item V.B.4, page 11 of this 
document). 

Table 3.2 Summary of Proposed Noise Abatement Elements of Revised NCP, Compared to 
FAA-Approved Elements of Existing NCP 

Existing Measure: Maximize Nighttime 
Preferential Use of Runway 32 

Existing Measure: Adopt and Incorporate AC 
91-53 and NBAA's Close-in Procedure 

None applicable. 

None ,applicable. 

None 

Preferential 

Revised Measure: Enhance Nighttime Runway 
Use. 

Revised Measure: Implement consistent thrust 
cutback power for departures on Runways 6 
and 14. AC 91-53A "Close-inn or ICAO B. 

New Measure: Conduct detailed study to 
optimize NADPs and make recommendations. 
Estimated 

New Measure: Implement a noise abatement 
departure track for commuter aircraft departing 

Use Measures 

None. 

3.2.1 Revised Measure: Enhance Nighttime Runway Use Program 

Develop and follow new 
Tower Order fe-prioritizing 
the use, 

Provide airspace review, 
revise "climb as rapidly as 
practical" phraseology in 

I 

Provide airspace review, 
approve track, assist with 

None. 

Departures on Runways 6R and 6L fly over the largest concentration of population near AlA. 
Nighttime departures on these runways east contribute significantly to the noise exposure 
impact area within the existing and future NEMs as well as noise complaints received by the 
State DOT and PF. Departing on Runway 24L and 24R and landing on Runway 14 at night to 
the greatest extent possible (consistent with weather, traffic volume, and safety) keeps aircraft 
noise over the Cook Inlet and away from noise sensitive uses. As a result of this procedure, 
some residents near the eastern AlA boundary may notice a change in the character of 
nighttime noise. 
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Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure should reduce the population and 
dwelling units exposed to aircraft noise from nighttime departures. 

3.2.2 Revised Measure: Implement consistent thrust cutback power reductions for 
departures on Runways 6 and 14 

The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP included the use of a thrust cut back procedure (AC 91-
53) that has since been revised by FAA. In addition, this AlA Part 150 Update revealed that 
there is a wide range of power settings used on departure, including some that may provide no 
noise reduction. The analysis concluded the noise reduction could be improved if the new 
FAA- and ICAO-approved NADPs are adopted and used consistently for Runway 6R, Runway 
6L, and Runway 14 departures. The State DOT and PF should adopt the AC 91-53A "Close-in" 
or lCAO B NADPs for Runways 6R/6L and Runway 14 departures. . 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure benefits areas south and east of AlA by 
reducing the noise produced by departing aircraft. 

3.2.3 New Measure: Conduct Detailed NADP Study 

The original AlA Part 150 Study identified the use ofNADPs as an important measure in 
reducing cumulative and single-event noise exposure in the communities near AlA. The 
Airline Pilots Association (ALPA) supports the selection of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP 
at each airport and runway end. This AlA Part 150 Update recommends (Section 3.2.2) the use 
of the current versions of these procedures as recommended by FAA, lCAO, and the NBAA. 
Because the interpretation of the NADPs varies from airline to airline, a detailed NADP study 
would help AlA and the airlines identify the optimum FAA- and lCAO-approved NADPs for 
use at AlA by airline, aircraft type, and runway end. The type of detailed study required to 
identify optimum NADPs by airline, aircraft type, and runway end is beyond the scope of this 
AlA Part 150 Update. The State DOT and PF estimates the cost of a detailed NADP study to be 
$75,000. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure would ensure the maximum noise 
reduction from the use ofNADPs is achieved. 

3.2.4 New Measure: Implement a Noise Abatement Departure Track for Commuter 
Aircraft Departing Runway 6R/L 

Due to the proximity of their gates to the departure runway end and for traffic separation 
purposes, commuter aircraft depart to the east using Runway 6L and Runway 6R more than all 
other directions combined. The noise exposure to noise sensitive land uses can be reduced if 
the commuter aircraft departures were concentrated over a major roadway, open space, and 
commercial uses. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: A reduction in noise sensitive land uses exposed to 
aircraft noise impacts. 

11\\\\\\\1\1 HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 23 

3.3 Land Use Measures 

Table 3.3 summarizes the 13 proposed land use elements of the revised NCP. The following 
subsections describe the measures and provide estimates of their actual or anticipated effect on 
reducing incompatible land uses. 

3.3. 1 EXisting Measure: Compatible Use Zoning 

This compatible use zoning measure would encourage noise compatible development and 
prevent the introduction of new noise sensitive uses through restrictions on rezoning and 
conditional use permits within the existing 1997 DNL 60 dB noise contour. This measure from 
the original AlA Part 150 Study was modified to apply to the existing rather than future DNL 
60 dB contour. Although it is a measure continued from the original AlA Part 150 Study, it is 
not yet fully implemented. An ordinance implementing this measure was passed by the MbA 
Planning and Zoning Commission, but the MOA Assembly has postponed action on the 
ordinance pending completion of this AlA Part 150 Update. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure could prevent the introduction of 
approximately 3,000 people to aircraft noise levels greater than DNL 60 dB. 

3.3.2 EXisting Measure: Mobile Home Camper Park Restrictions 

Due to the nature of their construction, mobile homes and campers do not provide significant 
exterior to interior noise level reductions. In addition, these structures cannot be cost 
effectively sound insulated. Therefore, this measure is designed to preclude the development 
of especially noise sensitive residential uses within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. This measure 
from the original AlA Part 150 Study was modified to apply to the existing rather than future 
DNL 60 dB contour. Although it is a measure continued from the original AlA Part 150 Study, 
it is not yet fully implemented. An ordinance implementing this measure was passed by the 
MOA Planning and Zoning Commission, but the MOA Assembly has postponed action on the 
ordinance pending completion of this AlA Part 150 Update. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Cannot be determined in advance, because it is 
impossible to anticipate the number of new mobile homes and camper parks that may be 
developed. 
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Table 3.3 Summary of Proposed Land Use Elements of Revised NCP Compared to F AA­
Approved Elements of Existing NCP 

and Camper Park Restrictions 

Requirement for New 
Development 

Existing Measure:" Noise Levels on 
Plats 

Existing Measure: Comprehensive 
Planning 

Existing Measure: Planning 
Commission Review 

Existing Measure: Public Land 
Development Criteria 

New Measure: Noise Overlay 
Zone 

New Measure: Fair Disclosure 
Policy 

New Measure: Land Banking 

New Measure: Soundproofing for 
Existing Development 

New Measure: Sound 
Buffers/Barriers 

New Measure: Ground Noise 
Study 

, , 
conditional uses for any new development of residences of any 
type within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. 

, i 
conditional uses for any new development of mobile 
structures and camper parks within the 1997 ONL 60 dB 
contour. 

dB contour to provide acceptable interior noise levels. This 
measure has been modified to increase flexibility in meeting 

Place noise levels on plats of all new subdivisions or land uses 
involving residential structures within the 1997 DNL 60 dB 
contour. 

Provides policy guidance for all types of future development 
within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour as well as increased 
awareness of noise environment for the real estate and 
development communities and members of the pUblic. 

Provides policy guidance for consideration of all types of 
proposed development within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. 

Provides policy guidance for development of public uses within 
the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. 

Enhances implementation of the other measures such as 
conventional zoning, limitations on conditional use permits, and 
subdrvision regulations. Also enhances ability of potential 
property purchasers to make informed decisions. The 
estimated budget is $50,000. 

NotifIeS potential property purchasers within the 1997 DNL 60 
dB contour of aircraft noise impacts. 

Public acquisition of noise impacted vacant property with the 
1997 DNL 65 dB contour for future public use. 

Establish a noise insulation program to ensure acceptable 
interior noise levels for existing residences within the 1997 
DNL 65 dB contour. 

Establish sound buffers/noise barriers to provide noise level 
reduction for residential areas immediately adjacent to AlA. 

Conduct detailed study of aircraft ground noise exposure and 
recommend specific measures. Estimated budget: 5180,000. 
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measure 
existing rather than future DNL 60 dB 
contour. No new FAA approval 

measure 
existing rather than future DNL 60 dB 
contour. No new FAAapprovaJ 

Existing measure modified to apply tei 
existing rather than future DNL 60 dB 
contour. No new FAAapprovaJ 
required. 

Existing measure, no new FAA approval 
required. 

Existing measure modified to apply to 
existing rather than future DNL 60 dB 
contour. No new FAA approval 
required. 

Existing measure modified to apply to 
existing rather than future ONL 60 dB 
contour. No new FAA approval 
required. 

FAA approval required. 

FAA approval required. 

FAA approval required. Approval of 
any Federal funding would be 
contingent upon demonstrated benefits 
of specific proposals. 

New measure, FAA approval required. 
Approval of any Federal funding would 
be contingent upon demonstrated 
benefits of specific proposals. 

New measure, FAA approval required. 
Approval of any Federal funding would 
be contingent upon demonstrated 
benefits of SpecifIC proposals. 

Approval and federal share of ground 
noise study. 
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3.3.3 Revised Measure: Soundproofing Requirement for New Development 

This measure from the original AlA Part 150 Study would establish a noise plan requiring new 
residences within the DNL 60 dB contour to incorporate sound insulation into the construction 
and to be equipped with a forced air circulation system to permit operation year round with 
the capability to completely exchange the air in the horne twice each day and supply a 20 
percent change of fresh air every hour. This measure was modified by eliminating the 
requirement for a forced air circulation system and allowing greater flexibility in meeting the 
interior noise level reductions required. This measure was also modified to apply to the 
existing rather than the future DNL 60 dB contour. Although it is a measure continued from 
the original AlA Part 150 Study, it is not yet implemented. The State DOT and PF and MOA 
are currently discussing this measure. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: The interior noise levels of all new construction subject 
to this measure would meet the FAR Part 150 DNL 45 dB requirement. 

3.3.4 Existing Measure: Noise Levels on Plats 

This measure would require noise levels to be noted on plats of all new subdivisions or land 
uses involving residential structures with the 1997 DNL 60 dB contours as part of the 
subdivision platting review process. This measure from the original AlA Part 150 Study was 
modified to apply to the existing rather than future DNL 60 dB contour. The measure is 
currently implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Future property owners would be notified of aircraft 
noise levels and builders would be required to incorporate sound attenuation measures into 
construction. 

3.3.5 EXisting Measure: Comprehensive Planning 

This measure recommends an amendment of the Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan to 
incorporate the compatible land use recommendations of the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Would provide policy guidance for all types of future 
development within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour as well as increased awareness of the AlA 
noise environment for the real estate and development communities and members of the 
public. The Comprehensive Plan is currently being updated and the State DOT and PF is 
working with the MOA to ensure that land use compatibility in the AlA environs is being 
addressed. 
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3.3.6 Existing Measure: Planning Commission Review 

This measure recommends the ,adoption of the noise compatibility planning criteria as outlined 
and the guidelines for land use compatibility review provided within the NCP for use in all 
planning activities pertaining to areas within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contours. This measure 
from the original AlA Part 150 Study was modified to apply to the existing rather than future 
DNL 60 dB contour. The State DOT and PF is working with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission on this issue. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Would provide policy guidance for consideration of all 
types of proposed development within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. 

3.3.7 Existing Measure: Public Land Development Criteria 

This measure recommends the adoption of a policy on the use of public land within the 1997 
DNL 60 dB contours. This measure from the original AlA Part 150 Study was modified to 
apply to the existing rather than future DNL 60 dB contour. The State DOT and PF is working 
with the MOA to ensure that this measure will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan 
update. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Would provide policy guidance for development of 
public uses within the 1997 DNL 60 dB contour. 

3.3.8 New Measure: Noise Overlay Zone 

This measure establishes an overlay zone based on noise contours to add conditions to 
underlying conventional zoning districts. This technique would overlay zones based on 
aircraft noise levels to prescribe special requirements and restrictions on noise-sensitive land 
uses in these zones. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Would enhance the implementation of other measures 
such as conventional zoning, limitations on conditional use permits, and subdivision 
regulations. Would also enhance the ability of potential property purchasers to make informed 
decisions. 

3.3.9 New Measure: Fair Disclosure Policy 

This measure would ensure'the disclosure of relevant information on aircraft noise levels in 
sales documents during residential property transactions. This technique is similar to truth in 
sales laws relating to any type of purchase. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Enhances the ability of potential property purchasers 
to make informed decisions. As many as 2,000 potential new residents in the 1997 DNL 60 dB 
contour could benefit. 

IkWlWlkl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 27 

3.3.10 New Measure: Land Banking 

This measure recommends public acquisition of noise impacted property for future public use. 
This technique involves the fee-simple purchase of privately-owned, vacant land by a local 
public agency to prevent non-compatible land use development and to hold such property for 
later public use not necessarily related to aviation. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Could enhance the ability of the State DOT and PF 
and/ or MOA to establish compatible public uses on vacant properties within the 1997 DNL 65 
dB contour. 

3.3.11 New Measure: Soundproofing for Existing Development 

This measure recommends sound insulation of existing private homes within the 1997 DNL 65 
dB contour. This technique would involve State DOT and PF funding of soundproofing of 
existing private homes and public uses such as schools. Avigation easements are typically 
obtained in return for property owner participation. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: As many as 650 dwellings could be eligible for 
soundproofing. 

3.3.12 New Measure: Investigate Sound Buffers/Barriers 

Sound barrier walls and/ or berms and open space may be used to reduce aircraft ground noise 
communities adjacent to AlA. This technique may be appropriate to consider in various areas 
affected by ground noise. Implementation of this measure would follow a detailed study of 
aircraft ground noise problems at AlA. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Could provide noise reduction for residential areas 
immediately adjacent to AlA. 

3.3.13 New Measure: Conduct Detailed Aircraft Ground Noise Study 

Noise from aircraft operations on the ground (e.g., taxiing, engine runups, and auxiliary 
power unit usage) were discussed in the original AlA Part 150 Study. The original AlA Part 
150 Study focused on these issues in the vicinity of Lake Hood Float Plane Base which was to 
be expanded. The expansion did not occur and the recommend noise barriers were not 
constructed. Since the time of the original AlA Part 150 Study, community concern regarding 
noise from aircraft ground operations has increased. The type of detailed study required to 
address these problems is beyond the scope of this AlA Part 150 Update. To address these 
concerns, the State DOT and PF will conduct a detailed aircraft ground noise study that will 
examine the extent of the aircraft ground noise problem and recommend appropriate 
mitigation measures, which may include barriers, berms, ground runup enclosures as well as 
changes in aircraft ground operation regulations. The State DOT and PF will seek FAA 
funding for the study which has an estimated cost of $180,000. 
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Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure will be used to evaluate the potential for 
sound buffers/barriers to minimize aircraft ground noise impacts in residential areas 
immediately adjacent to AlA. 

3.4 Continuing Program Measures 

Continuing program measures are administrative actions which the State DOT and PF will use 
to implement, monitor, and manage the noise abatement and land use measures. Section 3.4.1 
through 3.4.10 summarizes the State DOT and PF's bases for recommending these continuing 
program measures. Table 3.4 summarizes the ten proposed measures, noting whether each is 
an existing measure, a modification to an existing measure, or a new measure. 

3.4.1 Existing Measure: Noise Advisory Committee 

Although the establishment of a Noise Advisory Committee (NAC) was a recommendation of 
the original AlA Part 150 Study, the Committee was never established. NACs are critical to the 
successful implementation of NCPs. A NAC would: monitor the State DOT and PF's progress 
in implementing the NCP, provide input and guidance when difficulties arise, streamline the 
decision making process, and provide a means of disseminating information about the NCP 
directly to the affected public. The current AlA Part 150 Update TAC membership provides a 
logical starting point for the creation of an ongoing NAC. The TAC was been intimately 
involved in the development of the NCP as discussed in Chapter 7. Quarterly meetings of the 
NAC are likely to be sufficient to keep the implementation program moving. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefit of Measure: The NAC would provide a formal mechanism for 
ongoing dialogue with community, airport users, and FAA on noise issues. 

3.4.2 Revised Measure: Noise Monitoring 

The original AlA Part 150 Study recommended noise monitoring by a consultant on an as­
needed basis. AlA staff conducted a limited number of noise measurements using noise 
measurement equipment which has since become outdated. HMMH conducted noise 
measurements as a part of this AlA Part 150 Update. The results were useful in identifying the 
cumulative noise exposure in the community as well as identifying difference in the noise 
exposure of individual aircraft operations. Noise monitoring continues to be a useful element 
of the NCP. However, the State DOT and PF's outdated monitors should be replaced with 
state-of-the-art equipment and supplemented by the addition of flight track monitoring 
capabilities. The flight track monitoring system is critical to the monitoring and 
implementation of the approved noise abatement measures. 

The State DOT and PF seeks to purchase an integrated aircraft noise and flight track 
monitoring system with a combination of permanent and portable noise monitors, flight track 
monitoring system, and central database management 
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Table 3.4 Summary, of Proposed Continuing Program Elements of Revised NCP, Compared 
to FAA-Approved Elements of Approved NCP. 

Existing Measure: Noise Advisory Committee 

Revised Measure: Noise Monitoring 

Existing Measure: Complaint Response 

Existing Measur~: Regulations and Agreements 

Existing Measure: NEM and NCP Review and 
Revision 

None applicable. 

None applicable. 

None applicable. 

None applicable. 

None applicable. 

Formalize the Committee membership, role, 
and 

Purchase an aircraft noise and operations 
monitoring system (ANOMS). Estimated 

.Smillien. 

Continue the current complaint collection 

Review and revise applicable regulations 
and agreements as appropriate. 

Review and evaluate refinements to the Part 
150 plan. Continuing review through 
ANOMS and Noise Program Manager 
reports to NAC. Update NEMs within five 
years or as required by changes in airport 
layout or operation. Update NCP as 

New Measure: Noise Program Manager. 
Recognizes an existing AlA staff position 
not included in i Part 150 

New Measure: Noise information page on 
the AlA Web site. 

New Measure: Airfield signs. Purchase and 
install eight on-airfield to advertise 

New Measure: Conduct Public Information 
Program. Estimated cost: $10,000. 

New Measure: Prepare and distribute a pilot 
manual insert. Estimated cost: $5,000. 

None. 

Approval and funding of 
federal share of 
ANOMS 

None. 

FAA ATCT concurrence 
with Letters of 
Agreement and Tower 
Orders. 

FAA technical 
assistance and funding 
as appropriate. 

None. 

None: 

Approval and funding of 
federal share of signs. 

Approval and funding of 
federal share of printing 
costs. 

Approval and funding of 
federal share of printing 

capabilities. The State DOT and PF estimates that the cost of the system will be approximately 
$1.5 million. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: The monitoring system provides the State DOT and PF 
with objective and accurate information to use in implementing NCP elements, monitoring the 
effectiveness of the NCP, and responding to citizen inquiries. It is particularly effective as a 
tool for educating the public and pilots on proper noise abatement procedures and other noise 
issues. 
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3.4.3 Existing Measure: Complaint Response 

The State DOT and PF has followed the original AlA Part 150 Study recommendation of 
collecting and analyzing aircraft noise complaints. The current complaint hotline provides 
information on airport operations and allows the caller to record a noise comment or 
complaint. The Noise Hotline is checked Monday through Friday by the Noise Program 
Manager. These noise complaints should be entered into the AlA noise complaint data base. 
The level of noise complaints could require AlA's administrative staff to transcribe complaints 
and enter them into the database. The level of effort to record and respond to complaints . 
should be monitored. This effort should not interfere with the Noise Program Manager's 
ability to implement the NCP. If it does, a Noise Program Technician should be hired. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Continuation of the current complaint system provides 
an efficient means of recording and responding to noise complainants and provides a method 
of tracking noise complaint data. 

3.4.4 Existing Measure: Regulations and Agreements 

This measure in the original AlA Part 150 Study included a wide range of measures designed 
to establish the noise abatement regulations, obtain agreements with the FAA ATCT, and 
disseminate the noise abatement procedures to the aircraft operators. The State DOT and PF 
implemented most of the original AlA Part 150 Study recommendations under this measure. 
The outstanding measures will be implemented as part of the revised NCP. These measures 
included signs and notices, revision of the Standard Instrument Departure Procedures, and a 
pilot guide which is discussed below. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: Increased adherence to noise abatement measures 
through widespread notification and dissemination of the noise abatement regulations. 

3.4.5 Existing Measure: NEM and NCP Review and Revision 

This element provides continuing review and revision of the NEM and NCP as well as 
providing for amendments to the NCP between updates. This existing element of the 
approved NCP includes the following steps: 

• . Initial AlA staff review of airport procedure changes proposed by the public, pilots, FAA, 
Noise Program Manager, or other parties, including, as appropriate, development of a 
detailed technical report, including computer modeling, field testing, and impact and cost 
analyses, as appropriate. 

• When appropriate, review by the NAC at its next meeting. 

• Review by the FAA to determine feasibility and air traffic impacts. 
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II Review and written response by affected operators, including the number of operations 
impacted and the anticipated costs or savings. 

II Provision of a recommendation to the NAC, FAA, other affected parties, and the general 
public, and proposal for NCP revision as appropriate. 

The State DOT and PF will update the NEM every five years, or as required by changed 
conditions, pursuant to FAA guidelines? Should the revised NEM indicate that changed 
conditions have diminished the effectiveness or efficiency of the NCP, the State DOT and PF 
will evaluate the NCP and update it as required. 

Actual or Anticipated Benifits of Measure: This measure provides for updating the NEM and the 
NCP as needed, to ensure their continued efficiency and effectiveness. The NCP must be a 
dynamic plan that can respond to changes in airport operating conditions and to changes in 
external conditions, such as land uses. The existing NCP, as implemented by the State DOT 
and PF, has reflected a high degree of flexibility to such changes. ' 

3.4.6 New Measure: Noise Program Manager 

Following the original AlA Part 150 Study, the State DOT and PF established a Noise Program 
Manager position at AlA. The Noise Program manager is responsible for community liaison 
regarding noise issues, collection of and response to noise complaints, implementation of the 
NCP, and ongoing noise compatibility planning efforts. This measure recognizes the existence 
of the position and acknowledges the key role the Noise Program Manager will play in 
implementing the revised NCP. 

The Noise Program Manager's current duties include other non-noise issues. However, this 
responsibility may need to be diminished as increasing elements of the NCP become active. 
AlA management and the NAC should regularly evaluate the Noise Program Manager's 
responsibilities and workload. The Noise Program Manager may need the assistance of a 
Noise Program Technician as the day-to-day workload increases. 

3 § 150.21 Cd) of FAR Part 150 states: 

If, after submission of a noise exposure map under paragraph (a) of this section, any change in the 
operation of the airport would create any "substantial, new noncompatible use" in any area depicted on the 
map beyond that which is forecast for the fifth calendar year after the date of submission, airport operator 
shall, in accordance with this section, promptly prepare and submit a revised noise exposure map. A 
change in the operation of an airport creates a substantial new noncompatible use if that change results 
in an increase in the yearly day·night average sound level of 1.5 dB or greater in either a land area which 
was formerly compatible but is thereby made noncompatible under Appendix A (Table 1), or in a land area 
which was previously determined to be noncompatible under that Table and whose noncompatibility is now 
significantly increased. 
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Actual or Anticipated,Benefits of Measure: The Noise Program Manager is a critical element of the 
ongoing implementation and success of the NCP. 

3.4.7 New Measure: Noise Information Page on the AlA Web Site 

AlA maintains a home page on the Internet that includes information about the airfield layout, 
available services, and historical level of operations. AlA's web page also provides information 
about the State DOT and PF's aircraft noise control regulations, AlA's noise abatement 
program, and the AlA Part 150 Update, The State DOT and PF's web page could be improved 
by adding an e-mail link to the Noise Program Manager and should be updated upon 
completion of the AlA Part 150 Update to include information on the adopted NCP and 
implementation status of the approved measures. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure provides another avenue for the State' 
DOT and PF to disseminate information about its noise control efforts and to receive input 
from interested persons. 

3.4.8 New Measure: Airfield Signs 

The State DOT and PF plans to install up to eight signs on AlA and Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base that inform departing pilots of the key noise abatement procedures and indicate locations 
and headings for ground runu p procedures, The signs will be located where aircraft hold 
prior to takeoff and where aircraft conduct runu ps, Although the original AlA Part 150 Study 
NCP included signs, the State DOT and PF has not yet purchased them. Therefore, FAA 
funding is required. The State DOT and PF estimates the cost of these signs at $30,000. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure is an important means of maximizing the 
benefits of noise abatement measures. 

3.4.9 New Measure: Public Information Program 

The AlA staff will pursue a public information program through verbal and written briefings 
to the NAC, MOA Planning and Zoning Commission, and neighboring Community Councils. 
This program should also include an educational seminar on aircraft noise disclosure for local 
realtors, developers, and lenders. The State DOT and PF will develop AlA "fact sheets" on 
aircraft noise issues at AlA that respond to frequently asked questions about noise at AlA. The 
State DOT and PF may also develop a quarterly newsletter dedicated to airport noise issues. 
The cost for implementing this measure is estimated to be $10,000. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure is a critical component of the ongoing 
dialogue with outside parties, to ensure that the NCP operates efficiently and effectively. 
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3.4.10 New Measure: Pilot Manual Insert 

Most pilots operating at AlA in multi-engine or jet aircraft and many of those operating in 
single engine aircraft subscribe to a service which provides regular updates to a reference 
manual on instrument procedures in use at airports. This publication is produced by Jeppesen 
Sanderson, Inc. The State DOT and PF will arrange for the printing of a full-color informational 
insert on in a format that is compatible with the Jeppesen Sanderson manual. These types of 
inserts have been a very successful means of educating pilots on the details of noise abatement 
procedures. The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP did not anticipate the use of this measure. 
Based on their effectiveness at other airports, the State DOT and PF proposes to include it in 
the revised NCP. Costs for implementing this measure are estimated to be $5,000. 

Actual or Anticipated Benefits of Measure: This measure is an important means of maximizing the 
benefits of noise abatement measures. .. 

3.5 Additional Measures to be Implemented Outside of the AlA Part 150 Update Process 

Three additional measures analyzed during the AlA Part 150 Update process are discussed 
below. These measures will be pursued outside of the AlA Part 150 Update process. 

3.5.1 Shift Runway 32 Departures North, Shift Runway 6R Arrivals South 

The AlA Part 150 Update examined two flight track measures for areas well outside of the 60 
DNL dB contour: (1) shifting to the north, Runway 32 nighttime departures that tum 
eastbound and (2) shifting to the south, Runway 6R arrivals from the east at night. Anchorage 
FAA ATC personnel concluded that these changes could be accommodated. These changes 
will not affect the DNL 65 dB contour and will be accomplished by FAA outside of the AlA 
Part 150 Update process. 

3.5.2 GA Program 

Although specific noise abatement measures considered for the Lake Hood Float Plane Base 
were not recommended for inclusion in the NCP, the State DOT and PF has committed to 
pursuing a pilot awareness and education program for GA users. This program will include 
meetings with individual pilots and pilot associations, noise information sheets mailed to tie 
down and float slip permit holders, and additional signage regarding noise abatement on the 
lakes. The goal of the program will be to educate pilots about the GA noise impacts on the 
community and how these impacts can be reduced. Since this program is not expected to 
change the seasonal or annual DNL contours around the Lake Hood Float Plane Base, it will be 
pursued outside of the AlA Part 150 Update process. 
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3.6 NCP Implementation 

Part 150 includes extensive requirements related to NCP implementation, including: 

• identification of the time period covered by the program, 
• identification of parties responsible for implementation of each program element, 
• indication that responsible parties have agreed to implement the measure, 
• schedule for implementation of the program, 
• essential government actions, and 
• anticipated funding sources. 

3.6.1 Time Period Covered by the Revised NCP 

In the absence of unanticipated changes in forecast conditions, this revised NCP covers five' 
years from the date of submission. 

3.6.2 Implementation Responsibility 

Part 150 requires that the NCP clearly identify the person(s) or entity(ies) responsible for 
implementing each recommended element. Tables 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7 identify parties with major 
implementation responsibility. 

According to FAA's definition of implementation responsibility', the State DOT and PF, as 
airport operator, must initiate the implementation of all noise abatement measures. Clearly, 
however, the FAA and pilots have key roles related to the implementation of aircraft 
operational measures. The FAA ATC personnel must provide instructions to pilots related to 
preferential runway use and noise abatement flight tracks. Pilots must cooperate by following 
FAA ATC instructions and by utilizing noise abatement cockpit procedures, when safe to do 
so. 

The State DOT and PF, the MOA, and the FAA share responsibility for implementation of land 
use measures. The State DOT am! PF will seek assistance from MOA in the implementation 
and administration of these programs (all incompatible land within the DNL 65 dB contour is 
within the MOA). The State DOT and PF will work with MOA to coordinate, publicize, and 
administer preventive land use measures (including land use and zoning changes, fair 
disclosure programs, and land acquisition). The FAA is involved in implementation ofland 
use measures, through program approval and funding assistance. 

The State DOT and PF has the lead responsibility for continuing program measures. FAA will 
assist by providing funding and assisting in ongoing program review. The MOA will assist by 
cooperating in ongoing program review. 

4 As set forth in FAA AC 150/5020-1, "Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports", August 5, 
1982. 

Iklo\\lo\\kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 35 

Table 3.5 Summary ofNCP Implementation Details for Proposed Noise Abatement 
Elements of Revised NCP 

Preferential 

Enhance nighttime runway 
use program ~ Minimize 
Runway 6 departures at 
night. Increase the use of 
Runway 24 departure and 
Runway 14 landing 

Conduct Detailed NADP 
SllIdy 

Implement consistent thrust 
cutback power for departures 
on Runways 6 and 14. 

Noise Abatement 

Implement a noise 
abatement departure track 
for commuter aircraft 

State DOT and PF requests that FAA 
implement revised procedure. FAA 
reviews, approves, and implements. 

FAA reviews and approves as element of 
revised NCP. State DOT and PF selects 
aviation noise consultant to conduct 

State DOT and PF conducts NADP 
Study. Based on the results of the NADP 
Study, State DOT and PF requests that 
FAA implement revised procedure. FAA 

State DOT and PF requests that FAA 
implement revised procedure. FAA 
reViews, approves, and implements. 

None. 

$75,000. FAA 
funding up to 93.75%. 

None. 

None. 

1999 (immediately 
following NCP approval). 

1999 (immediately 
following NCP approval.) 

1999 (immediately 
following NCP approval). 

1999 (immediately 
following NCP approval). 
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Table 3.6 Summary of NCP Implementation Details for Proposed Land Use Elements of 
RevisedNCP 

Compatible Use Zoning 

Mobile Home Restrictions 

Soundproofing Requirement for 
New Development 

Noise levels on Plats 

Comprehensive Planning 

Planning Commission Review 

Public Land Development 

Noise Overlay Zone 

Fair Disclosure Policy 

Land Banking 

Soundproofing of Existing 
BUildings 

Conduct Detailed Ground Noise 
Study 

Sound Buffers/Barriers 

State DOT and PF assists with drafting required 

State DOT and PF as"is", with dtral1ling required 

State DOT and PF assists with drafting required 
building code revisions. MOA adopts and 

State DOT and PF requests plat notes. MOA 

State DOT and PF provides input into the 
Comprehensive Plan. MOA adopts and 
enforces it. 

State DOT and PF assists with drafting 
compatibility criteria. Planning Commission 

and 

Stale DOT and PF assists with drafting required 
ordinance. enforces it. 

State DOT and PF assists with drafting required 
ordinance. MOA adopts and enforces it. 

State DOT and PF submits legislation to the 
Alaska Legislature or submits revisions to the 
Real Estate Commission (REC). REG revises 

form. 

The State DOT and PF identifies acquisition 
area with MOA. State DOT and PF or MOA 
purchase vacant residential properties. 

The State DOT and PF develops program, 
applies for federal funds, and administers 
program. 

FAA reviews and approves as element of 
revised NCP. State DOT and PF selects 

The State DOT and PF manages design and 
construction of barriers based on ground noise 
study findings. 
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None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

Approximately $50,000 
for consulting 
assistance. FAA 

i 

None. 

Fair market value cost 
of land. FAA funding 
up to 93.75%. 

Approximately $14 
million. FAA funding up 
1093.75%. 

$180,000. FAA funding 
up to 93.75%. 

Unknown property 
acquisition and 
construction costs. 
FAA funding up 10 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

2000 (following NCP 
approvaO· 

Ongoing. 

2000 and beyond (following 
NCP approvaQ. 

2001 and beyond (following 
NCP approval). 

2000 (Immediately following 
NCP approval.) 

2001 and beyond (following 
NCP approvaQ. 
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Table 3.7 Summary of NCP Implementation Details for Proposed Continuing Program 
Elements of Revised NCP 

Noise Advisory State DOT and PF formalizes membership None. 1999 
and sets 

Noise and Operations FAA reviews and approves as element of $1.5 million. FAA funding up 2000 (immediately 

Monitoring System revised NCP. State DOT and PF applies to 93.75%. following NCP 
for funding, selects vendor, manages approval.) 

I 

Continue the current State DOT and PF continues to implement. None. Continuing. 

complaint colle~on 
system and response 

Regulations and FAA reviews and approves as element of None. Continuing. 
Agreements revised NCP. State DOT and PF 

recommends wording of regulations and 

Noise Program State DOT and PF continues to implement. State DOT and PF pays Continuing. 

Manager staff salary, benefits, and 

AlA Noise Web Page State DOT and PF to continues to improve None. Continuing. 

Airfield signs FAA reviews and approves as element of $30,000. FAA funding up to 2000 - 2001 
revised NCP. State DOT and PF acquires 93.75%. 

I 

Public information FAA reviews and approves as element of $10,000. FAA funding up to Ongoing. 

program revised NCP. State DOT and PF develops 93.75%. 
and distributes materials. 

Distribute Pilot Inserts State DOT and PF prepares and distributes $5,000. FAA funding up to 2000 
a noise abatement insert for flight manuals. 93.75%. 

NEM and NCP review State DOT and PF pursues on continuing Undetermined consulting Continuing. 

and revision basis. FAA assists in review and approval. assistance. FAA funding up 
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Through the TAC meetings, the State DOT and PF staff and consulting team members have 
discussed the proposed NCP elements with the FAA, pilot representatives, and MOA. They 
have indicated their su pport for the revised NCP. 

3.6.3 Indication of Agreement to Implement 

As the lead agency in the implementation of all measures, the State DOT and PF clearly agrees 
to its responsibilities. The FAA ATCT, chief pilots, and representatives of the Alaska Airmen's 
Association have endorsed the revised noise abatement measures through participation in the 
AlA Part 150 Update process, which included TAC meetings, public meetings, and direct 
discussions with the FAA and the chief pilots. AlA and HMMH staff have discussed the 
preventive land use measures with MOA land use and zoning staffs as well as the Planning 
and Zoning <;::ommission and have received their general endorsementsof the proposed 
actions. 

3.6.4 Further Environmental Review 

Federal or local regulations may require further environmental review prior to the 
implementation of some NCP measures. The State DOT and PF will not initiate the 
implementation of any measure until it, the FAA, or other responsible agency have satisfied 
any such requirements. It is not appropriate to initiate any such review until the FAA has 
completed the NCP approval process. 

3.6.5 Summary of Implementation Actions, Responsibilities, Costs, Funding Sources, 
and Schedules 

Tables 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7 summarize implementation details for each proposed element of the 
revised NCP, in the noise abatement, land use, and continuing program categories, 
respectively. 
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4. ABATED NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF REVISED NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM 

As discussed in Section 1.4, the first phase of this AlA Part 150 Update involved the 
submission to FAA of revised NEM documentation for AlA, including existing conditions 
(1997) and five-year forecast (2002) maps. FAA issued a finding of compliance with FAR Part 
150 for the revised NEM in January 1999. 

The abated NEMs identify the current areas of noncompatible land use near AlA, and provide 
a basis for the evaluation of revisions to the NCP. As discussed in Section 1.6, the logical first 
step in developing an NCP is to evaluate existing noise abatement alternatives, so as to 
minimize noncompatible land uses. Following the selection of a preferred package of noise 
abatement measures, the study team prepared abated noise contours and land use analyses for 
the existing conditions and five-year forecast cases. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 present these noise· 
contours, and relevant land use data. These two figures represent the abated Noise Exposure 
Maps with implementation of the revised NCP. Since they represent conditions that have not 
yet been achieved, the State DOT and PF is not submitting them for FAA review and 
acceptance. The NEMs found in compliance in January 1999 shall serve as AlA's official NEMs 
until significant progress in implementing the NCP has been accomplished. 

The abated contours were developed using the FAA's Integrated Noise Model, Version 5.1 
(INM 5.1), including the standard noise and performance database. Section 5 of the NEM 
documentation discusses the lNM and its inputs in detail. Section 5 of the NEM also discusses 
the noise measurements that were made in compliance with FAR Part 150 Appendix A Section 
150.5. 

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 include the airport boundary and major land use categories (through 
shading). The MOA has land use control jurisdiction for the entire area depicted in Figures 4.1 
and 4.2. The figures also show the locations of noise sensitive public buildings within the 
DNL contours. As noted in the legends of the figures and as discussed in Section 3.1, there are 
five areas of noncornpatible land within the existing and five-year forecast case DNL 65 dB 
contours. Two areas are within the DNL 70 dB contour for both the existing and future cases. 

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 present the estimated on- and off-airport land areas (in square miles) within 
these two abated NEM contour cases. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 present the estimated residential 
population within the two abated contour cases. 
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Table 4.1 Estimated Land Area (in square miles) within Abated 1997 NEM Contours with 
Implementation of the Revised NCP 

60-64 dB 0.78 3.64 4.42 

65-70 dB 1.84 1.39 3.23 

1.51 1.81 

2.53 7 2.70 

Table 4.2 Estimated Land Area (in square miles) within Abated 2002 NEM Contours with 
Implementation of the Revised NCP 

60-64 dB 1.10 3.62 4.72 

65-70 dB 2.31 0.77 3.08 

1.44 1.69 

75+ dB 13 3 

Table 4.3 Estimated Residential Population within Abated 1997 NEM Contours with 
Implementation of the Revised NCP 

60-64 dB 

65-69 dB 

70-74 dB 263 

+75 dB o 
Total 
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Table 4.4 Estimated Residential Population within Abated 2002 NEM Contours with 
Implementation of the Revised NCP 

60·64 dB 

65-69 dB 

70·74 dB 157 

+75 dB 

Total 
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5. SCREENING AND ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

Noise abatement measures reduce the amount of noise generated at the airport or shift the 
noise away from sensitive areas. As discussed in Section 1.6, Part 150 identifies the range of 
noise abatement alternatives that an airport proprietor must consider in developing an NCP. 
They include five principal categories of options: 

• preferential runway use options; 
• changes in cockpit flight procedures (e.g., power settings, rates of climb); 
• changes in flight track geometry or flight track usage; 
• airport use restrictions (e.g., limitations on the time or frequency of operations); and 
• airport layout changes which help to divert noise from sensitive areas (e.g., new or revised 

runways,. runup areas, or noise barriers). 

The first step in the evaluation of noise abatement alternatives was to identify all reasonable 
candidate measures. The study team based the list of candidates on four principal sources: 

• measures considered in the original AlA Part 150 Study; 
• other measures currently in use at AlA; 
• measures that the public recommended for consideration; and 
• other potentially beneficial measures identified by the FAA, State DOT and PF, or 

consultant staffs. 

Sections 5.1 through 5.4 discuss each of these sources. Section 5.5 summarizes the full list of 
alternatives that the study team considered, according to the five Part 150 categories listed 
above. Sections 5.6 through 5.10 summarize the analyses that the study team performed on the 
alternatives in each of these five categories. These analyses are the bases on which the State 
DOT and PF selected measures for inclusion in the revised NCP, as presented in Chapter 3. 

5.1 Noise Abatement Measures Considered in Development of Original AlA Part 150 
StudyNCP 

In the original AlA Part 150 Study, the State DOT and PF evaluated 24 noise abatement 
alternatives and proposed six for implementation, three of which the FAA approved. Table 5.1 
lists the 24 alternatives considered and identifies those that the State DOT and PF 
recommended for implementation. For each measure that the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend, the table indicates the principal reason that it was dropped from consideration. 
Table 5.1 also summarizes the FAA's decision regarding each of the recommended measures. 
As discussed in Section 2.1, three of the six measures were approved. Appendix A of this 
document presents a copy of the FAA's "Record of Decision" on the original AlA Part 150 
Study NCP submission. 
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Table 5.1 Noise Abatement Options Considered in the Original AlA Part 150 Study 

Maximize Nighttime Preferential Runway Use of 
Runway 32, supplemented by Preferential Runway 

of 24L. 

Rotational Runway Use 

Implementation of a preferential runway use 
program after construction of new runway and 
waterlane facilities at the Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base, located northwest of existing facilities, 
followed by closure of the existing gravel runway and 
two waterlanes. 

Eliminate KNIK3 SID 

Establish Traffic Separation Procedures for 
Operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base 

Night Curfew on All Aircraft and Operations 

Night Curlew on Departures 

Night Curfew on Aircraft Based on Noise Levels 

Differential Landing Fees Based on Time of Day 

Differential Landing Fees Based on Noise Levels 

Airport Capacity Limitations, Cap Total Operations 

Airport Capacity Limitations, Noise Budget 

Restrictions of Aircraft Based on Noise Levels, 
Specified Lmax 
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Recommended as a 
refinement of the continuing 

I 

Not recommended, most 
effective when impacts are 

I 

Recommended in conjunction 
with airfield improvements 

Not recommended, would not 
affect the DNL 65 dB contour 

Recommended 

Not recommended due to 
on interstate and 
commerce 

Not recommended due to 
impact on interstate and 

commerce 

Approved 

Not applicable 

Approved 

Not applicable 

Airspace review 
required. No . 
demonstrated noise 
benem. FAA took no 
action. 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not recommended, overly Not applicable 
restrictive 

Not recommended, little noise Not applicable 
benefit 

Not recommended, little noise Not applicable 
benefit 

Not recommended, constrains Not applicable 
not reduce noise 

Not recommended, may be Not applicable 
discriminatory and is 

Not recommended, legally Not applicable 
complex and limited facilities 
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Restrictions of Aircraft Based on Noise Levels, FAR Not recommended, Not applicable 
Part 36 unreasonable given level of 

noise impact at AlA 

Engine Runup Restrictions, Night, Routine Not recommended, not of Not applicable 
Maintenance significant benefit to the noise 

abatement program 

Engine Runup Restrictions, Night, All Purpose Not recommended, not of Not applicable 
significant benefit to the noise 
abatement program 

Restrict Touch-and-Go Operations at Lake Hood Recommended Disapproved 
Float Plane Base 

Reduced Thrust Takeoffs Not recommended due to Not applicable 
varying runway conditions 

Encouraged use of AC 91-53 and NBM Close-In Recommended Approved 
departure procedures by those aircraft capable of 
using them and still meeting required alt~ude 
restrictions. 

Use Maximum Climb Procedure Not recommended, would not Not applicable 
reduce noise levels 

Minimum Approach Alt~udes Not recommended, no affect Not applicable 
on noise contours 

Approach Procedures to Reduce Noise Not recommended, no affect Not applicable 
on noise contours 

Relocation of the threshold for west approaches to Recommended Airspace review 
the east-west waterlane at the Lake Hood Float required. No 
Plane Base demonstrated noise 

benefit. F M took no 
action. 
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The State DOT and PF has been successful in implementing each of the FAA-approved noise 
abatement measures. With FAA assistance, the State DOT and PF revised some of the 
measures based on experience, to maximize their effectiveness. Table 5.2 summarizes the 
implementation status of each approved measure. 

5.2 Other Measures Currently in Use at AlA 

Since the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP was approved, the State DOT and PF has adopted 
aircraft runup regulations at AlA. AlA Bulletin 98-04 establishes engine run-up areas and 
nighttime runup procedures as well as documenting AlA's preferential runway use program. 
AlA Bulletin 97-05 establishes Lake Hood Float Plane Base Noise Abatement Procedures 
including a preferential water lane use program, touch and go procedures, and noise reduction 
procedures. 

5.3 Additional Measures Recommended by Study Participants 

Members of the TAC identified several monitoring and implementation alternatives for 
consideration, as listed below. 

• Provide immediate flight track and aircraft identification. 
• Install a noise monitoring system. 
• Prepare plotted visual approach tracks for the Susitna River visual and 24 arrivals. 
• Monitor runway use and enforce runway use guidelines. 
• Study whether air carriers are complying with the April 1994 Noise Abatement Bulletin. 
• Provide altitude tracks for departures to the South and to the East. 
• Identify the noise makers and work with them to reduce impacts. 
• Prepare noise abatement inserts for Jeppesen Approach Plates. 
• Place signs at runway ends with noise abatement procedures. 

All but one of these measures, the Susitna River and 24 arrivals visual approach tracks, were 
incorporated into the continuing program measures described in Section 3.4. The visual 
approaches along the Susitna River and to Runways 24 Land 24R do not contribute 
significantly to the AlA noise environment. Therefore, there would be no noise benefit to 
preparing plotted visual approach tracks for these arrivals. 

5.4 Other Potentially Beneficial Measures 

One additional measure was suggested during discussions with Alaska Airlines about the 
NADP's they fly at AlA. Alaska Airlines suggested that a greater noise reduction could be 
achieved if the use of an NADP for Runway 6R departures was combined with a tum to the 
south prior to the Seward Highway. This potential measure was brought to the TAC and they 
agreed that it was worthy of further consideration. This potentially beneficial measure is 
discussed and analyzed in Section 5.7.6. 
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5.5 Full List of Noise Abatement Alternatives 

Table 5.3 presents the full list of noise abatement alternatives that this study addressed. The 
table organizes the alternatives according to Part 150's five general categories, and indicates 
each alternative's status in the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP. The following sections 
address each of the options in detail, in the order listed. 

Table 5.2 Implementation of the Approved Noise Abatement Measures from Original AlA 
Part 150 Study NCP 

Maximization .of Runway 32 
departures during the nighttime 
hours, supplemented by 
preferential departures on 
Runway 24 and arrivals on 
Runway 14 when Runway 32 is 
incompatible wtth wind 
conditions. 

Encourage the use of AC 91-53 
Close-in and NBAA departure 
procedures by those aircraft 
capable of using them and still 
meeting required altttude 
restrictions. 

Implementation of a preferential 
runway use program after 
construction of new runway and 
waterlane faciltties at Lake Hood 
Float Plane Base, located 
northwest of existing faciltties, 
followed by closure of the 
existing gravel runway and two 

AlA Bulletin 98·04, "Noise 
Abatement Procedures," establishes 
the preferential runway use program. 
The bulletin has been modified 
several times since the Record of 
Approval was issued. The current 
bulletin identifies Runway 32 as the 
preferred departure runway. Runway 
24 is the second priority departure 
runway at night. The bulletin also 
identifies Runway 14 as the preferred 
arrival runway when Runway 24 is 

used 

AlA Bulletin 98-04, "Noise 
Abatement Procedures," requires the 
use of NADPs for aircraft departing 
AlA The bulletin has been modified 
several times since the Record of 
Approval was issued. The current 
bulletin requires the use of the ICAO 
B or FAA AC 91-53A Close· in NADP 
when departing east or south from 
AlA These NADPs were adopted 
based on the analysis of this Part 150 

Implemented. 

The costs of adhering to the 
preferential runway use system 
are inSignificant. 

Partially implemented. 

Use of noise abatement 
departures profiles reduce engine 
wear and save fuel. The costs 
savings are insignificant. 

Although this measure was tied to the Implemented. 
expansion of the Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base, which did not occur, a 
preferential runway use program was 
implemented through AlA Bulletin 97-
05 based on the existing Lake Hood 
Float Plane Base configuration. 
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Table 5.3 Full List of Noise Abatement Alternatives for Consideration in Revised NCP 

Preferential 
Runway Use 
Alternatives 

Cockpit 
Procedure 
Modification 
Alternatives 

Preferential 
Flight Track 
Alternatives 

Alternate runway use so everyone can share 
the noise I 

Reduce east departures. 

Change preferential runway use to: Depart 
Land 14 and 24R. 

"h,,,,,,," aircraft traffic as 
6. 

Use only Runways 24 and 32 for heavy-jets 

Enhance nighttime runway use program 

Revise Runway Use Program for Commuters 

Lake Hood Float Plane Base Preferential 
Use 

n"'JUII'e noise abatement power reductions on 
6 and 14 takeoffs. 

Increase altitude of float planes to a minimum of 
feet over the Subdivision. 

Study the implementation of mandatory power 
reduction to the South and East. 

Eliminate thrust reduction on Runway 32 and 24 
tt for 14 and 6. 

Combine early turn wtth NADP for Runway 6 

"Keep 'em High" Program 

Move downwind leg for Runway 24L and 
out over the water. 

Do away with 50 degree right turn at 400 feet 
14 takeoffs. 

Require aircraft to fly runway heading for 
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Require aircraft to fly over the gravel pits after Not included in original AlA Part 150 
runway 14 takeoff. Study NCP 

Eliminate KNIK 5 SID. Not recommended 

Tum aircraft scuth on ANC 2 heading at 2,000 Not included in original AlA Part 150 
feet MSL or if climb gradient is not met. Study NCP 

Study what departure routes to the South and Not included in original AlA Part 150 
East will over-fly the least densely populated Study NCP 
areas. 

Study the implementation of mandatory climb Not included in original AlA Part 150 
corridors for departures to the South and East. Study NCP 

Eliminate the ANC 2 SID from the "U.S. Not included in original AlA Part 150 
Terminal Procedures, Alaska Vol. 1 of 1." Study NCP 

Require aircraft departing Runway 6 to turn Not included in original AlA Part 150 
before reaching the Seward Highway. Study NCP 

Modify FMS procedures to minimize overflight of Not included in original AlA Part 150 
noise sensitive areas. Study NCP 

Use "fanning" to spread the noise of aircraft Not included in original AlA Part 150 
departing Runway 14. Study NCP 

Tum Runway 14 departures right to a 240 Not included in original AlA Part 150 
degree heading. Study NCP 

Move Lake Hood Float Plane Base arrivals over Not included in original AlA Part 150 
Fish Creek, a mostly undeveloped green belt. Study NCP 

Commuter noise abatement arrival and Not included in original AlA Part 150 
departure corridors to the southeast Study NCP 

Airport Use Limit Kulis runups to daytime hours. Not included in original AlA Part 150 
Restriction Study NCP 
Alternatives 

Prohib~ overflight of residential communities Not included in original AlA Part 150 
from 10 pm to 7 am. Study NCP 

Prohib~ Runway 6 heavy-jet departures Not included in original AlA Part 150 
between 9 pm and 7 am. Study NCP 

Prohibit operations between 10 pm and 7 am. Not recommended 

Require noise reduction ktts on older engines. Not recommended 

Prohibit Stage 2 aircraft from using the airport. Not recommended 

Study the number of Stage 2 departures Not included in original AlA Part 150 
between 10 pm and 7 am. Study NCP 

Study whether any Stage 1 aircraft are Not included in original AlA Part 150 
departing between 10 pm and 7 am. Study NCP 

Study banning Stage 1 aircraft departures from Not included in original AlA Part 150 
10 pmto 7 am. Study NCP 
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Provide a reduction in landing fees for carriers Not included in original AlA Part 150 
who comply wtth the Noise Abatement Bulletin. Study NCP 

Place a cap on the number of Stage 2 aircraft Not recommended 
departures from AlA 

Gradually eliminate Stage 2 aircraft. Not recommended 

Restrict length oftime engines may be runup or Not recommended 
run at idle on cargo ramp. 

Limit cargo loads so cargo jets can depart north Not included in original AlA Part 150 
all the time. Study NCP 

Limtt the size and horsepower rating of aircraft Not included in original AlA Part 150 
using Lake Hood Float Plane Base. Study NCP 

Replace single-bladed propellers wtth shorter Not included in original AlA Part 150 
treble propellers. Study NCP 

Restrict Lake Hood Float Plane Base Touch and Recommended and disapproved 
Goes 

Airport Layout Extend Runway 14 to the north to get Runway Not included in original AlA Part 150 
Modification 14 departures higher over the Tanaina Hills. Study NCP ., 

5.6 Preferential Runway Use Alternatives 

The objective of preferential runway measures is to optimize runway utilization under wind, 
weather, demand, and airport layout constraints, to minimize population impacts by taking 
advantage of uneven development around the airport. In general, it is preferable to maximize 
departures over less populated areas, because departures are generally noisier than arrivals. 
Five preferential runway use measures were suggested: (1) alternate runway use so that 
everyone can share the noise equally; (2) reduce east departures; (3) change preferential 
runway use to: Depart Runways 24L/R, Land Runways 14 and 24; (4) redirect as much heavy 
traffic as possible away from Runway 6; (5) use only Runways 24 and 32 for heavy-jets between 
9 pm and 7 am; and (6) enhance nighttime runway use program. 

5.6.1 Alternate Runway Use So Everyone Can Share the Noise Equally 

AlA's current preferential runway use policy seeks to maximize aircraft operations over the 
water. On an annual average bases, the overwhelming majority of air carrier jet departures are 
to the north on Runway 32 with the majority of arrivals occurring from the west on Runways 
6R and 6L. Alternating runway use would significantly increase the size of the DNL contours 
in the residential areas east and south of AlA. Additional dwelling units and people would be 
exposed to incompatible levels of aircraft noise. Increasing noise impacts is contrary to the 
objective of the AlA Part 150 Update, which is to reduce the number of dwelling units and 
people exposed to incompatible levels of noise from aircraft operations at AlA. Therefore, 
FAA is not likely to approve this measure. Accordingly, the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for detailed analysis. 
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5.6.2 Reduce East I)epartures 

Reducing east departures by air carrier jet aircraft would reduce the size of the DNL contours 
east of the airport, which would reduce the number of dwelling units and people impacted by 
incompatible levels of aircraft noise. As stated above, AlA's existing preferential runway use 
program seeks to minimize east departures. Further reductions in east departures, consistent 
with the safety and efficiency should be encouraged. The State DOT and PF recommended that 
this measure receive detailed study. Two measures that were designed to reduce east 
departures were evaluated: Enhance Nighttime Runway Use in Section 5.6.6 and Extend 
Runway24R to the West to Reduce East Departures in Section 5.10.2. 

5.6.3 Change Preferential Runway Use to: Depart Runways 24LjR, Land Runways 14 and 
24R 

Adopting a preference for departing on Runways 24L and 24R and landing on Runway 14 
would further the State DOT and PF's policy of maximizing over-water operation to reduce 
aircraft noise impacts. The State DOT and PF recommended that this measure receive detailed 
study. This potential measure was examined under Section 5.10.2 - Extend Runway 24R to the 
West to Reduce East Departures. 

5.6.4 Redirect as Much Heavy Traffic as Possible Away from Runway 6 

Due to their size, their number of operations, and their noise characteristics, "heavy" jet 
operations are a focus of the communities near AlA. In addition, runway length/ gradient 
limitations cause some heavy jet aircraft to depart Runway 6R when Runway 32 is the active 
departure runway. The recent extension of Runway 32 has reduced heavy jet departures on 
Runway 6R. Audits performed by the State DOT and PF have shown a very high level (over 
95%) of compliance with AlA Bulletins that define the preferential runway use system. That is, 
heavy jets appear to be departing Runway 6R when they need the additional length or down­
sloping gradient to takeoff safely. Therefore, further reductions of east departures by heavy jet 
aircraft would require further lengthening of Runway 32, Runway 24R or Runway 24L. The 
State DOT and PF recommended that the noise benefits of lengthening of Runway 24R be 
studied in detail. This potential measure was examined under Section 5.10.2 - Extend Runway 
24R to the West to Reduce East Departures. 

5.6.5 Use Only Runways 24 and 32 for Heavy-Jets Between 9 pm and 7 am 

This potential measure is equivalent to a night curfew on heavy jet operations on Runway 6R, 
Runway 6L, and Runway 14. During the course of a year, wind, weather, and traffic conditions 
dictate that these Runways 6R, 6L, and 14 be used for heavy jet departures during the period of 
9:00 pm to 7:00 am. Prohibiting those operations would have an adverse impact on foreign and 
interstate commerce. Grant assurances previously given by the State DOT and PF to the FAA 
when accepting federal fjmds, legally prevents that State DOT and PF from adopting 
mandatory curfews by runway end and aircraft category. Thus, the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for detailed analysis. 
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5.6.6 Enhance Nighttime Runway Use Program 

Noise from operations at night contributes significantly to the overall aircraft noise exposure at 
AlA. This potential measure seeks to maximize the amount of over-water operation at night. 
Enhancing the preferential nighttime runway use may reduce the number of people impacted 
and minimize nighttime single events which is a focus of community complaints. The State 
DOT and PF recommended this measure for detailed analysis. Table 5.4 presents the results of 
the detailed analysis. Figure 5.1 depicts resulting DNL contours from this measure. 

5.6.7 Revise Runway Use Program for Commuters 

For efficiency of airfield operation, commuter aircraft do not follow the preferential noise 
abatement runway use program. Commuter aircraft depart to the east on Runway 6L 
approximately 60 percent of the time. These operations are a source of community complaints. 
However, keeping the commuter aircraft types separated from the air carrier jets provides 
greater capacity for the preferential runway use configuration, allowing air traffic controllers to 
maintain the preferential runway use for jets for a longer period of time. The State DOT and 
PF recommended this measure for detailed study, which is presented in Table 5.5. The State 
DOT and PF decided against implementation of this measure based on the analyses. 

5.6.8 Lake Hood Float Plane Base Runway Use Program 

Figures 5.6 and 5.7 show annual average and seasonally adjusted DNL contours due to Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base operations only. In both cases, the DNL 65 dB contour is largely 
restricted to the airport. Two small areas of residential development fall within in DNL 65 dB 
contour associated with the gravel strip (Runway 13-31). Since both of these areas are affected 
by sideline noise, changing the direction of landings and takeoffs would not appreciably reduce 
noise levels in these areas. In order to reduce noise levels in the DNL 60 to 65 dB area to the 
north and east of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base, it would be necessary to arrive from the west 
and depart to the west. When operations are conducted on reciprocal headings (head to head), 
a very large separation between arriving and departing aircraft is required. Accordingly, this 
operation would only be feasible during light traffic conditions. This mode of operation also 
requires wind conditions which permit operations in either direction. Since winds are calm 
only 18 percent of the year, it is not likely that both traffic and wind requirements for head-to­
head operations would be met for a substantial portion of the year. Therefore, no appreciable 
changes in DNL would from result from this measure. Accordingly, the State DOT and PF 
DOT and PF decided against the implementation of this measure. 
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Table 5.4 Enhance Nighttime Runway Use Program 

Net Change in 
Commuuity Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

AirportandATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 

Capital Costs of 

Implementation 
Factors 

Legal Implications 

There are two primary benefits to designating Arrive 14, Depart 24 as the 
preferred nighttime runway confignration. First, this measure would reduce 
departures on Runway 6R at night by directing these departures to the west, 
which reduces the number of people within the DNL 65 dB contours. Second, 
aircraft would be higher upon reaching the residential areas of Anchorage, 
which reduces single event noise exposure. 
Figure 5.1 shows reduction in the DNL contours to the east ofthe airport which 
reduces the popUlation within the DNL 65 dB contour by 130 people. Figure 
5.2 shows Runway 32 air carrier iet departure flight tracks overflying northeast 
Anchorage. Figure 5.3 shows that the flight tracks for Runway 24 departures, 
on the other hand, generally remain over the water while climbing toward their 
destinations. Residents near Delong Lake and Spenard may detect a change in 
the nature 

• AIA revises AIA Bulletin 98·04. 
• Aircraft operators comply with recommended runway use program. 
• FAA revised use at 
Nighttime traffic levels during this period are well below the Visual Flight 
Rules (VFR) runway capacity of the Arrive 14, Depart 24 configuration, and 
are expected to remain so through the year 2017. By the year 2017, activity 
levels may begin to exceed the Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) arrival capacity of 
this configuration (see Figures 5.4 and 5.5). 
Increased use of Runway 14 for arrivals could increase interaction with 
Elmendorf AFB traffic, and with GA traffic in the Point McKenzie area. 
Analysis of ARTS data indicates that volumes of Elmendorf activity during this 
period would not preclude operation of this configuration. Although ARTS data 
for GA activity in the Point McKenzie area are not readily available, the 
volume of GA this low. 

No effects. Aircraft arriving from the southeast might require 
additional flight time for Runway 14 arrivals, but aircraft departing to southeast 
destinations reduced times. 
None. 

None. 

Airlines have expressed concerns that wind conditions may limit the use of the 
depart 24, land 14 configuration during some periods. FAA has expressed 
concerns that this configuration may not provide adequate capacity during peak 

A formal change of FAA procedures (adopting Arrive 14, Depart 24 as the 
primary nighttime runway use) would require documentation under the 
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Conclusiou 
The nighttime preferential runway use configuration should be changed to 
depart Runway 24L, arrive Runway 14 to maximize over-water operation and 
minimize nighttime overflight of residential areas. 
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Figure 5.4 Noise Abatement Runway Configuration· Capacity Demand (1997) 
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Figure 5.5 Noise Abatement Runway Configuration - Capacity Demand (2017) 
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Table 5.5 Revise Runway Use Program for Commuters 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

Airportand-ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Capital Costs of 
Implementation 

Implementation 
Factors 

Legal Implications 

Although commuter and GA aircraft contribute minimally to the cumulative 
aircraft noise exposure depicted in the DNL contours, elimination of commuter 
and GA overflights to the east and south would reduce the number of aircraft 
noise events residents . 
• AIA updates AIA Bulletin 98-04 and requests FAA ATC implementation. 
a FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order. 
a 
Mixing different aircraft types on a single runway can significantly reduce 
runway capacity since aircraft operating at different speeds require additional 
separation for safety. Nevertheless, Figure 5.5 shows that total departure 
demand (including commuter and GA aircraft) is projected to remain below the 
VFR departure capacity of the Depart 32, Arrive 6 configuration through the 
year 2017. Although delays would increase with the addition of commuter and 
GA traffic, the relatively low level of demand relative to capacity indicates that 
delays would not be excessive at current levels of demand_ 
As demand increases over time, controllers will likely direct commuter and GA 
aircraft departures to Runway 6L to reduce congestion and delay for longe, 
periods. Figure 5.5 shows that departure demand will reach two thirds of 
capacity during much of the day by the year 2017. At this level of demand, 
departure delays would occur during peak periods. 
The addition of commuter and GA aircraft to departure queues could cause 
congestion which is not reflected in the runway capacity analysis. Since the 
taxiways providing access for Runway 32 departures provide limited room for 
queuing, increased demand by dissimilar aircraft types could result in taxiway 
blockage and additional delay during peak periods. 
The operation of smaller passenger aircraft and heavy aircraft posses an 

Conunuter, GA, and air carrier operators CQuJd experience some increased delay 
as a resuli of congestion on taxiways used for queuing aircraft for Runway 32 

At current levels of these would not be excessive. 

No appreciable effect on air service is anticipated. 

No capital costs are associated with this measure, although additional queuing 
areas might be required to support use of Runway 32 for commuter and GA as 

Air traffic controllers would retain the option of directing GA and commuter 
departures to Runway 6L as necessary to reduce congestion and delay. 
Confonnance to the recommended voluntary runway use program would be 

to decrease if becomes a factor. 
Formal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000 
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Conclusion 
Although this measure could be implemented, the noise benefits do not justify 
the increased runway use rigidity that could affect runway use decisions 
concerning larger, noisier aircraft. 
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5.7 Cockpit Procedure Modification Alternatives 

The original AlA Part 150 Study NCP included one flight procedure element which 
recommended the use of AC 91-53 and NBAA NADPs. Six cockpit procedures alternatives 
were analyzed as a part of this update: (1) require noise abatement power reductions on all 
Runway 6 and Runway 14 takeoffs; (2) use higher altitude on approach until late on base leg or 
on final; (3) increase altitude of float planes to a minimum of 1,000 feet over the Turnagain 
Subdivision; (4) study the implementation of mandatory power reduction for departures to the 
South and East; (5) eliminate thrust reduction on Runway 32 and 24 departures, require it for 
Runways 14 and 6; and (6) combine NADP with early tum for Runway 6 departures. 
Alternatives 1, 4, and 5 above are very similar and are closely related to the flight procedure 
included in the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP. 

5.7.1 Require Noise Abatement Power Reductions on All Runway 6 and Runway 14 
Takeoffs . 

NADPs are designed to reduce aircraft noise impacts for residents living in the vicinity of the 
departure flight paths. Since the completion of the original AlA Part 150 Study, new NADPs 
have been developed by the FAA and ICAO for use by air carrier jet aircraft. The NBAA 
NADP recommended in the original AlA Part 150 Study remains unchanged since that time. 
This measure seeks to recommend the use of the appropriate updated NADP for incorporation 
into a revised AlA Bulletin. The decision to use an NADP rests solely with the pilot-in­
command. Therefore, the State DOT and PF cannot require the use of NADPs, but can 
encourage their use at AlA. The State DOT and PF recommended that the noise benefits of 
adopting new NADPs be studied in detail. The analyses on this measure are presented in 
Table 5.6 and Figures 5.8 and 5.9. 

5.7.2 Use Higher Altitude on Approach Until Late on Base Leg or on Final 

Increasing the distance between a noise source (the aircraft) and the receiver (residents) is a 
basic noise control method. Application of this concept to aircraft on approach to AlA was one 
of the alternative measures. However, the greatest majority of aircraft approaches to AlA are 
already conducted over water. Keeping aircraft higher would produce no noise benefits while 
increasing pilot and controller workload. Therefore, this measure was not recommended for 
further detailed study. 

5.7.3 Increase Altitude of Float Planes to a Minimum of 1,000 Feet Over the Turnagain 
Subdivision 

FAR 91.119 requires aircraft to be at a minimum of 1,000 feet above ground level when flying 
over residential areas unless except when descending to land or ascending immediately after 
departure. AlA Bulletin 97-05, Lake Hood Operating Procedures, includes a reference to this 
federal requirement in Section VI, Noise Reduction Procedures. This existing measure will be 
continued in the updated NCP. No further analysis is required. 
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Table 5.6 Implement Consistent NADPs on Runway 6 and Runway 14 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight -

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 

Capital Costs of 

Implementation 
Factors 

Figure 5.8 and 5.9 show the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) contours for the base 
case (standard INM· full power) and four NADPs (reduced thrust) that were 
evaluated for Runway 6 and Runway 14 departures. The following is a 
summary of the population within the 85 dB SEL contour for a single Boeing 
747·200 departure for each noise abatement procedure. 

Runway 6 Runway 14 
Procedure Population Procedure Population 
AC 91·53A Close·in 1,536 AC 91-53A Close-in 402 
AC 91-53A Distant 2,013 AC 91-53A Distant 522 
ICAO A 1,973 ICAO A 646 
ICAO B 1,692 ICAO B 451 

Most 

• AlA updates AlA Bulletin 98·04 and requests operators to establish and use 
the recommended departure procedures. 

• Aircraft confoml to 

The Air Transport Association (ATA) has raised concerns about penetration of 
the Class E airspace east of the Seward Highway and has requested that FAA 
tum air carrier jets prior to the Seward Highway. Adoption of the one or both 
of the "close-in" procedures would cause Runway 6R departures to be slightly 
lower than when a standard reo 

Selection and use of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP is strongly encouraged 
by ALPA. All procedures would be implemented by the operators, no 

None. 

None. 

Procedures developed by each operator may vary substantially while being in 
confonnance with AC 91-53A. Accordingly, perfonnance will differ from the 
estimates of effectiveness shown above. Monitoring of actual confonnance to 
established procedures would require extensive analysis of data acquired 

track and noise measurements. 
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Of the four possible noise abatement departure procedures examined, the AC 
91-53A "close-in" procedure results in the smallest impact on a single event 
basis. The impacts from the ICAO B procedure are similar to the AC 91-53A 
"close-in" impacts. u.s. carriers are familiar with the AC 91-53A and could be 
expected to fly it consistently. Foreign carriers may be more familiar with the 
ICAO B procedure and may, as a result, fly it more consistently than the U.S. 
AC 91-53A "close-in." Therefore, aircraft departing on Runways 6R!L and 
Runway 14 should fly either the AC 91-53A "close-in" procedure or the ICAO 
B procedure. 
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5.7.4 Study the Implementation of Mandatory Power Reduction for Departures to the 
South and East 

This alternative measure is similar to the "Require Noise Abatement Power Reductions on all 
Runway 6 and Runway 14 Takeoffs," which is discussed above. Although the updated NCP 
will recommend the use of NADPs for Runway 6 and Runway 14 departures, their use will be 
at the discretion of the pilot-in-command at the time of departure as discussed in Section 5.7.1. 

5.7.5 Eliminate Thrust Reduction on Runway 32 and 24 Departures, Require it for 
Runways 14 and 6 

This alternative measure includes elements of the Runway 6 and Runway 14 NADP discussed 
above, but suggests that thrust reductions for Runway 32 and Runway 24 be eliminated. AlA's 
Bulletin 96-09 required operators to conform to " ... ICAO Document, 8168 Volume I, Part V,' 
Noise Abatement Procedures ... " but did not specify which procedure, A or B, should be used 
nor did it specify which runway end should be used. Therefore, it implied that the ICAO 
NADPs should be used on Runways 32 and 24. Since the initial climb portion of Runway 32 
and 24 departures occur over water, use of NADPs on these Runways provides no noise 
benefits. The latest AlA noise abatement bulletin, Bulletin 98-04, specifies the use of NADPs on 
Runways 6 and Runway 14 only. 

5.7.6 Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 Departures 

This potential measure combines a cockpit procedure with a noise abatement flight track 
and is an extension of the potential measure discussed in Section 5.8.10 below. Alaska Airlines 
suggested this measure during a discussion of the NADPs they use at AlA. Alaska Airlines 
indicated that concern about the GA flyway east of the Seward Highway may cause some 
airlines to abandon the use of NADPs when departing Runway 6R and 6L. Turning to the 
south prior to reaching the Seward Highway would eliminate this area of concern, allowing all 
airlines to fly the recommended NADPs. Based on Alaska Airlines' recommendation, the State 
DOT and PF brought this potential measure to the TAC who agreed that the measure 
warranted detailed study. Table 5.7 presents the results of the detailed analysis. Figures 5.10 
and 5.11 depict the resulting SEL noise contours for B737-200 (typical passenger aircraft) and 
B747-200 (typical cargo aircraft). 
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Table 5.7 Combine NADP with Early Tum for Runway 6 Departures 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

AirportandATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

of 

Implementation 
Factors 

Legal Implications 

Figures 5.10 and 5.11 show the SEL contours for the base case (standard INM­
full power) with an early turn to the south and the early turn to the south using 
the NADP as flown by an Alaskan Airlines 737-200 and Japan Airlines 747-
200, respectively. 

737-200 747-200 
Procedure 
Early Turn wlo NADP 
Early Tum wI NADP 

Change 

Population 
1,114 

932 

-182 

Procedure 
Early Turn wlo NADP 
Early Turn wI NADP 

Populatiou 
1,026 

997 

-29 

• AIA works with FAA to define new flight track and requests operators to 
establish and use the recommended departure procedures. 

• FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and FAA Flight Standards 
revises and adopts ANC 2 SID. 

• Aircraft conform to turn and 
The ATA has raised concerns about penetration of the Class E airspace east of 
the Seward Highway and has requested that FAA turn air carrier jets prior to the 
Seward Highway. Adoption of the one or both of the "close-in" procedures 
would cause Runway 6R departures to be slightly lower than when using a 
standard takeoff procedure. A turn prior to Seward Highway would eliminate 
these concerns. ATC has indicated that an early turn to the north would 
produce airspace conflicts and would not be supported. ATC supported 

Selection and use of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP is strongly encouraged 
by ALPA. All procedures would be implemented by the operators, no 
significant issues anticipated. The early turn may slightly reduce distance 
flown for some routes. 

None. 

None. 

The Bayshore!KIatt Community Council has expressed concern that this 
measure could change current flight tracks resulting increased noise in some 
areas. Procedures developed by each operator may vary substantially while 
being in confonnance with AC 91-53A or ICAO B. Accordingly, performance 
will differ from the estimates of effectiveness shown above. Flight track 
coordinates need to be developed for a variety of flight guidance systems. 
Monitoring of actual conformance to established procedures would require 
extensive analysis of data acquired through flight track monitoring and noise 

Formal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000 
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The combination of an NADP with an early tum to the south for Runway 6R 
departures could reduce the number of impacted people close to AIA, but could 
increase noise in some areas farther out from AIA. This measure is not 
reconunended for implementation at this time, but could be reconsidered in the 
next AlA NCP update if more data are available through the use of the proposed 
noise and flight track monitoring system. 
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5.7.7 Implement a "Keep 'em High" Program 

This measure would encourage aircraft to remain at higher altitudes for as long as possible 
prior to landing and climbing out as quickly as possible following the recommended departure 
profile. The areas affected by aircraft noise in Anchorage which would potentially benefit from 
higher altitudes are those affected by aircraft flying the downwind leg of the pattern to land on 
Runway 6R. This program would not affect the established instrument approach to the 
Runway 6 pairs, but would affect the transition from the en-route traffic to the Class C 
airspace. Table 5.8 provides the analysis of this measure which the State DOT and PF 
recommended for detailed study. 

5.8 Preferential Flight Track Alternatives 

Preferential n:oise abatement flight track measures attempt to place flight tracks over areas 
where they will generate fewer impacts. In the AlA environs, the Cook Inlet provides several 
miles off of the ends of Runway 32 and Runways 24L and 24R for noise abatement flight tracks 
to be used over water. AlA provides a compatible land use area for flight tracks to and from 
the west at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. Land use development patterns to the northwest, 
east and south of AlA limit options for the implementation of preferential flight tracks in those 
directions. The following 15 measures were suggested as potential preferential noise 
abatement flight tracks. 

5.8.1 Move Downwind Leg for Runway 24L and Runway 24R Out Over the Water 

The purpose of this measure is to reduce the noise generated during the downwind leg portion 
of aircraft arrivals to Runway 24L and Runway 24R. To the extent that air carrier jet landings 
only occur on Runway 24L and Runway 24R approximately 1 percent of the time and the 
measure would involve aircraft at several thousand feet, the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for further analysis. 

5.8.2 Do Away with 50 Degree Right Turn at 400 Feet· Above Ground Level for Runway 14 
Takeoffs 

Based on the FAA's Record of Decision in the Runway 14 ILS Environmental Impact 
Statement, aircraft departing Runway 14 turn right immediately after takeoff. The purpose of 
this procedure is to direct aircraft departing Runway 14 away from residential development 
south of AlA. This measure is similar to the "Require Aircraft to Fly Runway Heading for 
Runway 14 Takeoff' which is discussed below. Table 5.9 includes analysis of three Runway 14 
flight tracks. This analyses shows this procedure would increase the number of dwelling units 
and people exposed to aircraft noise. Therefore, this measure is not recommended for 
adoption. 
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Table 5.8 Implement a "Keep' em High" Program 

Net Change in 
Commnnity Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Costs of 

Implementation 

Conclusion 

Analysis of ARTS data indicates that AIA arrivals to Runway 6 from the East 
intercept the downwind leg of the traffic pattern at a point 5 nautical miles from 
the airport on average, although some aircraft are as close as 2.5 miles. ARTS 
data show the average altitude of aircraft at 6000' MSL as they cross the 
shoreline of Turnagain Ann. A significant reduction of noise to the affected 
area (5-10 dBA) would require that aircraft to be nearly twice as high, or 

feet MSL. 

• AIA requests FAA ATe implementation. 
• FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order. 
• Aircraft conform to arrival altitudes. 
Instrument approaches to Runway 6R or 6L, intercept the 3 degree glide-slope 
at 1600' MSL, approximately 9 NM from the approach end of Runway 6R. In 
order to maintain a maximum descent rate of 300 feet per nautical mile, the 
downwind leg would have to extend an additional 10 to 15 nautical miles which 
would result in an additional 3.7 to 5.5 minutes of airborne travel time. This 
additional travel time would apply to all aircraft. On an annual basis, Runway 6 
is used for approximately 85% of arrivals. 
Increasing altitudes for the downwind leg to Runway 6 would affect minimum 

for other 

Increased flight times would result in an average cost of $63 to $94 per 
landing. On an annual (1996) basis, total costs would amount to approximately 
$6.9 to $10.3 million. 

The additional costs per operation would not have a substantial effect on air 
selVice. 
None. 

The airlines are likely to object to this measure on the basis of cost. 

Other measures provide similar noise benefits with less cost to operators and 
Jess impact on air traffic control procedures. Therefore, this measure is not 
recommended for 
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Table 5.9 Noise Abatement Departure Track for Runway 14 

Net Change in 
Commnnity Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Capitol Costs of 

As noted above, ARTS data indicate that a wide range of tracks, most involving 
a turn to the right, are used for Runway 14 departures. Figure 5.12 shows the 
85 and 90 dB SEL contours associated with three different Runway 14 
departure flight tracks. The following population counts of the 85 dB SEL 
contours show that as aircraft departing Runway 14 turn farther to the right, the 
population within the contours decreases. 

Flight Path 
Straight out 
Turn right to fly over the gravel pits 
Turn to 190 to avoid residential areas 

• AiA requests FAA A TC implementation. 

Population 
696 
460 
103 

• FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and/or KNIK 5 or ANC 2 
SID. 

• Aircraft confornl to 
Although assigning departures to a single track would increase delays if aircraft 
were expected to remain in-trail, it is likely that this procedure would not 
require aircraft to follow a single track. Accordingly, no significant ATC issues 
are 
Analysis of ARTS data indicates that departures on Runway 14 normally turn to 
the right after takeoff. The departure turns under consideration in this measure 
generally confonu to the existing pattern of departure tracks. Accordingly, no 
increase in flight distances would occur. Assuming that all departures were 
assigned to Runway 14, use of a single departure track and the associated 
requirement to maintain "in-trail" separation would cause delays for Runway 14 
departures during peak departure periods. In practice, aircraft would not 
necessariiy follow the same track and little if any capacity penalty would occur. 
Heavy aircraft which are gaining altitude slowly may require additional distance 
to gain sufficient altitude to initiate turns and may not be able to turn 

before the shoreline. 
Since Runway 14 departures represent 5% or less of the annual average runway 
1,Ise, any delay associated with selection of a single preferred departure track 
would not be significant on an annual average basis. No adverse impact on the 

of air service would be 

None. 
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Implementation The KNIK 5 SID or ANC 2 SID (more commonly used for Runway 14 
Factors departures) departure route descriptions for Runway 14 already direct aircraft to 

climb as rapidly as possible to 400 feet and then turn right to heading 190. 
Since 400 feet is the minimum altitude to initiate turns, no significant change in 
aircraft conformance to a desired flight track would result from procedural 
changes. 
Variations in turning point and rate of tum will result in a relatively wide 
dispersion of flight tracks. In addition, some aircraft may not be able to turn 
early enough to conform to desired track. 

Legal Implications The 190 degree heading was a mitigation measure in the Runway 14/32 EIS. 
Modification of these procedures would require a modification of the EIS. In 
addition, fonnal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 
3,000 feet AGL would require documentation under the provisions of NEPA. 

Conclusion. Aircraft departing Runway 14 affect fewer people by t~rning to the right after. 
departure. Since the analysis of population affected indicates that any turn to 
the right would provide some benefits, establishment of a single corridor is not 
necessary to produce noise benefits. This procedure would not entail any delay 
penalties since departing aircraft would not be placed "in-trail" behind previous 
departures. Accordingly, aircraft departing Runway 14 should be encouraged 
adhere to existing FAA policy and tum to the right as early as practicable. 
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5.8.3 Require Aircraft to Fly Runway Heading for Runway 14 Takeoffs 

This measure is similar to the "Do Away with the 50 degree Right Turn at 400 Feet Above 
Ground Level for Runway 14 Takeoffs" discussed in Section 5.8.2 above. As shown in Table 5.9, 
this measure would result in an increase in the number of dwelling units and people exposed 
to aircraft noise. Therefore, this measure is not recommended. 

5.8.4 Require Aircraft to Fly Over the Gravel Pits After Runway 14 Takeoff 

This measure is similar to the "Do Away with 50 Degree Right Turn at 400 Feet Above Ground 
Level for Runway 14 Takeoffs"and the "Require Aircraft to Fly Runway Heading for Runway 
14 Takeoffs" measures discussed above, but differs in that it includes a slight right turn which 
places the flight track directly over the gravel pits south of AlA. The State DOT and PF 
recommended that this measure receive further study. Table 5.9 provides the detailed analysis 
of this measure and Figure 5.12 depicts the resulting SEL contours. As shown in Table 5.9, this 
measure would result in an increase in the number of dwelling units and people exposed to 
aircraft noise. Therefore, this measure is not recommended. 

5.8.5 Eliminate KNIK 5 SID for Runway 6 Departures 

The KNIK 5 Standard Instrument Departure (SID) procedure for Runways 6R and 6L includes 
a left turn to the north that places aircraft over heavily populated portions of Anchorage. The 
use of this measure had been discontinued during the nighttime. This measure proposed to 
eliminate the turn completely. To the extent, that the turn occurs a small percentage of the time 
and well outside of the DNL 65 dB contour, the State DOT and PF did not recommend this 
procedure for further study. 

5.8.6 Turn Aircraft South on ANC 2 Heading at 2,000 Feet MSL or at a Specified Distance 
if Climb Gradient is Not Met 

The ANC 2 SID has minimum climb gradients and minimum turning altitudes that are to be 
met by aircraft depart Runway 6R or 61. This measure appears to be more closely related to 
aircraft safety than for noise abatement. Measures related to safety are outside of the purview 
of Part 150. 

5.8.7 Study What Departure Routes to the South and East Will Over-Fly the Least 
Densely Populated Areas 

This recommendation was carried out during the AlA Part 150 Update as evidenced by the 
discussion of the potential measures in this section. Sections 5.8.2, 5.8.3, and 5.8.4 address 
departure tracks to the south. Sections 5.8.5, 5.8.9, and 5.8.10 address departure tracks to the 
east. 
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5.8.8 Study the Implementation of Mandatory Climb Corridors for Departures to the 
South and East 

This potential measure is similar to the other preferential flight track measures for areas south 
and east of AlA except for the use of the term "mandatory". Mandatory implies some level of 
enforcement and punitive measures for noncompliance. Federal law preempts the State DOT 
and PF from regulating aircraft in flight. Therefore, preferential noise abatement flight tracks 
must be implemented in cooperation with the FAA and aircraft operators. Compliance with 
these tracks should be pursued through monitoring, reporting, and follow up. Since the State 
DOT and PF cannot regulate aircraft in flight, this measure was not analyzed further. 

5.8.9 Eliminate the Anchorage 2 SID from the "U.S. Terminal Procedures, Alaska Vol. 1 
of1" 

Air carrier aircraft greater then 20,000 pounds following the ANC 2 SID when departing 
Runways 6L and 6R are required to turn right to a 190 degree heading after reaching 2,000 feet 
MSL or the ANC 9 DME/Big Lake VOR 152 degree radial. The purpose of this potential 
measure is to eliminate the turn and require aircraft to fly straight out on the Runway 6 
heading after departure. Many air carrier aircraft cannot gain enough altitude to clear the 
mountainous terrain east of AlA. This measure may affect the safe operation of aircraft in the 
Anchorage Bowl and, accordingly, is not recommended by the State DOT and PF for detailed 
study. 

Aircraft following the ANC 2 SID when departing to the south on Runway 14 are required to 
climb on runway heading as rapidly as practical to 400 feet, then to turn right heading 190 
degrees. Elimination of the ANC 2 SID for Runway 14 departures would result in aircraft 
flying runway heading until directed to turn onto course by an air traffic controller. This 
procedure would result in increasing the number of people impacted as described in Section 
5.8.4. Therefore, this measure is not recommended for detailed study by the State DOT and PF. 

Since the flight tracks for the ANC 2 SIDs for Runway 32 and Runway 24 departures occur 
over water, there are no noise benefits to changing eliminating these procedures. Accordingly, 
the State DOT and PF did not recommend detailed study for this potential measure on 
Runways 32 and 24. 

5.8.10 Require Aircraft Departing Runway 6 to Turn before Reaching the Seward 
Highway 

The area between Minnesota Drive and the Seward Highway (north and south of the extended 
Runway 6R centerline) has large areas of compatible land uses that may provide the 
opportunity to develop preferential flight tracks to reduce the dwellings and people impacted. 
The State DOT and PF recommended this potential measure receive further study. Table 5.10 
presents the detailed analysis. Figures 5.13 and 5.14 depict the SEL contours for a B737-200 and 
a B747-200 departing Runway 6. The analysis indicated that this measure did not reduce noise 
impacts, therefore this measure was not recommended. 
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Table 5.10 Turn Runway 6 Departures Prior to Seward Highway 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Ageucy 

AirportandATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Capital Costs of 

In general, the areas northeast, east, and southeast of AlA are heavily 
populated. However, the areas immediately east of the Airport, directly under 
the Runway 6R and Runway 6L extended centerlines are, to a great extent, 
characterized by industrial and other noise compatible land uses. Consequently, 
early turns to the north or south, off of the extended runway centerlines, 
increase the popUlation exposed to aircraft noise. Figures 5.13 and 5.14 show· 
the 85 and 90 dB SEL single event contours for a B747·200 associated with two 
different flight tracks to the north and to the south. The area to the east of AlA 
is characterized by a wide range of residential, commercial and industrial land 
uses, as well as several tracts of open land. Figures 5.13 and 5.14 show that the 
corridor along the extended centerline of Runway 6 has less residential 
development than the areas to the north or south of this corridor. Consequently, 
aircraft flying along the extended centerlines affect fewer people. The 
following counts of population within the 85 dB SEL contours for various 
turns demonstrate the higher noise impact of turns in either direction prior to the 
Seward Highway. 
• Turn to the north prior to Seward Hwy. = 1825; after Seward Hwy. = 1705. 
e 

• AlA requests FAA ATC implementation. 
• FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and/or KNIK5 SID. 
e 
Encouraging early departure turns would have the effect of reducing the time 
required to release departures. Once aircraft turn off of rnnway heading, 
controllers can release the following departure. If aircraft do not turn, 
controllers must wait until aircraft are at least 2 mi1es away. 
The inner portion of the Anchorage Class C airspace generally conforms to the 
aligument of Seward Highway to the east of AlA. Accordingly, GA traffic in 
the Anchorage Bowl with destinations other than AlA or the Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base could transit north and south beyond the Seward Highway without 
being in communication with AlA Air Traffic Control. Airline operators have 
expressed concern about the interaction of AlA departure traffic with 
unrestricted GA activity. Departure turns to the north and south prior to the 

these interactions. 

Aircraft operators would be able to reduce flight distances slightly by turning 
toward their north or south destinations earlier. 

No appreciable effect is anticipated. 

None. 
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Implementation Heavy aircraft wbicb are gaining altitude slowly may require additional distance 
Factors to gain sufficient altitude to initiate turns and may not be able to comply witb 

instructions to tum prior to tbe Seward Higbway. 

Legal Implications Formal cbanges in FAA procedures (sucb as Tower Orders or SIDs) affecting 
aircraft operations below 3,000 feet AGL would require documentation under 
tbe provisions of NEP A. 

Conclusion Wbile tbis measure may reduce aircraft interaction and simplify air traffic 
control procedures, early turns toward tbe nortb or soutb, off of tbe extended 
runway centerlines, would increase the popUlation impacted by aircraft noise. 
This measure would also bave tbe effect of sbifting noise to otber parts of tbe 
community. Accordingly, a formal procedure to encourage turns to tbe nortb or 
south prior to Seward Highway is not recommended as a noise abatement 
measure. 

11\",,,,1\1 HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
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5.8.11 Modify FMS Procedures to Minimize Overflight of Noise Sensitive Areas 

Aircraft equipped with Flight Management Systems (FMS) are capable of flying very precise 
tracks over the ground. FMS procedures are used by some air carriers when departing AlA to 
the north on Runway 32. Aircraft on the FMS tracks fly over the northeastern corner of 
Anchorage. This potential measure would examine the possibility of reducing the noise of 
these overflights. During the initial discussions of this measure with FAA ATC personnel, it 
was concluded that this issue could be addressed by FAA outside of the AlA Part 150 Update 
process. The State DOT and PF, FAA, and air carriers will work cooperatively on this issue. 

5.8.12 Use "Fanning" to Spread the Noise of Aircraft Departing Runway 14 

As discussed.above, aircraft departing Runway 14 tum right immediately after takeoff which 
concentrates aircraft noise in the areas west of the Runway 14 extended centerline. Although 
less densely populated than other areas of south Anchorage, people living in this area are 
exposed to high levels of aircraft noise during south departures. This potential measure 
suggests a "share the noise" approach to noise abatement flight tracks. Rather than follow a 
well defined flight path, this measure suggests that aircraft departing Runway 14 be turned in 
a variety of directions. If implemented, the fanned flight tracks would expose new areas to 
aircraft noise, an approach contrary to the AlA Part 150 Update goals. Therefore, the State 
DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for further study. 

5.8.13 Turn Runway 14 Departures Right to a 240 Degree Heading 

This potential measure would seek to turn aircraft further to the west after departing Runway 
14. The objective of the procedure would be to put Runway 14 departures out over the Cook 
Inlet more quickly than the current tum to a 190 degree heading. The purpose of the turn 
would be to reduce noise for residents living south of AlA. FAA ATCT personnel expressed 
concern over potential airspace conflicts between aircraft departing Runway 14 and aircraft on 
the downwind leg for landing on Runway 14. In addition, most aircraft do not complete the 
tum to a 190 degree heading until after passing over the residential areas. Thus, this measure 
is not likely to provide noise benefits while increasing the potential for airspace conflicts. 
Accordingly, the State DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for further study. 

5.8.14 Move Lake Hood Float Plane Base Arrivals over Fish Creek 

Activity at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base is a source of community noise complaints, 
especially during the peak summer weekends. This potential measure would seek to place 
Lake Hood Float Plane Base arrivals over the Fish Creek. Airspace in the Anchorage Bowl is 
extremely congested. The Lake Hood Float Plane Base airspace is bounded by AlA's, Merrill 
Field's, and Elmendorf AFB's airspace. As a result, FAA Air Traffic Controllers and float plane 
pilots have limited operational flexibility near AlA. In addition, Fish Creek is narrow with 
homes on both banks. Based on the floatplane altitudes in this area, noise reductions due to 
this proposed procedure would be limited. Therefore, the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for further study. 
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5.8.15 Develop Commuter Noise Abatement Arrival and Departure Corridors to the 
Southeast 

Commuter aircraft operations do not contribute significantly to the aircraft noise exposure at 
AlA. They do, however, operate opposite of the preferential runway use flow with operations 
occurring predominately over the area southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold. These 
operations are a source of some community complaints which could be minimized by taking 
advantage of open space areas along the Minnesota Drive corridor. This measure was 
recommended for detailed study by the State DOT and PF. Table 5.11 presents the detailed 
analysis for this measure. 

5.9 Airport Use Restriction Alternatives 

Part 150 specifically requires the consideration of the following categories of use restrictions: 

• restrictions based on Federal noise standards, 
• capacity limits based on noisiness, 
• landing fees based on noise or time, and 
• curfews. 

The public raised several issues related to this category of noise abatement options, induding: 

• restrictions on operations at sensitive time periods (e.g., weekends, evenings, nights); 
• restrictions on operations of noisier aircraft; 
• restrictions of touch and go operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base; 
• reduced landing fees for compliance with noise abatement policies; and 
• limits on overall airport activity. 

5.9.1 Background to Consideration of Use Restrictions 

Since the completion of the original AlA Part 150 Study, iinportant new federal legislation and 
regulations have seriously affected the ability of airports to adopt use restrictions. Section 5.9.2 
summarizes these new laws and regulations. 

5.9.2 Major Federal Regulations Affecting Airport Use Restrictions 

Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 

Due to growing concerns about restrictions on aircraft operations affecting the national aviation 
system, the U.S. Congress passed a pivotal piece of legislation in 1990: the "Airport Noise and 
Capacity Act of 1990" (the "Noise Act"). This regulation effectively established a national 
aviation noise policy, to be implemented through two FAA regulatory actions. 

IkVo\Vo\kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 107 

Table 5.11 Commuter Arrival and Departure Corridor to the Southeast 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight -

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Capital Costs of 

Changing the location of commuter and GA operations would not alter the DNL 
contours used to establish land use compatibility. However, this measure has 
noise benefits by reducing the noise of individual commuter aircraft overflights 
and by allowing the FAA ATCT to remain in the preferential runway use 
configuration for longer periods of time, thereby minimizing the DNL contours. 
Figure 5.15 shows the single-event SEL contours associated with arrivals and 
departures following the centerline of a potential noise abatement corridor. 
Figure 5.16 shows that ARTS tracks for GA and commuter aircraft departures 
on Runway 6L are dispersed over a very wide area. Since this corridor would 
be flown by visual reference, conformance to this corridor by departures would 
vary because the pilots ability to see and follow visual corridors is restricted on 
departure and climb-out. 
Figure 5.17 shows that many GA and commuter aircraft currently follow this 
corridor on arrival. When traffic on Runway 24R permits, it may be possible to 
reduce overflights of residential areas by requesting commuter and GA aircraft 

• AlA requests FAA ATC implementation. 
• FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and FAA Flight Standards 

revises and adopts ANC 2 SID. 

• 
Assigning departures to a single track could increase delays because once 
aircraft diverge from runway heading, controllers can release the following 
departure. If all departures follow the same track, controllers must wait until 
aircraft are at least 2 miles away. If a departure queue exists, this requirement 
could ada 60 seconds per departure. FAA ATC personnel supported the 
commuter departure corridor and expressed concern about the arrival corridor. 
Sequencing the commuter arrivals with other categories of aircraft types could 
increase controller workload and cause delays. Therefore, only the commuter 

corridor would have FAA ATC 

Although the departure capacity of Runway 6L would be reduced from nearly 
57 per hour to roughly 26 per hour, demand would generally remain at or below 
50% of the reduced capacity throughout the day during normal operations. No 

effects on aircraft are 
No appreciable effect on air service is anticipated. 

None. 
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Implementation Confonnance could be enhanced by establishment of a radio navigation turn 
Factors point reference. Analysis of typical commuter departures indicates that turns 

should be initiated at the 7.5 ANC DME, essentially at the departure end of 
Runway 6L. Aircraft should be directed to initiate a turn to the right heading 
150 to follow Minnesota Drive uoon reachino: 400 feet or the ANC 7.5 DME. 

Legal Implications Fonnal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000 
feet AGL would require documentation under the provisions of NEP A. Since 
many commuter aircraft already follow this corridor, this documentation may 
not need to be extensive. 

Conclusion FAA concerns preclude the establishment of an arrival corridor. Although 
establishment of a single departure corridor could increase congestion during 
peak periods, no significant delays are anticipated at current levels of demand. 
The benefits include reduced noise impacts for aircraft not following the 
preferential runway use system and greater adherence to the preferential runway 
use system by keeping the slower commuter aircraft separated from the higher· 
performing jets. This measure is reasonably consistent with achieving the goal 
of reducing existing noncompatibility witb land uses around AlA and, tberefore, 
tbe commuter deoarture corridor is recommended. 
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The first regulatory action called for a phase out of noisier aircraft, based on their noise 
classification status according to FAR Part 36. The FAA implemented this phase out through 
amendment to FAR Part 91. The second regulatory action directed the FAA to establish a 
national program to review and approve local airport use restrictions. FAA implemented this 
program through a new regulation, FAR Part 161. 

The following paragraphs summarize FAR Part 36, FAR Part 91, and FAR Part 161, in terms of 
their implications for AlA. 

FAR Part 36 

The FAA has established limits on the allowable levels of aircraft noise emissions. These limits 
are presented in FAR Part 36, "Noise Standards, Aircraft Type and Airworthiness Certification." 
Part 36 sets noise standards that airplanes must meet in order for the FAA to issue "type . 
certificates" and/ or "airworthiness certificates." The permissible noise levels have become more 
stringent over time. Aircraft not certificated under Part 36 (aircraft receiving 
type/ airworthiness certificates prior to the dates specified in Part 36 and for which any later 
tests have not demonstrated compliance) are termed "Stage I" aircraft. Aircraft meeting the 
original noise limits are "Stage 2." Aircraft meeting the most recent, most stringent limits are 
"Stage 3." Approximately 64 percent of current jet operations at AlA are in Stage 3 aircraft. 

FAR Part 91 

FAR Part 91 sets "phase-out" schedules for aircraft operations in the u.S. based on Part 36 
certification stages. These schedules only apply to aircraft with maximum gross takeoff 
weights over 75,000 pounds that are operated to the Lower 48. Aircraft that are operated 
exclusively within Alaska or between Alaska and international destinations are not subject to 
the phase-out. Fortunately, most of the commercial air carrier aircraft at AlA are operated to 
the Lower 48 and, therefore, are subject to the phase-out. Alaska Airlines was the first 
passenger carrier in the United States to achieve a 100 percent Stage-3 fleet - more than two 
years ahead of the 31 December 1999 date set by Part 91. The fleets of all of the other carriers 
who operate at AlA and serve the Lower 48 are ahead of the phase-out schedule. 

Part 91 was first issued in the early 1980's. This regulation stated that on and after January 1, 
1985, no person may operate to or from an airport in the United States in a subsonic airplane 
over 75,000 pounds unless it has been shown to comply with Stage 2 or Stage 3 requirements 
under Part 36. 

The FAA amendments to Part 91 dated September 25,1991 established a similar phase-out 
schedule for Stage 2 operations over 75,000 pounds, with a deadline of December 31,1999. As 
stated above, however, aircraft that operate exclusively within Alaska are not covered by this 
amendment. 

1999 



116 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update 

FAR Part 161 

As required by the Noise Act, FAR Part 161, "Notice and Approval of Airport Noise and 
Access Restrictions, establishes a program for reviewing airport noise and access restrictions on 
the use of Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft. 

The Noise Act defined noise and access restrictions in a very comprehensive manner, as: 

... restrictions (induding but not limited to provisions of the ordinances and leases) 
affecting access or noise that affect the operations of Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft, such as 
limits on the noise generated on either a single-event or cumulative basis; a limit, direct 
or indirect, on the total number of Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft operations; a noise budget 
or noise allocation program that includes a Stage 2 or Stage 3 aircraft; a restriction 
imposing limits on hours of operations; a program of airport use charges that has the 
direct or indirect effect of controlling airport noise; and any other limit on Stage 2 or 
Stage 3 aircraft that has the effect of controlling airport noise. This definition does not 
include peak-period pricing programs where the objective is to align the number of 
aircraft operations with airport capacity.' 

The Noise Act and Part 161 establish very different requirements for restrictions affecting Stage 
2 and Stage 3 aircraft. Airports may adopt a restriction that affects only Stage 2 operations 
without obtaining FAA approval. However, the airport proprietor must perform certain FAA­
approved analyses, publicize the proposal, and provide opportunity for public comment. In 
the case of Stage 3 restrictions, airports must obtain FAA approval, in addition to completing 
analysis, publicity, and comment processes.' 

Airport use restrictions that were formally proposed or implemented prior to the passage of 
the Noise Act in 1990 were grandfathered. 

Through its actions and statements since the passage of the Noise Act and Part 161, the FAA 
has dearly indicated that it would vigorously oppose new airport use restrictions. In response 
to proposed restrictions in Los Angeles, New York, and Minneapolis - St. Paul, the FAA 
threatened to revoke the airports' abilities to receive federal grants or to collect passenger 
facility charges. In each case, the airports either withdrew the proposals, made them 
voluntary, or simply adopted the Part 91 phase-out schedule. 

Part 161 Studies to restrict Stage 2 aircraft were completed for San Jose International Airport 
and San Francisco International Airport. In the case of San Jose, the costs of the restriction 
significantly outweighed the benefits. At San Francisco, the restriction expanded a 

5 

, 
14 C.F.R. § 161.5. 

No FAA approval is required for agreements between airport proprietors and aircraft operators 
restricting either Stage 2 or 3 operations, as long as the restrictions only apply to the operators that 
have signed the agreements. 
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grand fathered restrktion on Stage 2 aircraft to the "evening" hours (7 pm to 10 pm). The 
resulting impact on Stage 2 operators was small and the benefits were greater than the costs. 
Neither study received FAA approval. 

The FAA has also indicated that it would apply very stringent standards for the analyses 
required by Part 161, whkh will require very expensive and time-consuming studies. It will be 
extremely difficult for any airport to obtain required FAA approvals for establishment of new 
airport use restrictions that affect either Stage 2 or 3 operations. 

With the preceding information as background, the following sections discuss the range of 
categories of use restrictions identified in the AlA Part 150 Update and by public interest. 

5.9.3 Restrictions on Operations at Sensitive Time Periods 

Based on citizen input, this AlA Part 150 Update considered four time restriction scenarios: 

• limit Kulis runups to daytime hours, 
• prohibit overflight of residential communities from 10 pm to 7 am, 
e prohibit Runway 6 heavy-jet departures between 9 pm and 7 am, and 
• prohibit operations between 10 pm and 7 am. 

Limit Kulis Runups to Daytime Hours 

Aircraft engine runups are conducted on the ramp at Kulis Air National Guard Base during all 
times of the day. Nighttime engine runups have been a source of community complaints. This 
potential measure would prohibit nighttime engine runups on the ramp. Some engine runs are 
related to an impending flight. Limiting these runs would compromise the mission of the Base. 
Because Kulis is a military facility, the State DOT and PF has limited ability to regulate Kulis 
activities. Control of maintenance runups will be addressed under the ground noise study 
measure discussed in Section 3.3.13. Therefore, the State DOT and PF did not recommend the 
limiting of Kulis runups to daytime hours measure for further study. 

Prohibit Overflight of Residential Communities from 10 pm to 7 am 

AIA's preferential runway use system limits overflight of residential communities to the 
greatest extent possible. At night, operations are directed over water except when winds or 
weather conditions require the use of other runways. Further limitation of the overflight of 
residential communities would amount to a nighttime curfew which is counter to the federal 
grant assurances agreed to by the State DOT and PF. The State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for further study. 
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Prohibit Runway 6 Heavy-Jet Departures between 9 pm and 7 am 

As with the measure above, prohibition of the operation of a particular aircraft type is 
discriminatory and would violate the State DOT and PF's federal grant assurances. The State 
DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for further study. 

Prohibit Operations between 10 pm and 7 am 

A mandatory curfew would violate the State DOT and PF's federal grant assurances. The State 
DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for further study. 

5.9.4 Restrictions on Operations of Noisier Aircraft 

Several potential measures that focused on minimizing noise from some of the noisier aircraft 
at AlA are discussed below. 

Require Noise Reduction Kits (Hushkits) on Older En9ines 

Some of the older Stage 2 aircraft can be made quieter by placing "hushkits" on their engines. 
Hushkits are designed to bring Stage 2 aircraft into compliance with Stage 3 Standards. This 
potential measure would require operators of Stage 2 aircraft to purchase and install hushkits 
on their Stage 2 aircraft. This potential measure is problematic for several reasons. First, the 
FAA, not the State DOT and PF, has responsibility for establishing and enforcing aircraft noise 
regulations. Second, intrastate operations are specifically excluded from the Stage 2 phase out 
by federal law. Changing the law to include intrastate operators would require an act of 
congress. Third, the national phase out of Stage 2 aircraft is reducing the numbers of Stage 2 
operations at AlA. Fourth, by requiring aircraft operators to bear the cost of acquiring and 
installing hushkits just to operate at AlA, the measure may affect foreign commerce by 
increasing air fare and shipping costs. Finally, such a measure might be deemed 
discriminatory if it were applied to a small group of carriers. As an alternative to this measure, 
the State DOT and PF should carefully monitor the fleets of airlines operating at AlA for their 
Stage 2 and Stage 3 percentages. After the Year 2000, the contribution of Stage 2 aircraft to the 
total noise exposure at AlA should be assessed by the State DOT and PF. Any Stage 2 aircraft 
restriction should be made in consideration of their overall impact on the noise environment. 
Although this measure was not recommended by the State DOT and PF for detailed study, the 
State DOT and PF should continue to monitor the percentage of Stage 2 operations at AlA and 
calculate their impact on the noise environment. 

Prohibit Stage 2 Aircraft from Using the Airport 

As with the potential measure discussed above, the State DOT and PF should assess the effects 
of the national Stage 2 phase out on AlA's noise exposure after the Year 2000 prior to 
considering a prohibition on Stage 2 aircraft operations at AlA. Although this measure was not 
recommended by the State DOT and PF for detailed study, the State DOT and PF should 
continue to monitor the percentage of Stage 2 operations at AlA and calculate their impact on 
the noise environment. 
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Study the Number of Stage 2 Departures between 10 pm and 7 am 

Stage 2 departures at AlA are evenly distributed in the daytime and nighttime periods. In light 
of the national Stage 2 phase out and the nighttime preferential runway use program that 
directs aircraft over water when wind and weather permits, the State DOT and PF did not 
recommend that this measure receive detailed study. 

Study Whether any Stage 1 Aircraft are Departing between 10 pm and 7 am 

All of the air carrier aircraft operating at AlA are Stage 2 or Stage 3 certified. Some business 
jets operating at AlA may be Stage 1 aircraft, however, their contribution to the overall aircraft 
noise environment is small. Restricting these aircraft at night might be considered 
discriminatory. Therefore, the State DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for detailed 
study. - --

Study Banning Stage 1 Aircraft Departures from 10 pm to 7 am 

As discussed above, the operations by Stage 1 aircraft are limited to a few business jets. 
Restricting these aircraft at night might be considered discriminatory and would have little 
affect on the noise exposure which is dominated by air carrier jet aircraft. Therefore, the State 
DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for detailed study. 

Provide a Reduction in Landing Fees for Carriers Who Comply with the Noise Abatement Bulletin 

This potential measure seeks to provide an incentive, through reduced landing fees, for airlines 
to achieve greater compliance with AlA Bulletin 98-04. Aircraft operator compliance with AlA 
Bulletin 98-04 is required by the State DOT and PF's lease and operating agreements. The State 
DOT and PF does not support a program that results in reducing airport revenues for 
complying with required airport rules. As an alternative, the State DOT and PF would support 
awards and public recognition for operators that achieve a high level of compliance with AlA 
Bulletin 98-04. 

Place a Cap on the Number of Stage 2 Aircraft Departures from AlA 

Due to the national Stage 2 phase out, Stage 2 aircraft operations have been declining at AlA. 
Establishing a cap on their operations does not appear to be necessary at this time. The State 
DOT and PF should monitor Stage 2 operations to determine the need, if any, for a cap on 
Stage 2 after the Year 2000-Stage 2 phase out is complete. The State DOT and PF did not 
recommend this measure for detailed study. 

Gradually Eliminate Stage 2 Aircraft 

The national Stage 2 phase out has resulted in a gradual reduction Stage 2 aircraft operations at 
AlA. Additional reductions in Stage 2 will occur as the Stage 2 phase out in the Lower 48 
reaches completion on 31 December 1999. As described above, the need to provide additional 
reductions in Stage 2 aircraft operations will depend greatly on how many Stage 2 operations 
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remain at AlA after tJ:te Year 2000. The State DOT and PF should monitor Stage 2 operations 
and their contribution to the overall noise environment to determine the need for additional 
Stage 2 reductions. The State DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for detailed study. 

5.9.5 Limits on Overall Airport Activity 

Several limits on airport activity were suggested as described below. 

Restrict Length of Time Engines May Be Runup or Run at Idle on Cargo Ramp 

Runup noise has been a source of increasing community complaints. Restrictions of any type 
need to be based on a factual assessment of runup noise exposure. The State DOT and PF 
recommends that a detailed ground noise assessment be conducted to assess the scope of the 
runup noise problem and to recommend detailed mitigation measures. ·This measure is . 
addressed in Section 3.3.13. 

Limit Cargo Holds so Cargo Jets Can Depart North All the Time 

Aircraft weight has been cited as a primary factor in the use of Runway 6R over Runway 32. 
This measure was suggested to eliminate the need to depart on Runway 6R due to weight. 
Since the time this measure was suggested, Runway 32 was extended making it the longest 
departure runway at AlA. As a result, use of Runway 32 has increased, while the use of 
Runway 6R has decreased. In addition, through the grant assurances provided to the FAA by 
the State DOT and PF, AlA must remain available for use for all aircraft operations including 
those aircraft that are carrying full loads. The FAA is likely to judge the restricting aircraft 
loads to be discriminatory. In addition, the smaller the load per aircraft operation, the greater 
the number of operations that would be needed to carry the same amount of cargo. The 
increase in operations would increase noise exposure. In addition, the State DOT and PF has 
no regulatory authority over aircraft payloads. The State DOT and PF did not recommend this 
measure for detailed study. 

Limit the Size and Horsepower Rating of Aircraft Using the Lake Hood Float Plane Base 

Some of the noise complaints regarding operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base focus on 
the larger, more powerful float plane aircraft. This potential measure seeks to reduce the noise 
from these operations. There are several potential problems with this measure. First, the 
measure may be deemed discriminatory by the FAA. Second, operators of the large float 
planes are likely to strenuously oppose this measure and could take legal action against the 
State DOT and PF. Third, aircraft size is not always indicative of the noise level it generates. 
Limiting aircraft by size might result in eliminating quieter aircraft. Finally, larger aircraft 
carry more people and goods per operation then smaller aircraft. Smaller aircraft would need 
to fly more operations to carry the same payload as larger aircraft. Based on these issues, the 
State DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for detailed study. 
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Replace Single-Bladed Propellers with Shorter Treble Propellers 

The supersonic tip speeds of some aircraft propellers contribute significantly to the overall 
aircraft noise levels. This potential measure seeks to reduce this noise by replacing single­
bladed propellers with treble-bladed props. Although this measure may have the potential to 
reduce float plane noise, the State DOT and PF cannot mandate aircraft equipment replacement 
for noise purposes. As an alternative, the State DOT and PF should continue to encourage the 
use of quiet flying techniques and the use of quieter aircraft at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. 

Restrict Lake Hood Float Plane Base Touch and Goes 

As depicted in Figures 5.6 and 5.7 above and discussed in Section 5.6.8, the homes within the 
DNL 65 dB contours due to aircraft operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base are sideline 
to the gravel strip. The ARTS data showed that touch and goes at the Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base follow the typical arrival and departure corridors. Therefore, any change in noise levels 
associated with restrictions on touch and go traffic would need to be associated with a decrease 
in total operations rather than with changes in the pattern of noise exposure. FAA ATCT 
records indicate local operations represent 11 percent of the total operations at the Lake Hood 
Float Plane Base. Assuming all of the local operation are touch and goes, the reduction in the 
DNL contours due to the total elimination of Lake Hood Float Plane Base touch and go 
operations would be less than 1 decibel. Since this measure would not appreciably reduce 
aircraft noise exposure levels, the State DOT and PF decided against implementing this 
measure. 

5.10 Airport Layout Modification Alternatives 

The recent extension of Runway 32, which reduced Runway 6R departures, is an example of 
how modifying the airport layout can reduce the number of dwelling units and people within 
incompatible aircraft noise levels. Additional airfield layout modifications that were 
considered in the AlA Part 150 Update are discussed below. 

5.10.1 Extend Runway 14 to the North to Get Runway 14 Departures Higher over the 
Tanaina Hills 

Departures on Runway 14 are a source of noise complaints and contribute to impacted people 
and dwelling units. By moving the departure end of Runway 14 further to the north, aircraft 
departing to the south would lift off further to the north and gain additional altitude before 
reaching the residential areas south of AlA. To make a noticeable difference in the sound level 
heard on the ground, aircraft would need to be approximately twice as high over south 
Anchorage than they are now. To gain this much altitude, the runway extension would need 
to extend into the Cook Inlet. Due to the bluffs at Point Worzonoff and the Tony Knowles 
Coastal Bike trail, it would be prohibitively expensive and environmentally difficult to extend 
Runway 14 to the north. The State DOT and PF did not recommend this measure for detailed 
study. 
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5.10.2 Extend Runway 24R to the West to Decrease East Departures 

Reducing departures to the east and south remains a primary noise reduction objective of the 
State DOT and PF. However, departing to the west is limited in part by runway length and 
runway gradient. Extending Runway 24R to the west might increase the amount of time 
aircraft are able to depart to the west. The State DOT and PF recommended this measure for 
detailed study as discussed in Table 5.12 below. 

5.10.3 Add a North-South Parallel Runway to Facilitate West Departures 

In a land Runway 6, depart Runway 32 configuration, there is adequate arrival capacity to 
meet the current demands. However, in a land Runway 14, depart Runway 24 configuration, 
there is only a single runway for arrivals which reduces airport capacity. This potential 
measure would result in construction of a parallel north-south runway to maintain arrival 
capacity in a land south depart west configuration. The ability to use the land south, depart 
west configuration would reduce aircraft noise east and south of AlA. The State DOT and PF 
recommended this measure for further study which is described in Table 5.13 below. 
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Table 5.12 Reduce East Departures by Extending Runway 24L 1,600 ft. To the West 

Net Change in 
Community Noise 
and Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Effect on Aircraft 
Operators 

Effect on Quality of 
Air Service 

Capital Costs of 

With a gradient of .4%, the effective length of Runway 6R-24L is 10,461 
feet for operations to the west, and 11,333 feet for operations to the east. 
Extending Runway 24 L 1,600 feet to the west would make it the longest 
runway at AlA. With the gradient effect, Runway 24L would have an 
effective length of 12,061 feet, which is 728 feet longer than the effective 
length of Runway 6R. The additional effective length would make 24L 
the preferred runway even with tailwinds of up to 3.6 knots. 
Accordingly, Runway 6R would be preferred only when the Runway 24L 
tailwind components exceed 3.6 knots. Providing additional length for 
Runway 24L departures would enable heavy aircraft to conform to the 
AlA's preferential runway program to a greater degree. In addition, the 
additional length would decrease east departures at night above the 
levels achieved in the "Enhanced Nighttime Runway Use Program". 
Figure 5.18 shows the resultant DNL contours which reduce the 

within the DNL 65 dB contour 230 

• AlA approves measure and necessary capital improvement program. 
• FAA provides potential funding support and environmental 

the additional runway length results in strong Runway 
24L departures during operation of the primary preferred Arrive 
Runway 6, Depart Runway 32 configuration, sequencing departures 
between arrivals would require extensive delays for departures. Such 

could also create 
additional runway were not required to increase payload or 

stage length, the capital costs of runway development would increase 
tiser costs without benefits. 

The additional runway length would enable more operations to avoid 
overflights to the east of the airport without adversely affecting air 
service. 

The estimated cost of extending Runway 24L 1,600 feet to the west is 
$6.2 million. 
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Implementation According to current airline operating agreements, users of AlA must 
Factors concur in major capital improvement projects such as the development 

of a new or extended runway. The AlA Airline Affairs Committee has 
indicated in the past that they would not support this project. In 
addition, airlines have been opposed to this measure to date due to their 
concerns about increased west departures in light of reported wind sheer 
occurrences off of the west end of Runway 24. 

Legal Implications Environmental documentation under the provisions of NEP A would be 
required. 

Conclusion This measure could reduce departures to the east and increase 
departures to the west. Although there are potential noise benefits, the 
cost of the project, and FAA, ATC, and airline concerns regarding 
increased use of the Arrive 14, Depart 24 configuration limit the 
feasibility of this measure at this time. 
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Table 5.13 New Runway 14R-32L 

Net Change in 
Community Noise and 
Overflight 

Responsible Agency 

Airport and ATC 
Operational 
Considerations 

Figures 5.4 and 5.5 show that under VFR conditions, additional runway 
capacity wiIJ not be needed to accOlmnodate the preferred noise abatement 
runway configurations over the next 20 years. During IFR conditions, the 
additional runway capacity would reduce delays associated with these 
configurations, pennitting more bours of use. IFR and marginal VFR conditions 
occur approximately 6 % of the year. Since IFR conditions typically occur 
during periods in which wind conditions would pennit use of the preferred 
configurations, the additional runway capacity could increase use of the 
preferred configurations during all IFR conditions when demand exceeds the 
capacity of these configurations. Annually, use of the preferential runway 
configurations could be increased by approximately 1 % in 1997 and by 4% in 

• AIA approves measure and necessary capital improvement program. 
• FAA and environmental 
Increased use of Runway 14 for arrivals, or Runway 32 for departures could 
increase interaction with Elmendorf APB arrivals. Because the extended 
centerlines of Runway 14-32 at AlA intersects the extended centerline of 
Runway 5-23 at Elmendorf AFB, aircraft are sequenced into the area to 
maintain a 3 NM horizontal and/or 1000 feet vertical separation. The following 
analyses assume only horizontal separation. These analyses also assume normal 
operational levels at Elmendorf AFB. During "Cope Thunder' exercises 
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• Runway 14 Arrivals. Although ARTS data indicate that an average of 2 or 
3 Elmendorf IFR arrivals may occur during peak AIA arrival periods, 
review of historic activity levels indicates that as many as 6 Elmendorf IFR 
arrivals could occur during these periods. Assuming 6 ElmendorfIFR 
arrivals evenly distributed in an hour, up to 6 arrivals could be sequenced 
between Elmendorf arrivals, or up to 36 per hour. Although Elmendorf 
arrival interactions could constrain Runway 14 arrivals to a greater degree 
than VFR arrival capacity, anticipated arrival demand could be 
accommodated at current activity levels. Over the long term, interaction 
with ElmendorfIFR arrivals might constrain Runway 14 arrivals. 

e Runway 32 Departures. Because departing aircraft will not appear as 
targets on a radar screen until approximately 1 to 2 NM from the runway 
end, the separation requirements to clear intersections are planned before 
departure clearance is delivered. Assuming only horizontal separation, a 
gap of approximately 3 minutes between successive Elmendorf arrivals 
would be required to release Runway 32 departures. ARTS data indicate that 
Elmendorf arrival activity might pennit up to 45 Runway 32 departures 
during peak AlA departure periods. Although Elmendorf arrival activity 
would limit Runway 32 IFR and VFR departure capacity, AIA departure 
demand levels could be acconmlOdated for most hours throughout the 
forecast period. This is currently the preferred runway use configuration. 

Effect on Aircraft If additional runway capacity were not required to reduce delay, the capital 
Operators costs of runway development would increase user costs without significant 

benefit. 

Effect on Quality of If substantial capital costs were not offset by commensurate benefits from delay 
Air Service reduction, increased user costs could affect airline seIVice decisions. Such 

decisions could include increasing airfares or deployment of aircraft to cities 
with hi.gher profit mar.gins. 

Capital Costs of Development of a new runway and associated airfield improvements is costly. 
Implementation Order of magnitude cost estimates for a 10,000 foot runway might be roughly 

$100 million. 
Implementation According to current airline operating agreements, users of AIA must concur in 
Factors major capital improvement projects such as the development of a new or 

extended runway. The Airline Affairs Committee is not expected to approve 
the construction of a new runway unless it provides a siguificant benefit. 

Legal Implications Environmental documentation under the provisions of NEPA would be required. 

Conclusion As a long term capacity improvement, the runway would have noise benefits. 
As a noise abatement measure, the benefits of this measure are small compared 
to the costs. Accordingly, the construction of Runway 14R-32L is not 
recommended as a noise abatement measure. 
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6. SCREENING ANI' ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL LAND USE MEASURES 

This land use section serves two purposes. The first purpose is to identify non-compatible land 
use within the existing and projected noise contours as documented in the NEM element of this 
update. The second purpose of this section is to identify land use compatibility issues to be 
addressed in updating the NCP element. 

The unabated noise contours developed for the years 1997 and 2002, as described in Chapter 7 
of the NEM document, will be used for land use planning purposes. These contours are based 
on the assumption that no new noise abatement measures are implemented beyond AlA 
Bulletin 98-04. Since new noise abatement measures would generally reduce the size of these 
contours over noise sensitive land uses, this scenario represents a conservative approach for 
compatibility planning. 

After reviewing existing and planned land use, this chapter discusses land use compatibility 
criteria and identifies existing and potential non-compatible land use. The chapter then 
reviews the status of previously recommended land management strategies as well as potential 
new strategies that have the potential to enhance land use compatibility in the AlA environs. 

6.1 Existing and Future Land Uses Near AlA 

AlA and the land area encompassed by the airport's aircraft noise contours are located within 
the MOA. The following discussion of land use focuses on the area within and immediately 
surrounding the aircraft noise contours described in Chapter 7 of the NEM. Land use and 
zoning used in this analysis are based primarily on preliminary (1995) Geographic Information 
System (GIS) data provided by the MOA. 

6.1.1 Existing Land Use 

Figure 6.1 shows that AlA is located on the Point Campbell peninsula at the western limits of 
the MOA. Since this analysis is concerned with the compatibility of land use with aircraft 
noise, the following discussion highlights areas in the primary approach and departure 
corridors within the airport study area. Approach and departure corridors generally extend 
from the Airport's runways, and are oriented roughly north-south and east-west. Figure 6.2 
shows existing (1997) DNL contours illustrating land use in the study area. 

North. Arrivals on Runway 14, departures on Runway 32, and GA activity to the north of the 
Lake Hood Float Plane Base generally overfly recreational areas (Earthquake Park) and Knik 
Arm. Residential development in the Turnagain area is located immediately to the east of this 
corridor. This residential area experiences overflights associated with GA activity at the Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base. 
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East. Arrivals on Runways 24L and 24R and departures on Runways 6L and 6R (the ANC 2 
and KNIK 5 departure patterns) overfly a complex pattern of residential and 
industrial! commercial development, vacant land, and wetlands. 

South. Arrivals on Runway 32 and departures on Runway 14 overfly Kincaid Park, an 
extensive gravel pit, and an emerging area of relatively low density residential development 
directly south of AlA. 

West. Arrivals on Runways 6L and 6R and departures on Runways 24L and 24R generally 
overfly Turnagain Arm and public lands. These public lands include the Municipal Sewage 
Treatment Plant, the Municipal Detoxification Center, and Federal Communications 
Commission facilities. 

6.1.2 Future Land Use 

Figure 6.3 shows existing (1995) generalized land use within the year 2002 DNL contours. For 
a number of reasons, major changes in land use patterns are not normally expected in an 
established urban setting. The most likely change from existing land use will result from the 
development of vacant land. While redevelopment of existing uses can occur, it is an 
expensive and disruptive process which requires a substantial commitment of either public or 
private capital. In addition, the existing infrastructure plays a very significant role in 
determining the development potential of vacant properties. Finally, new development is 
generally compatible with existing development, further restricting the range of potential uses 
of vacant land. 

Figure 6.4 shows the year 2107 noise contours with the existing zoning pattern to illustrate 
long-term land use compatibility issues. Zoning information provided by the MOA was used 
as an indicator of future land use in the airport environs. In general, zoning reflects the 
existing land use patterns described above. Accordingly, the future land use pattern is likely to 
be similar to existing land use patterns. In essence, this analysis shows the effect of continued 
development of vacant land in accordance with existing zoning. 

While zoning is a useful indicator of permitted development, it does not necessarily reflect the 
development potential of the underlying properties. For example, zoning does not address site 
constraints such as natural features or ownership patterns. With respect to noise sensitive 
development, it should be noted that the MOA's zoning ordinance permits mobile home and 
camper park development as a conditional use in light industrial districts, while houses of 
worship can be permitted in some commercial zoning districts. Further, zoning is not 
permanent. Property owners may petition for re-zoning to permit increased densities and/ or 
different types of development at any time. The zoning ordinance is discussed in more detail 
in the next section. 
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6.2 Land Use Measures for Consideration in Revised NCP 

Land use regulations provide the primary means of preventing new non-compatible 
development. The MOA establishes community development goals and policies through the 
Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Development Plan. This plan guides land use and 
development decisions made through the MONs zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, 
building code, and capital Improvement program. 

In recent years, the U. S. Supreme Court has issued decisions on a number of land use cases 
bearing on the local government's use of the "police power" to regulate land. In essence, the 
police power enables government to regulate the use of land and to place conditions on the 
development ofland. The police power must be used to accomplish valid public purposes and 
follow due legal process, but it does not require compensation to the land owner. In addition 
to the police power, government can acquire or take property for valid public purposes . 
provided that the land owner is given "just compensation" for any property taken. Since early 
in the 20th Century, it has been recognized that the use of police power which goes too far in 
regulating the use of property will be considered a "taking" subject to the requirements for 
compensation. These recent land use cases deal with the "taking issue" in examining the limits 
of police power. Table 6.1 provides a brief synopsis of these recent cases and their impact on 
land use regulation. 

In addition to the specific regulatory issues summarized in Table 6.1, some attorneys 
specializing in land use regulation note that these cases relate to individual permit applications, 
not broad exercises in land use policy. This distinction may be important for two reasons. 

First, in broadly defining land use policies, such as through the adoption of a comprehensive 
plan or a zoning ordinance, the governing body is acting in a "quasi legislative" manner. In 
acting as a legislative body, local government decisions are "presumed to be valid." In granting 
individual re-zoning applications or development permits, the governing body is acting in a 
"quasi judicial" manner. In this case, local government decisions must be supported by 
evidence demonstrating that the proposed action meets the standards set forth in the zoning 
ordinance or comprehensive plan. 

Second, in making comprehensive land use decisions, the local government is clearly treating 
all similarly situated properties in a similar way. In making individual permit decisions, this 
presumption of equal treatment may not apply. 

For both of these reasons, incorporation of aircraft noise compatibility policies in the 
comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance should be encouraged. Such actions are most likely 
to withstand any challenge, and by establishing a comprehensive framework, will tend to 
support the use of other noise compatibility planning techniques. Also, these actions can 
provide significant benefits in terms of disclosing noise impact areas to residents and 
developers. 
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Table 6.1 Recent U.S. Supreme Court Land Use Decisions 

Case Synopsis Impact on Land Use Regulation 
First English A church-owned campground Regulations which deprive 
Evangelical Lutheran was destroyed by flooding. The property owners of all uses of 
Church v. County of County passed a temporary property, even temporarily, are 
Los Angeles (1987) ordinance prohibiting takings which require 

development within a designated compensation. 
flood control area containing the 
campground. 

Lucas v. South Coastal protection ordinance Regulations which deprive 
Carolina Coastal limited development of two lots property owners of all 
Council (1987~ in an established coastal "economically beneficial uses" or 

subdivision to specified which compel a property owner 
recreational structures because to suffer "physical invasion" of 
the lots were within a dune property are takings which 
protection area. require compensation. 

Nolan v. California As a permit condition allowing a "Essential Nexus Test" 
Coastal Commission beachfront property owner to Conditions applied through 
(1987) construct a larger residence, the regulation must achieve the 

Commission required an access public purpose of the regulation. 
easement across the beach. This 
condition was applied pursuant 
to a coastal zone regulation 
intended to preserve the view of 
the beach and reduce congestion. 

Dolan v. City of As a condition allowing "Rough Proportionality Test" 
Tigard (1994) expansion of an electric and The extent and nature of a 

plumbing supply business, the development condition must be 
City required dedication of a 15- reasonably related to the degree 
foot drainage easement and an 8- of impact permitted by 
foot pathway easement. application of the condition. 

Source: Exactions, Impact Fees and Dedications, Shaping Land Use Development and 
Funding Infrastructure in the Dolan Era, Robert H. Freilich and David W. 
Buskeh, Editors, State and Local Government Law Section, American Bar 
Association, 1995. 
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6.2.1 The Compreh~nsive Plan 

A comprehensive plan establishes the framework for land use regulation. Typically, 
comprehensive plans address a 20-year planning horizon. In Alaska, as in most states, this 
document is a policy guideline rather than a regulation. The comprehensive plan can play 
several roles in noise compatibility planning. Since the plan sets general policies for the 
jurisdiction, policies relating to noise compatibility can be adopted through the plan. 
Comprehensive plans also identify environmental constraints to development which could 
include aviation noise. The plan affects land use compatibility most directly by establishing 
generalized land use and development intensity guidelines. Additionally, most land use 
planning techniques are more likely to be successful when included in a comprehensive land 
use regulation framework. 

Since the Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Development Plan adopted in 1982 is currently 
being revised, a detailed description of its major elements is premature. The timing of this 
revision is fortunate, since recommendations made through this revised NCP may be 
incorporated into the updated comprehensive plan. 

6.2.2 Zoning 

Short of acquisition, zoning provides the most direct means of regulating non-compatible 
development in the airport environs. Since many land uses are not adversely affected by 
aircraft noise levels, an obvious land use compatibility technique is to zone areas exposed to 
significant levels of aircraft noise for land uses such as industrial and commercial development 
which are less affected by noise. Such compatible use zoning is subject to the practical 
constraints on changes in future land use discussed previously. In addition, the zoning 
ordinance provides a means of attaching conditions to development which might make the 
permitted uses less sensitive to aircraft noise. 

Zoning regulates land use by permitting specific uses and prohibiting others. Zoning also 
regulates the area height and bulk of development by establishing set back requirements, 
height limits, or floor area ratio limitations. (The floor area ratio, or FAR, is the ratio of 
building area to lot area.) In some cases, uses may be permitted as a conditional use, meaning 
that the use may be permitted if specified conditions are met. Other uses are sometimes 
permitted as special exceptions at the discretion of the designated administrative body. In 
addition, uses may be permitted through a variance in case of hardship. Hardship does not 
relate to the financial or other conditions of the property owner. Technically, a hardship is a 
condition relating to the property rather than to the needs or desires of the property owners. 
For example, a hardship may exist if the configuration of an irregularly shaped lot precludes 
development in accordance with a given zoning district's set back requirements. 

The MOA Zoning Regulations are incorporated in Chapters 21.35 through 21.55 of the 
Anchorage Municipal Code. Zoning regulations are administered by the MOA Planning and 
Zoning Commission with staff support provided by the Department of Community Planning 
and Development. Requests for zoning variances and appeals of zoning actions are submitted 
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to the Zoning Board of Examiners and Appeals. Appeals on conditional use permits are 
submitted to the Municipal Assembly in its role as the Board of Adjustment. 

The MOA zoning ordinance provides for 32 zoning districts. Conventional zoning districts 
specify permitted land uses and development densities or intensities. The Flood Hazard 
District included in the MOA zoning ordinance is an "overlay" zone that establishes 
development conditions on the uses permitted in the underlying conventional districts. Table 
6.2 lists the zoning districts found in the study area and summarizes how these districts 
regulate development of noise sensitive uses such as residences, schools, and places of 
worship. This summary shows that noise sensitive uses can be developed as either permitted 
or conditional uses in all but one of the zoning districts found in the study area. This feature of 
the MONs zoning regulations is a form of "pyramid zoning" in which uses permitted in less 
intensive districts are permitted automatically, or "by right," in more intensive zoning districts. 
For instance, residential development is permitted in some commercial districts as shown in 
Table 6.2. Although commercial and industrial zoning districts would generally be 
characterized as compatible with aircraft noise, this feature of the MONs zoning regulations 
limits the effectiveness of conventional zoning as a noise compatibility planning technique. 

6.2.3 Subdivision Regulations 

Subdivision regulations establish rational development patterns, specify design standards for 
public improvements, and ensure adequate public services for new development. In meeting 
these goals, subdivision regulations may require dedication of property for development of 
public facilities such as roads. In much of the United States, subdivision regulations are used 
to require new development to maintain established community level of service standards for 
education and recreation by requiring dedication of school and/ or park sites. Since small 
subdivisions may not warrant development of public facilities to serve it alone, subdivision 
regulations may permit monetary contributions in lieu of dedication for the portion of public 
facilities necessitated by the individual subdivision. Subdivision regulations may also require 
dedication of easements for roads, utilities, or other public purposes. 

Subdivision regulations have traditionally played several roles in noise compatibility planning. 
Subdivision regulations may require dedication of avigation or noise easements which 
specifically authorize aircraft overflights. Avigation easements also serve as a notification of 
noise levels to prospective buyers. Subdivision regulations may also require official 
notification or disclosure of aircraft noise levels as part of the property deed. It should be 
noted that the notification or disclosure associated with either easement dedication or 
disclosure statement typically occur at closing, after the buyer has decided to purchase the 
property in question. 
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Table 6.2 Noise Sensitive Uses Permitted by Zoning District within the Study Area 

Noise Sensitive Uses 
Zoning District RS ED R He 

R-l/Rl-A P P P pI 
Single Family Residential C 
R-2A/R-2D /R-2M P P P pI 
Two Family Residential C3 C2 

R-3/R-4 P P P pI 
Multi-family Residential C·,7 C2,7 

R-5 pB P P P 
Rural Residential C' 
R-O P P P P 
Residential Office 
B-IA P P pI 
Local Neighborhood Business 
B-3 P p5 P pI 
General & Strip Commercial 
1-1 C· P 
Light Industrial 
1-2 
Heavy Industrial 
PLI P P P 
Public Lands & Institutions 
Notes: Noise Sensitive Uses: 
1 Family Residence Care RS=Residential, 
2 Nursing and Convalescent Homes ED=Educational, 
3 Mobile home parks allowed in R-2M zone on R=Religious, 
sites of at least 2 acres HC=Health Care, 
• Mobile home parks permitted on site of at P=Permitted Use (permitted "by right" in 
least 2 acres the zoning district) 
5 Vocational or Trade Schools C=Conditional Use (requires a 
6 Mobile home park on 10 acres or more conditional use permit) 
7 Camper park 
8 One mobile home per lot 
Source: HNTB analysis of Chapters 21.35 through 21.55 of the Anchorage Municipal Code, 

Finally, subdivision regulations may require the developer to provide specified sound 
attenuation or noise insulation, The MOA Subdivision Regulations are incorporated in Title 21 
of the Municipal Code, Chapters 21.75 through 21.85, The regulations are administered by the 
MOA Planning Board with staff su pport provided by the Department of Community Planning 
and Development and the Building Safety Division of the Department of Public Works, At 
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present, the regulations do not require dedication of avigation easements, disclosure of noise 
levels, or sound insulation for new construction. 

6.2.4 Building Code 

Building codes establish standards for construction with a primary emphasis on safety. In 
addition, building codes frequently incorporate required deicing features to increase energy 
efficiency. Many local building codes are based on national or regional standard codes 
modified as necessary to suit local conditions. The MOA Building Code is based on the 
Uniform Building Code with specific local amendments. 

Building codes can be used to promote noise compatibility by requiring sound attenuation 
construction .features. This requirement is similar to the practice of requiring energy efficient 
construction features. In fact, many of the construction features used to increase energy 
efficiency, such as high R-value insulation and elimination of air infiltration, also reduce 
interior noise levels. Double pane windows are also beneficial for both energy savings and 
noise reduction, although most thermal window designs have too small an air space to 
attenuate noise. Likewise, use of insulated doors is advantageous for energy savings, but the 
type of door and seal used may not be as advantageous in attenuating noise. Other noise 
reduction techniques such as vent baffles do not enhance energy efficiency. One aspect of 
noise reduction design--the need to keep windows sealed in all seasons--may have an adverse 
affect on energy consumption by requiring forced air ventilation at all times. 

6.2.5 Capital Improvement Program 

Capital improvement programs outline expenditures for public facilities and infrastructure 
improvements, typically over a five- or six-year period. Capital improvements relate to noise 
compatibility primarily in providing the infrastructure to support development. Such 
development could be either noise sensitive or not, depending upon the comprehensive plan 
and zoning. Accordingly, capital improvements such as water and sewer extensions or 
transportation improvements are of greatest concern if they provide service to vacant 
residential property within the Airport noise contours. 

6.3 Land Use Measures for Consideration in Revised NCP 

The degree of annoyance which people experience from aircraft noise varies depending on 
their activities at any given time. People are usually less disturbed by aircraft noise when they 
are shopping, working, or driving than when they are at home. Transient hotel and motel 
residents seldom express as much concern with aircraft noise as do permanent residents of the 
area. The concept of "land use compatibility" has arisen from this systematic variation in 
community reaction to noise. This section describes Federal land use compatibility guidelines, 
recommends compatibility criteria for AlA and its surroundings, and identifies non-compatible 
land uses. 
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6.3.1 Federal Guidelines 

Studies by governmental agencies and private researchers, in particular those by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the FAA, and other Federal agencies, 
have established noise compatibility guidelines for different land uses. In 1980, the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (PICUN) published a report, Guidelines for 
Considering Noise in Land Use Planning and ControL which contained detailed land use 
compatibility guidelines for various DNLs. The FAA adopted a revised and simplified version 
of these guidelines when it promulgated FAR Part 150. 

The FAA and FICUN guidelines indicate that mobile home parks and outdoor music shells and 
amphitheaters are incompatible with noise above DNL 65 dB. While schools and residential 
uses other t"an mobile homes also are generally incompatible with noise above DNL 65 dB, the 
guidelines note that where local communities determine that these must be allowed, sound' 
attenuation measures should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in 
individual development approvals. In such cases, avigation or noise easements might also be 
recommended as a condition of development approval. 

Nature exhibits and zoos are considered to be incompatible with noise above DNL 70 dB. 
Several other uses, including hospitals, nursing homes, churches, auditoriums, and concert 
halls may be compatible with noise up to DNL 75 dB if adequate noise level reduction (NLR) is 
incorporated in construction. Recreational uses other than outdoor music shells or 
amphitheaters, resorts, and camps are considered compatible at levels up to DNL 75 dB. 

6.3.2 FAA Recommended Guidelines for DNL 65 dB and Above 

FAR Part 150'states that determinations of noise compatibility and regulation of land use are 
local responsibilities. Federal guidelines are provided to assist local communities in making 
land use compatibility determinations. Part 150 states that such guidelines may be modified to 
fit local conditions. The guidelines presented in Part 150 represent a simplified version of the 
guidance prepared by the FICUN in 1980. Table 6.3 shows the land use compatibility 
guidelines published in FAR Part 150 which will be used in this study for evaluating land uses 
in areas at or above DNL 65 dB. 

6.3.3 FICUN Recommended Guidelines for Aircraft Noise Exposure Levels Below DNL 65 
dB 

The FICUN report offers some planning considerations for noise levels below DNL 65 dB in 
addition to providing more detailed guidance on land use compatibility within the broader 
categories used in Part 150. The original AlA Part 150 Study used the more detailed FICUN 
compatibility guidelines in its analyses and recommendations. 
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Table 6.3 FAR Part 150 Noise / Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
Source: FAR Part 150 

Yearly Day·Night Average Sound Level, DNL, 
in Decibels 

(Key and notes on following page) 

Land Use <65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 >85 

Residential Use 
Residential otherthan mobile 

homes and transient lodgings Y N(1) N(1) N N N 
Mobile home park Y N N N N N 
Transient lodgings Y N(1) N(1) N(1) N N 

Public Use 
Schools Y N(1) N(1) N N N 
Hospitals and nursing homes Y 25 30 N N N 
Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls Y 25 30 N N N 
Governmental services Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) 
Parking Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Commercial Use 
Offices, business and professional Y Y 25 30 N N 
Wholesale and retail-building materials, 

hardware and farm equipment Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Retail trade--general Y Y 25 30 N N 
Utilities Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Communication Y Y 25 30 N N 

Manufacturing and Production 
Manufacturing general Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Photographic and optical Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Y Y(6) Y(7) Y(8) Y(8) Y(8) 
Livestock farming and breeding Y Y(6) Y(7) N N N 
Mining and fishing, resource 
production and extraction Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Recreational 
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y Y(5) Y(5) N N N 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Y N N N N N 
Nature exhibits and zoos Y Y N N N N 
Amusements, parks, resorts and camps Y Y Y N N N 
Gotf courses, stables, and water recreation Y Y 25 30 N N 
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Key to Table 6.3 

Standard Land Use Coding Manual. 
Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 
Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited. 
Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise 
attenuation into the design and construction of the structure. 
Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25,30, 
or 35 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of structure. 

Notes for Table 6.3 

The designations contained in this table do not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land covered by 
the program is acceptable or unacceptable under Federal, State, or local law. The responsibility for determining the 
acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specffic properties and specific noise contours 
rests with the local authorities. FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally 
determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined 
needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to 
achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be 
incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals. Normal residential 
construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often 
stated as 5, 10, or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and 
closed windows year round. However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise 
problems. 

Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions 
of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the 
normal noise level is low. 

Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions 
of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the 
normal noise level is low. 

Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions 
of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the 
normal noise level is low. 

Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 

Residential buildings require an NLR of 25. 

Residential buildings require an NLR of 30. 

Residential buildings not permitted. 
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A brief summary of the applicable FrCUN compatibility guidelines used in the development of 
the original AlA Part 150 Study follows: 

• All new residential development should be prohibited within the DNL 65 dB contour. 

• All existing residences within the DNL 65 dB contour should be considered to be non­
compatible unless soundproofed to DNL 45 dB maximum interior noise levels. In 
addition, all existing residences within the DNL 65 dB contour should be considered to 
be non-compatible unless an avigation easement and non-suit covenant for noise exists 
for each residence. 

• All residences in the DNL 55-65 dB noise contours should be considered to be 
"marginally compatible" and should be soundproofed to DNL 45 dB maximum interior. 
noise levels, and an avigation easement and non-suit covenant for noise should be 
obtained for each residence. 

• Mobile homes should be prohibited within the DNL 55 dB, and higher, contour since it 
is not practical to ensure compatibility with homes that can be relocated. 

• References to NLR requirements should be eliminated (in favor of specified maximum 
interior noise levels). 

• New schools, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, and music halls should 
be prohibited within the DNL 65 dB contour and should be permitted within the DNL 
55 dB contour only if soundproofed to DNL 45 dB maximum interior noise levels, and 
an avigation easement and non-suit covenant for noise is obtained for each facility. 

• Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters, and other performing arts facilities should be 
prohibited within the DNL 55 dB noise contour. 

Much of the additional detail provided in the FICUN report addresses noise levels which are 
higher than would be encountered off-airport at AlA, land uses which are not found in the 
vicinity of AlA, and distinctions within land use categories which do not substantially affect 
compatibility. 

6.4 Recommended Land Use Guidelines for the AlA Part 150 Update 

Land use compatibility criteria recommended for the AlA Part 150 Update are based on the 
FAR Part 150 guidelines described in Table 6.3, with some modifications to account for local 
conditions, and the more detailed guidelines provided in the FICUN report for land use 
compatibility below DNL 65 dB. This section of the study discusses land use compatibility in 
areas that exceed DNL 65 dB as well as areas below 65 DNL dB. 
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6.4.1 Consideration of Aircraft Noise Exposure Levels Above DNL 65 dB 

Land use compatibility guidelines for selected categories are discussed below. 

Residences (other than transient lodgings and mobile homes). In the DNL 75+ dB zone, all 
residential development should be considered non-compatible. In the DNL 65-70 dB and DNL 
70-75 dB zones, new residential development should be considered non-compatible and should 
be permitted only where the in-filling of existing residential neighborhoods is the only 
reasonable use. For in-fill development or substantial redevelopment in the DNL 65-75 dB 
noise zones, insulation should be required to achieve an interior level ofDNL 45 dB, as 
recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. In addition to acoustical 
treatment of structures, potential new residents should be made aware of the noise 
environment.through real estate disclosure or other means. 

Mobile Homes·and Camper Parks. The construction of mobile homes and campers does not 
provide the same level of noise attenuation provided by conventional residential construction. 
Further, incorporation of additional sound insulation is not practicable for existing mobile 
homes. Increasing the sound attenuation characteristics of new mobile homes or campers 
might be possible, but there is no indication that the mobile home manufacturing industry is 
likely to do so. Accordingly, new mobile home or camper park development should be 
considered to be non-compatible within the DNL 65 dB contours. 

Transient Lodgings. Construction of hotels and motels generally results in interior sound 
attenuation higher than that of single family homes. The nature of their use justifies minimal 
restrictions, provided that an indoor noise level of no more than DNL 45 dB is attained. It is 
recommended that hotels be permitted in all noise zones provided that an interior noise level of 
DNL 45dB is achieved. 

Schools. The special sensitivity of classroom teaching to periodic aircraft noise events justifies 
that the interior noise levels standards be more stringent than that applied to residences. It is 
recommended that schools not be considered compatible in the DNL 65-70 dB noise zone 
unless an interior noise level ofDNL 40 dB is achieved. Schools would be considered non­
compatible in all higher noise zones. These criteria would be applied to both public and 
private schools. 

Hospitals. Hospitals are usually well-constructed, air conditioned, and kept closed, resulting 
in high levels of interior noise attenuation. Provided that interior noise levels ofDNL 45 dB are 
attained, hospitals are considered to be compatible with levels up to DNL 75 dB. Hospitals 
should be considered non-compatible in noise zones above DNL 75 dB. 

Nursing Homes. Nursing homes are basically residential in character and should be addressed 
in the same way as multi-family homes. It is recommended that they be considered non­
compatible in noise zones above DNL 70 dB, and permitted in DNL 65-70 dB only if an interior 
noise level ofDNL 45 dB is achieved. 
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Child Care Centers. Since classroom instruction is not as important a part of the function of a 
child care center as it is the function of a school, it is recommended that criteria for child care 
centers be less stringent than those for schools. It is recommended that these facilities be 
considered compatible in areas up to a level ofDNL 75 dB if an interior noise level ofDNL 45 
dB is achieved. Child care centers are considered non-compatible in levels of DNL 75 dB and 
greater. 

Churches. Given the small amount of time per week that a church is used for quiet activities, 
and given that the proportion of time spent by an individual in a church is also small, the 
justification for adopting more stringent compatibility standards is less strong than for schools. 
It is recommended that these facilities be considered compatible in areas up to a level ofDNL 
75 dB if an interior noise level ofDNL 45 dB is achieved. Churches are considered non­
compatible in levels of DNL 75 dB and greater. 

For schools, child care centers, or other types of facilities that are part of a church complex, the 
criteria for these secondary types of facilities would be applied. In addition to structures 
specifically dedicated to church use, numerous small churches are often established in portions 
of commercial buildings. These "storefront churches" are frequently located in commercial 
areas which are otherwise compatible with aircraft noise levels. Due to their location and 
sometimes transient nature, it is recommended that storefront churches be treated as other uses 
in commercial districts. 

Commercial, Industrial, and Recreational Uses. Most uses in these categories are not as noise 
sensitive as the uses described previously. It is recommended that the Federal guidelines 
described in Table 6.3 be applied. 

6.4.2 Consideration of Aircraft Noise Exposure Levels Below DNL 65 dB 

According to Federal guidelines, all land uses are considered to be compatible with noise levels 
below DNL 65 dB. A recent review of noise compatibility criteria conducted by the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) concluded that DNL 65 dB should be retained as the 
standard for "Significant" noise impact. The PICON also recognized that community noise 
concerns do not stop abruptly at the DNL 65 dB contour line. Rather, as the "Schultz Curve" in 
Figure 6.5 demonstrates, the percentage of people highly annoyed by noise gradually declines 
as noise levels decrease through DNL 65 dB. 

Recently, the FAA sponsored a Study Group on Compatible Land Use to "address the need for 
an effective policy and programs to achieve compatible land use controls within the noise 
impacted areas around the nation's airports." This study group consisted of representatives 
from the FAA, the aviation industry, and airport community interests. In the Final Report of 
the Study Group on Compatible Land Use to the FAA Research, Engineering and Development 
(RE&Dl Committee, February 1995, the group recommended "that the FAA continue to 
support locally initiated compatible land use planning beyond the DNL 65 dB contour, when 
appropriate." The conclusion was based on the recognition that individual sensitivities to noise 
vary, that community noise concerns exist beyond the DNL 65 dB contour, and that both 

11\\\\\\\1\1 HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



"C 
Q) 

>-
0 
c 
c « 
Q) 

Q. 
0 
Q) 

Q. -0 .. 
c 
Q) 
() ... 
Q) 

Q. 

Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

80% 

Figure 6.5 

Community Annoyance 
as a Function of DNl 

Not An oyedG) 
70% 

Ann ".", "" 
60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

55 60 65 70 

Noise Level (ONL) 

Sources: 

l:i~ij =1 

CD 

75 80 

G)Percentage of Residents Annoyed. Richard,E.J. a'nd J.B. Ollerhead; reproduced in "Aviation 
Noise Effects", FAA Office of Environment and Energy, March 1985. 

@Schultz T. J. "Synthesis of Social Surveys on Noise Annoyance", Journal of Acoustical Society 
of America, 1978. 





Noise Compatibility Program 153 

airports and communities would benefit from decreased residential development in noise 
impacted areas beyond the DNL 65 dB contour. 

The original AlA Part 150 Study addressed land use within the DNL 60 dB contour. This 
earlier study recommended sound insulation for new residential development within the DNL 
60 dB contour to assure interior noise levels ofDNL 45 dB or less. In addition, the earlier study 
recommended acquisition of avigation easements and/ or non-suit covenants for noise sensitive 
development within the DNL 60 dB contours. In essence, these recommendations established a 
policy of permitting new residential development in the DNL 60 to 65 dB contour interval, 
provided acceptable interior noise levels could be assured, and that potential new residents 
were made aware of the noise environment prior to moving into the affected areas. This 
increased protection recognized that community concerns extend beyond the DNL 65 dB 
contour and ~hat changes in aircraft activity levels could expand the DNL 65 dB contour. These 
recommendations should be continued with two additions. As noted earlier, mobile homes· 
and campers do not provide the same level of sound attenuation as conventional residential 
construction. Accordingly, new mobile home and camper park development should not be 
permitted within the DNL 60 dB contour. In addition, due to the special sensitivity of 
classroom teaching to periodic aircraft noise events, schools should not be permitted within the 
DNL 60 dB contour unless an interior level ofDNL 40 dB is achieved. 

6.5 Non-compatible and Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

The following discussion addresses both non-compatible and noise sensitive land uses. In this 
document, the term "non-compatible" refers to residential and educational uses located within 
the DNL 65 dB or greater contours. The term "noise sensitive" refers to residential and 
educational uses located in the DNL 60 to 65 dB contour, as well as religious, health care, and 
park/historical sites located within the DNL 60 dB or greater contours. It should be noted that, 
just as the DNL 65 dB contour does not define the limits of potential noise concern, the DNL 60 
dB contour will not include all persons concerned about aircraft noise. 

Preliminary land use and zoning data provided by the MOA and AlA as well as non-abated 
noise contours were used to identify existing, future, and potential non-compatible and noise 
sensitive land use in accordance with the land use compatibility criteria discussed above. The 
analysis of existing non-compatible and noise sensitive land uses are based on 1995 land use 
data and the aircraft noise contours representing 1997 operations in Figure 6.2. The analysis of 
future non-compatible and noise sensitive land uses are also based on existing land use, but 
uses the noise contours representing 2002 operations in Figure 6.3. The analysis of potential 
non-compatible and noise sensitive land uses are based on existing land use augmented by 
zoning information and the noise contours representing 2017 operations in Figure 6.4. 
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6.5.1 Existing (1997) Non-Compatible and Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

Figure 6.6 shows existing non-compatible and noise sensitive land uses and Community 
Council boundaries. 

The only non-compatible land use in the DNL 65 dB and greater contours is residential 
development. Non-compatible residential development is located in the Sand Lake 
Community Council area, in the Turnagain Community Council area near the gravel strip at 
Lake Hood Float Plane Base, and in the Spenard Community Council area along the north side 
of International Airport Road. 

Noise sensitive residential development occurs within the DNL 60 dB contour. Noise sensitive 
residential a,eas within the DNL 60 dB contour are located within the Sand Lake, Spenard, . 
Turnagain Community Councils, as well as the Taku/Campbell Community Council. Within 
the Sand Lake Community Council, there are developed residential areas both north and south 
of Raspberry Road between Minnesota Drive and Sand Lake Road. There is an additional area 
west of Sand Lake Road that is rapidly developing in residential subdivisions. The developed 
residential areas of Spenard include an area between International Airport Road and Spenard 
Road west of Minnesota Drive and an area north of International Airport Road and east of 
Minnesota Drive. Noise-sensitive developed residential areas within the Turnagain 
Community Council includes areas along the Community Council/ Airport boundary. Noise 
sensitive residential development within the Taku/Campbell Community Council is located 
south ofInternational Airport Road near Arctic Boulevard and along Old Seward Highway, 
north and south of Dowling Road. 

Table 6.4 summarizes non-compatible land use within the DNL 65 dB and greater contour. The 
original AlA Part 150 Study identified a total (1986) population of 1,108 within the DNL 65 dB 
and greater contour. Recounting the population totals within the 1986 contours using 1990 
census data yields a total population of 1,020 within the DNL 65 dB and greater contours. This 
minor difference is probably due to differences in estimating techniques. Table 6.4 shows a 
total population of 1,520 within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours, an increase of 
roughly 49 percent compared to the recalculated 1986 population totals. This increase in 
population can be attributed primarily to increased residential development south of AlA, as 
well as some changes in the shape of the noise contours based upon increased operations. 

Table 6.5 summarizes noise sensitive land use within the DNL 60 dB and greater contour for 
the year 1997. Noise sensitive uses include schools, places of worship, health care facilities, 
parks, and sites on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. No 
schools are located within the DNL 65 dB and greater noise contours, although four schools are 
located within the DNL 60-65 dB contour. A variety of churches, health care facilities, and 
parks are located throughout the noise contours. As noted in Section 6.4, these uses are 
generally considered compatible within the noise contours based on typical interior noise level 
reductions, the amount of time spent in these areas, and the activities occurring at each site. 
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Table 6.4 Non-Compatible Land Uses in 1997 Noise Contours ofDNL 65 dB and Above 
Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

Ul"L KeSluenual LJWelllngs KeSluenual utner l~ on-LompauDle Limu uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC PIH 
75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

70-75 70 6 4 190 -- -- --
65-70 521 48 11 1,299 -- -- --

60-65 - - -- -- - - --
Total 591 54 15 1,489 0 0 0 

Notes: SF /2F-Single/2 family, MF-Multi-family, MH-Mobile Home, ED-Educational, R-Religious, 
HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

0 

--
--

--
0 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 60-65 dB contour are considered noise sensitive and 
are listed in Table 6.5. Educational, religious, health care, and park/historical sites located in DNL 
contours less than 75 dB are considered noise sensitive and are included in Table 6.5. 

Table 6.5 Noise Sensitive Land Uses in 1997 Noise Contours ofDNL 60 dB and Above 
Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

DNL Residential Dwellings Residential Other Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC P/H 

75+ -- -- -- -- -- -- --
70-75 - -- -- -- 0 0 1 

65-70 - -- - -- 0 2 5 

60-65 2634 314 55 6,757 4 7 13 

Total 2634 314 55 6,757 4 9 19 

--

0 

8 

28 

36 

Notes: SF/2F-Single/2 family, MF-Multi-family, MH-Mobile Home, ED-Educational, R-Religious, 
HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 65 dB contour and higher are considered non-
compatible and are listed in Table 6.4. Educational, religious, health care, and park/historical sites 
located in DNL contours of 75+ dB are considered non-compatible and are included in Table 6.4. 
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6.5.2 Future (2002) Non-Compatible and Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

Figure 6.7 shows future non-compatible land use assuming that no additional noise sensitive 
land use is developed within the year 2002 contours. The only change assumed for the future 
case is the slight reduction in contour size resulting from a quieter fleet mix as older, noisier 
aircraft are retired. This reduction may be offset if operations increase more than anticipated 
over the forecast period. Accordingly, the pattern of non-compatible land use is virtually 
identical to the existing pattern described above. Table 6.6 shows the effect of noise reduction 
on non-compatible land uses within the DNL 65 dB and greater contours and Table 6.7 
illustrates the effect on noise sensitive uses within the DNL 60 dB and greater contours. Table 
6.6 does not include existing vacant land that could potentially be developed with a non­
compatible land use. The section that follows assesses the impact of continued development of 
vacant land in accordance with existing zoning. . 

6.5.3 Potential Non-Compatible and Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

Figure 6.8 shows potential non-compatible land use. This analysis differs from the previous 
two analyses in that all vacant land is assumed to be developed in accordance with current 
zoning. Since the size and shape of the noise contours for the year 2017 are similar to the 
existing (1997) noise contours, the 1997 contours have been selected to represent the long-term 
noise environment at AlA. The 1997 contours are larger than the year 2002 contours due to a 
higher percentage of Stage 2 (noisier) aircraft in the airlines' fleets. Tables 6.8 and 6.9 show the 
potential effects of continued development within the 2017 noise contours at AlA. 

Assuming full development of all vacant land in accordance with existing zoning and the 
current ratio of residents per dwelling unit, the total population within the 2017 DNL 60 dB 
and greater contours is estimated at 11,273 compared to a population of 8,246 in the 1997 DNL 
60 dB and greater contours. Therefore, continued development within the DNL 60 dB and 
greater contours could increase population by approximately 40 percent. Analysis of the 
MONs preliminary GIS data base indicates that 36 parcels, each averaging approximately 3 
acres in size, account for over 75 percent of this development potential. Nearly half of this 
potential development is located i,n the DNL 60 to 65 dB contour interval. This potential 
growth would occur primarily in the Sand Lake Community Council area to the south of AlA, 
and in the Taku / Campbell Community Council area to the east. 
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Table 6.6 Non-Compatible Land Uses in 2002 Noise Contours ofDNL 65 dB and Above 
Source· HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

Ul'1L KeSlQennal l"eSlQennal VIller l'IOn-LOmpanole Lanu uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC PIR 
75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

70-75 54 3 3 140 -- -- --
65-70 398 29 10 1,090 -- -- --

60-65 - - -- -- -- -- --
Total 462 32 13 1,222 0 0 0 

Notes: SF!2F=Single/2 family, MF=Multi-family, MH=Mobile Home ED=Educational, 
R=Religious, HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 60-65 dB contour are considered noise 
sensitive and are listed in Table 6.7. Educational, religious, health care, and park/historical 

0 

--

--

--

0 

sites located in DNL contours less than 75 dB are considered noise sensitive and are included 
in Table 6.7. 

Table 6.7 Noise Sensitive Land Uses in 2002 Noise Contours ofDNL 60 dB and Above 
Source· HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

DNL Residential Residential Other Non-Compatible Land Uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC PIR 
75+ - -- -- -- -- -- -- --
70-75 - -- -- -- 0 0 0 0 

65-70 - -- - -- 0 2 6 7 

60-65 2,333 283 53 5,872 3 7 11 26 

Total 2,333 283 53 5,872 3 9 17 33 

Notes: SF/2F=Single/2 family, MF=Multi-family, MH=Mobile Home, ED=Educational, 
R=Religious, HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 65 dB contour and higher are considered 
non-compatible and are listed in Table 6.6. Educational, religious, health care, and 
park/historical sites located in DNL contours of 75+ dB are considered non-compatible and 
are included in Table 6.6. 
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Table 6.8 Potential Non-Compatible Land Uses in 2017 Noise Contours of DNL 65 dB and 
Above 

Source· HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

DNL Residential Residential Other Non-Compatible Land Uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC P/H 

75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

70-75 119 8 5 314 -- -- -- --
65-70 741 92 13 1,961 - -- - -

60-65 - -- - -- -- -- -- -
Total 860 100 18 2,275 0 0 0 0 

Notes: SF/2F=Single/2 family, MF=Multi-family, MH=Mobile Home, ED=Educational, 
R=Religious, HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 60-65 dB contour are considered noise 
sensitive and are listed in Table 6.9. Educational, religious, health care, and park/historical 
sites located in DNL contours less than 75 dB are considered noise sensitive and are included 
in Table 6.9. 

Table 6.9 Potential Noise Sensitive Land Uses in 2017 Noise Contours of DNL 60 dB and 
Above 

Source' HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

DNL Residential Residential Other Non-Compatible Land Uses 

SF/2F MF MH Population ED R HC P/H 

75+ -- -- -- -- -- -- -
70-75 - -- -- -- 0 0 1 

65-70 -- -- -- -- 0 2 5 

60-65 3,325 690 60 8,998 4 7 13 

Total 3,325 690 60 8,998 4 9 19 

Notes: SFI2F=Single/2 family, MF=Multi-family, MH=Mobile Home, ED=Educational, 
R=Religious, HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic 

-

0 

8 

28 

36 

Residential and Educational Uses within the DNL 65 dB contour and higher are considered 
non-compatible and are listed in Table 6.8. Educational, religious, health care, and 
park/historical sites located in DNL contours of 75+ dB are considered non-compatible and 
are included in Table 6.8. 

1999 



166 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update 

Table 6.10 highlights the potential for increased residential development within the AlA noise 
contours considering existing zoning and the current ratio of residents per dwelling unit. 
Implementation of preventative measures could reduce the potential for non-compatible land 
use development and, thereby, reduce the potential for a residential population increase in the 
future. 

Table 6.10 Comparison of Existing 1997 and Potential 2017 Residential Population 
Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base 

U!~.., JOXlsung ~~~ I "eSlUenua! ..-menUa! .<uu "eSlUenUa! ..-menUa! 
Population Population Increase 

75+ 0 0 0 
70-75 190 314 124 
65-70 1,299 1,961 662 
60-65 6,757 8,998 2,241 
Total 1$,246 11,273 3,U27 

6.6 Land Use Recommendations 

During the original AlA Part 150 Study, numerous land use planning issues were identified. 
The original AlA Part 150 Study considered issues such as airport noise impacts, airport 
expansion, and protection of natural and human environments. The original AlA Part 150 
Study analyzed 21 land use management strategy recommendations for implementation. Ten 
of the strategies were recommended for implementation, and an eleventh was added by the 
FAA. In building on the earlier study, this update assumes that implementation of the 
previously recommended techniques will continue with the exception of the avigation 
easement measure and the two measures referring to sound barriers. These measures form the 
basis for continued development of the land use compatibility program for AlA. After 
summarizing the implementation status of previously recommended measures, this section re­
examines measures which were not previously recommended, and identifies additional 
measures in order to enhance the effectiveness of the previously recommended program. 

Implementation of approved Part 150 land use measures is eligible for Federal funding. 
However, funding for these measures is limited and subject to the following criteria. For 
measures that consider acquisition, the FAA typically encourages residential acquisition within 
theDNL 75 dB contour and supports it within the DNL 70 dB contour. Additionally, the FAA 
typically considers remedial measures within the DNL 65 dB contour. This NCP evaluates 
proposed land use measures in accordance with these guidelines. 
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6.6.1 Existing Land Use Program 

In 1988, the FAA issued a Record of Approval for the NCP contained in the original AlA Part 
150 Study. The FAA's review and approval of the program included all 10 land use 
recommendations. While the FAA approved all of the recommended land use management 
techniques, only Sound Barrier Walls and Berms were expected to be funded by the FAA AlP 
grant program. Table 6.11 briefly describes each of the measures. Table 6.12 summarizes the 
implementation status of the land use measures recommended in the original AlA Part 150 
Study. 

The MOA and AlA entered into a Land Exchange Agreement on December 2, 1994, pursuant 
to the transfer of airport property to the MOA. This agreement identified actions to be 
undertaken by the MOA in implementing the land use management measures approved in the 
original AlA Part 150 Study NCP as follows. 

"The Municipality of Anchorage will work with the Anchorage International Airport to avoid 
conflicts with the land use recommendations from the airport's 1987 Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Program and any future amendments so that future incompatible land uses can be 
avoided. The Municipality of Anchorage acknowledges the airport's goal of preventing 
incompatible land uses that will hinder airport operations. Accordingly, until the formal 
adoption of Part 150 land use recommendations, the Municipality of Anchorage will consider the 
Part 150 recommendations and future amendments when making land use decisions. By 
December 3, 1995, the Municipality of Anchorage will propose adoption of the Part 150 
Program land use recommendations. This provision runs with the land and binds future 
owners. " 

6.6.2 Re-evaluation of Land Use Measures not Recommended in the Original AlA Part 
150 Study 

In addition to the land use measures recommended for implementation in the original AlA 
Part 150 Study, 11 other measures were considered and not recommended. In some cases, the 
reasons for not recommending these measures remain valid. In other case, changes in local 
conditions, recent aviation industry developments, and the experience gained in 
implementation of the adopted program warrants reconsideration of the previous 
recommendations. 

The following factors were addressed in reconsideration of land use measures not 
recommended in the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP as well as for new measures: 

Area to which measure would be applied. This factor defines the DNL contour intervals 
within which the measure would be applied and/ or the types of land uses within the 
applicable contour intervals which would be addressed. Preliminary discussions with the 
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Table 6.11 Land Use Measures Recommended in the Original AlA Part 150 Study 
Source: 1987 AlA FAR Part 150 Study 

Existing Measure Summary 

Compatible Use Establishment of a firm policy against re-zoning or authorizing 
Zoning conditional uses for any new development of residences of any type 

within the future DNL 60 dB contour. 
Mobile Horne Establishment of a firm policy against re-zoning or authorizing 
Restrictions conditional uses for any new development of mobile horne structures 

and camper parks within the 1986 or future DNL 60 dB contour. 
Soundproofing Establishment of a noise plan requiring new residences in the 1986 or 

future DNL 60 dB contour to be equipped with a forced air circulation 
system to permit operation year round with the capability to completely 
exchange the air in the horne twice each day and supply a 20 percent 
change of fresh air every hour. 

Easements Requirement for a standard avigation easement for all residential 
subdivisions in the 1986 and future DNL 60 dB contour as part of the 
subdivision platting review process. 

Noise Levels on Requirement for noise levels to be noted on plats of all new subdivisions 
Plats or land uses involving residential structures with the 1986 and future 

DNL 60 dB contours as part of the subdivision platting review process. 
Comprehensive Amendment of the Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan to incorporate 
Planning the compatible land use recommendations of the Airport Master Plan 

and the original AlA Part 150 Study NCP. 
Planning Adoption of the noise compatibility planning criteria as outlined and the 
Commission guidelines for land use compatibility review provided within the 
Review original AlA Part 150 Study for use in all planning activities pertaining 

to areas within the Airport's present and future DNL 60 dB contours. 
Public Land Adoption of a policy pertaining to the use of public land within the DNL 
Development 60 dB contours. 
Criteria 
Preferential Upon completion of the new Lake Hood Float Plane Base waterway 
Runway Use 14/32, request the implementation of a waterway use program for Lake 
Program - Lake Hood Float Plane Base waterway 14/32, designating departures on 
Hood Float Plane waterway 32 as preferred for calm wind (less than 4 knots) conditions. 
Base The program should further address preferential use of westerly arrivals 

on the east/west waterlane for f10atplane operations in order to enhance 
operating capacity on the water. 

Noise Barrier Adoption of a standard design for a noise barrier wall and berm to be 
Walls and Berms constructed between the proposed expansion of the Lake Hood Float 

Plane Base and neighborhoods to the northeast. 
Sound Buffer Incorporation of a recreational facility into the sound buffer area 

recommended as a follow-on option to noise barrier walls and berms. 
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Table 6.12 Implementation Status of Land Use Measures Recommended in the Original AlA 
Part 150 Study 

Source: HNTB analysis 

Implementation 
Land Use Management Implementation Status Agency 

Techniques 
Compatible Use Zoning Ordinance amendment passed by Planning MaN 

and Zoning Commission; Assembly 
postponed until completion of the AlA Part 
150 Update 

Mobile Home Restrictions Ordinance amendment passed by Planning. MaN 
and Zoning Commission; Assembly 
postponed until completion of the AlA Part 
150 Update 

Bldg. Code for Soundproofing Discussions with MOA are underway MaN 

Easements for Subdivision Not implemented due to MOA legal staff MaN 
concerns 

Comprehensive Planning Comprehensive Plan currently being MaN 
updated. AlA is working with MOA to 
incorporate consideration of airport noise 
levels and compatible land use guidelines 

Planning Commission Review Discussions with MOA are continuing MaN 

Noise Levels on Plats Implemented on a case-by-case basis MON 

Lake Hood Float Plane Base Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake MOA' 
Preferential Runway Use 1 Hood Float Plane Base expansion project. 

Sound Barrier Walls and Berms 1 Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake AlA 
Hood Float Plane Base expansion project 

Sound Buffers 1 Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake AlA 
Hood Float Plane Base expansion project 

Public Land Development Criteria Will be addressed in Comprehension Plan MOA' 
Update currently underway 

1 These measures were tied to an expansion of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. This expansion 
project never occurred, the barriers were not constructed, and no preferential runway use program 
was established. A new sound barrier measure is evaluated in Section 6.6.3. 
'The AlA will provide support to the MOA in drafting required ordinances. 
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MOA indicate that l,\nd use management techniques should be applied to the existing (1997) 
DNL contours. Since long-term (2017) DNL contours indicate that the noise reductions 
anticipated in the next five years will be offset by continued growth in aviation (see Section 
6.5.3), potential remedial measures will also be considered for owner-occupied residences 
within the existing DNL contours. 

Responsible agency. This factor identifies the public agency responsible for implementing the 
proposed measure. The MOA has implementation responsibility for all regulatory and policy 
techniques for land use controls. For corrective and remedial techniques, the airport sponsor 
(State DOT and PF) is the responsible agency. The FAA may participate in funding remedial 
measures which are part of an approved NCP. 

Compatibility benefits. This factor describes the potential benefits of the measure. Potential 
benefits could be of a direct nature (restricting additional residential development in areas 
impacted by airport noise), indirect (permitting informed decisions by potential buyers), or 
remedial (provide acceptable interior noise levels). 

Political acceptability. This factor describes the interests which may be adversely affected by 
the potential measure. Such interests could include existing land owners concerned about 
potential impacts on property values, neighbors concerned about the potential character 
change of the neighborhood, or developers opposed to limitations or conditions that might be 
placed on the development of land. 

Implementation. This factor summarizes the administrative and other actions necessary to 
implement the measure, and identifies any legal factors to be considered. 

Costs. This factor identifies public and private sector costs associated with implementing the 
measure and potential eligibility for Federal funds. 

Conclusion. This factor discusses why it was not adopted in 1987 and summarizes the reasons 
for recommending or not recommending measures for addition at this time. 

Land use measures considered in this AlA Part 150 Update are summarized in Tables 6.13 
through 6.23. 
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Table 6.13 Reconsidered Measure - Large Lot Zoning 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Large Lot Zoning 
Description: Use conventional zoning to reduce residential development potential in noise contours. 
This technique includes rezoning areas to require larger lot sizes to minimize the density of residential 
development. 

Area to which measure Vacant property in existing 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater contours 
would be applied shown in Figure 6.2. 
Responsible Agency MOA 
Compatibility Benefits Would reduce the increased population exposed to aircraft noise due to 

new residential development within the noise contours. 
Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 

• MOA re-zones property in noise contours to lower densities 
and maintains existing low density zoning in such areas. 

Political Acceptability • Property owners directly affected by the measure may 
oppose re-zoning which limits or reduces development 
potential. 

• Surrounding residents may support decreased densities. 

• Surrounding development patterns may restrict the 
application of this technique. 

Costs • MOA administration. 

• Reduction of development potential for existing landowners. 
Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 

not considered to be effective in the given situation, and because other 
measures were thought to provide the same benefits. This measure 
may have the unintended effect of increasing the level of community 
concern because residents of low density development often have 
higher expectations for quiet, and also experience lower ambient noise 
levels from other sources. Further, if this measure restricts new 
development more severely than surrounding areas, it may be 
considered to be a "taking" requiring compensation. This issue is 
particularly troublesome if the property owner had a reasonable 
expectation of greater development at the time of purchase. 
Accordingly, this measure is not recommended. 
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Table 6.14 Reconsidered Measure - Noise Overlay Zoning 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Noise Overlay Zoning 
Description: Establish overlay zone based on noise contours to add conditions to underlying 
conventional zoning districts. This technique would overlay zones based on aircraft noise levels to 
prescribe special requirements and restrictions on noise-sensitive land uses in these zones. 

Area to which All property within existing 1997DNL 60 dB and greater contours shown in 
measure would be Figure 6.2. 
applied 
Responsible AlA drafts for adoption by MOA Assembly 
Agencv 
Compatibility • Provides guidance during consideration of re-zoning petitions. 
Benefits • Prevents noise sensitive conditional uses in designated noise contours. 

• This strategy could be used as a mechanism for implementing other 
measures such as compatible use zoning, building code provisions, and 
subdivision regulations. 

• Publication of zoning designation as part of property zoning district 
would help to inform potential buyers of noise conditions. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
• AlA drafts ordinance in consultation with MOA. 
• MOA schedules ordinance with Panning & Zoning and Assembly. 
• Assembly adopts overlay zoning ordinance. 

Political • Property owners directly affected by the measure may oppose re-
Acceptability zoning which limits flexibility of development through re-zoning or by 

conditional use permit. 
• Concerns may arise due to potential restrictions on significant changes 

in land use. The degree of concern should be less intense as restrictions 
would be limited to noise sensitive uses. Other permitted uses would 
be allowed with specified conditions. 

• No change in the character of the existing development. 
Costs • AlA for development and MOA for processing of ordinance. Some 

costs may be eligible for 93.75% federal funding if part of an approved 
Part 150 NCP, although actual levels may be less depending upon 
availability of funds. 

• Costs of development conditions (i.e., residential insulation). 
• Reduction of development options. 

Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 
determined that the same results could be accomplished through less 
complex methods. Overlay zoning has the potential to supplement a 
number of existing measures. Further, a comprehensive overlay district 
which treats similarly noise impacted properties in a comparable fashion is 
likely to withstand challenge, and by establishing a comprehensive 
framework, will tend to support the use of other noise compatibility 
planning techniques. Accordingly, this measure is recommended. 
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Table 6.15 Reconsidered Measure - Avigation Easements For Building Permits 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Avigation Easements for Building Permits 
Description: Non-suit easements for new noise sensitive development through building 
permitting. This technique would require the grant of avigation easements and non-suit covenants 
to the airport operator as a condition of building permits for specified noise-sensitive land uses in 
noise impacted areas. 

Area to which measure Undeveloped and substantially redeveloped parcels in the existing 1997 
would be applied DNL 60 dB and greater contours shown in Figare 62. 
Responsible Agency MOA 
Compatibility Benefits • Provides protection for airport sponsor from litigation due 

to airport operation. 
• Notifies potential home builders of noise environment 

before building, and alerts buyer that buildings must be 
built to higher standards. 

• Complements previously adopted avigation measure by in-
filling development. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 

• MOA adopts ordinance establishing requirement, and 
develops procedures to ensure building permits for new 
construction and substantial reconstruction in designated 
noise zones require an easement. 

Political Acceptability • Developers and/ or property owners may oppose the 
measure due to the potential for reducing marketability. 

• Adopted similar measure in 1987 for subdivision plats that 
has never been successfully implemented. 

Costs • MOA administration. 

• Property owners relinquish right to sue. 
0 Possible impact on market value of properties involved 

although experience with appraisal of avigation easements 
at other airports indicates that this effect is slight. 

Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it did 
not appear to be permitted under State-enabling legislation and because 
there were other acceptable substitute techniques available. This 
measure is administratively complex, requiring close coordination 
between differing departments. Further, if this measure restricts new 
development more severely than surrounding areas, it may be 
considered to be a "taking" requiring compensation. The previously 
adopted land use measure requiring a standard avigation easement 
clearly treats all residential properties within the DNL 60 dB and 
greater contours similarly; however, this measure impacts only noise 
sensitive development and equal treatment may not apply. 
Accordingly, this measure is not recommended. 
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Table 6.16 Reconsidered Measure - Fair Disclosure Policy 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Fair Disclosure Policy 
Description: Incorporation of aircraft noise information in sales documents for residential 
development. This technique would require the disclosure of aircraft noise level information during 
residential sales transactions through a real estate disclosure form. This technique is similar to truth-in-
sales laws relating to any type of purchase. 

Area to which measure Existing residential properties within the existing 1997 DNL 60 dB and 
would be applied greater contours shown in Figure 6. 2. 
Responsible Agency Alaska Legislature and/ or Real Estate Commission (REC) 
Compatibility Benefits • Potential buyers are allowed an informed decision regarding 

airport-related impacts; however, disclosure of noise levels 
typically occurs at or near closing, after the potential buyer 
has committed substantial time and effort to the purchase. 

0 There are approximately 3,700 existing residences within the 
existing 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater noise contours. 
Potential home buyers would be alerted to aircraft noise 
levels upon consideration of purchaSing an existing 
residence. 

Implementation 0 AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
0 AlA works with Legislature to secure legislation and/ or 

with REC to revise disclosure form. 
Political Acceptability • Developers may oppose measure due to potential negative 

effect on marketing residential developments. 
Costs • Administrative costs associated with changing Statute and 

disclosure form. 

• It is likely that decreaSing the number of potential buyers by 
eliminating those considering noise to be a significant issue 
would have some impact on property value, although 
experience with appraisal of avigation easements at other 
airports indicates that this effect is slight. 

Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it would 
have required new legislation. Alaska had no residential real estate 
disclosure law at that time. The existing real estate disclosure law was 
passed in the early 1990s. This measure would clarify airport noise as 
one of the issues that must be addressed on the real estate disclosure 
form. This measure is recommended. 
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Table 6.17 Reconsidered Measure - Capital Improvements Programming 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Capital Improvements Programming 
Description: Avoid investments in public facilities which would facilitate noise sensitive 
development. This technique involves the use of the elP to withhold public investment in order to 
deter non-compatible uses or to program such investments in order to foster noise-compatible uses. 

Area to which measure Undeveloped areas in the existing 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater 
would be applied contours shown in Figure 6.2. 
Responsible Agency MOA 
Compatibility Benefits Limitations on new non-compatible development in currently 

undeveloped areas. Analysis of residential development potential in 
the existing 1997 DNL 60 dB contour indicates that roughly 70% of the 
new residential development potential would occur on parcels 
averaging less than 3 acres, while the remaining 30% would occur on 
parcels of 1 acre or less. The relatively small size of these parcels and 
the presence of surrounding development indicates that the potential 
for this measure is limited. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
0 MOA revises the CIP to provide infrastructure expected to 

encourage compatible development while aVOiding the 
extension of urban services and transportation to areas 
expected to develop in residential or other noise sensitive 
uses. 

Political Acceptability • Residential property owners and/ or developers may oppose 
the measure due to reduced development potential. 

e Neighboring residents may oppose infrastructure intended 
to encourage non-compatible development if it would 
change the character of the neighborhood. 

• Surrounding residents may support decreased development 
potential resulting from lack of new infrastructure. 

Costs • MOA administration. 

• Reduced market value of properties involved due to 
reduced development potential. 

Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987; it was found to 
be an unnecessary and redundant measure because all capital 
improvement items must be in conformance with the comprehensive 
plan. There is no evidence that changed conditions require 
reconsideration of this recommendation. Analysis of new residential 
development potential indicates that the benefits of this measure would 
be minimal. In addition, public improvements which encourage 
compatible development would also encourage non-compatible 
development. Accordingly, this measure is not recommended. 
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Table 6.18 Reconsidered Measure - Public Acquisition 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Public Acquisition 
Description: Acquire noise impacted properties. This technique would purchase fee simple interest 
in real property by the airport proprietor in order to control its use for the purposes of achieving noise 
compatibility. Acquired property could be cleared or converted to compatible uses. 

Area to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new development 
would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only existing 

residences within 1997 DNL 70 dB and greater are included. 
Responsible Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits Eliminates non-compatible land use within selected area. 

Approximately 80 existing dwellings with an estimated population of· 
190 may fall within the year 1997 DNL 70 dB and greater contours. 

Implementation 0 AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
0 AlA identifies eligible areas in consultation with MOA. 

Political Acceptability 0 Potentially eligible areas are generally located within larger 
residential areas. The most feasible reuse of these areas 
would likely be airport expansion. Neighboring residents 
may oppose clearing or redevelopment of residential 
properties which could change the neighborhood. 

• Voluntary programs would result in a patchwork of vacant 
properties within established neighborhoods. 

• Mandatory (eminent domain) programs would likely 
relocate residents who do not desire to move. 

Costs 0 AlA cost of property acquisition and administrative costs of 
program administration. AlA costs may be eligible for 
93.75% FAA funding if part of an approved Part 150 NCP, 
although actual levels may be less, depending upon 
availability of funds. 

0 Reduction of MOA property tax base. 
Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 

not considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts. There is no evidence that changed 
conditions require reconsideration of this recommendation. The 
limited number of residences within the 1997DNL 70 dB and greater 
contours and the resultant impacts on surrounding residential areas 
indicate that this measure would involve substantial negative impacts 
for limited noise compatibility benefits. These areas will be addressed 
through the soundproofing program. Accordingly, this measure is not 
recommended. 
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Table 6.19 Reconsidered Measure - Guaranteed Purchase 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Guaranteed Purchase 
Description: Ensure fair market value to homeowners in noise impacted areas. This teclmique 
involves establishment of a program that guarantees noise-impacted homeowners that the airport 
proprietor will purchase eligible homes at fair market value when and if the owners are unable to sell 
their homes. 

Area to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new development 
would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only existing 

residences within 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours are assumed to 
be included. 

Responsible Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits • Provides opportunities for more noise sensitive residents to 

relocate while maintalning the stability of established 
neighborhoods. Assuming that all single- and multi-family 
residences within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours 
are eligible, approximately 591 Single-family residences, 54 
multi-family residences with an estimated population of 
over 1,500 could be included. 

• Sound insulation and avigation easements are typically 
applied to acquired properties. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 

• AlA identifies eligible areas in consultation with MOA and 
establishes eligibility requirements. 

Political Acceptability If other factors contribute to the inability to sell properties, the 
availability of this measure could lead to rapid residential turnover, 
causing neighborhood instability. 

Costs • AlA costs of initial acquisition would be largely offset by 
resale. 

• At Minneapolis, insulation costs amount to roughly $17,000 
per dwelling unit, management costs might bring the total to 
$21,000 per residence. If all potentially eligible properties 
participated, total costs would be roughly $13.5 million. 
AlA costs may be eligible for 93.75% FAA funding if part of 
an approved Part 150 NCP, although actual levels may be 
less, depending upon availability of funds. 

• AlA program administration costs. 

• Temporary reduction in MOA property taxes while 
properties are in state ownership. 
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Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 
not considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts and the strong fluctuations in the 
Anchorage real estate market making it difficult to determine the 
reasons for lack of sale. This measure involves extensive efforts in 
managing the transfer of property. Since concerns about the ability of 
the program to achieve the goal of maintaining neighborhood stability 
remain, this measure is not recommended. 
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Table 6.20 Reconsidl!red Measure - Noise Easement Acquisition 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Noise Easement Acquisition 
Description: Purchase avigation easements from noise impacted property owners. This technique 
involves the purchase of noise easements by the airport operator, usually over developed properties. 

Area to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new development 
would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only existing 

residences within 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours are assumed to 
be included. 

Responsible Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits 0 Provides protection for airport sponsor from litigation due 

to airport operation. Assuming that all single and two 
family residences within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater 
contours are eligible, approximately 591 residences with an 
estimated population of 1,365 could be included. 

0 Notifies potential new buyers of noise environment. 
0 Current FAA policy on valuation of avigation easement is 

based on the effect of the easement on property value, not 
the effect of noise. Accordingly, this measure would not 
compensate for noise impact, but for the increased difficulty 
of marketing property encumbered by the easement itself. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP . 
0 AlA identifies eligible areas and establishes eligibility 

requirements. 
Political Acceptability Low valuation of the easement limits the attractiveness of this 

technique for property owners. 
Costs Limited FAA experience at other airports indicates that easements 

might be assessed at $500 to $1000 per residence. If all potentially 
eligible properties participated, total costs would be roughly $362,000 
to $724,000. AlA costs for the actual easements may be eligible for 
93.75% FAA funding if part of an approved Part 150 NCP, although 
actual levels may be less, depending upon availability of funds. 
0 AlA would be responsible for the appraisal and acquisition 

costs of easement. 

• AlA program administration costs . 
Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 

not considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts. The low valuation of easement limits the 
attractiveness of this measure and the potential for significant 
community noise benefit. Accordingly, this measure is not 
recommended. 
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Table 6.21 Reconsidered Measure - Development Rights 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Development Rights 
Description: Acquire right to develop noise sensitive uses, leaving property owner with the ability 
to use the property for other uses. This technique involves the purchase of an interest in the privately-
owned land which permits the airport proprietor to prohibit any and all uses of the land which could 
be adversely impacted by aircraft noise. 

Area to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new development 
would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only vacant 

residential property within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours 
would be eligible. 

Responsible Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits Acquisition of residential development rights for vacant reSidentially 

zoned properties within the year 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours 
could prevent the development of roughly 154 new residences with an 
estimated population of 354. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
0 AlA identifies eligible areas and establishes eligibility 

requirements. 
Political Acceptability • Since the program would be voluntary and property owners 

would receive fair market value for development rights, 
little opposition would be anticipated. 

• Should the program result in development of non-residential 
uses in residential areas, some residents could oppose the 
measure. 

Costs • Cost of development rights for residential property would 
essentially equal the total acquisition costs, including 
appraisal costs. 

• AlA program administration costs. 
Conclusion This potential measure was not· recommended in 1987 because it was 

not considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts. In the absence of other profitable uses for 
potentially residential property, the cost of purchasing residential 
development would equal the full price of the property. Examination 
of vacant residential properties within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater 
contours indicates limited potential for development in other uses. 
Prevention of residential development of non-residential properties 
could be accomplished more efficiently through other measures 
including public acquisition, conventional zoning, and overlay zOning. 
Eligibility of this program for FAA funding is questionable, and this 
measure would provide limited noise benefits. Accordingly, this 
measure is not recommended. 
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Table 6.22 Reconsidered Measure - Land Banking 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Land Banking 
Description: Public acquisition of noise impacted property for future public use. This technique 
involves the fee-simple purchase of privately-owned, vacant land by a local public agency to prevent 
non-compatible land use development and to hold such property for later public use not necessarily 
related to aviation. 

Area to which measure The measure could be applied to vacant residential properties in the 
would be applied existing 1997DNL 65 dB and greater contours. 
Responsible Agency AlA and/orMOA 
Compatibility Benefits Acquisition of up to 37 acres of vacant residentially zoned property 

within the year 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours could prevent the 
development of roughly 154 new residences with an estimated 
population of 354. Acquisition of up to 114 acres of vacant residentially 
zoned property in the 1997 DNL 60 to 65 dB contour could prevent 
development of an additional 760 new residences with an estimated 
population of 1748. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 

• AlA identifies acquisition areas in consultation with MOA. 

• AlA or MOA acquire land with FAA noise mitigation funds. 
Political Acceptability • Since the program would be voluntary and property owners 

would receive fair market value for development rights, little 
opposition would be anticipated from affected property owners. 

• Since potential public uses of acquired property must conform to 
the comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance as well as to land 
use compatibility guidelines the public sector may not want to 
purchase lands with limited use. 

Costs • AlA or MOA would use federal noise mitigation funds for 
property acquisition. Some administrative costs of program 
administration may be eligible for federal funding. Costs may be 
eligible for 93.75% FAA funding if part of an approved Part 150 
NCP, although actual levels may be less, depending upon 
availability of funds. FAA participation would likely be limited to 
areas within the DNL 65 dB and greater contours. Since 
acquisition costs are greater than other measures typically 
employed at these noise levels, FAA participation may be further 
reduced on the basis of cost/benefit considerations. The 
program's cost/benefit ratio could be enhanced if Federal funds 
are leveraged with MOA and/or AlA investments. 

• Reduction of MO A property tax base. 
Conclusion This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was not 

considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts. If noise compatible public facilities are 
needed in the airport environs, this technique could provide mutual 
benefits to the Airport and MOA. Accordingly, this measure is 
recommended. 
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Table 6.23 Reconsidered Measure - Soundproofing Program 
Source: HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Soundproofing Program 
Description: Sound insulation of existing private homes and other noise sensitive uses such as 
churches and schools. This technique involves the airport operator funding of soundproofing of 
existing private homes and public uses such as schools. A vigation easements are typically obtained in 
return for property owner participation. 

Area to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new development 
would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only existing 

residences within the 1997DNL 65 dB and greater contours are 
assumed to be induded. 

Implementing Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits • Acceptable interior noise levels, insulation typically 

recommended to obtain interior levels of DNL 45 dB or less. 
0 Avigation easement obtained through program would 

provide protection for airport sponsor from litigation due to 
airport operation. Assuming that all single- and multi-
family residences within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater 
contours are eligible, approximately 645 residences with an 
estimated population of nearly 1,500 could be induded. 

• Notifies potential new buyers of noise environment. 
Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 

• Pilot program nonnally required to establish appropriate 
construction techniques and eligibility of structures· for 
soundproofing. 

• Construction programs are usually phased over many years. 
Political Acceptability No opposition expected from affected property owners or other 

interests. 
Costs • At Minneapolis, insulation program costs amount to roughly 

$17,000 per dwelling unit. Inclusion of the administrative 
costs associated with an insulation program could raise the 
program costs to $21,000 per unit. If all potentially eligible 
properties participated, total costs would be roughly $13.5 
million, assuming similar costs per unit. AlA costs may be 
eligible for 93.75% FAA funding if part of an approved Part 
150 NCP, although actual levels may be less, depending 
upon availability of funds. 

• AlA cost of sound proofing construction. 

• AlA administration and program administration costs. 
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This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was 
not considered to be commensurate with the relatively low level of 
residential land use impacts. Long-tenn noise contours indicate that 
existing noise impacted residences are likely to remain within the noise 
contours. This program benefits both residents and AlA and imposes 
no burdens on neighboring residences or the MOA. Accordingly, this 
measure is recommended. 
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6.6.3 Potential New Land Use Measure 

As noted on Table 6.7, the original AlA Part 150 Study recommended sound barriers and 
buffers as part of the proposed expansion of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. This expansion 
was never implemented. During the current AlA Part 150 Update, it was determined that the 
use of sound barriers should be re-examined. A brief description of the new measure follows 
in Table 6.24. 

Table 6.24 Reconsidered Measure - Sound Buffers/Barriers 
Source· HNTB Analysis 

Measure: Sound BuffersfBarriers 
Description: Combined use of sound barrier walls and/or berms and open space to reduce noise 
from aircraft-related noise for the communities surrounding AlA. This technique may be appropriate 
to consider in various areas affected by ground noise. 

Area to which measure Areas at airport border adjacent to residential development, especially 
would be applied along the southern perimeter of AlA. 
Responsible Agency AlA 
Compatibility Benefits Reduced noise levels from ground operations for close-in residents. 

Specific benefits cannot be determined without design and acoustical 
analysis. 

Implementation • AlA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP. 
0 AlA conducts ground noise study to determine levels and 

potential buffer/barrier locations. 

• Barrier design, detailed acoustical analysis required to 
determine feasibility and benefits 

Political Acceptability Potential concern for visual impacts. 
Costs • Ground noise study estimated to cost $180,000. Study costs 

may be eligible for 93.75% FAA funding. 

• Construction costs. 
0 Potential property acquisition. 

• Specific cost estimates will require design data. AlA costs 
may be eligible for 93.75% FAA funding if part of an 
approved Part 150 NCP, although actual levels may be less 
depending upon availability of funds. FAA participation 
would likely be contingent on the potential effectiveness of 
the barriers and / or buffers in reducing community noise 
concerns. FAA did participate financially in the 
development of a landscaped noise berm serving as a public 
access" greenway" at Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood 
International Airport. 

• The potentia! for FAA funding participation might be 
enhanced if Federal funds are leveraged with MOA and/ or 
AlA investments. 

Conclusion Since community concerns about ground noise are now evident in areas 
not addressed in the 1987 recommendations, this measure is 
recommended. 
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6.7 Land Use Recommendations 

Table 6.25 summarizes the recommended land use program. This program consists of both 
existing and new measures described in the previous two sections. FAA approval will be 
required for recommended new measures. It should be noted that, as in the past, 
implementation of recommended land use controls will depend upon decisions made by the 
MOA regarding the practicality and legality of specific measures. Implementation of other 
measures will depend upon the availability of Federal funding under the FAA AlP. 

Table 6.25 Summary of Recommended Land Use Measures 
Source: HNTB 

Measure Noise Compatibility Benefits 
Compatible Use Zoning Would prohibit new residential 

development in non-residential zoning 
districts within the 1997 DNL 60 dB 
and greater contours. 

Mobile Home and Would preclude development of 
Camper Park Restrictions especially noise sensitive residential 

uses in the 1997DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. 

Soundproofing Would ensure that new residential 
Requirement for New development within the 1997 DNL 60 
Development dB and greater contours provides 

acceptable interior noise levels. -

Noise Levels on Plats Would provide notice to future 
property owners in new residential 
subdivisions within 1997 DNL 60 dB 
and greater contours. 

Comprehensive Planning Would provide policy guidance for all 
types of future development within 
1997DNL 60 dB and greater contours 
as well as increased awareness of noise 
environment for the real estate and 
development communities and 
members of the public. 

FAA Action Required 
Existing measure modified to 
apply to existing rather than 
future DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. No new FAA approval 
required. 
Existing measure modified to 
apply to existing rather than 
future DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. No new FAA approval 
required. 
Existing measure modified to 
apply to existing rather than 
future DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. Measure also modified 
to allow flexibility on how to 
achieve an acceptable interior 
noise level. FAA approval 
required. 
Existing measure modified to 
apply to existing rather than 
future DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. No new FAA approval 
required. 
Existing measure, no new FAA 
approval required. 
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Table 6.25 Summary of Recommended Land Use Measures (cont.) 
Source: HNTB 

Measure Noise Compatibility Benefits FAA Action Required 
Planning Commission Would provide policy guidance for Existing measure modified to 
Review consideration of all types of proposed apply to existing rather than 

development within the 1997 DNL 60 future DNL 60 dB and greater 
dB and greater contours. contours. No new FAA approval 

required. 
Public Land Development Would provide policy guidance for Existing measure modified to 
Criteria development of public uses within the apply to existing rather than 

1997 DNL 60 dB and greater contours. future DNL 60 dB and greater 
contours. No new FAA approval 
required. 

Noise Overlay Zone Would enhance implementation of New measure, FAA approval 
other measures such as conventional required. 
zoning, limitations on conditional use 
permits, and subdivision regulations. 
Would also enhance ability of potential 
property purchasers to make informed 
decision. 

Fair Disclosure Policy Would enhance ability of potential New measure, FAA approval 
property purchasers to make informed required. 
decision. As many as 2,000 potential 
new residents in the 1997 DNL 60 dB 
could benefit. 

Land Banking Could enhance the ability of AlA New measure, FAA approval 
and/ or MOA to establish compatible required. Approval of any 
public uses on vacant properties within Federal funding would be 
1997DNL 65 dB contour. contingent upon demonstrated 

benefits of specific proposals. 
Soundproonngtor Would establish noise insulation New measure, FAA approval 
Existing Development program to ensure acceptable interior required. Approval of any 

noise levels for existing residences Federal funding would be 
within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contingent upon demonstrated 
contours. As many as 645 dwellings benefits of specific proposals. 
could be eligible. 

Sound Buffers/Barriers Could provide noise level reduction for New measure, FAA approval 
residential areas immediately adjacent required. Approval of any 
to AlA. Federal funding would be 

contingent upon demonstrated 
. ,. , nf ,norH:;c nrnnn"l, 
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7. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The State DOT and PF conducted this entire AlA Part 150 Update with extensive consultation 
with members of the public, including airport users, fixed base operators, pilots, potentially 
affected residents of the airport environs, and local, state, and federal officials. The public 
involvement process exceeded Part 150 requirements. 

The State DOT and PF and its consultants used five principal mechanisms in pursuing these 
external consultations: 

• the TAC meetings, including written background material and public presentations; 

• a final TAC briefing, with a public hearing opportunity; 

• public workShops covering all elements of the study; 

• a public information campaign that included newspaper inserts, direct mailings, and 
coverage in the local media; and 

• consultation throughout the study process with the MOA which has jurisdiction over land 
use in the airport environs, and the FAA which has jurisdiction over aircraft in flight. 

The NEM documentation included a summary of the public involvement processes conducted 
during that phase of the study. The NCP public involvement built on that earlier consultation. 
The relevant NEM documentation (Chapter 8 of that volume) is incorporated here by reference. 

7.1 Technical Advisory Committee Process 

The State DOT and PF established the TAC to provide input into the conduct of this study and 
AlA's recommendations. Appendix B lists the invited TAC membership. All meetings of the 
TAC were: held in an open meeting format with an opportunity for public comment, 
advertised in the Anchorage Daily News, and discussed in mailings to concerned citizens and 
Community Councils. The TAC met ten times during the AlA Part 150 Update. The meeting 
dates and topics are provided in Table 7.1 below. 

Copies of the sign-in sheets, meeting minutes, and advertisements of the first nine TAC 
meetings as well as comment sheets and letters received from the public during the study are 
included as appendices to the NEM document and are incorporated by reference. Materials 
associated with the final TAC meeting and public hearing are included in Appendix C. 
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Table 7.1 TAC Meeting Dates and Topics During the AlA Part 150 Update 

May 4, 1995 

September 20, 1995 

March 20, 1996 

June 6,1996 

September 25, 1996 

November 19, 1996 

April 1 0, 1997 

January 22, 1998 

May 27, 1998 

February 9, 1999 

Study kickoff meeting. Review of the: AlA Part 150 Update process, TAC role 
and responsibilities, noise measurement program, and study issues. 

I 

Discussion aircraft noise terminology and review of summer measurement 
results. i comment 

TAC meeting plus workshop. Summer/winter noise measurements, draft 
Noise Exposure Maps, land useS affected by noise, ways to measure noise, 
options to address noise issues, how the airport operates, and individual noise 

i comment 

Criteria for adopting noise abatement measures,-relative impacts of different· 
oe,,,aia"o modes and suggestions for noise abatement measures. Opportunity 

comment. 

FAA presentation on Anchorage Bowl Airspace, pilot presentations on aircraft 
operational issues, TAC discussion and refinement of noise abatement 
measures. 

Potential land use planning measures were discussed. Opportunity for public 

Discussion of the operational analysis for the preferred noise abatement 
alternatives. Operational measures recommended for implementation were 
discussed. Operational measures not recommended for implementation were 

Update on the status of the study and GA noise issues. Opportunity for public 
comment. 

A discussion of the analysis of the Runway 6R departure early turn/NADP 
operational measure and noise exposure maps. Opportunity for public 
comment. 

Rnal meeting. Presentation of the recommended NCP. Public workshop. 

7.2 Final State DOT and PF Briefing and Public Hearing 

On February 9,1999, the State DOT and PF staff and HMMH presented the draft revised NCP 
to the public at a combination final TAC meeting, public workshop, and public hearing, which 
afforded full opportunity for public comment. Copies of the AlA NEM and the draft revised 
NCP were available for public review prior to that meeting. A copy of all comments received, 
both at the meeting and over the course of the review process, and the State DOT and PF's 
response to those comments are included in Appendix C. 

Ik\%\%kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Compatibility Program 189 

7.3 Other Public Consultation 

In addition to the items discussed above, AlA staff conducted AlA Part 150 Update-related 
briefings to interested Community Councils throughout the course of the update process 
including the Spenard, Turnagain, Sand Lake, and Taku Campbell Community Councils. AlA 
staff also made presentations to the MOA Planning and Zoning Committee and Assembly 
during the study. 

1999 
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u.s. Department 
of Transporta1ion 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

NOV f 8 f9S8 

Hr. Doyle C. Ruff, Hanager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box 190204 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-0204 

Dear Hr. Ruff: 

Aleskan Region 

Anchorage International Airport 
Approval FAR Part 150, 1I0ise Compatibility Plan 

701 C Street. Box 14 

Anchorage. Alaska 

99513 

lie have evaluated the noise compatibility program for the Anchorage 
International Airport (Alle.) contained in the Anchorage International 
Airport Federal AViation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Aircraft lIoise 
Compatibility Study and related documents (includes addendum 1 dated 
February 12, 1988) submitted to this office under the provisions of 
Section 104(a) of the Aviation Safety and 1I0ise Abatement Act of 1979. 
The recommended noise compatibility program proposed by the State of 
Alaska is identified by action element on pages 8-25 through 8-27 in the 
I'loise Compatibility Program volume of the study. I am pleased to inform 
you the Administrator has approved all proposed action elements in the 
noise compatibility program except, aviation noise abatement neasures 3, 
4 and 5. I·leasure 3 (limitation of the number of aircraft in the Lake 
Hood traffic patterns by holding incoming traffic at Pt. Mackenzie) 
relates to flight procedures under provisions of 104(b) for which no 
action is required at this time, since it does not identify a 
demonstrative noise benefit, and can only be predicated on completion of 
an FAR Part 93 airspace review requested by you. l1easure 4 (displacement 
of the east end threshold of the east/west l~aterlane) relates to flight 
procedures under provisions of 104(b) for I~hioh no action is required at 
this time, since Measure 4 is predicated on Measure 3 and does not 
indicate any demonstrative noise benefit. Measure 5 (restriction of 
touch-and-go training operations at the Lake Hood complex) is disapproved 
from an 'FAR Part 150 viewpoint due to lack 'of identified, specifc noise 
benefits above the .65 Ldn contour. OUr speoific action for each noise 
compatibility program element is set forth in the enClosed Record of 
Approval. The ~ftective date of this approval is October 11, 1988. 

Each airport noise compatibility program developed in accordance l~ith FAR 
Part 150 is a local program, not a federal program. .Ue do not. substitute 
our judgment for that of the airport proprietor with respect to which 
measures should be recommended for action. OUr approval or disapproval f 
FAR Part 150 program recommendations is measured aooording to the 
standardS expressed in FAR Part 150 and the Aviation Safety and lloise 
Abatement Act of 1979 and is limited to the following determinations: 

a. The noise compatibility program was developed in accordance with 
the provisions and procedures of FAR Part 150. 
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b. Program t:easures are reasonably consistent with achievl.ng the 
goals of reducing existing noncompatible land uses around the airport and 
preventing, the introduction of additional noncompatible land uses. 

c. Program measures would not create an undue burden on interstate 
or foreign commerce, unjustly discriminate against types or classes of 
aeronautical uses, violate the terms of airport grant agreements, or 
intrude into areas preempted by the federal governcent. 

d. Program measures relatins to the use of flight procedure~ can be 
~lemented within the period covered by the program without derogating 
safety. adversely affecting the efficient use and management of the 
navigable airspace and air traffic control systems, or adversely 
affecting other powers and responsibilities of the Administrator 
prescribed by law. 

Speclfic limitations ~lith respect to our approval of an airport noise 
compatibility program are delineated in FAR Part 150, Section 150.5. 
ApprOVal is not a determination concerning the acoeptability of land uses 
under federal, state, or lOOal law. Approval does not by itself 
constitute an FAA implementing action. A request for federal action or 
approval to implement specific noise compatibility measures ~Iay be 
required, and our deCision on the request may require an environmencal 
assessment of the proposed action. Approval does not constitute a 
cOmmitment by the Federal Aviation Aduinistration (FAA) to finanoially 
assist in the implementation of the program, nor a determination that all 
measures oovered by the program are eligible for grant-in-aid funding 
fl'Om the FAA under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. ,Ihere 
federal funding is sought, requests for project grants must be submitted 
to this office. 

The FAA ~lill publish a notice in the 
of this noise compatibility program. 
oI'ficial notice, al.though :,rou may do 

Federal Register announcing approval 
You are not required to give local 

::0 if :rou wish. 

Completion and approvaL of your noise compatibility pr03ram is a hlajor 
aocomplishment, one \lllich the state should be proud of. The program is a 
blueprint presenting the J;leans for tile state to achieve its Goal of 
reduoing or eliminating noncompatible lend uses around the airport. As 
with al.l. plans, we enooul'age the state to periodically review and update 
the program as neoessary to reflect' changes in the airport ai' its 
enviroDl4ent. 

Again, congratUlations on your approved FAR Part 150 noise compatibility 
program I He look forward to working with you on implementation of the 
progl'am. 



SubjaCI: 

From: 

To: 

Memorandum 
US,Dapa Ii i e. 
at 1a iSPOIlUliOil 
,.deeallMaltlllll 

. AduB.liuliad 

ACTION: Reoommendation for Approval of the 
Anchorage International Airport Noise 
Compatibility Program 

Manager, Airports Division, AAL-600 

Administrator, AOA-1 

Oil.: 

RectylO 
Alln of-

On April 14, 1988, a notice was published in the Federal Register 
announCing that Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is reviewing-a 
proposed noise compatibility program submitted for Anchorage 
International Airport (ANC) under Section 104(a) of the Aviation Safety 
and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (nthe Act"). This program was submitted 
Subsequent to a determination by the FAA that associated noise exposure 
maps aubmitted under Seotion 103(a) ot the Act for Anchorage 
International Airport were in compliance with applicable requirements 
effective January 22, 1987. Coincident with the April 14, 1988 notice, 
we began the formal 180-day review period for ANC's proposed noise 
compatibility program under the provisions of Seotion 104(a) of the Aot. 
That program must be approved or disapproved as provided for in Seotion 
104(b) of the Aot. The last date for suoh approval or disapproval is 
October 11, 1988. 

We-have reviewed and evaluated the proposed noise compatibility program 
and have concluded that it is consistent with the intent of the Act and 
that it meets the standards set forth in FAR Part 150 for such programs. 
The requirements of Part 150 were itemized in a checklist (attachment 1) 
which was used to ensure that all required items were present in the 
proposed program. Our recommendations on each of these proposed actions 
are described in the Record of Approval (attaohment 2). Each proposed 
action i8 described in detail in the Anchorage International Airport Part 
150: Airport Noise Compatibility Program Report (attachment 3). 
The ohecklist, record of approval and documentation submitted by ANC 
were reviewed by Airports, Air Traffic, and Flight Standards Divisions 
and by the Regional Counsel. No substantive comments have been received 
from other partiCipants in the study nor from other interested parties. 
Each proposed aotion in ANC's proposed noise compatibility program was 
then reviewed and evaluated on the basis of effectiveness and potential 
conflict with Federal policies and prerogatives. These include safe and -
efficient use of the nation's airspace and undue burden on interstate 
commerce. 
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Based on the evaluation procedure described above, we recommend the 
approval or the program elements (listed in the Record or Approval). 
Please have appropriate headquarters personnel review the drart Federal 

~ttllchDlent 4 

3 Attachments 

Concur 

/ 
Approved 

. , 

.,.,~.~ f),jL)iL· r : Associate Administrator ror Airports, 

JMIf~ ~~ 7;-· 

Date 

Ass~te Adm1n1st;~P.diCJg;.J!i 
International Aviation, API-1/~" ~ 

~~~~~. kJ~)~'t~_/Ofl.tgf! 
Ch1er ounse, AOC-1 

Disapproved:;' __ 2~~ ~ 

Administrator, AOA-1 



Introduotion: 

Reoord of Approval. 
Anohorage International Airport 

NOise Compatibility Program 
August 31, 1988 

The State of Alaska, Department of Tranaportation and Publio Faoilities 
(DOT/PF), Anohorage International Airport, sponsored an update of their 
Airport Kaster Plan and the development of a Noise Compatibility Planning 
study. Federal partioipation through the AIP program wu limited to 
development of the noise oompatibllity program-. Both planning efforts 
were aooomplished oonourrently. However, the noise exposure maps (NEM's) 
were developed and submitted prior to oompletion of the noise 
oompatibility program. 

The Anohorage International. Airport noise exposure maps were determined 
to be in oomplianoe with applioable requirements on January 22, 1987. 
The noise exposure map identified a total 1986 population of 1,018 or 676 
level-weighted population (LWP) inside the Ldn 65 oontour, the 1991 and 
2006 total and LWP populations foreouts equal 1,170/771 and 290/181 
within the unabated 65 Ldn oontour respeotively. The rate of ohange in 
fleet mix from stage II to stage III airoraft is the driving faotor 
resulting in the reduoed impaot levels foreoasted. The buis for the 
slight population inorease in 1991 is primarily attributed to a very 
minor ohange in fleet mix and a normal population growth within existing 
residential areu. The major 2006 reduotion is attributed to oomplete 
integration of stage III aircraft into the system. 

Noise abatement alternatives usessed in the noise compatibility plan 
(RCP) were broken into two categories: (a) aviation noise alternstives, 
and (b) land use management alternatives. The sponsor, community. and 
FAA's roles are identified in table SF, page 8-31, under the alternatives 
by each aotion neoessary for implementation. Baaed on the technical 
evaluation and oomments received through the review process, a 16-point 
Noise Compatibllity Program hu been reoommended (pages 8, 27, 28, 29) by 
the State of Alaska, DOT/PF, Anchorage International Airport (ANC). The 
items listed in this reoord of approval constitute the NCP for ARC and 
oan be found on the referenced pages of the Anohorage International 
Airport Roise Compatibility Program report. This dooument recommends 
approval of the 13 new alternative aotions and 2 no aotions, u well as 
disapproval of one reoommendation • . . 
The reoommendations belOW summarize u olosely u possible the airport 
operator's recommendatiOns in the noise compatibility program and are 
cross-referenoed to the program. 



Program Elementa (Aviation): 

1. Kuimize nightt1llle preferential runway U8e of runway 32, 
aupplamented by preferential use of runway 211L. (Pages 8-25) 

2 

APPROVED: Thls alternative ls basically a refinement, altered to 
permit or allow nightt1llle departures 1oto the arrival stream when 
traffic and weather permits, of the exiating preferentlal runway use 
program. The alternative reduoea noiae 1IIIpaota to the east of ARC. 
Thia program ia 10itiated by the sponaor and implemented by ATCT. 
The analya1a 10dicatea a signlfioant decrease 10 1991 population 
lmpaota wlth10 the 60 Ldn oontour from 99117 to 3735 (pages 6-18). 
Thla alternative oan be 1IIIplemented readlly with only minor coata. 

2. Adopt and 1ooorporate AC 91-53 and HBAA'a cloae-in departure 
prooedurea by amending the Anohorage n10e sm and oanoeling the Knik 
three SID. (Pages 8-25) 

APPROVED: This alternative inoorporates aooepted departure thrust 
outbacka annotated in AC 91-53 and HBAA's gUideline prooedures into 
the Anohorage n10e sm as well as the oanoelation of the Knik three 
SID. The Knik three SID addresses runway 6 departures and allows a 
left or north turn over the heart of Anohorage. Canoelation of the 
SID will neoessitate a 270 degree turn to the right for north 
departures frolll runway 6. Under this alternatlve there would be a 
1991 population of 3,620 persons within the 60 Ldn oontour, lass 
than 30 people would reside wlthin the 65 Leln oontour, and no people 
would be exposed to noise above 70 Ldn (pages 6-21). Implementation 
oosts are limited to adm1nistratlve efforta and user operatlonal 
onats. 

3. TraffiC Separation. (Pages 8-25) 

No aotlon required at thls t1llle. Thia measure relates to flight 
prooedures under provisiona of 101l(b). Thia proposed action will 
oontrol the size of the Lake Hood atrip and aeaplane base traffic 
patterna by limiting the number of airoraft in the pattern. Aa a 
reault, thia propoaal can reduoe the oommunity noiae impaots. 
However, no delllonatrative noise benefit has been identified or shown 
to ooour. In addition, Lake Hood traffic is but one oomponent of 

. -the enoompassing FAll Part 93 airspaoe. Traffio separation 
procedurea for Lake Hood/Spenard are predioated on oompletion of a 
Part 93 airspaoe review and a request by the sponaor that FAA 
oonduot suoh a review. Implementation costs for the most part will 
be limited to FAA adm1nistrative costa asaociated with an airspace 
atudy. 

II. Diaplaoe threahold at east end of east/weat waterlane. (Pages 
8-25) 

No action required at this time. Thia measure relates to flight 
procedures outl1oed under proviaiona of 101l(b) and. specifically. 



3 

implementation of traffic separation prooedures, item 3 above. This 
alternative provides for the displaoement of the east threshold of 
the east/west waterlane approximately 1,000 feet to the west. In 
theory this operational change will keep landing airoraft higher, 
thereby inoreasing the distanoe between the noise source and the 
reoeiver. The oonoept is reasonably sound; however, when traffic 
permits all of the oOllllllereial operators and half of the baaed 
aircraft (aU Lake Hood and the western half of the fingers) now 
land as this alternatives would require. Only airoraft baaed in 
Lake Spenard and the eastern half of the fingers would be affeoted. 
In order to have any effeotiveness, the maximum size of the traffic 
pattern must be oontrolled; thereby eliminating-aircraft eaat of 
Lake Spenard between 50 and 65 Ldn. However. the extent of 
effeotiveness in terms of noise benefit has not been demonstrated. 

5. Restriot touoh-and-go training operations at the Lake Hood 
oomplex. (Pages 8-25) 

Disapproved. This item is disapproved from a Part 150 viewpoint due 
to the laok of ident1f1ed, speo1fio noise benefits above the 65 Ldn 
oontour. 

p'rogrBIII Elements-1~~ Use Management): 

Although we reoollllllend and approve the following land use lllaDagement 
teohnique we are unsure of ultimate implementation sinoe the 
Mun10ipality of Anohorage (MOA) haa the only implementation 
oapability. The MOl waa represented on the teohnical cOllllll1ttee; 
however. they did not partioipate in the prooess and, therefore, 
provided little direot input. As a result ot FAA's request tor 
offioial MOA cOllllllents the Department ot COllllllUDity Planning responded 
on November 24, 1987, with olaritioations and questions. The 
Mayor's ottice is also now on reoord aa ot Deoember 29, 1987. 
generally oonourring with the reoollllllendationa on land use management 
artioulated in the NCP (AddendUIII 1). As ot yet, however, the 
Airport Master Plan and Part 150 HOise Study have not been adopted 
by the Anohorage Planning and Zoning COllllll1ssion and the Municipal 
As8embly. 

Dialogue between the sponsor and the MOl haa been reestablished. and 
. 'the hope i8 that a coordinated and·tailored implementation proce8s 

will result. The RCP now contuns MOA aoknowledgement and 
oonceptUal agreement with the recollllllendationa oontained therein. We 
believe the inability to keep the MOA continuously involved in the 
planning prooes8 is a 8hort ooming ot th1a plan. No federal funding 
is involved in the land use management reoollllllendationa. 

6. Compat1ble Use Zoning: (Pages 8-14, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoollllllends that the MOA establish a f1rm 
polioy against rezoning or authorizing conditional uses tor any new 
development of residences ot any type. when such land 11es within 
the present or future Ldn 60 contour ot Anohorage International 
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Airport. This reoommendation represents good noise planning and as 
auoh ia not measurable. Implementation coats are limited to HOA 
adm1n1atrative costs. 

7. Hobile Home and Camper Park Restrictions: (Pages 8-14, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommenda that the HOA establish a firm 
poliOY against rezoning or authorizing oonditional uses for any new 
development of mobile home struotures and camper parks within the 
present and future Ldn 60 contour. As with item 6 above aotion and 
oost is limited to the HOA. 

8. Soundproofing: (Pages 8-15, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the HOA establish a noise 
plan that would require new multi or single family reSidences in the 
airport's present and tuture Ldn 60 oontours to be equipped with a 
foroed air oirculation system with a ·oontinuous on- switch. to 
permit operation your round and capability of a oomplete air 
exohange in the home twice each hour and a 20 percent change of 
fresh air every hour. Although this alternative would clearly 
reduoe noise impaots within the Ldn 60 oontour interval. we believe 
that the alternative will be diffioult to aohieve. All aotion and 
implementation cost is limited to the HOI. 

9. Easements: (Pages 8-15, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the HOA establish and 
adopt as part of their subdivision platting review prooess, a 
atandard aviation noise easement for all residential subdivisions in 
the airport's present and tuture Ldn 60 contour. All aotion and 
implementation oost is limited to the HOI. 

10. Hoise Levels on Plats: (Pages 8-16. 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the HOA establish and 
and adopt as part of their subdivision platting review prooess, a 
standard requirement for noise levels to be noted on plats of all 
new reSidential subdivisions or land uses involving residential 
struotures within the airport's present and tuture Ldn 60 oontours. 
The primary purpose of this alternative is to advise and intorm 

. 'potential home buyers of the appropriate years noise levels. All 
aotion and implementation oost will be borne looally without federal 
tUDding. 

11. Comprehensive Planning: (Pages 8-16) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the HOA officially adopt 
the Updated Airport Master Plan and Part 150 Hoiae,Compatibility 
Program for the Anohorage International Airport and amend the 
Anohorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan aooordingly. Again all aotion and 
implementation oost will be borne looally without federal funding. 
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12. Planning Commission Review: (Pages 8-16, 8-26) 

APPROVED: The Planning Commission should adopt the noise 
oompatibil1ty planning criteria as cutlined and the guidelines for 
land Use oompat1b111ty review provided in table 8D for use in all 
planning aot1vit1es pertaining tc areas within the airport's present 
and f'uture Ldn 60 contours. 

13. Publio Land Development Criteria: (Pages 8-23, 8-26) 

APPROVED: The Hun1c1pal1ty of Anohorage (HOA) should adopt a policy 
pertaining to the use of publ10 land adjaoent to Anohorage 
International Airport as outlined in the plan. 

Anohorage International Airport's Six Year Capital Improvement 
Program identifies projeots neoessary for the development of the 
Lake Hood segment and the first preappl1cation for federal funding 
has been submitted. 

Upon completion of planned and reoommended redevelopment of the Lake 
Hood floatplane basin and relooation and reoonstruot1on of the Lake 
Hood runway, oond1tions of noise ezposure would ohange enough to 
stimulate additional noise abatement aot1ons. The following 
implementing aot1ons would trigger additional noise mitigation in 
airport and land use management program elements. 

14. Preferential Runway Use Program-Lake Hood: (Pages 8-27) 

APPROVED: Upon completion of the new Lake Hood waterway 14/32, the 
airport sponsor should request the implementation of a waterway use 
program designating departures on waterway 32 as preferred for calm 
wind (leas that 4 knots) conditions. The program should further 
address preferential use of westerly arrivals on the east/west 
waterlane for tlcatplane operatiOns in order to enhanoe operating 
oapaoity on the water surfaoes. Implementation would require a 
sponsor request of the AHC ATCT. Implementation costs would be 
limited to sponsor and agency adm1n1strat1on assooiated information, 
oommunioat1on and publ1oation. 

15. Hoise Barrier Walls and Berms: (Pages 8-17, 8-27) 

.• APPROVED: The sponsor and the HOA· should jointly adopt a standard 
design for a noise barrier wall and berm to be constructed between 
the reVised Lake Hood floatplane taoil1ty and neighborhoods to the 
northeast. The airport should inoorporate such construction into 
the tloatplane development project. Project development cost is 
ezpeoted to be borne by the AlP grant program. Total estimated oost 
equals $1,764,000 or $212/lt. An option would be a 14-toot high 
berm with a 6-toot high fenoe estimated to oost apprOximately 25S 
less. Mitigation resulting from this item would be limited to 
surtaoe generated noise. 
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16. Sound Butter: (Pages 8-23. 8-27) 

APPROVED: This item is a HOI tolloll on option to itlllD 15 above. 
The HOl shoUld determine the reoreation taoilitJ to be inoorporated 
into the aound butter area and provide a general plan of the 
developed butter area to the airport so that anJ required grading 
and vegetation be inoorporated into bel'll! oonatruotion. Progr8111 
oosts lIoUld be borne bJ the HOI. 

The approvals listed herein inolude approvals ot aotions that the airport 
recommends be taken bJ the Federal Aviation Ada1D1stration. It should be 
noted that these approvals indioate oDlJ that the aotions lIould, it 
implemented, be oonaistent l11th the purposes ot Part 150. These 
approvals do not oonstitute deois1ons to implement the aotions. Later 
decisions oonoerning possible implementation ot these aotiona maJ be 
subjeot to applioable environmental or other prooedures or requirements • 

. . 
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Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update Noise Compatibility Program - Aependix C 

Meeting Minutes 

1999 





I. 

ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

WestCoast International Inn 
February 9, 1999 

7:10 p.m. 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Maryellen Tuttell introduced herself. She is the Noise Program Manager at Anchorage International. S1 
welcomed the participants. She explained that the study was started four years ago, and members of th 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) have worked hard. She noted that they had reviewed information 
presented on noise metrics and noise measurements collected, and had provided input on over 40 noise 
abatement and land use measures to be analyzed as part of this study. Based on the analysis and inpu! 
from the TAC, the Airport has come up with recommendations for the Noise Compatibility Program. Thel 
Airport also undertook a public involvement campaign to provide information on the recommendations to 
the greater community and especially people located close to the Airport. She noted that the large 
number of new people at this meeting was a sign that the public information campaign was successful. 
Ms. Tuttell reviewed the agenda for the meeting. She explained that after the presentation to the TAC 
and TAC comments, there would be a break for an informal public workshop, and then public testimony 
would be taken. She noted that during the public workshop people were welcome to give their commenr 
to the court reporter if they did not want to do it during the public testimony portion. 

Ms. Tuttell introduced the TAC members. She noted that Mr. Peter Bradshaw, the TAC representative fjr 
the Sand Lake Community Council, was tied into the meeting over the telephone. 

Maryellen Tuttell introduced other Anchorage International staff in attendance. 

II. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE 

Steve Alverson and Bill Willkie presented the Part 150 Study Update. Mr. Alverson reviewed the status if 
the Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Noise Study Update. He stated the primary focus was to 
review the Draft Noise Compatibility Program for the Technical Advisory Committee members. The Noise 
Exposure Map (NEM) produced as part of the Study Update has been submitted to the FAA who l 
accepted it on January 27, 1999. This means the NEM is formally adopted and can be incorporated into 
the Noise Compatibility Program. The Draft Noise Compatibility Program was distributed for public revie 
in January. 

Mr. Alverson explained that the HMMH team conducted noise measurements 24 hours a day at 
approximately a dozen sites, once in the summer and once in the winter. They have looked at over 
10,000 flight tracks. There were 60 noise control measures evaluated, 48 of which were noise abatem.emt 
or operational measures related to the aircraft operations at the Airport, and 22 were land use measures 
Mr. Alverson stated that he and Mr. Willkie will cover the noise abatement measures, land use measure , 
and continuing program measures recommended for inclusion in the Noise Compatibility Program. He 
stated that one of the most difficult problems with Part 150 studies is that they are concluded and then t e 
follow-on work for implementation does not get accomplished. He emphasized that implementation will 
be the most important task, and that the Airport and the Noise Program Manager will need to work with 
the FAA and MOA toward implementation of the program. 
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Mr. Alverson noted that there were four noise abatement measures that showed promise for reducing 
aircraft noise: 

1. Minimize Runway 6 departures at night 
2. Increase depart 24, land 14 at night 
3. Conduct detailed noise abatement departure profile study 
4. Implement consistent thrust cutback for Runway 6 and Runway 14 departures 

Mr. Alverson pointed out that wind and weather play an important factor in the Airport and Air Traffic 
Control Tower's ability to implement 1 and 2. 

Mr. Alverson stated that prior to this study the Airport had a noise abatement departure profile measure i 
place, the International Civil Aviation Organization Noise Abatement Departure Procedure, but it was ve 
vague. The study recommends implementing a close-in noise abatement departure procedure as defin~d 
by an FAA regulation, as well as a close-in procedure for the international aircraft that operate in 
Anchorage as well. Over time the study recommends working with each carrier to see how they fly their 
noise abatement departure profiles, to find the best procedures to minimize noise on departure out of the 
airport. 

The study also looked at noise abatement flight tracks. As aircraft depart to the east, would there be a 
way to turn those aircraft prior to reaching the Seward Highway? East of the Seward Highway is the 
general aviation flyway. Mr. Alverson pointed out that the Part 150 study is about reducing noise, not 
about safety. However, measures proposed for noise reasons must also be safe. If a turn is 
implemented to the south prior to the Seward Highway, along with a noise abatement departure 
procedure, there would be a noise reduction. Before procedures are implemented, it needs to go through , 
an environmental review, it needs to be tested by the FAA to make sure that it meets all the safety 
standards, and then it could be put into place. Mr. Alverson felt the specific noise impacts of the 
particular procedure should be looked at. . 

In response to a question from Mr. Pratt regarding turns to the north, Mr. Alverson stated that the FAA 
has indicated that due to air traffic control and air space reasons, the FAA does not want to do the turn t, 
the north the committee had been looking at. Taking those aircraft that turn to the north and sending 
them to the south was not looked at. 

In addition to looking at the turns on Runway 6L and 6R to the south, they also recommended 
implementing a noise abatement departure track for commuter aircraft departing Runway 6L. They 
looked at having them fly over a corridor in the vicinity of Minnesota where there is commercial and ope 
space. They also looked at putting this procedure in for commuter arrivals on this runway, but due to F 
Air Traffic Control concerns, it was not recommended. 

Bill Willkie discussed the land use measures mentioned in the study. The purpose of land use measure 
is to deal with the noise that remains after implementing noise abatement measures. One of the things 
the Airport is trying to do is prevent future problems from occurring. The Study has come up with 12 
recommended measures, seven of which were also recommended in the previous Noise Compatibility 
Program. The land use measures include compatible use zoning, mobile home restrictions, building code 
revisions, and placing noise levels on plats, comprehensive planning, planning commission review, publib 
land development criteria, a noise overlay zone, fair disclosure policy, land banking, soundproofing 
existing buildings (estimated at $15 million if all potentially eligible homes were included), conducting a 
detailed ground noise study, and looking at establishing sound buffers/barriers. 
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Mr. Alverson discussed continuing program measures, which are the steps that are taken to make sure 
that the recommended operational and land use measures are implemented. These include a noise 
advisory committee that meets with the Airport on a regular basis, a noise and operations monitoring 
system, and continuation of the complaint collection process. He stated that regulations and agreements 
are needed to make the various measures effective. The Noise Program Manager (Maryellen Tuttell) is 
also important. She plays an important role in getting information from the community, working with the 
air traffic controllers and pilots to minimize noise impacts. Currently the State does have a web page for 
the Airport that contains a limited amount of noise information. He felt that the web page could serve as a 
way to find out about airport operations and could be linked to the airport noise monitoring system. 
Another suggestion was use of airfield signs. Other continuing program measures include public 
information programs, distribution of pilot inserts, and NEM and NCP review and revision. 

III. COMMENTS FROM TAC MEMBERS 

PETER BRADSHAW: Steve has just provided a very large amount of information. I have actually reall I 
read only a portion of the noise compatibility program literature, and so I think at this point in time, I'd like , 
to reserve comments until I've heard some of the public's testimony. I'd like to understand what the publ"c 
has to say about the many measures which are being recommended here. And·1 actually have already 
received some fe.,dback from some of the people who live in my area. 

There is one comment that I would like to make, and that is, going back to the original Part 150 study, I 
see that originally there was I believe something like 16 recommendations, of which I think 15 were 
approved by the FAA. Over the intervening years, only two of those 15 measures were implemented, and 
I hope that this time around we can do a little bit better than that. At any rate, I'd like to allow the next 
committee member to make comments. Thank you. 

DIANE ETTER: Tudor Community Council is located off of Tudor Road between Seward Highway and 
Lake Otis, and so I have led my Community Council to believe that the early turn was going to be greatl~ 
beneficial to us, because I had been led to believe that the early turn was going to apply to departures to 
the north as well as to the south. And tonight is the first time that I have heard that it will in fact not apPJI~ 
to north departures. I can absolutely without a doubt say that this is going to make the Community 
Council very unhappy, because they were very pleased that they were now going to be not in the direct 
flight path of planes that were flying to the north. Believe it or not, we do get them loud enough to rattle 
the windows even clear out in midtown. We had an extended dialogue on this, because we met just ve 
recently, and most of the members had already read the newspaper supplement, so we had a good 
dialogue at a well attended meeting. 

The nighttime departures I had also led them to believe at past updates that there were definite hours 
attached to them, and that they were sort of written in stone. And now we came to find out after reading 
the newspaper flyer that there's nothing in the way of hours at all, and that they aren't in fact absolute. 
They're, you know, as the conditions permit. And so the Community Council was unhappy with that. In 
fact one member said that when she called recently to complain about a nighttime flight, that they didn't 
give her any indication at all that there were any guidelines at night, and that there was nothing - you 
know, they were just very sorry that it was that noisy, and she wasn't even told that there were guidelines 
for nighttime flights. So this came as a surprise to them. So they would like to see definite hours 
attached to that. I understood that it was something like 10:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m., but that's not in the 
newspaper insert at all, and I haven't heard anything about that in at least a year. So I would like to see 
something definite, and a more absolute procedure to go with that rather than just if the conditions permi . 

The other item that came up at our Community Council meeting was the general process of increasing 
business at the airport. We had just read a little snippet in the newspaper that the Federal Transportatio 
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Department is proposing an increase in international aviation at our airport, and that we would like to 
become a cargo hub. This was followed after our Community Council meeting by a great big huge articlf 
I think in last weekend's paper about how we're going to become the best cargo hub, you know, in the 
northern hemisphere. And so the Community Council that I'm associated with is very, very concerned 
about the continual attempt to increase air traffic at Anchorage International Airport, and unless there ar 
some much more responsive noise control implementations than what I've heard tonight, there will 
certainly not be support from Tudor Community Council. We would consider lobbying our assembly 
people for a noise control ordinance similar to other large cities have so that there couldn't be any flights 
at night if we don't hear something a little bit better than this. I spent three years on this noise study, an 
really hoped that there would be more definite results. 

STEVE ALVERSON: The early turn to the north, in looking at that issue, not only does it present 
problems from an air traffic control standpoint, it also - turning the aircraft early brings them over a mor 
densely populated portion of town, so rather than reducing noise, it becomes a noise increaser as well, so 
that particular procedure didn't make sense on those two counts. I 

In terms of the hours being written in stone, with the noise abatement procedures and the preferential 
runway uses all predicated on wind and weather conditions allowing them to occur, as well as air traffiC 
volumes allowing these procedures to be used, and unless there's a more formal type of procedure in 
place in terms of the Airport agrees that it's going to shut itself down if conditions do not allow use of I 
these procedures, there's not a possibility of doing that. Of course, having an airport that's open for 
international traffic and cargo and passengers suddenly clOSing down when either volume or winds crea\e 
a problem, becomes a problem for the national air traffic system, so the FAA would oppose that. , 

Also in terms of those types of limitations, which actually gets into the next one, nighttime limitation, the, 
Part 150 study discusses the Aircraft Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, which was passed and reduced 
Airports' abilities greatly to put into place these types of restrictions. Many of the curfews that are in pia e 
in say Southern California airports, or San Francisco, are curfews that were put in place before the 1990 
act. They all have been grandfathered into place. Since that time, the FAA has basically discouraged 
those types of restrictions being put in place and requires extensive studies, actually a Part 161 study, to 
be conducted to show that there's in fact a cost benefit to putting those restrictions in place, and limiting 
air traffic during those hours. They're very difficult to conduct, they're very expensive and time 
consuming. 

And the reason the FAA did that was at that point in time they also enacted a phase-out of the noisier 
Stage 2 aircraft. And what's interesting here in this state is that the State Legislature asked for an 
exemption to that, so the Stage 2 phase-out applies only to aircraft operations that occur to the Lower 48. 
So for Alaska Airlines, for example, that operates between here and the Lower 48, they must meet that 
phase-out. In fact, they're an all Stage 3 airline right now. For another carrier, such as Reeve or 
Northern Air Cargo where they're an intrastate carrier, they're not required to meet that particular 
requirement to meet the phase-out. As Maryellen's pointing out, that's a fairly small percentage of flights. 
Anchorage, as we've reported over the last three years, has really benefited from the national phase out! 
because of the amount of operations that do go down to the Lower 48. We also discuss in our study as I 
well that it would be prudent for the Airport to monitor the fleet mix at the Airport, and to see after the year 
2000 occurs what percentage of Stage 2 aircraft are left at that point in time, and then start making I 
decisions whether further restrictions are needed. 

I 

FRANK WINCE: Well, if you all have a map there, you'll notice that the Turnagain area is part of the 
Airport. In fact the noise contours kind of infringe on it. The idea I get from a lot of different studies, 
comments and meetings and everything else, not specifically stated, but there is a feeling among quite a; 
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few of those people that let's do away with the Airport. It's there. Otherwise, there's a lot of people that 
have gotten used to the noise, except for once in a while. And that once in a while seems to happen 
during certain weather conditions. Those people who live close to the Airport, if you have noticed last 
summer, one of those planes take off, you know, and they go behind a cloud, you can't year them. It 
comes out, and you can hear them. If you all noticed, during the last week or so in sub zero weather an<tl 
not a cloud in the sky, you stand out here, and you watch an airplane taking off, and you can't hear them 
at all. And that's some of the things that we can't do a whole bunch about. And that's all I've got to say 
right now. 

LAURIE KOZISEK: I represent Bayshore/Klatt Community Council. I'm Laurie Kozisek, and I have 
voiced some concerns on several occasions that having the early south turn is impacting a new set of 
people that never thought that they would be living underneath a flight path. So by moving the turn from 
turning south at Seward Highway to turning south at Minnesota, you are impacting all the people in the 
Taku/Campbell area and the Bayshore/Klatt area. Klatt School, for instance, operates in the springtime 
with all the windows open, because the heating system doesn't work any other way, and you can imagin 
how then a high decibel event happening every so often could be disruptive as the teachers are trying to 
conduct classes. 

And I'm also concerned that earlier on there was a study to see if the early south turn is a good idea or 
not, and it was rejected as an idea because it was found to be much noisier. Then they said, well, what f 
we have an earlier south turn with noise abatement procedures. Then it looks like an attractive option. 
And I don't think that's a good idea to compare the turn with the noise abatement procedures as 
compared to the current with the noise procedures. I think it's sort of slanting to make the data look goo, . 
I'm concerned with the planes that normally use the early - or use the south turn at this point are planes 
that have to use an eastern departure because they're too heavy to use any other departure, or the 
weather's bad and they can't use the other departures, and so therefore they're much less likely to use 
the noise abatement procedures anyway. 

STEVE ALVERSON: Laurie raised a number of good points. Let me see if I can get to each of them. 
One of them was we had earlier looked at an early turn without a noise abatement departure procedure, 
and it appeared not to be favorable to implement, and then we looked at it with the noise abatement 
departure procedure, and it looked more favorable, and that is correct. Without the air carriers reducing 
power on departure, and making that turn, the contours extend out further distance and drag the noise 
impact, if you will, down further. By putting the noise abatement departure procedure in place, each 
individual event is quieter than it would be normally departing out there, and it provides noise reductions 

There are a number of flight tracks out in that area already, and so in terms of the difference between 
noise levels at say the Klatt School, for example, it would be really hard to tell without doing a test, what 
the change in noise levels would be, and it would be something that if the FAA were to test this 
procedure, you'd want to, say, have noise measurements done at the same time. Take some 
measurements before, take some measurements after, and see what the difference might be. I really 
believe that is a linked issue, if you will, that if the noise abatement departure profiles can't be 
implemented, and the aircraft can't turn before Seward Highway, then it wouldn't necessarily make sens 
to turn those aircraft early, and dragging that noise impact down further. They're both tied together. An 
we wouldn't have recommended that unless there was a noise benefit to it. 

LAURIE KOZISEK: Well, you haven't addressed the most important issue, which is when you compare· 
the impact before and after the idea of implementing this new early return. You were saying, okay, on 
this old flight path there will be 1,000 affected, on the new flight path, there will be 900 people affected. 
We have saved 100 people, but what you have actually done is irritated 900 people. You haven't saved 
100, you've added 900 more that are irritated with what you've got, and those are people who specificallr 
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I did not want to live underneath concentrated flight patterns. It sounds like you're going to make it much 
more concentrated. 

STEVE ALVERSON: Yeah, I think it is true that the flight path would be more concentrated. The 
question is, what will the difference be in terms of having the flights that are currently extending to the 
west turning over that area but then using the noise abatement departure profile. Again, from a modelin@ 
standpoint, it appears as though there would be a benefit to that area, and again our suggestion would b 
test it, see how it works, make some measurements and during that point in time when it's tested, the 
community could also be aware of it and file any reactions that they might have to it at that point in time. 

JOHN PRATT: I do support the concept of the noise advisory committee, and I'll provide some written 
response. 

WILL WALKER: I've already made written comments. 

MARYELLEN TUTTELL: I do want to mention that as Steve mentioned, there are some questions aboit 
what would the final impacts be of the noise abatement departure and early turn, and what we would 
need to do is work with the FAA and work with the airlines, and see if we can work something out that w 
then test and see if there is a benefit, or whether it really does)')'t work. And so we would have to do a 
NEPA process on that before we would implement that. And we just want to make clear that we are 
aware of the concerns, and it will not be implemented if it doesn't result in a significant decrease in the 
noise impact. 

And I also want to make clear, because I think this was a misconception that came up at an earlier point 
on this measure is that we're not saying we want people to depart to the east more. We will continue to 
direct people to the north and to the west, and it will be a very - it will be only when the weather 
conditions or other conditions require us to depart to the east that they would use that east departure. 

MICHAEL KEAN: Yes, my name is Michael Kean. I'm the Transportation Director with the Anchorage 
Economic Development Corporation, which means that, you know, we want more business in the 
Anchorage area. In fact the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation exists to encourage growth 
and diversity in the Anchorage area so that we're not all dependent upon the oil money from the North 
Slope up there. 

But I'd like to also take a moment to commend the committee on the work they've done over the past fo r 
or five years on the noise abatement compatibility program. I think it's an excellent one, and the 
Anchorage Economic Development Corporation is behind that and the recommendations that are being 
made to lessen that noise. Over the years, I've been in the air transportation 35 and a half years, and I 
worked with the noise abatement committee down at the San Francisco International Airport for a number 
of years, and I really do mean it when I say that I really commend this noise abatement committee here 
for having done the work that they've done. Thank you. 

PATTI SULLIVAN: I'm Patti Sullivan, and I work for the FAA in Airports Division. And I just want to say 
couple things. I would agree that there's been a lot of good work done in this committee, and in this 
group. Sometimes it seems like these measures are kind of small, but I think we all have to continue to 
work together if we're going to make any improvement. I think the key to success of this whole program 
is that all the parties that have the ability to implement the different measures that have been proposed 
continue to do what they can within their area of responsibility. 

The Airport has responsibility for implementation of their runway use program, and working with the air 
carriers and implementation of the noise abatement departure procedures, they have some responsibilitr 

810 N STREET 
277,<)572 

6 of 13 
R & R COURT REPORTERS 

FAX 274-8982 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

1007 WEST THIRD AVENUE 
272-7515 



for the sound installation program, the ground noise study, and for other noise abatement measures -
and for further analysis and study. 

The FAA has responsibilities for working with the carriers and the airport, also to implement the ground 
noise studies, and the noise abatement departure procedures, and to do the environmental or the air 
space analysis that's necessary to implement those, and to further document whether or not these 
measures will provide substantial noise benefits. The FAA is also committed to working with the Airport 
and the Municipality towards implementation of the noise mitigation measures in the form of sound 
insulation, the noise monitoring program, and the land use measures. FAA also is responsible for the 
approval of the Noise Compatibility Program, and approval of those measures in the study does make 
those measures eligible for grant funding under the Airport Improvement Program. There's no guarantee 
of that funding, but we would strongly support the Airport in any way we can in implementation of those 
measures and use of the available funding. 

And the Municipality also shares some responsibility for the land use control measures since they are the 
land use control authority. So it's really key, and I think it's well presented in the Noise Compatibility 
Program, that for the minimizing the introduction of new incompatible land use, the Municipality really 
plays a key role there. 

And I want to say that I would concur with John Pratt and Peter Bradshaw that I think one of the very 
important things that we all need to do and stay focused on is the continued program measures. The 
noise advisory committee I think would provide a very good forum for us all to stay on track and I guess 
keep each other honest, and ensure that we are doing our part to implement these measures. I think 
they're very important, and I think that that's been sort of - I think that's a shortfall in previous studies that 
we really need to keep the eye on the ball and keep moving forward and progressing implementation. SI 
that's all I have to say. Thank you. 

JERRY WEAVER: Thank you. I'm Jerry Weaver from the Municipality Planning Department. I want to 

and they have done a commendable job. 

The Municipality supports the program. We do have a couple of concern in a couple different areas that 
we're going to follow through with some written comments about responsibility and costs. Other than th t, 
we support what's being proposed. 

IV. PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

V. FORMAL PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

VICTORIA LEINON: I live over in the Tanaina Hills Subdivision which is in the yellow on the map of hig I 
noise areas. My only question to this whole noise study is I think it's rather ironic that we have all these 
council leaders giving testimony and giving input, and it doesn't see like their input is that worth anything 
Just from the three out of the four council members who actually said something, there's no information 1 
or I should say, they didn't get anything out of this whole entire study. So that's my only concern right 
now as far as this meeting. 

As far as the noise at my house, my husband is a pilot, so we kind of live with it, because we know that 
this happens. However, it - the noise at night is probably the major concern, unless you sleep in the da , 
of course, but we sleep at night, so I'm just - I guess the biggest part of the study that I'm really 
concerned is the night noise, and how we can in some way change the noise level right now. 
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ERNIE HALL: My name is Ernie Hall, I am a former Chairman of the Board for the Anchorage Economic 
Development Corporation, and I will do my best to read this within the three-minute allotment. Basically 
it's the position of the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation regarding the Anchorage 
International Airport Noise Study. 

The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation, AEDC, has identified the Anchorage International 
Airport, AlA, as one of the most important economic engines of the metropolitan area of Anchorage. Wi 
over 11,000 employees and 319 million in payroll, the AlA accounts for almost one job in ten in I 
Anchorage. In 1999, 34 air carriers have landing rights at AlA. The Airport currently serves over 5 million 
passengers annually, over half are Alaskans, with 25 percent domestic visitors, and 15 percent 
international travelers. Based on current trends, 6 million passengers are expected by the year 2005. 
The Anchorage International Airport is a top U.S. cargo airport based on landed weight of all cargo 
aircraft. Over 95 percent of the cargo between the U.S. and Asia stops in Anchorage. The expanded 
cargo transfer capability ruling approved the U.S. Department of Transportation has enhanced the abililY1 
of cargo carriers to transfer cargo in Anchorage. This makes AlA even more attractive for the cargo hub 
operations and inter-airline cargo transfers. 

Operational conditions. The AlA advantages which attract over 500 flights per week, are based on 
location and operational flexibility. The accidents of geography provide the location advantage. AlA lies 
within nine hours of 95 percent of the industrial world, thus it forms a convenient and fuel efficient 
intersection between major markets. The other major advantages are a profile of 24 hours, seven days a 
week availability, and excellent operational control. I 

I will pass and go into the very end, and that we also believe that the noise conflicts can be prevented 
with the things that are outlined in the proposals and the buffering and landscaping can also playa grea 
deal in abating the noise levels around the airport here. 

I do have a complete written presentation here that I will leave to be presented to the record. 

KAREN BUTTON: Thanks. My name is Karen Button, and I was born and raised in Anchorage. I've 
lived in the SpenardlTurnagain area for most of my life, and I was just - I bent the ear of Jenny for most 
of the break complaining about what I've seen as not very wise planning. I mean, I think that economic 
growth is fine, but - it's necessary, but it doesn't have to be economic growth at the expense of 
everything else. I mean, we have a choice as a community I feel to plan wisely and to develop our 
resources wisely, and I don't feel like that that's being done in this case. It's my feeling that Anchorage i 
not an appropriate place to be such a cargo hub. You know, you have a fairly small bowl where we are 
dealing with pretty high noise levels. 

I noticed on the map I live very far away from the 65 decibel noise contour, and yet my windows rattle at 
night. I live downtown and there are days where my office windows rattle due to jet traffic. 

So I would like for - in this study, I'm appreciative that there is this noise study that's gOing on, but I wou d 
like to have this noise - I'm not sure if this is an advisory group or what exactly, but I'm a little bit 
disturbed by the fact that there's a master plan going on, I don't know if air pollution is being looked at or 
not, if water quality is being looked at, sprawl and development, I mean, traffic to and from the Airport. 
These are all issues associated with the Airport in addition to the noise, and I think that they should be a I 
looked at in conjunction with one another, not compartmentalized. And I do think that we as a communi 
have a choice about whether or not we want to see growth to the point where it chases residents out of 
Anchorage. Thanks. 
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SALLY BURKHOLDER: I am Sally Burkholder, and I'm a person who never thought there was going to 
-- they were going to live under a flight path. The area where I live is labeled DNL 60. Tonight it may be 
less than 60, the wind's not out of the south. A couple weeks ago it was probably well over 70. The 'I 

averages and the way ihey measure noise are not really indicative of the full problem. When you have 
three or four days of jets going over your house, even if the next month there's not one that goes over, I 
you've still lost a lot of sleep in three or four days. And the only picture to ever fall off my walls in 30 yea s 
that I've lived in Alaska was not due to an earthquake. It's when a jet went over. 

On the positive side, I will say there's been some improvement in the last four years. There's a lot less 
jets taking off on runway 14 when there's no need to. But under certain wind conditions they do need to 
go that way, and I do thank whoever's in charge of cutting down the unnecessary flights. 

There's some facts that we all know. The City wants a lot more homes so they have a better tax base. 
The Airport wants expansion. People want more jobs. We're all here in Anchorage I guess sharing in thr 
success of a large airport. And if we're going to share in that success, we probably ought to share in thel 
noise. And I suggested four years ago at the beginning of this process that instead of picking out one 
flight path off each runway, or one or two that were preferred, that perhaps we ought to share the noise. I 
One month you go off at a certain heading, the next month you change it by 10 degrees, the next month 
10 more degrees, and you share the noise. Right now, every jet that takes off on 1-4 gets to 400 feet, 
and they make a 50 degree turn to the right. Puts them right over my house. There's no reason they 
can't make a 40 degree turn, a 30 degree turn, no turn at all, turn to the left a little bit. If we're all going t· 
share in the profits of this Airport and the City, we might as well all share in the noise. 

And I'd just like to close by saying that when you said new flight path, you're just taking one person's 
problems and giving it to another. And I would also like to warn you that I think the next problem in the 
future we may be sitting here in a couple years worrying about is the air pollution from the jets. And that 
may be a lot worse problem than noise. 

MERLE AKERS: My name is Merle Akers, I'm a Turnagain homeowner. I also am a Part 135 pilot. I al 0 

own my own airplane at Lake Hood. 

I'm going to start right out. One of the things I heard tonight, and I've heard it before, is that we can't do 
anything because of the FAA regulations. One of the things I want to - one of the problems we have in 
this Bowl is that we created an airport at Anchorage International with Runway 14/32, and then they've 
extended the runway. There are serious safety problems with that runway. They've been there, they're 
talked about monthly at the meeting Bill Chord holds at his tower. The airline people know it there. And 
yet we continue to build the Airport irregardless of the safety problems. FAA says they cannot, will not 
change the procedures to make it safe. 

You have the same problem with your noise here. One of the things on this study is that I noticed the 
Lake Hood traffic - we have Lake Hood traffic going out Wisconsin. There is no mark, dbl, whatever yo 
call your line running out through there, to show that flight path. Now, apparently that's because that's 0' 

- these lines are based on an average. But what wakes you up is 2:30 in the morning with the air taxi 
going right down Wisconsin at 300 feet taking people to Lake Creek to go fishing. That's what bothers 
people. 

Now, the other thing that I want to -- and I don't know where this noise - how this noise is going to - thi 
this noise study works. But it seems like to me what we're doing with the noise study, we build the facilit 
and then we study how much noise we've got. It seems like to me we've got that backwards. We should 
be doing the projection of the noise before we build the facility. I thank you. I 
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MARK MADDEN: My name is Mark Madden, and I am an associate professor of aviation management 
and pilot training out at the University of Alaska-Anchorage. And with that said, I'm sure you already ha e 
some preconceived ideas of what my approach to this subject's going to be, but hopefully I can give you a 
little bit of a different perspective on what we're all talking about tonight. 

First of all, my compliments to all involved for doing this type of study. It's important that there is 
communication. It's very important that we all listen. 

A couple of things to keep in mind. When we choose where we decide to live, we always have to have 
compromise. If we live far away from a large metropolitan area, we get away from the noise. We also g t 
away from the amenities. We also get away from the convenience that a large city offers. 

With that in mind, please keep in mind that the aviation industry may very well be the first industry in this 
state that is self-sustaining and not natural resource based. That's a significant consideration, especiall)l 
when you think about what's happening in the Legislature right now as it relates to the State budget. 

Another thing to keep in mind is from a perspective standpoint, there was a statement made at the 
beginning of this presentation that the Part 150 noise study does not take safety·into consideration. My 
advice and recommendation to everyone here is to keep in mind that safety is very much a part of the 
final analysis. I don't think anyone here would feel very good about knowing that a potential accident 
could have been avoided has there been more reasonable noise abatement procedures. Keep in mind 
that when you reduce power on take off, you reduce your margin of safety. When you do an early turn 
out, you reduce your margin of safety. Thank you. 

JAY STANGE: Good evening. My name is Jay Stange, that's S-t-a-n-g-e, and I am here tonight 
primarily because I've been working over the last several months with a group of people who were writin 
the comprehensive plan for Anchorage. It's part of a citizen task force. We talked about transportation, 
meaning air quality, land use, traffic. We talked about the Airport a little bit, but apparently we didn't get 
too far, because not much of our discussion about the Airport made it into the final document, which is 
why I'm here tonight. 

I wanted to offer the comment that I think that we're approaching this process backwards. Right now thi 
Airport is asking the City to consider changing zoning so that impacts from noise won't be as severe. I I 
think that what really needs to happen in our community is we need as -- as Anchorage citizens, we need 
to decide what is the acceptable level of noise, and what is the acceptable level of airport growth? I 
Unfortunately, we haven't had a chance to do that.. I 

There's a comp plan going on right now, it's a plan for the next 20 years of Anchorage. The City has 
usually ignored the plan, as you've seen when they build the new box stores in midtown where they 
change the zoning and disregard the comp plan. That happens quite frequently, so it doesn't exactly 
have a lot of teeth. But it's been interesting to watch that process, because the State of Alaska and the 
Municipality of Anchorage kind of point fingers at each other, saying, well, it's not our responsibility to 
bring the concept of defining the Airport size to the public. The State of Alaska owns the land, the City 0 

Anchorage has the land use planning, and there's a little disagreement right now about who should be 
doing what. But I think that, you know, if the citizens of Anchorage decide to reconcile this problem, the 
best way to do it is to start with limiting the Airport. One suggestion is to move it over to Fort Richardson 
and Elmendorf when those bases are decommissioned. 

Another quick point before I go, we're not a cargo hub here in Anchorage, and respectfully, Mr. Madden, 
this is natural resource dependent. It's actually a refueling stop, the Airport here in Anchorage. It's not 
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cargo hub, although there is some cargo that's stopped and sorted here. Mostly it's just people stopping 
I and getting some gas on their way to Asia or on their way from Asia. 

So thanks very much, and I hope that everybody out there who cares gets more involved in this process. 
And it was a big mistake to make the public testimony at the end tonight. I think half the people in the 
audience went home. 

WALTER BETTIL YON: Good evening. My name is Walter Bettilyon, I'm the director of operations over 
at Security Aviation. And with that in mind, I'm real happy with the growth of the Airport. A large numbeIT 
of jobs depend on it. I think that it can handle even more growth than what it's got with some proper 
planning. However, as a private homeowner that owns a couple of pieces of property within the DNL 60 
line, I have a couple comments to make. 

Presently night departures utilize Runway 32, and moving night departures to Runway 24 will move the 
source of the departure noise a half-mile closer to the highest density of homes within the DNL 60 
contour. That's the line that is closest and adjacent to the Airport. Homes located along Jewel Lake 
Road, Raspberry, Connor Drive, et cetera, will suffer a significant increase in noise; The owners of thos 
properties have already been identified as having been - being located in a significantly noise impacted 
area. Changing night departures to Runway 24 would do nothing to alleviate the impact on homes 
presently located within the DNL 60 perimeter. The change to Runway 24 may slightly reduce the noise 
level for Muldoon and Eagle River, but only by additionally penalizing those within the DNL 60 contour. 

It also appears that the computer model that plotted the DNL 65 line may not have taken into account the 
elevation, barrier vegetation or lack thereof, and the directional orientation of the various homes, in 
addition to a number of other variable factors. I know from my own experience that I can hear noise 
levels greater than at a home that's located right next to me that is on the opposite side of the DNL 65 
contour. And that's as a result of the orientation of my house, and the fact that it's on a higher elevation, 
along with a large number of other homes that are also on a higher elevation. Those homes pick up the 
noise quite a bit more than some of the homes closer to the Airport. If this is what everybody's going to 
base things on, I'd really like to see some more information on how the line was plotted. I think a lot of it 
-- or not necessarily a lot of it, but a good portion of it may have been somewhat arbitrary based on some 
random samplings. 

Also, has the noise at Elmendorf and Merrill Field been factored into this study? We talk about trying to 
alleviate some of the noise that people complain about in the downtown area. I'm a little concerned that 
some of the general aviation operations off of Merrill Field along with the military operations off of 
Elmendorf may be actually the largest contributors to noise in those areas, and not actually the noise of 
the aircraft coming off of Anchorage International. And I've reviewed some of the information. I haven't 
really seen an assessment or analysis that broke down specific flight paths versus military aircraft and thje 
airline aircraft. 

And that's pretty much all I've got to say, but I'd really like to recommend that everybody take an active 
part in this. The Airport is really a jewel of Alaska. I mean, it's one of - like a number of people have 
said, one of the self-sustaining resources that we've got that doesn't actually involve cutting down forest , 
digging up our land, et cetera: j 
KATHY GLEASON: Thank you, members of the advisory committee. I would also like to express my 
displeasure of how this was formatted. A public hearing started at 9:00 p.m. on a work night is ridiculou 
for a public agency to do, and I think that was really poor planning. Obviously you lost at least half of yo~r 
audience. I, for one, would have loved to hear - have a question and answer session after your I 
presentation and committee comments. I'm so curious what all the people who turned out tonight had tol 
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say about all of this, and now only a handful of us will testify, and some will submit written comments, an 
we'll never know what they said in the context of maybe what I would base my comments on. 

My yard was one of the monitoring sites at 4211 Bridle Circle in Turnagain. When the readings were 
taken, what year was that? '96 or '9?? 

STEVE ALVERSON: '95. 

KATHY GLEASON: '95. Wow, time flies. That was four years ago. I have experienced much, much 
more noise at my home now than in 1995, and I'm afraid these contour lines do not adequately reflect 
what has happened in the interim while this Study has drug on and on. To hear that it's been taking place 
for four years really shocked me. I knew I'd been coming here for a long time, but I didn't realize it had I 
been that long. And at that time I had no ground noise at my home. None. Now I have it almost 24 I 
hours a day. And to hear that this noise study does not even address that, and another noise study will 
have to look at that, now long will that take? Another four years? In the meantime we've got a serious I 

noise problem that is not being addressed in a realistic manner. I'm sorry, I'm going to continue. There's 
no recourse for my home on this contour map at 60 DNL, because I won't qualify for FAA funding to 
soundproof my' home. Even the homes that will qualify, if they want to have their windows open at night 
in the summertime, it won't do them a bit of good, because noise is being shifted, and emphasis is take­
offs to the north, that's shifting more noise to the Turnagain area, so that's not being addressed. There's 
just so much lacking in this. When I bought my home in 1982, we looked at the 20-year master plan. 
Believe me, there was no mention of major cargo development, no noise contours showing I would have 
a noisy home. So there's no recourse for those of us who are long-time homeowners in Turnagain. 

With all due respect to Frank, I like you a lot, Frank, and I hope you know that. He has not represented 
our Community Council well. He hasn't even been to council meetings in several months. Our Council 
has not discussed this, so you are not getting true representation of what Turnagain residents have to say 
about airport noise. 

Lastly, I think that the Airport - the abatement measures should much more address land use 
development and the management of it within the Airport boundaries rather than trying to' manipulate Ian 
use ordinances outside of the boundaries. They need to go through a local public process so that we ca 
- if there's a major lease proposed, it can go before Platting, it can go before P&Z. They need to get a 
conditional use permit in transitionally zoned land according to Title 21, but the Airport says, oh, we don' 
have to do that. We don't have to do that. Well, it's time they do it. And I think this committee ought to 
make that as a recommendation in this process. Thank you. 

ED CULLINANE: When we moved here into Anchorage in 1992 and built our house on Sportsman's 
Point area, I thought, my, what a nice, quiet subdivision, at the end of a cul-de-sac. Yes, I knew there 
was an' Airport here, but the noise levels have increased probably I think because of the number of 
houses that were built around us subsequent to that. Well, that's our fault. That's no problem. 

But I think that we could all benefit from having our government leaders follow through with the institution 
of what has already been approved, and that is the Stage 3 noise levels as well as the Stage 2 noise I 
levels that aircraft must adhere to in the year 2003. And if we could just have those noise levels adhered 
to by the aircraft operators and owners, I think that that would go a long way to alleviating a lot of the 
noise problems we have. Thank you. 

JOANNE GOING: My name is Joanne Going, and I've lived in the airport area since 1985, and in 1992 
purchased my current home from the retiring head of FAA, Frank Cunningham. And at that point, we 
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discussed the air noise from the runways, of which I have a very nice view from my house. I'm at Four 
Corners. And I just have two concerns that I didn't hear addressed. 

I like the Airport, I like the view, and I like the growth of the economy there. But it appears that the DNL 
60/65 line that was the computer model did not take into effect the hillside and the slope there around 
Four Corners. I don't think my dishes should rattle, and they always don't rattle, but I don't think they 
really should rattle at all. And for some reason they have been doing that periodically. 

And I also have a concern about the ground noise if you switch from 24R, the ground noise sometimes 
can be overbearing. And I question the logic to use this at night, that it seems like it would impact -- I 
mean, if I hear it, I can just imagine those that live around the area that's impacted in the yellow area, that 
it would just be more difficult. Or, you know, it would make it a real dark yellow or something, a different 
color, because it would be difficult, and those are already impacted in that area. 

Those are my only two concerns. Thank you. 

SHEILA HIKER: Hi, my name is Sheila Hiker, and I moved into my house this year, and this is my first 
meeting here. And I was really surprised to find out that the DNL 60, they're going to try to change the· 
land plat so it says that we have all this noise. And I think that if - I also found out that my house doesn' 
qualify for soundproofing. And I don't think that that's fair that I have to go and warn people if I try to sell 
my house, well, this is in the Airport zone, and it makes too much noise, but it doesn't make so much 
noise that they will fix it. And that just - there's something really wrong with that, and I totally disagree 
with that. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

Meeting adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
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Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update Noise Compatibility Program - Appendix C 

Response to Written Comments 

1999 





Maryellen Tuttle 
Noise Program Manager 
AIA 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

January 25, 1999 

-The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) mail-out o} 
January 5, 1999 seems to be accurately foundationed on C~01 
Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) mailed out in December 9, 1998. 

Please see letters to Maryellen Tuttle dated Januarg 
21, 1999 and January 22, 1999. The letters raise 
questions about Noise Exposure Maps (NEM). 

C-002 

'J/d-fl ,~~ 
Will Walker 
Spenard Airport Watch 



Maryellen Tuttle 
Noise Program Manager 
AIA 
P. o. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

I. 

').1 
January.;ve, 1999 

The AIA FAR PART 150 UPDATE NOISE EXPOSURE MAP that was mailed out 
on December 9, 1998 receives the following Spenard urban area 
comments. 

The Modeled Departure and Arrival Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 
and 5.5 appear to minimize AIA scheduled noises over urban area. 

The 'F.igures 5.6, 5.7 and 5.8 seem to focus on maintaining 
and/or increasing the too many unlimited, unpredictable and 
unscheduled prop- motivated aircraft operation at the lake and 
flights over urban area when parents, children and others are in 
Spenard urban area indoors and/or Qutdoors. GA aircraft flight 
models and GA aircraft flight realities are very often very 
different. The Figures 5.9 and 5.10 helicopter flight models may 
be good or bad depending on the number of flights and when-where 
they occur. 

II. 

The AIA FAR PART 150 UPPATE CO~ARISON OF EXISTING (1997) an~ 
FORECAST (2002) NOISE CONTOUR FIGURE 6.3 seeIU$ to be a step in the 
right direction to reduce jet noise over Spenard area tea t and 
north of the lake). ~ 

i: "i15t-

,?b.L~/ ZvtM~ 
Will Waiker 
Spenard CC Air~rt Watch 

C-003 
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Maryellen Tuttle 
Noise Program Manager 
AIA 
P. o. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

January 22, 1999 

The following comments are foundationed on the last 3 
paragraphs of the attached page 4 taken from Draft Noise Exposure 
Map 1998. 

1) Paragraphs 1 and 2 indicate that touch and go flights are) 
always close to the lake. That is not true because GA pilots I 
extend their down-winds as far as Minnesota Drive or to some points ~005 
in between, then do a 1800 turn and then their finals. All of the 
above ·is done by GA for pilot safety, urban danger, noise over 
urban area and noise at the lake which reaches urban area. (They 
also extend their down-winds far out when their flights are not 
touch and goes. The GA pilots seem to think there cannot be too 
many of any kind at the wrong place at the wrong times.) 

2) Paragraphs 1 and 2 continued. 

Given: The annual DNL average of 10,000 touch and go 
operations = 1dB (soft number). 

I wonder: Do GA pilots conclude from the Given the following? 
1 touch and go flight over urban area = .0001 of a regular decibel 
(hard number). If they do, they are wrong. 

2) Paragraphs 3, of page 4 attached. The pilot Awareness 
program is foundationed on A) "individual contacts with" GA pilots, 
B) "Working with the Airmen's Association," and C) "increasing 
awareness through the use of fact sheets", posted and/or mailed. 

Responses to Above 

A) Individual contacts with GA pilots requires the identity 
of the pilot flying over in the cockpit. Any residential person 
who talks to the pilot would have to go to the lake and walk around 
it and try to find him. Item A above is too difficult for urban 
residents to do. 

B) working with GA Airmen's Association is also too 
difficul t because their objectives seem to be the following. 
Maximize the use of the resource. Maximize the abuse of urban· 
area, etc. too many times at the wrong times (summers) .. 

~006 
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Letter to Maryellen Tuttle 
January 22, 1999 
Page 2 

C) Putting together fact sheets takes up too much time for 
family and others at the wrong times. See an example of jet fact 
sheets put together by an individual (attachment 2). Putting 
together prop rap fact sheets is more difficult and too difficult 
and takes up too much time during summer indoor and outdoor times 
in urban area. Evidently GA hates flying over vacant land or water 
and loves doing the prop-rap-beat on family and urban area. 

1{)~~UL~-
will Walker 
Spenard Airport Watch 

C-oo~ 
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III. GENERAL A VIA nON - LAKE HOOD 
.-' '''\' . 

/j '/ ; '''':''.fl\V·,d-.l ________ _ 

1. Lake Hood Runway Use Program 

Steve Alverson stated that HMMH was asked to investigate possible programs to help reduce the 
noise impact associated with the Lake HoodlLake Spenard seaplane base. He presented contour 
maps illustrating the noise contours based on Lake Hood operations. HMMH developed a 
normal DNL contoUr (annual average operations) and a seasonally adjusted contour to reflect the 
reality that Lake HoodlLake Spenard operations are very seasonal. Although the seasonal 
contours are more reflective of the noise impacts associated with this area, the annual average 
DNLs are required to be used In the Part 150 study. Benefits associated with proposed 
mitigation measures are based on the annual averages. 

Steve Alverson pointed out that the noise associated with the DNL contours around Lake Hood is 
sidelir,e noise associated with aircraft operations on the lakes. Sideline noise is the same 
regardless of'which direction the aircraft are departing or landing, which makes it difficult to 
shift the operations either one direction or another to reduce noise impacts. In addition, the air 
space around Anchorage International Airport and the Lake HoodlLake Spenard floatplane base 
is very crowded. Any consideration of changes in Lake HoodlLake Spenard departures or 
arrivals have to take into consideration air traffic from Elmendorf Air Force Base, Merrili Field, 
and Anchorage Intemational Airport. Based on HMMH's analysis, a runway use program for 
Lake HoodlLake Spenard is not recommended. 

2. Restrictions on Lake Hood Touch and Go Operations: 

.' --- The second item they looked at was to restrict touch and go operations at Lake HoodlLake 
',. Spenard. Steve Alverson again noted that most of noise associated with Lake HoodlLake 

\ Spenard operations are related to sideline noise, and therefore the noise level is the same 
regardless of direction of flow. Touch and go operation follow the typical arrival and departure 
paths into and out of the Lake HoodlLake Spenard area. The greatest noise impacts from touch 
and goes are very close in to the floatplane base. Making the touch and goes go to some other 

-', facility was evaluated. but there is not another facility within a reasonable distance. Touch and 
goes represent about(i 1 perceriPofthe operations, and even eliminating all touch and goes would 
only reduce the annual average DNL by less than 1 dB. Therefore this measure is not 
recommended as part of the Part 150 study. 

"' 

Will Walker questioned whether eliminating all touch and goes would make a significant 
difference. He felt that reducing up to 10,000 operations over people's houses may not change 
the DNL but it does makes a difference. 

t 
Steve Alverson stated that there ar~programs that can be conducted both in 
terms of individual contacts with floatplane pilots and working with the Alaska Airmen's 

_ ~sociation;mcreasing awareness through the use of fact sheets or ~sters or special mass 
mailings. There is also a complaint hot line which Maryellen Tuttell handles. Maryellen stated 

that the information she needs is time of day, and where the complainant is. Will Walker' 
questioned whether there was anything that really could be done with the individual pilots . 

. Maryellen and Steve Alverson noted that it is more difficult to ensure c5'mpliance with ~ual 
~ts. but efforts can be ~. 

4 
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Anchorage, Alaska 99517 

November 21,1996 

Ms. Peggy McNees 
Development Director 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOTJPF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

RE: ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT JET NOISE LOG 

DearM~s: fe'J~ 
Attached is the information I logged regarding Anchorage International Airport (AIA) following 
our phone conversation on August 1, 1996. If you'll recall, after I expressed to you that my 
neighborhood was experiencing jet noise at an unprecedented level- in frequency, loudness 
and vibrating rumble - you suggested that I keep a log for a two-week period, noting when I 
heard loud jet noise at my home (4211 Bridle Circle). 

Many apologies for not getting this formally submitted to you until now. While I diligently 
started the attached log the eve~g after we talked over the phone on Aug. 1, 1996, and contin­
ued until August 17, 1996, I wanted to write a cover letter to clarify or expound on the attached 
information before turning it in. 

Items to Note With Regard to the Attached Noise Log: 

.. The dates and times noted when jet noise occurred is NOT INCLUSIVE of the total amount 
of jet noise experienced in this neighborhood between August 1 and August 17, 1996, and is 
not meant to be a total representation in any way. 

.. Jet noise that occurred at 4211 Bridle Circle between August 1 and August 17, 1996, but was 
not logged, is due to a number of practical reasons: , 
- I did not log jet noise every time I heard it; I only logged jet noise I considered highly 

annoyingtdisturbing in terms of length, noise level and vibrating rumble. 
- I was not home at the time the noise occurred; 
- I was asleep at the time the noise occurred; 
- It was not convenient for me to log the noise (did not have paper andtor writing utensil at 

hand when I heard jet noise, was on the phone, was doing laundry, etc.) 
- Frankly, after the flIst few days, I got tited of documenting jet noise every time I heard it 

and became randomly selective of when I wrote a date and time down. 



Gleason Noise Log Cover Letter - page 2 

CD There mav be times logged that are not completely accurate because of the following reasons: 
- Not all of ouI clocks in every room of the house or my watches are set to exactly the same 

time. However, at most the time would be five minutes off. (If there are differences 
between when the jet noise actually occurred and the logged times, more likely the differ­
ence is only one to two minutes.) 

- I experienced a certain amount of disorientation during those times when I was woken up 
by jet noise and/or gunshot noise and may have logged an inaccurate time, but at the 
most, the difference would only be by a matter of minutes. 

CD Although there were differences in the characteristics of the jet noise noted in this log, the 
noise most typically had the following traits: 
- The first part of the jet noise had an intense high-pitched scream/roar that lasted approxi­

mately 20 to 25 seconds. It was followed by up to approximately 40 seconds of a lower, 
prolonged thunder/rumble. 

Thank you for the opportunity to subtnit this log. While I do not expect you or other AIA staff to 
look up every noted time and date and corollate which airline company and what kind of jet 
generated this noise, this should be more than enough data for you to conclude in a general way if 
the fully-loaded heavy cargo jets using the newly completed extension of the North-South run­
way are the cause of this unprecedented jet noise in west Turnagain. Whatever the conclusion, 
AIA needs to address the existence of jet noise in an area that has historically (at least since the 
last 14 1/2 years I have lived at 4211 Bridle Circle) not been impacted by jet noise. 

Please call me if you have any questions (248-0442). 

Sincerely, 

Cathy Gleason 



ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT JET TAKEOFF NOISE LOG 
by Cathy L. Gleason (Request for log documentation by Peggy McNees August 1. 1996) 

All recordings were made at 4211 Bridle Circle in the Turnagain Neighborhood 

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug. 1 8:13 p.m. insidelwindows closed Aug. 2 8:45a.m. outside 
10:00 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:00a.m. outside 
10:58 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:15 a.m. outside 

Aug. 2 12:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:30 a.m. outside 
12:34 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:45 a.m. inside/windows open 
12:50 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:55 p.m. insidelwindows open 
12:58 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1:00 p.m. outside 
1:02 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :05 p.m. outside 
1 :04 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :10 p.m. outside 
1:09 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1:30 p.m. insidelwindows open 
1:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :32 p.m. insidelwindows open 
1:16 a.m. in bedroom/window open 1 :35 p.m. insidelwindows open 
1:22 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:10 p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:30 p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:21 am. in bedroomlwindow open 3:20p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:25 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 3:21 p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:29 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 3:32p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:36a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 4:00 p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:39a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 7:18 p.m. outside 
7:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 7:23p.m. outside 
7:48a.m. in bedroom/window open 7:23p.m. outside 
7:56a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:05p.m. insidelwindows open 
7:58a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 11 :38 p.m. in bedroomiwindows closee 
8:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug. 3 12:21 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closee 
8:02a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closel 
8:06a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:30 a.m. in bedroomlwindows close 
8:08a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:36 a.m. in bedroomlwindows close 
8:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:50 a.m. in bedroomiwindows close 
8:15 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closd 
8:18 a.m. in bedroom/window open 1:05 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closl 
8:21 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindows clOS! 
8:24 a.m. in bedroom/window open 1:24 a.m. in bedroomlwindows ciOS/ 
8:30a.m. outside 1:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows cios, 
8:33a.m. outside I 

1 :41 a.m. . in bedroomlwindows cios 
8:36a.m. outside 4:50 a.m. in bedroomlwindows cloJ 
8:38a.m. outside NOISE WOKE ME UP I 



Gleason Noise Log - page 2 

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug. 3 4:52a.m .. in bedroom/windows closed Aug.4 9:43a.m. in bedroom/window open 

5:00a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

5:56a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:49a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:51 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:59a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 10:05 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:25a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:27 p.m. insidelwindows open 

9:32a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:30 p.m. insidelwindows open 

9:37a.m .. in bedroomlwindow open 2:51 p.m. insidelwindows open 

2:52 p.m. insidelwindows open 3:02p.m. insidelwindows open 

2:59 p.m: insidelwindows open 3:07p.m. insidelwindows open 

Aug. 4 12:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:30p.m. insidelwindows open 

12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:42p.m. insidelwindows open 

1 :07 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:44 p.m. insidelwindows open 

1 :41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:45 p.m. insidelwindows open 

1:45 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 5:46p.m. insidelwindows closed 

1:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:19 p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:35p.m. insidelwindows closed 
2:04a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:28 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
2:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:32p.m. inside/windows closed 
2:12a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:34p.m. insidelwindows closed 
2:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:37p.m. inside/windows closed 
2:44a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:02p.m. insidelwindows closed 
2:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:22 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:04a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:58 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:31 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:01 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:39a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:03 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:43a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:16 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
8:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:20 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
8:56a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:24 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:03a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 10:44 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:13 a.m. in bedroom/window open 11:06 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:24 a.m. in bedroom/window open 11 :17 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:35a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug. 5 12:25 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
9:37a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:49 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
9:40a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
9:42a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :02 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 



Gleason Noise Log - page 3 

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug.5, 1:04 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed Aug. 7 3:02a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:09 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:19 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed NOISE WOKE ME UP 

9:21 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 6:11 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:27a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:35a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:31 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 6:46 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:34a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 12:52 p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:22 a.m. insidelwindows open 3:06 p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:45 a.m. insidelwindows open 11 :19 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

11:57a.m. insidelwindows open 11:27 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
1 :18'p.m. insidelwindows open 11 :42 p.m. in bedroomPNindow open 

1:21 p.m. inside/windows open Aug.S 12:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

7:13 p.m. insidelwindows closed 12:37 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:28 p.m. insidelwindows closed 6:46a.m. in bedroom/window open 

Aug. 6 6:14 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:47a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
6:27 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:07a.m. in bedroom/window open 

6:29 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
6:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11 :08 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
6:43a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
8:48a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:25 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
8:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11 :55 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
8:55 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed Aug. 9 12:03 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

12.48 p.m. outside 4:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
1:11 p.m. outside 5:38a.m. in bedroom/window open 
1:18p.m. outside 5:45a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
1:40 p.m. outside 7:00 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
2:00p.m. outside GUNSHOT NOISE 
2:55p.m. insidelwindows open WOKE ME UP 
3:13 p.m. inside/windows open 7:14 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
3:26 p.m. insidelwindows open 8:49a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
3:37p.m. insidelwindows open 10:42 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
4:15 p.m. inside/windows open 11 :48 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
9:22p.m. insidelwindows closed 1:23 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
9:24p.m. insidelwindows closed 6:40p.m. inside/windows closed 

10:22 p.m. inside/windows closed 7:53p.m. insidelwindows closed 
Aug. 7 1:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 8:32p.m. ihsidelwindows closed 
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Aug. 9 8:50 p.m. insidelwindows closed Aug. 12 6:46a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

11:41 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 6:52a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

Aug. 10 3:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:57a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

4:24 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:07a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

5:06a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

5:25 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:26 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
5:32a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:46p.m. in bedroom/window open 

5:38a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:56 p.m. in bedroom/window open 
5:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:01 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
6:06 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:21 p.m. in bedroomlwindciw open 
9:40a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:15 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
1 :08 p.m. insidelwindows open 11 :16 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
1:33 p.m. insidelwindows open Aug. 13 12:31 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
1 :59 p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :37 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
2:01 p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :40 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
2:55 p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :47 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

"3:13 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :53 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
3:28 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :58 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
3:49p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
3:59p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:17 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
4:19p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:48a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
4:24 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:51 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 
4:43p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 5:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
4:48p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:59a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
5:10 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:04 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
5:52p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :42 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
5:55p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1:28 p.m. outside 
9:24 p.m. inside/windows closed 1:57 p.m. outside 
9:37p.m. inside/windows closed 11 :52 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

Aug. 12 12:20 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed Aug. 14 12:13 a.m. in bedroom/window open 
12:53 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 12:39 a.m. in bedroom/window open 
6:14 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 12:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

NOISE WOKE ME UP 12:58 a.m. in bedroom/window open 
6:24 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :15 a.m. in bedroom/window open 
6:40a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1:26 a.m. in bedroom/window open 
6:43a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1:28 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
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Aug. 14 1 :32 a.m. in bedroom/window open Aug. 16 4:56 a.m. in bedroom/windows closec 

1:36 a.m. in bedroom/window open 7:16a.m. in bedroom/windows closec 

1 :41 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open GUNSHOT NOISE 

1:44 a.m. in bedroom/window open WOKE ME UP 

2:03a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 4:57p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

2:07a.m. in bedroom/window open Aug. 17 12:06 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closee 

2:08a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:18 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closee 

2:14 a.m .. in bedroom/window open 12:20 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closee 

2:49a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:52·a.m. in bedroomlwindow open END OF lOG 

2:55 p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:44 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

10:46 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:48 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:59 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :06 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :09 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11:12p.m. in bedroom/window open 

11 :49 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

Aug. 15 2:58a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:05 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

NOISE WOKE ME UP 

6:07a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:13 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

8:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:55a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:58a.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:06a.m. in bedroom/window open 

11 :06 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

11 :52 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

Aug. 16 12:04 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

12:19 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:23 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:38 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 



February 2, 1999 

AlA Noise Program Manager 
State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960-
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Dear Noise Program Manager: 

I have th~ following comments regarding the Draf~. Moise 
Compatibility Program: 

1. Lack of Public Notice - The newspaper insert regarding the~ 
Noise Compatibility Study Update stated that copies would be available 
for review at City Hall at the public counter on the second floor. 
However, I didn't know that meant that the Planning Department had 
only ONE copy that a person had to review while standing at the 
counter. Given the length and complexity of the Study, members of the 
public should have been able to take a copy home to read at their 
leisure. The failure to have copies available prior to the February 9 
hearing renders the public progress meaningless. 

2. The Noise Measurements Are Outdated - According to the Noise 
Exposure Map documents, the noise measurements were taken in 1995. 
Projections are made for the future, based on a couple of assumptions: 
while activity would continue to increase, it will be roughly offse~ 
by the decrease in t'he Phase 2 aircraft. There is no evidence in the 
Study to support such an assumption. Rather than making assumptions, 
wouldn't it make more sense' to wai t unt i 1 the Stage 2 aircraft are 
phased out in the Lower 48 at the end of 1999 and then do the noise 
measurements? If not, the 1995" measurements will always overstate the 
noise levels. Additionally, the assumption of increasing activity 
into the future has proven to be false: accord'ing to the Anchorage 
Economic Development corporation, transit cargo at AlA fell 3.8 
percent for the first half of fiscal 1999. This is part of a 
worldwide downturn in the air passenger and cargo industries, 
according to a February 1, 1999 article in the Alaska Journal of 
Commerce. 

3. Land Use Measures For Areas Below 65 Db Are Unnecessary -
According to the Study, ';all land uses are considered to be compatible 
with noise levels below 65 dB.;; However, the Study justifies a number 
of land use proposals beyond the DNL 65 dB contour on the basis that 
some of these people may still complain about airport noise. These 
measures have obvious political overtones; for example, the Fair 
Disclosure Policy is considered necessary because without disclosure, 
;;these new residents may become opponents of the Airport.;; .The Study 
concedes that this proposal ;;would have some impa'C~ on -property 
values.;; Thu's, this proposal would be considered a ;;success" if a 
homeowner living within the 60 dB contour could not sell his house and 

c-oos 

C-009 

C-010 



.. "" had to abandon it; at least no more "opponents of the Airport" WOUld

f
l 

be living there. These proposals are designed to stifle the free 
speech rights of the residents, constitute a taking without due 
process, and are unnecessary within the compatible 60 dB contour. ~ 

4. The Study Has Ignored Obvious Noise Reduction Measures - The 
Study rejects all proposals to limit the effect of the noisy Stage 2 
aircraft. It proposes only that DOT assess the contribution of Stage 
2 aircraft to the total noise exposure at AlA after the year 2000. As 
discussed above, this is an argument for conducting a new Noise 
Exposure Map, as the 1~ figures are outdated based on the phasing 
out of the Stage 2 aircraft. 

The Study also rejects any proposals to curtail general aviation) 
air traffic even though it is the basis of many a citizen complaint; I 
additionally, several of the noise measurement sites indicated Y 
significant noise exposure as a result of general aviation. ..J 

Finally, even though the Study concluded that sound barrier walis~ 
could provide noise reduction, it decided that a detailed study of i 
aircraft ground noise problems was needed. ~ 

In short, the Study is inaccurate, incomplete, illegal, and~ C~14 
politically motivated. ~ 

Regards, 

{J. 'y}./ -----I-.L. 
II ;;.(~{/[) !_. IV(i{/~) 
Robert C. Anth 
2621 Melvin Ave. 
Anchorage, Alaska 99517 

C-010 

C-011 

C-012 
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Anchorage Economic lIIIIIIevelopment Corporation 

The Center of Opportunity 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: February 5, 1999 

Position of the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation 

Regarding: Anchorage International Airport Noise Study 

1. Introduction 
The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) has identified the 

Anchorage International Airport (AIA) as one of the most important economic engines of 
the metropolitan area of Anchorage. With over 11, 000 employees and $319 million in 
payroll, the AlA accounts for almost one job in 10 in Anchorage. In 199'7, 34 air carriers 
have landing rights at AlA. The airport currently serves over five million passengers 
annually, over half are Alaskans, with 25% domestic visitors, and 15% international 
travelers. Based on current trends, six million passengers are expected by the year 2005. 
The Anchorage International Airport is the top U.S. cargo airport based on landed weight 
of all-cargo aircraft. Over 95% of the cargo between the U.S. and Asia stops in 
Anchorage. The expanded cargo transfer capability ruling approved by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation has enhanced the ability of cargo carriers to transfer cargo 
in Anchorage. This makes AlA even more attractive for cargo hub operations and inter­
airline cargo transfers. 

2. Operational Considerations 

The AlA advantages, which attract over 500 flights per week, are based on 
location and operational flexibility. The accidents of geography provide the location 
advantage. AIA lies within nine hours of 95% of the industrialized world. Thus, it forms 
a convenient and fuel-efficient intersection between major markets. 

The other major advantage is the operational profile of 24 hours seven days a week 
availability and excellent operational control. AlA has a very low frequency of shut 
downs or serious delays for weather problems. If this operational profile changes, 
airlines, which use AlA, will divert to other airports to avoid uncertainty or restrictions. 
Currently, air carriers can leave Narita or Seoul or LA without concern about their ability 
to land in Anchorage, regardless of head wind or tail wind changes in flight time. They 
do not become concerned about whether or not there will be a "slot time" open when their 

900 West Rfth Avenue, Suite 300 • Anchorage, Alaska 99501 ,. phone 907-258-3700 II fax 907-258-6646 • e-mail aedc@aedcweb.com 



airplane is ready to land or leave. This significant advantage provides an incentive for air" 
carriers to consider cargo manipulation operations in Anchorage. They can take time for j 

cargo transfers here without regard for restrictions on their time resident in the airport. 

3. Noise Conflicts can be prevented 

The area within the 60-decibellevel is zoned for residential use surrounding the 
AlA. In many of these areas, residential construction continues to add neighbors to an 
area known to be within the +60ecibel noise profile under certain airport use patterns. 
Preventing further residential development within these noise corridors can reduce the 
neighborhood conflict potential. 

I 
. I 

I 

If the AlA is not provided with buffer areas for industrial or business use that 
supports growth, the full potential of the AlA as an economic engine will be curtailed. 
Growth of its nature will incur greater traffic and movement of cargo n:ansport from 
industrial parks into and out of the AlA air corridors. Rather than await forced actions 
such as eminent domain taking or demising of property at a later date, this can be limited 
by re-zoning the areas surrounding the AlA as 1-2 zones. 

! 0'16 
G-

4. Buffer lands and landscaping can abate noise levels 

The intensity of operation at the AlA has increased over the last ten years. 
Properties, which were not noticeably affected by aircraft noise, have more notice taken 
of such activity. It is important to define the distinction between commercial traffic and 
recreational/personal traffic (Lake Hood small craft). 

Sound barriers and burms separating the newly zoned industrial areas from 
residential neighborhoods can significantly improve the noise profile adjacent to the AlA. 
Also, transportation corridors separating commercial/industrial traffic from neighborhood 
street traffic should be defined as part of the planning process. 

All of these considerations can be implemented within the context ofthe Anchorage 
Comprehensive Plan for Land Use. The AlA is one ofthe important economic engines of 
Anchorage. It supports high quality jobs for over 11,000 citizens and contributes a strain 
of stability to the economy. Growth and optimal operation must not be curtailed. To do 
so will reduce the competitive advantage of this airport. 

Sincerely, 

Ernie Hall 
Chairman AEDC Airport Marketing Committee 



Tami & Rodney Powell 
P.O. Box 111605 

Anchorage, AK 99511 
345-8447 

Februaiy 9, 1999 

BEAR VALLEY: South/East Anchorage 

Airport Noise Study: 

IJ Why aren't we part of the "effected area" (On the Map) ?} C-016 

IJ We have Jets all day and all night still. (Why can't they fly7 C-017 

further South ?) .S 
IJ Why are you sacrificing the Quiet of South Anchorage? 

residential areas? S 

IJ If taking off to the West, this means reverberation for all 
Anchorage residents for the rest of our lives. 

C-018 

C-019 

IJ When taking off West bound, it sounds like there over our 
heads. (Bear Valley, please come out to listen) 
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Anchorage Internatlonal Airport 

ANC PART 160 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITIEE 

P. 02 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Upd:i\te? If so, please note 
your comments on thIs form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: tJ~ k vfclt,"Vl5 

Address: /35"0 fCt.'rSfeA C','rd.e 

city. Stale. Zip Co<!e: J!1g.N~'5' At-- i.f.5lf? 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage. AK 99519-6960 

FIH- {-o 1JL/-; ,-tJG63 



Anchorage Intemational Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

~~b~/lqqq 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the . 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: ·C6"F FORe .-s'C//?Vd/f/Pr-
Address: >hQ..-F c/]T/."4//E~CEA.. c/R 
City, State, Zip Code: d/Vc //- d~ 9/:5/ z 

1?F.7f-/<.. ccfJ ~/7r'rr ~E Mt-=-/f/<Z!'L3=-/<Z-$ ) 

T Wt9«LY l;K'F W S£,6"" r#F :5Md/L 

fL/f~t£5 'T/l--/c2"A/C- Afr FI<6Jft1 L~ E 
hboP i: ruE G-(Z/I v G L -;>V-K; P To 7;1:;<-7, 

-0 5' t( >' !Z7t; A/ E!<t3 M Pu RP .z-.--A-{S- CJ t/ ~ K C-021 
t 

rilE T«!2//AC:d)~ !1r2t1~7ZeC- all1;;~/f--

{nIf<PY;bQ2- 'fZj 7bftE: - E.dS T,f UPTEi-C 

aFt RF/k-!/- T./rIE TPt-!3""r; d «;2 
IE 7"t/ry /f1/(t:;/ Po GC/ ?1-f2t2a..vf?S 
V2 !.-,l/V17 r tzb!f/ glf«/Y T?/r'1 F S A/V P C-022 

. 7 ;1./0/ CJ {/,,£/2.. <""7 Y 
JdJ(E !2IElff2--EA/T f/l-/!f5 [G"vgyzy n~~_ 

Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

#-0. 196960 ,AnChL--a_'_A-,K"..p9~95,,-1_9-_6.-<960 



THE DAVID GREEN GROUP 

February 9, 1999 

Ms. Maryellen Tuttel 

AICPI Noise Program Manager 

POB 196960 

Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re: AlA Noise Compatibility Program 

Dear Ms. Tuttel: 

I'm writing on behalf of the David Green Group, JV dba Duty Free Alaska in support of the pos~ion 
taken by the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation regarding the AlA Noise Compatibil~ 
Study. 

We would underscore and support the importance of the points raised by Mr. Emie Hall, Chair of 
the AEDC Marketing Comm~ee, in his memorandum of February 5, 1999. 

Maintaining the compet~ive operational posnion of the Anchorage Intemational Airport while at the 
same time creating a reasonable buffer zone to residential development seems a sensible solution. C-023 
As Mr. Hall points out, n's important to remember that AlA remains a powerful and viable economic 
engine in our commun~. Protecting ~, via sensible design and development, seems to be an 
effective solution. Limning the growth of the airline cargo and passenger industry via onerous 
restrictions isn't in the economic interest of Anchorage or ~'s cnizens. H's our belief that 
unnecessary operating or financial restrictions placed on any air carrier, passenger or cargo, will 
serve as a powerful disincentive to further their future plans here. j 
We trust your comm~ee will carefully consider the importance and economic impact of it's decision 
and grant the reasonable solutions proposed in AEDC's letter. 

r:~~ 
Richard E. Benedetti 
Managing Partner 

cc: Mr. M. Kean & Mr. E. Hall, AEDC 

P.O. [30;": 220687. Anchorage, Al<1ska 99522-0687 Tel. 907.248.8485 Fax 907.2.\.5.0190 ~-mail: dgg@aonlin~.com 



February 9, 1999 

Maryellen Tuttell 
Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage Int'I Airport 
P.O. Box 196690 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 

Dear Maryellen: 

T am writing in strong opposition to !he recommendation included in the Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update regarding real estate disclosure for the sale of oroperty 
within the 60 DNL. Plea~e ensure that my comments are received and known by FAA 
and by the Sand Lake area representative for tonight's meeting. Unfortunately, I will be 
unable to appear in person at your meeling due to a required work-related, evening 
meeting. 

First, to provide some background... I have attended a number of public meetings hosted 
by the Airport over the past 2-3 years to become more informed about !he Airport's Pari 
150 Study. At one of !hesc meetings I stood up during audience partiCipation and voiced 
my objection to the real estate disclosure recommendation. The feedback I rcceived at ' 
thai lime was practically nil and 1 am disappointcd that the real estatc disclosure 
recommendation is still alive. In short, I believe the real estate disclosure 
recommendation is biased, unreasonable. punitive, subjective. discriminatory, and an 
illegitimate element of the Noisc Compatibility Program. 

Before providing specific reasons for my objection to the real estate disclosure 
recommendation, I would like 'to commend the Airport for a well-run, informative public 
process and for proposing many positive. constructive noise mitigation measures. In fact, 
except for the real estate disclosure recommendation. I support all the other mea~ures 
being proposed. 

Now, for the reasons why I strongly Object to the real estate disclosure recommendation: 

1. This mea~ure is extremely self-serving to the Airport. I believe its sole intent is to~ 
minimir.e the threat of lawsuits like Tanaina Hills, even if it means devaluing existing 
properties. Why does the Airport want to "help" future, prospective homebuyers and 
at the same time "hurt" existing homeowners" ' 

C-024 

C.(J25 

C.(J26 

C.(J27 

and how it would be implemented. All I have ever seen in the Airpolt's literature is a C.(J28 
2. I have yet to be provided any details about what the real estate diSclO. sure inVOlves~ 

"bullet point" or a very subtle point buried in a parenthetical remark. It seems the 
Aimort has pu!]?osely been short on specifics and downplayed !he !Jegative impact 
this measure would have on existing property owners. 



3. This measure is punitive and negative to existing homeowners who one day will want 
to sell their homes. Any prospective buyer is going to know that the property they're 
interested in purchasing is clo~e to the Airport-which actually is a plus in many 
respects. If a prospective buyer is concerned about the potential noise impact let the C-029 
buyer talk to the seller 1: 1 and let the buyer do hislher homework and contact the 
Airport on their own initiative to find out about noise impacts. 

4. As a future seller of a home on the fringe of the 60 DNL zone (6855 Caravelle, 
directly ea.~t of Kincaid Elementary) I am very concerned about the "black mark" that 
would be placed on my home if the real estate disclosure is put into effect. Clearly, 
some prospective buyers would be immediately scared off by such a fonnal 
disclosure-their first impression at seeing the intricate noise contour maps and any C-030 
other written disclosures (Le" "buyer hew are" ::;.:o:,,,::liGn) ":Geld naturully lead to an 
immediate negative reaction by prospective buyers. Whether a prospective buycr 
would take the time to understand and aceept the disclosure for what it- attempts to 
communicate is uncertain. One can be a%ured. however, that it will take longer to 
seU a home located within the 60 DNL zone and market values will be negatively 
affected as a result of the prooosed real estate disclosure. 

5. The real estate disclosure recommendation for property owners within the DNL 60 i~ 
unjustly discriminatory. What about the noise levels caused by Lake Hood or Merrill C-031 
Field or Elmendorf? How can thc F M sanction a real estate disc IMure for only one 
segment of Anchorage and not the others? 

6. The Airport's Consultant (HNTB) made the point very strongly at a past meeting that 
individuals have different reactions to noise-some are nOt the least bit bothered, 
some are driven crazy, some are only occa~ionally bothered, etc. Given that the DNL C-032 
contours reflect a modeling, an averaging, a generati7.ed interpretation of potential 
human reaction to noise levels, how can the Airport present a "fair" real estate 
disclosure of noise impacts that are by their nature subjectively inte~'! 

7. At one of the past public meetings, someone on the AIrport', Technical Advisory 
Committee compared the real estate disclosure rc: noise contours to flood zone 
disclosures. This is an invalid comparison. Noise impact is clearly more subjectivq C-033 
than a flood zone desigriation. The threat posed by a home located in a flood zone is 
real, it's tangible, and it's 'part of the pennanent topography. A noise zone changes 
oyer time, is not an immediate threat to property, and doe.~ not pose an objective, 
equal threat to all property owners in the area. 

8. The real estate disclosure recommendation plainly does not fit with the other Lan 
Use mea~ures proposed by the Airport which attempt to modify zoning and plats 
affecting NEW development not existing development. How can the rcal estate C-034 
disclosure be classified as a Land Use measure when, by the Airport's own definition, 
a Land Use mea~ure is either "preventative" or "remedial" in nature'! What is 
"preventative" or "remedial" about the rca! estate disclosure recommendation? 



9. The real estate disclosure is an oddball recommendation and is inconsistent with the 
Airport's stated goal of "reducing existing non-compalible iami uses and preventing 
or reducing the probability of the establishment of additional non-compatible land 
uses." [NOTE: I live on the fringe of 60 DNL zone, in an existing compatible land 
use area. yet my home would be black-marked by the real estate disclosure 
recommendation. How is lhis helping to achieve the overall land use goal?] 

10. The real estate disclosure recommendation apparently W<!S rabcd during the last Part / 
I SO Study a decade or so ago. It never went anywhere. What caused it to die then r 
and why is it back in the forefront now? .-.J 

I SiRONGLY URGE TIm FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRAiTON (FAA) TJ DELETE THE REAL ESTATE DISCLOSl'RE PROVTSTON FROM THE PART 
150 STUDY UPDATE AND TO APPROVE THE REMAINDER OF THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS. . 

Thank you for your consideration. If you should need to contact me for any reason my 
work number is 343-4282 and my home number is 243-0996. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel A. Moore 

cc: Patti Sullivan, FAA 
Peter Bradshaw. Sand Lake CC representative 

C-035 

C-036 

C-037 



Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

j./1fqQ 
Mes i'j!, 1 eBS 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: GAIL 6ALLEHCe:. 
Address: q D I WSS-{ 6Lf~ 

City, State, Zip Code: A-ncJ-Jara..:;ze At« Cj..c, S Iff 

- a.....d 

) 

Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

~-
~-5-)( 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this fonn. The fonn can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: ~t:.- /7ft>Jh) 
Address: ;)£tjJ H; ~J/7-d r[/·rc[i 

City, State, Zip Code: ,c0!c/MAL(, ale 5'W? 
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

~u!\'CyCi.! qq::] 
Msy 21, 1998- . 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip Code: At0(/tW~. Ai:: Cjq "3172-
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program l oVS"i<- ') 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 > 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

''1J;&?U~'{q PY:11 Ma¥ 27 1998. I 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: 

Address: . b'? ~ \ fuJ'';Svad )'LJ 
City, State, Zip Code: Ax-- J4."vx e A It( q q '0> V 
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. o. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

~Q,vPs0-f 0 I I ~~ 
May 27, 1998 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments-·on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: O:::oe- /f""Ily SPI"CO& 
I 

Address: C::;it) (; 7-~1(1< s( , 
City, State, Zip Code: _.£.dz..:iV=<-c:!I._Aa;.:..ItL . __ ...;;:S!..:-o::....'l..--.::=:::.-__ 
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Anchorage Intemational Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: . \ 1i5c Vdr\\'( c= e.-~ 
Address: 5112Q SfhI2/l3/J1/.J.;.J £Ji2, tJb-
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Fe:e,e.vAli:'! Cl ( (o,0~ 
~9 97, 1998 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: . p~ \<0 ~\ 1'0 \ ub, 

Address: &4-00 (lJ2AN\:2:,-et2.-\2...'l 
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1_ ~y.e. \(C0tr \ cb (!VI S buYI ~l ell A d (I)/) GU y Lei; 1 ) 

eAf\~1lL ht-jx-S tAJJ(ilAJt:£1 ~ LR..lf\ U @ M A \?reJr C-052 

~~1t;w~a 7. A-A !/QUil Lu,u_s ~ AV'~ ?hClht- tTRis ~viUj 
.~. \Jv ve lr\ 0(.) V'6 G\I-VI-"7'[ deX'<e-c{ fvy 



c::j.). ?\2-0Vlt>t: ~u.F-\GC:7 ON 'FLb.T MOlt?) l.~) ~ C-056 

b:eb.-oN bLW--7 WlNpOvJ01 \NYJV\L.A=nO'f-.t C.-DMPA.~) . 
WiT' -\-t P;:7 CA Gt--l i1 F 'l (.,. 0\V P \€0 1 NDI ~ W ·\t·\ M 0 t= PLA-N 1'-1 \ "-I b. 

~LD\ ~~ _ LOPS:? to NO\" ~ N. l-n-i ~al08 
1t-::P7D:t::.0( t==~~1 L-l-PE ~1Y \~8?, \==O'W. \' 
tOIJt--.\\" r/xr DW ~ COtJe:? -RE:C::l.LA~~~ Tt-\?Y'A:: 

~0\ I, \+oME~IL:t.-;;E!z.S h-'e€ NDT I~ 
P.ANO t2. o:t= ~b l ~C) -AN'{ 'EJ(.\"'l2:A ~ ~ TV 

\?1tA'IL.-P -n-tc: ~ t'0 HE T'ti'=E,,( CAN ~ L-t:::> 
\~ ~ lVr£. D1l1t:le. Lo LA no N HJ12 LE..,,0 

11\C P1t)LL-b1 ~0, bSp"&I2n'-1'E1'--tI VvCf1J....W Mv-E..i 

C-057 

'r\:AtZD -riM!:::: \ 10 Et.1Fot:::C.E:J· ... U::::t,JT"\ ~ POL..rt:\LAU...j 

D~ LEbi.zxu.....\ .' 

Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

FE:0WAYb.( q (Ctct4 
May 27, 1996 f 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: teu(~ LaY6h 
Address: 70()d 5~re f1.Li- t Cc:-' 
City, State, Zip Code: -Ane l..tvnp) C !fie 9'95n .-
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

r-:m l2U/I«2'-t' C) r Icq C7~ 
May 27, 1 §§8 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip Code: 
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!JoDi ~ily, 

Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519·6960 
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· . 
Subject: Airport Noise 

Date: Wed, 10 Feb 1999 19:33:31 -0900 
From: "L. K." <kozi@a1aska.net> 

To: maryellen _ tuttell@dot.state.ak.us 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice the 
at the latest TAC meeting. I did not know 
did not touch on all of the points brought 
Bayshore/Klatt Community Council meeting. 
discussion. 

concerns of my community council 
I would be asked to speak, so I 
up by the members at the last 
Herein is a more complete 

The efforts of the Anchorage International Airport to study of airport 
generated noise, and recommend ways to lessen the effects of airport noise 
on the surrounding community are commendable, but there is one 
recommendation that may have a strong negative impact on the south 
Anchorage residents of Sand Lake, Taku/Campbell, and Bayshore/Klatt 
Community Councils. 

The recomendation in question is called the "Early Departure South with 
Noise Abatement Procedures". 

Under current conditions, jets using an eastbound departure follow 
International Airport Road, then turn south just past the New Seward 
Highway. Under the new proposal, jets would turn south much sooner and at 
a lower altitude, roughly following Minnesota south. They would also be 
asked to use voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures, altering their thrust 
settings to decrease engine volume. According to this scenario, there 
would be a net decrease in the number of people impacted by aircraft noise. 
But the proposal is based on several major false assumptions. 

1. The study predicts that 900 people will be under the loudest part of the 
new flight path, but 1000 other people, living under the loudest part of 
the old flight path, will no longer be affected, resulting in a net savings 
of 100 people. However, this is comparing apples and oranges. 1000 people 
who willingly moved in under a known flight path cannot be compared 
directly with 900 people who deliberately chose 'a quieter neighborhood. 
Schools built with noise muffling measures cannot be compared directly with 
schools that have no defense against aircraft noise. 

2. The study assumes a net decrease in noise impact if all the jets will 
move to the new flight path. The 15% of departures that use this route do 
so for two main reasons: the cross winds on a particular day are too strong 
to safely use the north departure, or the jets are so heavily laden with 
cargo that the east departure offers the only runway long enough. In both 
cases, the pilot may choose, for safety reasons, not to use the proposed 
tight turn, in favor of the older, more leisurely, turn. If the flight 
paths of the various jets are spread out over the entire old and new 
corridor, then all the people below will be affected, resulting in a net 
increased impact. 

3. The study assumes all pilots will use the Noise Abatement Procedures. 
In reality, not all the jet pilots will choose to use the voluntary Noise 
Abatement Procedures. Again, the strong constraints of adverse weather or 
heavy cargo that forced the pilot to choose the east departure would also 
make the Noi,se Abatement Procedure less practical to follow. An earlier 
study by the Airport on the impacts of an early departure south without 
Noise Abatement Procedures predicted a much greater noise impact than is 
currently occuring, due to the lower altitude of the turn. It is only when 
the early turn with Noise Abatement Procedures is compared with the current 
path without the Noise Abatement Procedures that the proposal becomes 
"favorable" . 

4. The study has downplayed the impact of the noise. Hundreds of people in 

C-063 
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heroes, schools, parks and 
in intensity to that of a 

businesses would be subjected to noise equivalent ~ 
vacuum cleaner at close range. 

5. The recommendation goes contrary to the philosophy of the rest of the 
Noise Compatibility Program, by deliberately seeking out new people to 
impact. 

There has not been a satisfactory response from the airport officials to 
our voiced concerns. We were told that no proposed actions would be taken 
until an environmental assessment had been made. Yet the final report 
states that the "Early Departure South with Noise Abatement Procedures" 
will be implemented later this year, as soon as the Noise Compatibility 
Program is approved. The latest response is that the route will be tested 
out on an undisclosed date, and if no one complains, it will be implemented. 

Laurie Kozisek, 
Airport Noise Technical Advisory Committee member representing 
Bayshore/Klatt Community Council. 
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February 16, 1999 

Mary Ellen Tutell 
State of Alaska 
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519 

Dear Ms. Tutell: 

I submit the following comments in regard to the Anchorage Airport Nc;>ise Study. I live near 
Conners Lake just south of the extended center line of runways 6 Right and 6 Left. That is 
in the zone of noncompliance according to the map handed out at the public meeting this past 
week. 

#1. 

#2. 

I suggest you change the title of your study to "Airport Sound", instead of noise. The 
first definition listed in my Webster's New World Dictionary for the word noise states 
that it is 1. (b) "any loud, discordant, or disagreeable sound or sounds". Since I do 
not consider modem aircraft sounds I hear to be disagreeable, the definition is not 
correct for all people. In the distant past we had old Boeing 707 aircraft engines that 
did generate true noise, but the modem engines do not. 

In addition, I have seen tourist (mostly British) set up lawn chairs in the Conners Lake 
Park as close to the end of Runway 6 Right & Left as possible to observe and to hear 
the sweet sound the Northem Air Cargo DC-6 engines make. You can buy high 
quality recordings of the sound classic "round" aircraft engines make to play for your 
home entertainment. I do not think these commercial items are called noise. 

One technical aspect. of the study that may need to be looked at is the relationship 
between an aircraft sound intensity (decibel) level and the duration of the sound. I 
have noticed that sustained (yet lower decibel) aircraft sound I hear further from the 
airport is somewhat disconcerting while the very short lived higher intensity sound I 
experience right next to the airport is not. I find the lower intensity, longer duration 
engine sounds I have heard from the "hillside" and out near Big Lake somewhat 
disagreeable when I am outdoors in the summer. That is why I suggested one of the 
community council "anti-airport" women actually move closer to the airport for relief 
(she did not accept the merit of my suggestion). 

C-064 
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#3. 
areas adjacent to the airport seems to have real merit. Our house guests always report c-o 
The idea of adding better sound insulating windows to homes in the non comPliant:} 

being awakened by Boeing 747 takeoffs to the east off Runway 6 Right. Maybe with 66 

#4. 

better windows they wouldn't rattle and wake up our guests. 

I might suggest you consider requesting Boeing 737s, Twin Otters, and "hot" turbine 
powered computer aircraft to delay their turn out to the south until they reach 
Minnesota Avenue when taking off Runway 6 Right or Left. At present these aircraft 
require so little runway time that they are airborne mid way east along Runway 6 
Right or Left that they then turn right over the housing just south of the airport at a 
low elevation and at a high power setting. If they continued their climb out and did 
not turn until over Minnesota they would have a lower sound impact on fewer people. 

Overall Anchorage International Airport is an excellent neighbor and a great economic asset 
of the community. Improving technology is improving the quality of aircraft engine sound. 
Alaska is blessed with an abundance of totally OUT-OF-WAY places, such as Nightmute, or 
Sleetmute, where people unable to adjust to the sounds of a larger community could find the 
peace they so desire. If we made Anchorage as quite as they would like we would have the 
similar economic opportunities and could rename it "Anc-mute". 

Sincerely, 

/11. S' e.-tr ~ 
M. Scott Christy 
P.O. Box 240552 
Anchorage, AK 99524 

P.S. As you might guess, I am a pilot and owner of a Maule M-6. I fly only for fun. 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

aWI/l{ICffJ 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip Code: Clue 411 
) 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Subject: Airport Noise Study Comments 
Date: Tue, 16 Feb 199908:05:46 -0900 

From: Dave Adams <dadam@amc-engineers.com> 
To: "'MARYELLEN _ TUTTELL@DOT.STATE.AK.US'" <MARYELLEN_TUTTELL@dot.state 

Dear Ms. Tuttell: 
The BKCC agenda had your name spelled wrong, so I had trouble getting this message to you. Please add these 
comments to the deliberations. 

Thank you. 

-Original Message­
From: Dave Adams 
Sent: Monday, February 15, 1999 10:30 AM 
To: 'mary_tuttle@dot.state.ak.us' 
Subject: FW; Airport Noise Study Comments 
Importance: High 

One more try. 

-Original Message­
From: Dave Adams 
Sent: Monday, February 15, 199910;29AM 
To: 'mary_ellen_tuttle@dot.state.ak.us' 
Subject: FW; Airport Noise Study Comments 
Importance: High 

Trying again to reach you. the address below failed. 

-Original Message­
From: Dave Adams 
Sent: Monday, February 15, 1999 10:03 AM 
To: 'maryellen_tuttle@dot.state.ak.us' 
Cc: 'Doug Perkins - BKCC'; 'kozi@alaska.nef; 'jim dokoozian@dokoozian.com' 
Subject: AirportNoise Study Comments 

Dear Ms. Tuttle: 

I previously left a voice mail message re my opposition to the "early tum" for Rwy 6 departures to the south. This 
email is my written confirmation of the message, submitted within the comment deadline (which strangely is a 
holiday). 

I reviewed the Part 150 draft study, and feel it is seriously deficient in regard to the noise impacts on south 
Anchorage that an "early tum" will cause. "Deficienf' in the sense that the population data are flawed, the 
assumptions invalid and the impact analysis on our neighborhoods superficial. 

Before moving to the Klatt School neighborhood, my family lived due east of Rwy 6U6R, and we were extremely 
bothered by the heavy jet noise. One of the SPECIFIC reasons we moved from east Anchorage to the Klatt area ' C-071 
was THE QUIET. Now the study is advocating running traffic DIRECTLY over our home and the nearby school. 
We strongly oppose this change. Had I moved from a quieter area to the neighborhoods near the airport or under 
the long-standing pattems, I would NOT feel I had any right to take this position. But in this case we deliberately 
moved OUT from under the pattern to a "safe" area, only to find that the traffic could be moved so it is routed 
almost directly over our house. Our house was not built for jet noise, nor do we feel it is fair for the airport to 
effectively require us to close our windows during the summer and trade fresh, cool air for a few dB of attenuation. 

Our community council (Bayshore/Kiatt) is also very united in its strong opposition to the early tum. Nobody at 
any meeting has ever been in favor of the revised procedures (early tum). I have the impression from our 
representatives on this issue that BKCC's concems have not been given adequate consideration at any point in 
the process. Their reports to the council have consistently given the impression that the foxes reign supreme in 
this particular hen-house. A .systemic bias that is another process flaw in my opinion. . 

2116/999:04 AM 



2of2 

Again, my purpose in writing is to strongly urge against the 'early tum' on the Rwy 6 departures south. 

Thank you, 

Dave Adams and family 
1520 Shore Dr. 
AlA 99515 

2/16/99 9:04 At-



Maryellen Tuttell 
Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box 196970 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

4139 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 
March 15,1999 

Re: The Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Noise Study 

Dear Ms. Tuttell: 

I have reviewed the Draft Noise Compatibility Program. for 1998. I 
approve of many of the proposed recommendations. Each of the recommendations I 
will address below. I also have two comments. 

My first comment is regarcling the 1987 Part 150 Study in which 16 
recommendations were made. Twelve years later only two of those recommendations 
have been fully implemented. Considering the importance of the issue of airport noise 
and the cost and resources expended during this most recent Part 150 Study, I would 
hope that we are more successful in implementing the current recommendations. 

Secondly, regarcling the current Part 150 Study, one of the most 
important vehicles to help continuity and ensure implementation of the 
recommendations is recommendation no. 3.4.1. This recommends the establishment of 
a noise advisory committee (this was one of the many recommendations of the 1987 Part 
150 Study that was not implemented). 

NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES: 

C-072 

C-073 

3.2.1: Enhanced Nighttime Runwav: This measure is supported, wi~ 
the additional recommendation that tracking equipment be installed to monitor j C-074 

compliance. 

3.2.2: Implement Consistent Thrust Cutback Power Reductions: This7 
measure is supported; however, I believe that older (noisier) and more heavy laden S C-075 
cargo aircraft will be unable to comply. 

3.2.3: Conduct Detailed NADP Study: The proposed study is supporte~ C-076 

3.2.4: Implement a Noise Abatement Departure Track for Commuter 'l.. 77 
Aircraft: This measure is supported with the additional recommendation that tracking) C-O 
equipment be installed to monitor compliance. 



32.5: Tum Aircraft Departing Runway 6R/L to the South: Because of? 
concerns raised by other members of the teclmical committee, I cannot at this time {C-078 

support this recommendation. --

LAND USE IvIEASURES 

3.3.1: Compatible Use Zoning: This measure is strongly supported} c-079 

supported. 
3.3.2: Mobile Home Camper Park Restrictions: This measure is strongly} C-080 

3.3.3: Sound Proofing Reqttirement for New Development: This measur;':> 
is supported, see additional recommendation below. .s C-081 

aware that some homeowners in the Sand Lake community do not support this C-082 
- 3.3.4: Noise Level on Plats: This measure is supported._ However, I 1-

measure. Assuming soundproofing is found to be economic, soundproofing could be 
used to nrinimize any negative impacts of this recommendation on the value of the 
property. See additional recommendation below. 

3.3.5: Comprehensive Planning: This measure is supported. ~ C-083 

3.3.6: Planning Commission Review: This measure is supported~ C-084 

3.3.7: Public Land Development Criteria: This measure is supported3 C-085 

3.3.8: Noise Overlay Zone: This measure is supported.} C-086 

3.3.9: Fair Disclosure Policy: This measure is supported. However, I am J 
aware that some homeowners in the Sand Lake community do not support this t" C-087 
measure. See comments to recommendation 3.3.4. .-J 

3.3.10: Land Banking: This measure is supported.~ C-088 
...J ...., 

. 3.3.11: Soundproofing for Existing Development: This measure is ? C-089 
supported. However, this measure should be applied to homes within the 60 dB .) 
contour if noise disclosure is required. 

3.3.12: Investigate Sound Buffers/Barriers: This measure is supporte~ C-090 

3.3.13: Conduct Detailed Aircraft Ground Noise Study: This measure is? 
strongly supported. Many Sand Lake residents have complained about ground noise. 5 C-091 

Additional Recommendations: A study should be initiated to determine 
for both new and existing construction (a) if soundproofing is economic and if yes (b) 
the elements of an optimum soundproofing construction package. 



CONTINUING PROGRAM MEASURES 

supported. 
3.4.1: Noise Advisory Committee: This measure is very strongly ~ C-092 

Noise Monitoring: This measure is supported. ~ C-093 3.4.2: 

3.4.3: 

3.4.4: 

'"' Complaint Response: This measure is strongly supported." C-094 
~) 

Regulations and Agreements: This measure is supported.~ C-095 

~'"7 

3.4.5: NEM and NCP Review and Revision: This measure is supported. 5 C-096 

3.4.6: Noise Program Manager: This measure is strongly supported.?: C-097 

-' . .~ 

3.4.7: Noise Information Page on the AIA Web Site: This measure is / 
strongly supported. This is a good measure which helps with communication. ~ C-098 

. ...., 
3.4.8: Airfield Signs: This measure is supportedJ. C-099 

.-, 

3.4.9: Public Information Program: This measure is supported.~ C-100 
~ 

3.4.10: Pilot Information Insert: This measure is supported. S C-101 

ADDmONAL MEASURES TO BE IMPLEMENTED 

3.5.1: Shift Runway 32 Departures North, Shift Runway 6R Arrivals 1. C-102 
South: This measure is fully supported. j 

3.5.2: General Aviation Program: This measure is fully supported; any! 
measure that improves communication is a good idea. ~f 

In conclusion, both Toby Steinberger and myself feel that this process is 
very worthwhile, but only if we implement a large majority of Part 150 
recommendations. 

c.c. Sherri Jackson, Chair, Sand Lake Community Council 

Sincerely yours, 

Peter M. Bradshaw 
Representative of the 
Sand Lake Community 
Council to the Part 150 
Study 

C-103 



Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

F03t:VAt?-:t q I tC1C11 
May 27, 1SS& 

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? If so, please note 
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to the 
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you. 

Name: 

Address: 6 .(0 I jSL.-ttq;:i5 ef21?\r Sf 
IhI '/-~ tJ... / 9 City, State, Zip Code: ~ !::.J- 11 [c.... 'j 5Gl 2-

'Uf g:- WID PL--~ 0 F- T ti& 1./1 v. If? rtf-Is S e-fWi?J Ttf~ {OA)urAli lFU l7 

C-10~ 

oF- 'rtf?;:: Ct11Z(?fe=PJ Bt1.! Ci-1l1?/iTLY Ifff~LTS ttl&" r pE:t:,PL~ 

L I fL-f5- JiI'"G--, (5 Td€ /fr/?Pl;/l-r void/v 76; J~itrtF' LWf/'- R~ C-

~ ~ A/ tJotvA.! PBi>PEfCo/ I)trt.-U61? WIL-L Ttfe:V DLI't ~ 
f-(oLtStii 7 I--'Dtv tDPL{T t:7l--liUlfl/IfrIAic/ EJ.!v/lllF" /l-cu/ Ltf:' J 64/ 

7 d t: ~A':>J E);D 0 P T~ Ih {l Pof- f ? {A) 0/$ ~'1.vt. ~ 
Cf 

Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 2-4 [( if 6 L 
10 T H g ~1'-!<s7 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

March 5, 1999 

Maryellen Tuttell 
Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Dear Ms. Tuttell: 

Alaskan Region 222 W. 7th Avenue #14 

Anchorage, Alaska 

99513·7587 

Comments on Draft Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) 1998 
Anchorage International Airport 

I have reviewed the draft NCP and have the following comments: 

1. Section 1.4 should be revised to reflect FAA's determination that the NEM is in( F-001 
compliance with Part 150. .5 

2. Table 1.1: 

II. E.1. Documentation of comments: Add the final public hearing comments to ch} F-002 
7. 

1I1.A.2. Update to reflect FAA determination of comPliance} F-003 

IV. A. 2. References to sec. 5.10.1 and 6.9.6 are incorrect1 F-004 

IV. A. 4. Add sec. 5.8~ F-005 

V.G.1., 2.and 3., and H.1. Add reference to sections 3.6 and 3.71 F-006 

3. Section 3.4: Continuing Program Measures. The FAA strongly supports the 
concept of continuing program measures to ensure implementation of the proposed 
noise abatement, mitigation and land use measures. In particular, I think that a Noise F-007 
Advisory Committee should be formed with representatives from all parties responsible 
for implementation as well as members of the surrounding neighborhoods to keep us 
focused on the importance of implementation. I concur that the NAC should meet 
quarterly as a minimum. 

3. Table 3.4 and Table 3.7: Some of the new measures proposed under continUing~F-008 
program measures will have to be researched to determine eligibility for-AlP funding. ) 



4. Section 3.5.1: The FAA concurs with measure (2), Shift Runway 6R Arrivals South 
and the FAA is in the process of implementing this procedure to shift to the south, 
Runway 6R arrivals from the east at night. With regard measure (1), Shift Runway 32 
Arrivals North, however, FAA ATC tells carriers to fly the FMS procedure because the 
existing FMS procedure flys over EDF's restricted area and not over residential areas. 
If (1) is intended to mean further north than the FMS procedure, the FAA does not 
concur with this since that would take flights over residents of Eagle River, Chugiak or 
other communities further north and the impact on these communities would have to be 
determined prior to the FAA's concurrence with this measure. 

5. Table 3.5. Last Noise Abatement Flight Track Measure: The proposed commuter 
departure corridor needs to be evaluated in conjunction with the proposed NADP 
and early tum for air carrier aircraft to ensure sufficient lateral separation could be 
provided between the two corridors and to ensure that departure flow rates are not 
reduced.· 

6. Table 3.6 Some of the New Proposed Land Use Measures have to be researched! 
to determine AlP eligibility. J 

7. Section 3.6.3 Please provide a copy of the current Preferential Runway Use and] 
Noise Abatement Bulletin. 

F"{)09 

F-010 

F"{)11 

F..{)12 

F"{)13 

7. Table 5.4 Enhance Nighttime Runway User Program: I would like to see more 
specific analysis/information to document the basis for the reduction in noise impacted 
population. A clear description delineating under what conditions the enhanced runway 
use program would and would not be used should be added. For example: conditions 
when possible ''wind shear" over Fire Island is reported by carriers; the uphill grade on 
24L makes the effective runway length shorter allowing less payload; conditions which 
allow selection of the next preferential runway in the Airport's runway use bulletin like 
airspace and airfield congestion resulting in excessive delays. Please note that the 
comparison of the runway 32 and 24L departure tracks to demonstrate the potential 
benefits of this measure are somewhat misleading because when aircraft are departing 
24L, the arrival gates are switched so that the arrival tracks are over northeast ) 
Anchorage. This needs to be· clearly articulated in the NCP so that the Airport, the 
Carriers, the Community and the FAA all understand the basis for the potential 
reduction and to be clear that the potential benefits are not overstated. 
Under "Effect on Aircraft Operations" add the additional travel time for the transoceanic 
flights from the south. 

8. Table 5.7 Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 Departures. 
a. Under responsible agency, add Flight Standards Division after Air Traffic Control. 

Flight Standards actually develops the revised SID. Also change "KNIK 5" to 
"Anchorage 2" SID. 

b. Need to ensure that this procedure does not conflict with proposed commuter 
departure corridor. 

c. Under Legal Implications, add NEPA requirements. 
d. I concur that further analysis is needed over the SEL analysis conducted to date. 

Before deciding to include this measure in the NCP, I would like the DNL 

2 



analysis done to ensure the noise benefits are great enough to warrant the Shifti') 
in the noise impacted areas. -...-/ 

9. Table 5.11 Commuter Arrival and Departure Corridor to the Southeast. 
a. Since the analysis done to date indicates that ~'Changing the location of 

commuter and GA operations would not alter the DNL contours used to establish 
land use compatibility", it does not appear meet the basic criteria for inclusion in 
the NCP. This measure would, therefore, likely be disapproved by the FAA. 

b. Under Responsible Agency, change "KNIK 5" to "Anchorage 2" SID. 
c. Under Effects on Aircraft Operations, the impact may be greater that indicated 

here since it does not appear that peak operational periods are considered. 
d. Further as noted above, further analysis would have to be conducted to ensure 

that this corridor would have the required lateral separation from the departure 
corridor associated with the combined NADP and early turn. 

F-014 

F-015 

As noted in CI~rence Goward's comments, there are numerous inc~rrect reference~' 
and other inconsistencies throughout the document. Prior to submission of the final F-016 
NCP, please ensure that the document is thoroughly edited. 

An executive summary should be prepared which presents all of the proposed NCP 
measures. The executive summary should list the responsible party/parties, the 
proposed timeline for implementation each measure, the funding sources and other 
information needed to ensure a process is established to implement this NCP. The 
executive summary can be used to brief decision-makers within agencies responsible 
for implementation, by the Noise Advisory Committee to track progress, and by the FAA 
to pursue discretionary noise money. 

If you have any questions on these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
271-5454. 

Sin~eIY, 

I/~ 
Patricia A. Sullivan 

Attachment, Clarence Goward's comment on draft NCP 

Cc: Bill Chord, ANC ATCT Manager 
Clarence Goward, AAL-530 

F-017 
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Clarence Goward, FAA Air Traffic Divsion 
Comments on Draft Noise Compatibility Program 

I have reviewed the draft Noise Compatibility Program and offer the following 
comments: 

• Para. 1.2, bullet 3 - suggest adding the word "revised" before "NCP" for clarification1 F-018 

• Table 2.1, first cell under "Implementation Status, " second sentence - consider] F-019 
adding an "s"Jo the word "time" 

• Para. 2.2, bullet 1, last line - consider changing the word "planned" to "projected.'1 ,F-020 

• Para. 2.2, bullet 2, last line - consider changing the word "proposed" to "projected."} F-021 

• Para. 2.2: bullet 2, last line - suggest adding "60 dB" after "DNL" for consistenCY.} F-022 

• Para. 3, first paragraph - the first sentence says there are 4 noise abatement ~ 23 
measures, the second sentence says Table 3.2 lists the noise abatement measures, . F-O 
and Table 3.2 shows 5 proposed revisions or new noise abatement measures. 

• Para. 3, first sentence - It states the NCP includes 19 measures, however, the listed? 
measures in the same sentence do not add up to 19. f' F-024 

• Table 3.2 - Suggest reversing the order of the two rows under "Noise AbatemenQ 
Flight Paths" to be consistent with the order they are discussed in succeeding 5. F-025 

paragraphs. 

• Para. 3.2.5, last sentence - This does not appear to be consistent with Table 5.10 
which states, "a formal procedure to encourage turns to the north or south prior to F-026 
the Seward Highway is not recommended as a noise abatement measure." It also 
states that "early turns to the north or south, off the extended runway centerlines, 
increase the population exposed to aircraft noise." 

• Para. 5.1, first sentence - It says 7 noise abatement alternatives were proposed fort F-027 
implementation. First sentence of para. #2 says six. t 

• Table 5.1, shows 7 measures recommended. First sentence of para. #2 says six]. F-028 

• Table 5.1, page 49, th cell under "Part 150 Recommendation" - suggest adding a7..: F-029 
comma after "recommended." . 5 

• Table 5.2, first cell under "Measure as Implemented," second sentence - Suggest 'i F-030 
adding an "s" to the word "time" )1 

• Para. 5.6.7, 4th sentence - Consider changing the period at the end of the sentencel F-031 
to a comma and de-capitalize the first word of the next sentence. f 

• Table 5.5, cell to the right of "Airport and ATe Operational Considerations," second'r F-032 
paragraph, second sentence - Suggest inserting the word "reach" between "will" and) 
"two thirds" 

1 03/05/99 



• Table 5.7, bottom right cell-I believe this measure would be a formal change in 1 F-033 
procedures below 3,000 and would require documentation under the provisions of ,) 
NEPA. 

• Para. 5.8, last sentence - There are 15 measures listed following this paragraPh} F-034 
rather than 14. 

• Para. 5.8.14, 5th sentence - " ... have limited operational near AlA" needs rewording1 F-035 

+ Table 5.11, 1st sentence under right of "Net Change in Community Noise and 
Overflighf' - Under Part 150, Noise Compatibility Planning, the Administrator 
approves program measures if they are "reasonably consistent with achieving the F-036 
goals of reducing existing noncompatability land uses around the airport and 
preventing the introduction of additional noncompatible land uses. This measure 
does not accomplish this. 

+ Table 5.1.1 - The study does not show enough information on the numbers of ~ 
complaints or quantify the benefit. There is not enough information to determine if F-037 
the benefits would outweigh the cost/operational impacts of this measure. 

• Table 5.12, first cell, last sentence - change "0" to "of' r F-038 

2 03/05/99 



Municipality 
of 

Anchorage 

P.O. BOK 196650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519·6650 
Telephone: (907) 343·4431 
Fax: (H07) 343·4499 
hltp://www.ci.aochorage.akns 

Rick }r!ystmm, ltIayol' 

OFI'ICE OF THE ~JAY()J( 

May 4,1999 

Mr. Morton V. Plumb' 
Director 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box' 196960 
Anchorage; Alaska 99519-6960 

ompatibility Program 

Thank you for the opportunity to review Anchorage International Airport's 
(AlA's) Noise Compatibility Program. I appreciate AIA's recognition of the 
importance of reducing airport noise impacts and protecting the health and 
welfare of the residents of Anchorage. 

It is clear that implementing the program requires a good working > LG-001 

relationship between AlA and the Municipality of Anchorage. Anchorage's 
economy and the quality oflife of Anchorage residents depend upon • 
successfully addressing existing and potential rurport noise impacts on the 
community. The Municipality will continue to provide input to AlA on the 
program. 

Again, thank you for the recognition of the importance of working together 
to resolve this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

~~~/"')~ 
Rick Mystro 
Mayor 

"Cily of Lights and Plowel's" 



RESPONSE TO WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT NCP 

C001 - Comment acknowledged. 

C002 - See Comments C003 through C005. 

C003 - The modeled arrival and departure flight tracks in Figures 5.6 through 5.10 in the 
December 9, 1998 AlA FAR Part 150 Update Noise Exposure Map (NEM) are nominal 
flight tracks based on actual aircraft flight tracks contained in the 12,000 ARTS flight 
tracks collected and analyzed for the study. Annual average flight track usage is 
presented in Tables 5.6 through 5.10 of the NEM. The maps and tables in the NEM 
represent the current flight tracks used and the distribution of flights on the various flight 
tracks. The NEM document does not address maintaining or increasing flight 
operations. 

C004 - Comment acknowledged. 

C005 - The referenced Attachment 1 states, "The greatest noise impacts from touch and goes 
are very close to the floatplane base." That is, the highest noise exposure levels 
associated with these operations are near the lake where aircraft are close to (landing or 
departing) or on the surface of the lake. As depicted in Figure 5.8 of the NEM, the flight 
tracks depicting the downwind leg for landings to the west on Lake Hood are dispersed 
and extend several miles from the base leg. 

C006 - Comment acknowledged. It is important to clarity the discussion during the public 
meeting, which was centered on the potential of moving touch and goes from the Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base to some other facility. During the discussion, it was indicated 
that touch and goes comprise approximately 11 percent of the Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base operations. It was also indicated at the meeting that the elimination of 11 percent 
of the operations would reduce the DNL by less than 1 decibel. The actual reduction is a 
0.5 decibel decrease in the DNL, which would not be noticeable. Therefore, although 11 
percent of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base operations equal approximately 10,000 
operations, it does not follow that 10,000 operations equals 1 decibel or that one touch 
and go operation equals 1/10000th of a decibel. . 

COO? - AlA staff, not the residents, would be responsible for conducting the pilot awareness 
program. AlA staff will pursue several means of contacting pilots through mailouts to 
permit holders and aviation groups, meetings with flight schools and instructors, and 
meetings with general aviation groups. Most general aviation groups know that 
addressing noise issues is in their own interest as well as AlA's. The awareness 
program would be designed to minimize aircraft noise impacts associated with aircraft 
operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. The term "Fact Sheet" in the Noise 
Compatibility Program (NCP) refers to a sheet of information, prepared by AlA, 
discussing AlA's noise abatement policy for the Lake Hood Float Plane Base .. Residents 
are not required to compile lists of noise events, as in the referenced Attachment 2, for 
AlA to develop the Fact Sheets. 

C008 - Review copies of the document were placed at City Hall, the public library, and the 
Federation of Community Councils office in early January and the location of these 
review copies was noted in the newspaper insert distributed on January 18, 1999. In 
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addition, individual copies were available from AlA at the number listed in the newspaper 
insert and the public notice. Although the public notice could have been more clearly 
worded, the document was available for review and individual copies were available for 
more detailed review. 

C009 - As described on page 29 of the NEM, "The noise measurement data were not used to 
"adjust" or "calibrate" the Integrated Noise Model, a procedure that would require prior 
approval from the FAA." Therefore, the noise contours do not rely on the 1995 noise 
measurements. As depicted in Table 5.1 on page 48 of the NEM, the forecasts used to 
develop the 2002 noise contours were based on trends in historic operations. The 2002 
aircraft fleet mix data depicted in Table 5.3 on pages 51 and 52 of the NEM, were 
derived from trends in historic landing records. Due to the logarithmic nature of the Day­
Night Average Sound Level (DNL), small changes in fleet mix or operations have little 
effect on the size of the noise contours. For example, a 3.8 percent decease in 
operations would reduce the DNL contours by 0.16 decibels -- an imperceptible amount. 

C010 - Although the federal guidelines for land use compatibility indicate that all land uses are 
compatible in areas with a DNL of less than 65, the FAA and other federal agencies 
recognize that many people living outside the 65 DNL contour but within the 60 DNL 
contour are adversely affected by airport noise. The Federal Interagency Committee on 
Urban Noise (FICUN), of which FAA is a member, has long recommended that noise 
sensitive land uses should be restricted in areas outside the 65 DNL contour. As stated 
in Section 6.4.2 of the NCP, a study group comprised of the FAA, the aviation industry, 
and airport community groups studied this issue in the early 1990s and issued a report in 
1995 recommending that appropriate land use planning be supported beyond the 65 
DNL contour. AlA has historically used the 60 DNL contour as the long-term planning 
criteria. 

Because aircraft noise can be transient and, in some areas, is seasonal, it is not always 
possible to know that a property is in an area impacted by aircraft noise. The goal of the 
fair disclosure policy ensures that property buyers are properly informed about the 
existence of aircraft noise before they purchase the property. When property purchasers 
are properly informed, it reduces the likelihood that people who are very sensitive to 
noise will purchase the property or that the previous property owner and/or realtor will be 
sued for not informing the buyer of the aircraft noise. The State currently has a real 
estate disclosure law (AS 34.70) that requires disclosure of defects or other conditions 
affecting the property, including "recurring noise or other nuisance factor that has 
disturbed you as an occupant of the property" (State of Alaska, Residential Real 
Property Transfer Disclosure Statement). This measure is intended to ensure that 
residents are aware of this requirement and to modify the disclosure form, if necessary, 
to ensure awareness. 

The noise contours developed in this study provide objective information on noise levels 
in the areas around AlA. Peoples' reactions to this noise is subjective. Some people 
don't mind aircraft noise, while others are greatly annoyed by it. Fair disclosure ensures 
that property purchasers have an opportunity to consider aircraft noise as one element 
of their purchase. The ease or difficulty in selling a property is more likely to be tied to 
market conditions, than to the disclosure of aircraft noise. As stated in Table 6.16 on 
page 174 of the NCP, the measure may have some effect on property values, but the 
effect is expected to be slight. 
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Real estate disclosure is required for many conditions affecting properties and this not 
expected to have any effect on free speech rights nor would disclosure constitute a 
taking without due process. 

C011 - The Study addressed noise reduction (abatement) measures suggested by the 
Technical Advisory Committee and the public. Operations in Alaska were specifically 
excluded from the Stage 2 phase-out in the 1990 noise regulations. Inclusion of intra­
Alaskan operations under the Stage 2 phase-out would require Congressional legislation 
and would likely be very difficult to implement. AlA will continue to monitor Stage 2 
operations and their contribution to overall noise exposure after the year 2000 phase-out 
to determine if further action on Stage 2 operations is needed. 

The NEMs used in this study take into account the phase-out of Stage 2 operations for 
most carriers and the retention of Stage 2 operations for the intra-Alaskan carriers. 

C012 - In order to produce a noticeable reduction in general aviation noise (about 1.5 dB DNL), 
at least 17 percent of the general aviation aircraft operations would have to be 
eliminated. Such an attempt to limit general aviation operations is likely to be met with 
strong opposition from the FAA. The FAA provides AlA with federal funds to support 
aviation activities and in accepting these funds AlA agrees to numerous grant 
assurances. These assurances prohibit AlA from implementing restrictions on aviation 
activities that would discriminate against any specific class of aviation user. As depicted 
in Table 6.1 on page 82 of the NEM, the measured energy-averaged DNL in areas 
exposed to general aviation noise from Lake Hood Float Plane Base operations ranged 
from 58 to 61 decibels. The fact that this level of noise generates citizen complaints 
confirms the fact that noise impacts occur beyond the 65 DNL contour as discussed in 
C010. As discussed in the NCP, AlA will continue to work with the general aviation 
community to reduce noise impacts associated with these operations. 

C013 - In general, noise barriers are known to be effective at reducing noise from aircraft 
ground operations under certain conditions. At AlA, there are several sources of aircraft 
ground noise including aircraft runups, taxiing, start of takeoff roll, and auxiliary power 
units. Analyzing the noise levels of these sources and determining the effectiveness of 
specifiC types of barriers is beyond the scope of the Part 150 process. However, if 
approved, the detailed ground noise study measure would be eligible for federal funding 
and AlA would proceed with a study of ground noise issues to determine if and where 
barriers would be effective as well as evaluating other structural and operational 
measures for reducing ground noise. 

C014 - The Study has been conducted in accordance with FAA noise compatibility guidelines 
and was completed in the interest of reducing noise impacts on the community through 
implementation of both noise abatement and land use measures. 

C015 - Comments acknowledged. 

C016 - FAR Part 150 addresses areas exposed to very high cumulative noise levels (typically 
60-65 DNL and greater). The goal of Part 150 is to reduce the noise contours and the 
noncompatible land uses in those areas exposed to aircraft noise levels of 60-65 dB 
DNL and greater. These noncompatible areas are within a couple of miles of AlA. 
These are areas where the noise level is recognized nationally as being incompatible 
with most residential land uses. However, some people will find aircraft noise 
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objectionable even at much lower levels. Aircraft noise issues outside of the noise 
contours must be addressed outside of the Part 150 process. 

C017 - Since changing flight tracks in the vicinity of Bear Valley would not result in a reduction 
of the noise contours or the noncompatible uses within the contours, such changes are 
not likely to receive FAA approval within the Part 150 process. AlA and the FAA have 
worked to address noise concerns in South Anchorage outside the Part 150 process by 
moving flight tracks further south between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

C018 - The NCP is designed to reduce noise generated and noncompatible land uses in all 
areas. Implementation of this program is not expected to adversely affect South 
Anchorage. 

C019 - Air carrier aircraft currently depart west approximately 5 percent of the time. Increasing 
the use of this runway configuration during nighttime hours, when wind and traffic 
conditions allow, is expected to result in reducing noise impacts within the noise 
contours. Increasing the use of Runways 24L and 24R for departures at night will reduce 
departure noise impacts within the noise contours to the east of AlA without increasing 
departure noise impacts within the noise contours to the west due to the presence of 
Cook Inlet. The "reverberations" noted likely refer to the noise from start-of-takeoff roll 
on Runways 24L and 24R, which may be particularly noticeable at distant locations to 
the southeast and northeast of AlA when the winds are blowing from west to east or 
when there is an inversion layer. Although noticeable due to its low-frequency content, 
start-of-takeoff roll noise does not influence the contours to the east of AlA as 
significantly as noise from aircraft departing Runways 6R and 6L to the east. See C016. 

Flight tracks for western departures over the Anchorage hillside have also been moved 
to the south to reduce the impact of operations between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

C020 - AlA has decided to remove the Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 
Departures measure from the final NCP. Although this measure was expected to reduce 
noise impacts in some areas close to AlA, it had the potential to increase noise in some 
areas farther from AlA. Although the focus of the Part 150 NCP is to reduce the noise 
contours and the non-compatible land uses with them, AlA's goal is to do this without 
having a significant negative impact on other areas outside the contours. This measure 
may be reconsidered during the next Part 150 Study Update when more data on the 
existing noise environment farther from AlA is available from the proposed Aircraft Noise 
Operations Monitoring System. 

C021 - The noise abatement measures included in the NCP must be able to show a decrease in 
the noise contours or the number of residents within those contours. The suggested 
flight track changes would not meet these criteria and are not be likely to be approved by 
FAA within the Part 150 process. AlA will continue to work with the FAA to address this 
issue outside the Part 150 process. 

C022 - Comment acknowledged. This measure was reviewed in the Part 150 Study, but it was 
determined that it would not result in a significant change to the noise contours. Again, 
AlA will continue to work with the FAA to address this issue outside of the Part 150 
process. 

C023 - Comments acknowledged. 
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C024 - Your opposition is acknowledged. 

C025 - State law currently requires residential real estate disclosure, including disclosure of 
recurring noise or other nuisance. It is in the public interest for home buyers to be given 
notice of known conditions affecting properties, including recurring noise. Real estate 
disclosure within airport noise contours is being pursued by airports throughout the U.S. 

C026 - Comment acknowledged. 

C027 - The Part 150 Study and the NCP are designed to reduce and minimize AlA's noise 
impacts on current and future residents of Anchorage. The real estate disclosure 
measure is designed to provide potential home buyers with full disclosure as required by 
State law. The goal of the real estate disclosure measure is to provide objective 
information on the noise exposure within areas near AlA. Providing this information 
allows noise sensitive people to take the noise environment into consideration in their 
decision making. This protects both the buyer and the seller, as well as the airport, and 
reduces the potential for lawsuits associated with lack of disclosure. Anecdotal evidence 
from AlA and Raleigh-Durham, N.C. indicates that prospective home buyers consider 
noise exposure information as one of many factors in their decision of whether to 
purchase a home. Although the noise information may deter some noise sensitive 
purchasers, the anecdotal evidence suggests that many people are not deterred and 
that the disclosure has not had a significant impact on property values. 

C028 - As with all measures proposed in the NCP, specific details must be worked out with the 
appropriate regulatory authorities, in this case the Alaska Legislature or the Real Estate 
Commission. As noted in C010 and above, the current disclosure form refers to 
"recurring noise or other nuisance factor that has disturbed you as an occupant of the 
property". This measure could be implemented through a change to Alaska Statute 
34.70 or to the State of Alaska Residential Real Property Transfer Disclosure Statement 
to make it clear that airport noise information should be disclosed. 

The potential negative impact of this measure is recognized in the discussion of costs in 
Table 6.16 of the NCP. Again, the impact is expected to be slight. 

C029 - Again, real estate disclosure is a current requirement and ensuring awareness of the 
requirement is not intended or considered to be punitive. Aircraft noise is a very 
technical issue and knowledge of a property's proximity to the airport is not knowledge of 
the aircraft noise exposure at that property. As depicted in Figure 6.2 on page 133 of 
the NCP, properties that are equal distances from AlA can have very different aircraft 
noise environments. AlA often gets calls from new residents stating that they were 
unaware that there would be airport noise in the area in which they purchased a house. 
As you note, however, many people choose to live by AlA and are willing to accept the 
resulting noise environment. AlA also hears from many people who live by the airport 
and are not bothered by the noise. This measure provides the information to allow 
people to make an informed choice to live in this environment. Purchase of homes in 
this area by informed people who are noise tolerant is good for the community and for 
the airport. 

C030 - As noted above, real estate disclosure is currently required by State law. This measure 
proposes to provide objective information on the noise environment that is -needed for 
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persons to make an informed decision. There is little hard data on the effect of real 
estate disclosure of airport noise on real estate prices and sales difficulty. However, 
anecdotal eviqence where disclosure has been implemented indicates that airport noise 
is one of many issues taken into account by homeowners and it may not be the most 
important factor. Factors such as schools, neighborhood quality, and convenience to 
work and leisure areas are often considered more important in the purchase decision. 

C031 - The FAA's Part 150 guidelines apply only to civilian airports. AlA and the Lake Hood 
Float Plane Base are owned and operated by the State, which is the sponsor of this Part 
150 Study. This Study addresses measures to reduce the impacts associated with noise 
associated with AlA and the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. 

The NCP for AlA is not a proper vehicle for policy decisions related to other airports. Not 
all airports are subject to identical pressures and concerns relative to noise impacts. For 
example, AlA and Merrill Field area subject to different land use pressures, have 
different types of air traffic, have different potentials for future growth, and have a 
different level of importance in the National Air Transportation System. These factors, in 
turn, help establish the level of land use controls that are deemed necessary for an 
individual airport. Real estate disclosure provisions could be drafted to be uniformly 
applicable in proximity to all airports for which Part 150 noise contour modeling has been 
completed. In any case, however, there is adequate justification for requiring disclosure 
in proximity to AlA even if it is not required elsewhere. 

C032 - The DNL contours depict the annual average aircraft noise exposure levels from 
operations at AlA and the Lake Hood Float Plane Base - objective levels that can be 
measured using an aircraft noise monitoring system. Annoyance is a subjective human 
reaction to aircraft noise exposure levels. The relationship between the objective aircraft 
noise levels and the subjective human reaction of annoyance is depicted· in Figure 6.5 
on page 151 of the NCP. According to Figure 6.5, approximately 17 percent of the 
prospective buyers are expected to be "seriously annoyed" by aircraft noise levels of 60 
DNL which is proposed as the fair disclosure area. On the other hand, approximately 48 
percent of prospective home buyers would not be expected to be annoyed by the aircraft 
noise levels in this area. The disclosure recommended in the NCP is an effort to provide 
objective information on aircraft noise, not a subjective interpretation. Prospective 
buyers would be able to use this objective information in their decision making process. 

C033 - As indicated in C032, the DNL contours are objective depictions of areas of aircraft noise 
exposure. Like flood zones, DNL contours represent an impact area. Just as some 
homes within a flood zone may be damaged during a flood while others aren't, some 
people within the DNL contours may be annoyed while others aren't. Aircraft noise 
exposure levels may change slightly from year to year reflecting changes in wind and 
weather conditions, but are very consistent over a several year period. 

C034 - Fair disclosure is a preventative measure, similar to other land use measures 
recommended. This measure prevents people from moving into the area unaware of the 
existing noise environment. It allows people who are sensitive to noise and do not wish 
to live within areas exposed to aircraft noise of 60 dB DNL and higher to make an 
informed decision not to do so. 

C035 - See C034. 
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C036 - The 1987 NCP states that the fair disclosure measure was not selected since AlA did 
not have enabling legislation and other measures were proposed which were expected 
to prevent additional non-compatible development. Since that time, the State has 
adopted a Real Estate Disclosure law that requires property owners to disclose material 
facts about their properties. Airport noise was not specifically addressed in the law, 
although the disclosure form does require information on "recurring noise or other 
nuisance factor that has disturbed you as an occupant of the property." Additionally, the 
land use measures that were proposed to prevent additional non-compatible uses were 
not successful. Since the 1987 study was completed, AlA has received a significant 
number of complaints from new residents in impacted areas asking why there had been 
no disclosure of noise levels when they purchased their homes. In addition, FAA has 
increased its support for real estate disclosure nationwide since the earlier study was 
completed. For these reasons, AlA is now recommending this measure. 

C037 - Comment acknowledged. 

C038 - Comment acknowledged. 

C039 - Comment acknowledged. 

C040 - The Part 150 Study was a voluntary effort, although federal noise funds do provide an 
incentive to address the noise issue. Implementation of the approved AlA NCP 
measures will not change FAA's authority or number of employees. 

C041 - Funding of the approved measures will be through the Aviation Trust Fund, which is 
funded by aviation user fees not federal income taxes. 

C042 - Fair disclosure will allow people who don't like aircraft noise to make an informed 
decision not to live in aircraft noise exposure areas. As mentioned earlier, disclosure of 
noise or recurring nuisance is already required under State law. Zoning and land use 
regulation changes proposed are to ensure that land use decisions take into account the 
noise environment, consistent with the purpose of land use regulations which are police 
powers used to ensure protection of human health and welfare. 

C043 - Comment acknowledged. AlA and FAA staff are committed to ensuring implementation 
of approved NCP measures to reduce noise impacts associated with AlA operations. 

C044 - Comment acknowledged Although this issue is outside the scope of the Part 150 
process, AlA acknowledges the need for AlA and the Municipality of Anchorage to work 
together to balance the aviation demands faced by AlA, the need for economic growth, 
and the desire for a high quality of life in Anchorage. 

C045 - The Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 Departures measure has been 
removed from the final NCP. AlA will be implementing NADPs on the eXisting flight 
tracks for Runway 6 departures. The Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 
Departures measure may be reconsidered during the next Part 150 Study Update when 
more data is available on the success of the NADPs on existing flight tracks from the 
proposed Aircraft Noise Operations Monitoring System (also see C020). 

C046 - Minimizing aircraft noise impacts from aircraft ground operations including runups will be 
the focus of the detailed ground noise study recommended in the NCP. 
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C047 - Great care has been applied in developing the noise contours that define the noise 
impact areas. The FAA and other federal agencies have repeatedly studied the best 
metrics to use to evaluate aircraft noise impacts and have consistently supported the 
DNL metric. The FAA-approved INM model is the most accurate model available for 
depicting cumulative aircraft noise exposure in the areas around airports. INM modeled 
noise levels have been shown to compare well with measured noise levels throughout 
the U.S. As described on page 55 of the NEM, over 12,000 actual flight tracks were 
used to develop the modeled flight tracks and flight track usage. Aircraft types were 
derived from landing records and operations were based on historical trends. As 
described on page 89 of the NEM, "The measured and modeled noise levels compare 
favorably given the runway use during the noise measurement periods." In addition, due 
to the logarithmic nature of noise, the DNL contours are very stable. For example, for a 
given aircraft fleet, a doubling of operations produces only a 3 decibel increase in the 
DNL contours. Therefore, the impact areas are likely to remain impacted overtime. 

The NCP recommends a range of noise abatement and noise mitigation measures 
designed to minimize aircraft noise on impacted parcels. Unfortunately, due to FAA 
funding considerations, at this time funding for sound insulation programs is only 
available for residences within the 65 DNL contour. 

AlA's 1987 NCP included a measure to require noise notes on new plats within the AlA 
noise contours. This measure is already being implemented through the MOA plat 
review process. This is simply a measure that will be continued. The Fair Disclosure 
measure is designed to ensure that real estate property transfer disclosures, currently 
required under State law, address airport noise issues (see C010 and C027). 

C048 - AlA is committed to seeking FAA funding for the approved Part 150 measures, including 
sound proofing and an Aircraft Noise Operations Monitoring System. AlA can not even 
apply for the FAA noise mitigation funds without AlA adoption and FAA approval of an 
NCP. 

C049 - Dense forested areas (more than 300 feet deep) close to a noise source can provide a 
noticeable reduction in noise in areas directly adjacent to the forested area. While 
aesthetically pleasing, less dense plantings do little to reduce aircraft noise. Berms or 
noise walls are usually more effective than trees and can fit into smaller areas, however, 
they too must be located very close to the noise source and will only reduce noise in 
areas close to the berm or wall. Placement of any type of barrier near a runway, 
taxiway, or other aircraft movement area is difficult due to federal regulations which 
protects not only the areas off either end of the runway, but also areas to the sides of the 
runway (FAR Part 77). Also, many of the marshy areas surrounding AlA are high value 
wetland areas that are protected under the Clean Water Act and which would require 
regulatory approval· for planting dense forested buffers. 

If approved by the FAA, the proposed ground noise study measure discussed on page 
27 of the NCP will determine the need, benefits, and feasibility of forested buffers, berms 
and noise walls at AlA. 

C050 - Although noise associated with commercial aircraft operations can cause vibrations in 
windows, it does not cause damage to homes in good condition. If approved and funded 
by the FAA, the residential sound proofing program will likely be limited to areas within 
the 65 DNL and above, although the exact boundaries may be modified to·include entire 
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blocks or other logical boundaries. AlA will notify eligible homeowners when the project 
begins. AlA will continue to work with home owners, developers, contractors and others 
in the construction industry to provide information on improvements that can be made to 
new and existing residences outside the areas eligible for the sound proofing program. 

C051 - Comment acknowledged. 

C052 - There are no restrictions on the aircraft engines allowed to operate at AlA. The federal 
regulations regarding the phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft apply only to those aircraft 
operated to the Lower 48. As described on page 115 of the NCP, under federal law 
"Aircraft that are operated exclusively within Alaska or between Alaska and international 
destinations are not subject to the phase-out." Since the majority of operations at AlA 
travel on to the Lower 48, however, the phase-out is expected to result in a significant 
decrease in noise at AlA as well as in the Lower 48. As stated in the NCP, AlA will " ... 
continue to monitor the percentage of Stage 2 operations at AlA and calculate their 
impact on the noise environment." The analysis currently required to monitor this issue 
is very time intensive and requires hand calculation of detailed statistics. The proposed 
Aircraft Noise Operations Monitoring System will make the monitoring process much 
more efficient. 

C053 - Issues of aircraft safety are beyond the scope of FAR Part 150, which focuses 
exclusively on aircraft noise and land use. Regulation and enforcement of aircraft 
operating weights rests with the FAA Flight Standards Division. 

C054 - All runways were fully operational when the noise measurements were conducted in the 
summer and winter of 1995. 

C055 - The timing for the proposed residential soundproofing program, described on page 182 
of the NCP, is dependent on if and when the FAA approves this mitigation measure, the 
availability of federal funding, and the contracting process. The program is proposed to 
occur over several years. Again, only residences within the 65 DNL and greater 
contours are likely to be eligible under current FAA guidelines although the boundaries 
may be modified somewhat to conform to street blocks or other logical boundaries. 

C056 - Comment acknowledged. AlA has been working with the MOA Planning Department 
and Public Works and Building Safety Department regarding the specific wording for plat 
notes. AlA's intent is to ensure that sound attenuation is incorporated, while leaving the 
decision on specific measures to the builder. This was required of the Anchorage School 
District during construction of the Kincaid Elementary School and was very successful. 

C05? - Building codes can be used to address the reduction of aircraft noise and addressing 
this issue in many communities. Due to local code requirements for thermal efficiency, 
the modifications required for sound insulation are not likely to add significantly to a 
builders cost. Demonstrating the acoustical performance of the building envelope would 
be a requirement of building permit sign off and would be the responsibility of the builder 
not the building department. 

C058 - It is unclear to which measure the comment is referring. As with many programs, 
various measures included in the first NCP have not been fully implemented for a variety 
of reasons. AlA will work closely with the FAA, airlines, and the Municipality to ensure 
that the measures included in this NCP are implemented. 
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C059 - FAA regulations on aircraft operations always ensure that safety is the highest priority. 
As described on page 75 of the NCP, "The decision to use an NADP rests solely with the 
pilot-in-command. Therefore, the State DOT and PF cannot require the use of NADPs, 
but can encourage their use at AlA." 

C060 - The Alaskan exemption exists in the law passed by Congress. Revocation of the 
Alaskan exemption from the Stage 2 phase out would require an act of Congress. 

C061 - Comment acknowledged. 

C062 - Comment acknowledged. 

C063 - See C020. 

C064 - The term "Noise Compatibility Program" originates in FAR Part 150 and is used here for 
consistency. While the sound of an aircraft may be pleasant to one person, it can be 
noise to someone else. Since the purpose of the study is to minimize aircraft noise 
impacts on non-compatible land uses, noise is the appropriate term. 

C065 - As described on page 15 of the 1998 AlA NEM, the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) of an 
individual aircraft noise event is based on the duration and sound level of the event. 
Given two events with equal maximum levels, the event that is longer will sound louder. 
SELs were summed to develop the DNL contours in the NEM and the NCP. 

C066 - Comment acknowledged. 

C067 - As described on pages 106-108 in the NCP, AlA recognizes that commuter operations" . 
. . are a source of community complaints which could be minimized by taking advantage 
of the open space areas along the Minnesota Drive corridor." AlA is recommending the 
adoption of a commuter aircraft departure corridor along Minnesota Drive. Larger air 
carrier jets departing Runways 6R and 6L are subject to Standard Instrument Departure 
Procedures, which have minimum altitude or distance requirements delaying turns to the 
south. AlA has decided to delete the. Early South Turn with the NADP measure from the 
final NCP (see C020). 

C068 - Comment acknowledged. 

C069 - See C041. 

C070 - Comment acknowledged~ 

C071 - See C020. 

C072 - AlA is committed to the implementation of the FAA-approved measures and will work 
closely with the FAA, airlines, and the Municipality to do so. 

C073 - AlA is committed to the establishment of a noise advisory committee. 

C074 - Comment acknowledged. AlA is proposing to acquire an Aircraft Noise Operations 
Monitoring System that will allow compliance monitoring. 
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C075 - Comment acknowledged. See C059. 

C076 - Comment acknowledged. 

C077 - Comment acknowledged. 

C078 - See C020. 

C079 - Comment acknowledged. 

C080 - Comment acknowledged. 

C081 - Comment acknowledged. An understanding of the cost of soundproofing existing 
properties and the " ... elements of an optimum soundproofing construction package .. 
. " may be obtained through a pilot sound insulation program. Quantifying the 
incremental cost of including sound insulation in new structures may be difficult due to 
varying home sizes and types of construction. See C057. 

C082 - Comment acknowledged. This is a continuation of a measure that was recommended in 
the 1987 NCP and has been implemented over the last few years with no discernable 
impact on property values. 

C083 - Comment acknowledged. 

C084 - Comment acknowledged. 

C085 - Comment acknowledged. 

C086 - Comment acknowledged. 

C087 - Comment acknowledged. 

C088 - Comment acknowledged. 

C089 - Comment acknowledged. FAA funding criteria for soundproofing programs is normally 
for areas within DNL 65 dB and higher. Funding priority is given to areas within the 
highest noise levels first. FAA funding criteria also typically requires that sound 
insulation reduce interior noise levels be reduced to DNL 45 dB, which is a Noise Level 
Reduction (NLR) of 25 to 30 dB for homes within DNL 65 to 70 dB. Typical home 
construction has an NLR of about 20 dB. Therefore, homes within the DNL 60 to 65 dB 
may already meet FAA interior sound level criteria. 

C090 - Comment acknowledged. 

C091 - Comment acknowledged. 

C092 - Comment acknowledged. 

C093 - Comment acknowledged. 
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C094 - Comment acknowledged. 

C095 - Comment acknowledged. 

C096 - Comment acknowledged. 

C097 - Comment acknowledged. 

C098 - Comment acknowledged. 

C099 - Comment acknowledged. 

C100 - Comment acknowledged. 

C101 - Comment acknowledged. 

C102 - Comment acknowledged. 

C103 - Comment acknowledged. 

C104 - Comment acknowledged. See C027. 

C105 - Nighttime operations are recognized as being more disruptive than daytime operations 
and are given a 10-decibel penalty to reflect this. The Airport Noise and Capacity Act 
(ANCA) of 1990 restricted the ability of airports to implement nighttime restrictions. 
ANCA was enacted as a result of Congress' concern regarding the potential negative 
impacts on the national air transportation system, if airports across the country 
implemented nighttime restrictions. ANCA instead required airlines to phase out noisier 
aircraft by the year 2000. AlA's proposed nighttime runway use measure is designed to 
minimize the noise impact of nighttime operations by directing nighttime departures to 
the west over the water when traffic and weather allow. 

C106 - The analysis in the NCP for the year 2017 forecast indicates that noise levels in this area 
are not expected to increase significantly from current levels, therefore, there is no 
reason to expect a significant erosion of property values. AlA's Revised NCP is 
designed to minimize the impact of AlA operations on the community through both noise 
abatement measures and preventative or remedial land use measures. All preventative 
and remedial land use measures proposed must meet FAA guidelines for funding. 
These guidelines limit remedial programs, like soundproofing, to areas within the 65 dB 
DNL and above contours. Acquisition programs for vacant lands (preventative measure) 
are limited to areas within the 65 dB DNL contour and above, while acquisition of 
developed residences (mitigation measure) are limited to areas within the 70 dB DNL 
contour and above. AlA is not proposing to purchase any existing residences under this 
NCP. Eligibility of specific residences for soundproofing will be determined on a detailed 
scale upon approval of this proposed measure by the FAA. 

C107 - AlA's Preferential Runway Use and Noise Abatement Bulletin requires all nighttime 
engine runups to occur at the west end of the east-west runway or at the north end of 
the north-south runway. Aircraft operators are only allowed to run engines at idle on 
other ramp areas at night. 
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C10B - Moving Runway 24R16L to the east would not result in any noise benefits to the 
community. AlA has looked at the potential for extending Runway 24U6R to the west to 
reduce the impacts associated with east departures. Although this extension could 
decrease some east departures, the airlines and FAA Air Traffic Control have concerns 
regarding wind shear off the west end of the runway and impacts on runway capacity 
when in the Arrive 14/Depart 24 configuration. The benefits of extending Runway 
24U6R to the west were not found to justify the costs at this time. 

RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS 

F001 - Section 1.4 has been revised to reflect this. 

F002 - The final public hearing and comments received have been addressed in Chapter 7 and 
Appendix C. 

F003 - Table 1.1, Section 1I1.A.2. has been revised to reflect this. 

F004 - Table 1.1, Section IV.A.2. has been revised to reflect the correct references, which are 
Sections 6.6.2 and 6.6.3. 

F005 - Table 1.1, Section IV.A.4. has been revised to add a reference to Section 5.B. 

F006 - Table 1.1, Sections V.G.1, 2, and 3 have been revised to add references to Tables 3.6 
and 3.7. 

F007 - Comment acknowledged. 

FOOB - Comment acknowledged. 

F009 - On page 33 in Section 3.5.1 of the NCP, measure (1) shift Runway 32 nighttime 
departures to the north applies to those tracks that are south of the FMS track. Aircraft 
flying the FMS track, which overfly Elmendorf Air Force Base, do not overfly the more 
heavily populated areas in northeast Anchorage. . 

F010 - The Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 Departures measure has been 
removed from the proposed measures in the NCP. If approved, AlA will coordinate with 
the FAA and commuter airlines to ensure that the departure corridor does not negatively 
impact safety or capacity. 

F011 - Comment acknowledged. 

F012 - This section has been revised and not longer references the Preferential Runway Use 
and Noise Abatement Bulletin. 

F013 - As stated in Table 5.4, implementation of this measure results in a reduction of the DNL 
contours to the east of AlA, reducing the noise impacted population within the 65 dB 
DNL contour by 130 people. The reduction in the DNL contours to the east is a result of 
shifting nighttime departures from the east to the west over the water. As with all other 
noise abatement procedures, the depart Runway 24, arrive Runway 14 nighttime 
configuration would be used when winds, weather, and air traffic volume permits. 
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Likewise, even when this configuration is in use, individual pilots may request a different 
runway due to operational considerations. Although arrivals will be over northeast 
Anchorage when departures are on Runway 24L, they are significantly quieter than the 
Runway 32 departures depicted in Figure 5.2. Table 5.4 will be revised to reflect the 
additional flight time for transoceanic flights from the south. 

F014 - The table will be revised to reflect the correct FAA divisions, the ANC 2 SID, and the 
NEPA requirements. The Combine NADP with Early Turn for Runway 6 Departures 
measure has been removed from the NCP (see C020). 

F015 - See C020 and F014 regarding the conflict between commuter flight tracks and 
commercial air carrier departures to the east. This measure has two noise reduction 
benefits. First, Table 5.5 indicates that 60 percent of the commuter and general aviation 
departures use Runways 6L and 6R compared to 14 percent for air carrier jets. This 
difference results from FAA's desire, for air traffic control purposes, to separate the 
slower commuter aircraft from the faster air carrier jets. However; these commuter 
departures overfly noise sensitive areas southeast of AlA. Use of the recommended 
commuter departure corridor will offset some of the noise impacts of these departures. 
Second, FAA's practice of departing commuter aircraft on Runways 6L and 6R increases 
the availability of Runway 32 for air carrier jet departures, which directs the noisiest 
aircraft departures over water. This allows FAA to stay in the Preferential Runway Use 
configuration for longer periods of time. Therefore, while it is true that this measure by 
itself may not reduce the DNL contours, its use may enhance the FAA's ability to adhere 
to the Preferential Runway Use Program for longer periods of time, thereby contributing 
to the reduction of the DNL contours. Thus, this measure meets the basic criteria for 
inclusion in the NCP. 

KNIK 5 SID will be changed to Anchorage 2 SID. 

F016 - Comment acknowledged. 

F017 - Comment acknowledged. 

F018 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F019 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F020 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F021 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F022 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F023 - The text and table were revised to be consistent. 

F024 - The text and table were revised to be consistent. 

F025 - Comment incorporated by revision. 
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F026 - Early turns to the south without the use of a NADP are not recommended. Table 5.10 
discusses an early turn to the south without an NAPD. The last sentence in 3.2.5 discusses an 
early turn to the south with an NADP. 

F027 - The text was revised to be consistent. 

F028 - The text was revised to be consistent. 

F029 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F030 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F031 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F032 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

F033 - The NEPA documentation requirement was added to Table 5.7. 

F034 - The text was revised to be consistent. 

F035 - This sentence was reworded. 

F036 - See F015. 

F037 - The number of complaints were not used to quantify the benefits of the measure. Use of 
the noise abatement flight track would reduce the number of people within the 75 decibel 
SEL contours, as compared to the current flight tracks. Table 5.11 indicates that, "No 
significant effects on aircraft operators are expected." and that "No appreciable effect on 
air service is anticipated." Therefore, there is no significant cost or operational impact 
associated with this measure to compare to the benefits. See also F015. 

F038 - Comment incorporated by revision. 

RESPONSE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 

LG001 - Comment acknowledged. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY AT FEBRUARY 9, 1999 PUBLIC MEETING 

VICTORIA LEINON: I live over in the Tanaina Hills Subdivision which is in the yellow on the map of high 
noise areas. My only question to this whole noise study is I think it's rather ironic that we have all these 
council leaders giving testimony and giving input, and it doesn't see like their input is that worth anything. 
Just from the three out of the four council members who actually said something, there's no information -­
or I should say, they didn't get anything out of this whole entire study. So that's my only concern right 
now as far as this meeting. 

As far as the noise at my house, my husband is a pilot, so we kind of live with it, because we know that 
this happens. However, it - the noise at night is probably the major concern, unless you sleep in the day, 
of course, but we sleep at night, so I'm just -- I guess the biggest part of the study that I'm really 
concerned is the night noise, and how we can in some way change the noise level right now. 

ERNIE HALL: My name is Ernie Hall, I am a former Chairman of the Board for the Anchorage Econornic 
Development Corporation, and I will do my best to read this within the three-minute allotment. Basically 
it's the position-of the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation regarding the Anchorage 
International Airport Noise Study. 

The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation, AEDC, has identified the Anchorage International 
Airport, AlA, as one of the most important economic engines of the metropolitan area of Anchorage. With 
over 11,000 employees and 319 million in payroll, the AlA accounts for almost one job in ten in 
Anchorage. In 1999, 34 air carriers have landing rights at AlA. The Airport currently serves over 5 million 
passengers annually, over half are Alaskans, with 25 percent domestic Visitors, and 15 percent 
international travelers. Based on current trends, 6 million passengers are expected by the year 2005. 
The Anchorage International Airport is a top U.S. cargo airport based on landed weight of all cargo 
aircraft. Over 95 percent of the cargo between the U.S. and Asia stops in Anchorage. The expanded 
cargo transfer capability ruling approved the U.S. Department of Transportation has enhanced the ability 
of cargo carriers to transfer cargo in Anchorage. This makes AlA even more attractive for the cargo hub 
operations and inter-airline cargo transfers. 

Operational conditions. The AlA advantages which attract over 500 flights per week, are based on 
location and operational flexibility. The accidents of geography provide the location advantage. AlA lies 
within nine hours of 95 percent of the industrial world, thus it forms a convenient and fuel efficient 
intersection between major markets. The other major advantages are a profile of 24 hours, seven days a 
week availability, and excellent operational control. 

I will pass and go into the very end, and that we also believe that the noise conflicts can be prevented 
with the things that are outlined in the proposals and the buffering and landscaping can also playa great 
deal in abating the noise levels around the airport here. 

I do have a complete written presentation here that I will leave to be presented to the record. 

KAREN BUTTON: Thanks. My name is Karen Button, and I was born and raised in Anchorage. I've 
lived in the Spenardrrurnagain area for most of my life, and I was just - I bent the ear of Jenny for most 
of the break complaining about what I've seen as not very wise planning. I mean, I think that economic 
growth is fine, but -- it's necessary, but it doesn't have to be economic growth at the expense of 
everything else. I mean, we have a choice as a community I feel to plan wisely and to develop our 
resources wisely, and I don't feel like that that's being done in this case. It's my feeling that Anchorage is 
not an appropriate place to be such a cargo hub. You know, you have a fairly small bowl where we are 
dealing with pretty high noise levels. 

I noticed on the map I live very far away from the 65 decibel noise contour, and yet my windows rattle at 
night. I live downtown and there are days where my office windows rattle due to jet traffic .. 



So I would like for - in this study, I'm appreciative that there is this noise study that's going on, but I would 
like to have this noise -- I'm not sure if this is an advisory group or what exactly, but I'm a little bit 
disturbed by the fact that there's a master plan going on, I don't know if air pollution is being looked at or 
not, if water quality is being looked at, sprawl and development, I mean, traffic to and from the Airport. 
These are all issues associated with the Airport in addition to the noise, and I think that they should be all 
looked at in conjunction with one another, not compartmentalized. And I do think that we as a community 
have a choice about whether or not we want to see growth to the point where it chases residents out of 
Anchorage. Thanks. 

SALLY BURKHOLDER: I am Sally Burkholder, and I'm a person who never thought there was going to 
-- they were going to live under a flight path. The area where I live is labeled DNL 60. Tonight it may be 
less than 60, the wind's not out of the south. A couple weeks ago it was probably well over 70. The 
averages and the way they measure noise are not really indicative of the full problem. When you have 
three or four days of jets going over your house, even if the next month there's not one that goes over, 
you've still lost a lot of sleep in three or four days. And the only picture to ever fall off my walls in 30 years 
that I've lived in Alaska was not due to an earthquake. It's when a jet went over. 

On the positive- side, I will say there's been some improvement in the last four years. There's a lot less' 
jets taking off on runway 14 when there's no need to. But under certain wind conditions they do need to 
go that way, and I do thank whoever's in charge of cutting down the unnecessary flights. 

There's some facts that we all know. The City wants a lot more homes so they have a better tax base. 
The Airport wants expansion. People want more jobs. We're all here in Anchorage I guess sharing in the 
success of a large airport. And if we're going to share in that success, we probably ought to share in the 
noise. And I suggested four years ago at the beginning of this process that instead of picking out one 
flight path off each runway, or one or two that were preferred, that perhaps we ought to share the noise. 
One month you go off at a certain heading, the next month you change it by 10 degrees, the next month 
10 more degrees, and you share the noise. Right now, every jet that takes off on 1-4 gets to 400 feet, 
and they make a 50 degree turn to the right. Puts them right over my house. There's no reason they 
can't make a 40 degree turn, a 30 degree turn, no turn at all, turn to the left a little bit. If we're all going to 
share in the profits of this Airport and the City, we might as well all share in the noise. 

And I'd just like to close by saying that when you said new flight path, you're just taking one person's 
problems and giving it to another. And I would also like to warn you that I think the next problem in the 
future we may be sitting here in a couple years worrying about is the air pollution from the jets. And that 
may be a lot worse problem than noise. 

MERLE AKERS: My name is Merle Akers, I'm a Turnagain homeowner. I also am a Part 135 pilot. I also 
own my own airplane at Lake Hood. 

I'm going to start right out. One of the things I heard tonight, and I've heard it before, is that we can't do 
anything because of the FAA regulations. One of the things I want to - one of the problems we have in 
this Bowl is that we created an airport at Anchorage International with Runway 14/32, and then they've 
extended the runway. There are serious safety problems with that runway. They've been there, they're 
talked about monthly at the meeting Bill Chord holds at his tower. The airline people know it there. And 
yet we continue to build the Airport irregardless of the safety problems. FAA says they cannot, will not 
change the procedures to make it safe. 

You have the same problem with your noise here. One of the things on this study is that I noticed the 
Lake Hood traffic - we have Lake Hood traffic going out Wisconsin. There is no mark, dbl, whatever you 
call your line running out through there, to show that flight path. Now, apparently that's because that's on 
- these lines are based on an average. But what wakes you up is 2:30 in the morning with the air taxi 
going right down Wisconsin at 300 feet taking people to Lake Creek to go fishing. That's what bothers 
people. 



Now, the other thing that I want to - and I don't know where this noise - how this noise is going to - this 
this noise study works. But it seems like to me what we're doing with the noise study, we build the facility 
and then we study how much noise we've got. It seems like to me we've got that backwards. We should 
be doing the projection of the noise before we build the facility. I thank you. 

MARK MADDEN: My name is Mark Madden, and I am an associate professor of aviation management 
and pilot training out at the University of Alaska-Anchorage. And with that said, I'm sure you already have 
some preconceived ideas of what my approach to this subject's going to be, but hopefully I can give you a 
little bit of a different perspective on what we're all talking about tonight. 

First of all, my compliments to all involved for doing this type of study. It's important that there is 
communication. It's very important that we all listen. 

A couple of things to keep in mind. When we choose where we decide to live, we always have to have a 
compromise. If we live far away from a large metropolitan area, we get away from the noise. We also get 
away from the amenities. We also get away from the convenience that a large city offers. 

With that in mind, please keep in mind that the aviation industry may very well be the first industry in this 
state that is self-sustaining and not natural resource based. That's a significant consideration, especially 
when you think about what's happening in the Legislature right now as it relates to the State budget. 

Another thing to keep in mind is from a perspective standpoint, there was a statement made at the 
beginning of this presentation that the Part 150 noise study does not take safety into consideration. My 
advice and recommendation to everyone here is to keep in mind that safety is very much a part of the 
final analysiS. I don't think anyone here would feel very good about knowing that a potential accident 
could have been avoided has there been more reasonable noise abatement procedures. Keep in mind 
that when you reduce power on take off, you reduce your margin of safety. When you do an early turn 
out, you reduce your margin of safety. Thank you. 

JAY STANGE: Good evening. My name is Jay Stange, that's S-t-a-n-g-e, and I am here tonight 
primarily because I've been working over the last several months with a group of people who were writing 
the comprehensive plan for Anchorage. It's part of a citizen task force. We talked about transportation, 
meaning air quality, land use, traffic. We talked about the Airport a little bit, but apparently we didn't get 
too far, because not much of our discussion about the Airport made it into the final document, which is 
why I'm here tonight. 

I wanted to offer the comment that I think that we're approaching this process backwards. Right now the 
Airport is asking the City to consider changing zoning so that impacts from noise won't be as severe. I 
think that what really needs to happen in our community is we need as - as Anchorage citizens, we need 
to decide what is the acceptable level of noise, and what is the acceptable level of airport growth? 
Unfortunately, we haven't had a chance to do that. 

There's a comp plan going on right now, it's a plan for the next 20 years of Anchorage. The City has 
usually ignored the plan, as you've seen when they build the new box stores in midtown where they 
change the zoning and disregard the comp plan. That happens quite frequently, so it doesn't exactly 
have a lot of teeth. But it's been interesting to watch that process, because the State of Alaska and the 
Municipality of Anchorage kind of point fingers at each other, saying, well, it's not our responsibility to 
bring the concept of defining the Airport size to the public. The State of Alaska owns the land, the City of 
Anchorage has the land use planning, and there's a little disagreement right now about who should be 
doing what. But I think that, you know, if the citizens of Anchorage decide to reconcile this problem, the 
best way to do it is to start with limiting the Airport. One suggestion is to move it over to Fort Richardson 
and Elmendorf when those bases are decommissioned. 

Another quick point before I go, we're not a cargo hub here in Anchorage, and respectfully,. Mr. Madden, 
this is natural resource dependent. It's actually a refueling stop, the Airport here in Anchorage. It's not a 



cargo hub, although there is some cargo that's stopped and sorted here. Mostly it's just people stopping 
and getting some gas on their way to Asia or on their way from Asia. 

So thanks very much, and I hope that everybody out there who cares gets more involved in this process. 
And it was a big mistake to make the public testimony at the end tonight. I think half the people in the 
audience went home. 

WALTER BETTIL YON: Good evening. My name is Walter Bettilyon, I'm the director of operations over 
at Security Aviation. And with that in mind, I'm real happy with the growth of the Airport. A large number 
of jobs depend on it. I think that it can handle even more growth than what it's got with some proper 
planning. However, as a private homeowner that owns a couple of pieces of property within the DNL 60 
line, I have a couple comments to make. 

Presently night departures utilize Runway 32, and moving night departures to Runway 24 will move the 
source of the departure noise a half-mile closer to the highest density of homes within the DNL 60 
contour. That's the line that is closest and adjacent to the Airport. Homes located along Jewel Lake 
Road, Raspberry, Connor Drive, et cetera, will suffer a significant increase in noise. The owners of those 
properties have already been identified as having been -- being located in a significantly noise impacted 
area. Changing night departures to Runway 24 would do nothing to alleviate the impact on homes 
presently located within the DNL 60 perimeter. The change to Runway 24 may slightly reduce the noise 
level for Muldoon and Eagle River, but only by additionally penalizing those within the DNL 60 contour. 

It also appears that the computer model that plotted the DNL 65 line may not have taken into account the 
elevation, barrier vegetation or lack thereof, and the directional orientation of the various homes, in 
addition to a number of other variable factors. I know from my own experience that I can hear noise. 
levels greater than at a home that's located right next to me that is on the opposite side of the DNL 65 
contour. And that's as a result of the orientation of my house, and the fact that it's on a higher elevation, 
along with a large number of other homes that are also on a higher elevation. Those homes pick up the 
noise quite a bit more than some of the homes closer to the Airport. If this is what everybody's going to 
base things on, I'd really like to see some more information on how the line was plotted. I think a lot of it 
- or not necessarily a lot of it, but a good portion of it may have been somewhat arbitrary based on some 
random samplings. 

Also, has the noise at Elmendorf and Merrill Field been factored into this study? We talk about trying to 
alleviate some of the noise that people complain about in the downtown area. I'm a little concerned that 
some of the general aviation operations off of Merrill Field along with the military operations off of 
Elmendorf may be actually the largest contributors to noise in those areas, and not actually the noise of 
the aircraft coming off of Anchorage International. And I've reviewed some of the information. I haven't 
really seen an assessment or analysis that broke down specific flight paths versus military aircraft and the 
airline aircraft. 

And that's pretty much all I've got to say, but I'd really like to recommend that everybody take an active 
part in this. The Airport is really a jewel of Alaska. I mean, it's one of -- like a number of people have 
said, one of the self-sustaining resources that we've got that doesn't actually involve cutting down forests, 
digging up our land, et cetera. 

KATHY GLEASON: Thank you, members of the advisory committee. I would also like to express my 
displeasure of how this was formatted. A public hearing started at 9:00 p.m. on a work night is ridiculous 
for a public agency to do, and I think that was really poor planning. Obviously you lost at least half of your 
audience. I, for one, would have loved to hear - have a question and answer session after your 
presentation and committee comments. I'm so curious what all the people who turned out tonight had to 
say about all of this, and now only a handful of us will testify, and some will submit written comments, and 
we'll never know what they said in the context of maybe what I would base my comments on. 

My yard was one of the monitoring sites at 4211 Bridle Circle in Turnagain. When the readings were 
taken, what year was that? '96 or '97? 



STEVE ALVERSON: '95. 

KATHY GLEASON: '95. Wow, time flies. That was four years ago. I have experienced much, much 
more noise at my home now than in 1995, and I'm afraid these contour lines do not adequately reflect 
what has happened in the interim while this Study has drug on and on. To hear that it's been taking place 
for four years really shocked me. I knew I'd been coming here for a long time, but I didn't realize it had 
been that long. And at that time I had no ground noise at my home. None. Now I have it almost 24 
hours a day. And to hear that this noise study does not even address that, and another noise study will 
have to look at that, now long will that take? Another four years? In the meantime we've got a serious 
noise problem that is not being addressed in a realistic manner. I'm sorry, I'm going to continue. There's 
no recourse for my home on this contour map at 60 DNL, because I won't qualify for FAA funding to 
soundproof my home. Even the homes that will qualify, if they want to have their windows open at night 
in the summertime, it won't do them a bit of good, because noise is being shifted, and emphasis is take­
offs to the north, that's shifting more noise to the Turnagain area, so that's not being addressed. There's 
just so much lacking in this. When I bought my home in 1982, we looked at the 20-year master plan. 
Believe me, there was no mention of major cargo development, no noise contours showing I would have 
a noisy home. So there's no recourse for those of us who are long-time homeowners in Turnagain. 

With all due respect to Frank, I like you a lot, Frank, and I hope you know that. He has not represented 
our Community Council well. He hasn't even been to council meetings in several months. Our Council 
has not discussed this, so you are not getting true representation of what Turnagain residents have to say 
about airport noise. 

Lastly, I think that the Airport -- the abatement measures should much more address land use 
development and the management of it within the Airport boundaries rather than trying to manipulate land 
use ordinances outside of the boundaries. They need to go through a local public process so that we can 
- if there's a major lease proposed, it can go before Platting, it can go before P&Z. They need to get a 
conditional use permit in transitionally zoned land according to Title 21, but the Airport says, oh, we don't 
have to do that. We don't have to do that. Well, it's time they do it. And I think this committee ought to 
make that as a recommendation in this process. Thank you. 

ED CULLINANE: When we moved here into Anchorage in 1992 and built our house on Sportsman's 
Point area, I thought, my, what a nice, quiet subdivision, at the end of a cul-de-sac. Yes, I knew there 
was an Airport here, but the noise levels have increased probably I think because of the number of 
houses that were built around us subsequent to that. Well, that's our fault. That's no problem. 

But I think that we could all benefit from having our government leaders follow through with the institution 
of what has already been approved, and that is the Stage 3 noise levels as well as the Stage 2 noise 
levels that aircraft must adhere to in the year 2003. And if we could just have those noise levels adhered 
to by the aircraft operators and owners, I think that that would go a long way to alleviating a lot of the 
noise problems we have. Thank you. 

JOANNE GOING: My name is Joanne Going, and I've lived in the airport area since 1985, and in 19921 
purchased my current home from the retiring head of FAA, Frank Cunningham. And at that point, we 
discussed the air noise from the runways, of which I have a very nice view from my house. I'm at Four 
Corners. And I just have two concerns that I didn't hear addressed. 

I like the Airport, I like the view, and I like the growth of the economy there. But it appears that the DNL 
60/65 line that was the computer model did not take into effect the hillside and the slope there around 
Four Corners. I don't think my dishes should rattle, and they always don't rattle, but I don't think they 
really should rattle at all. And for some reason they have been doing that periodically. 

And I also have a concern about the ground noise if you switch from 24R, the ground noise sometimes 
can be overbearing. And I question the logic to use this at night, that it seems like it would impact - I 
mean, if I hear it, I can just imagine those that live around the area that's impacted in the yellow area, that 



it would just be more difficult. Or, you know, it would make it a real dark yellow or something, a different 
color, because it would be difficult, and those are already impacted in that area. 

Those are my only two concerns. Thank you. 

SHEILA HIKER: Hi, my name is Sheila Hiker, and I moved into my house this year, and this is my first 
meeting here. And I was really surprised to find out that the DNL 60, they're going to try to change the 
land plat so it says that we have all this noise. And I think that if - I also found out that my house doesn't 
qualify for soundproofing. And I don't think that that's fair that I have to go and warn people if I try to sell 
my house, well, this is in the Airport zone, and it makes too much noise, but it doesn't make so much 
noise that they will fix it. And that just - there's something really wrong with that, and I totally disagree 
with that. 



RESPONSE TO PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON DRAFT NCP AT FEBRUARY 9,1999 
MEETING 

P001 - The Technical Advisory Committee was formed to allow for an exchange of information 
between AlA and representatives of various groups and to ensure that AlA considered 
the many different perspectives on airport noise represented by these different groups. 
As the responsible agency, AlA must decide what measures to incorporate into the NCP. 
The fact that AlA's recommendations may differ from recommendations made by 
community council representatives and other interested groups reflects the fact that AlA 
has to consider the wider range of perspectives in the community and the regulatory 
limitations imposed by federal and state regulations in making a final determination on 
recommended measures. This should not imply that input from these parties has been 
ignored. All input was seriously considered during AlA's deliberations on final 
recommendations. 

P002 AlA acknowledges that nighttime noise has a significantly higher·impact than daytime 
noise and this is reflected in the 10 dB penalty given to nighttime noise events in the 
FAA's Integrated Noise Model. 

P003 Comment acknowledged. 

P004 AlA acknowledges the concerns regarding the balancing of economic development and 
other issues. See C043. 

P005 Comment acknowledged. 

P006 The AlA Master Plan Update currently underway does address other environmental and 
land use issues in addition to noise. 

P007 Comment acknowledged. 

P008 Comment acknowledged. 

P009 AlA did evaluate flight track changes associated with south departures. The analysis 
indicated that the current flight track rninimizes the impacts associated with these 
departures. The review criteria used by the FAA during the NCP review and approval 
process would not approve a change which would result in spreading the noise impact to 
new areas. 

P010 Comment acknowledged. 

P011 These issues are outside the scope of this study. 

P012 AlA acknowledges that single events during the nighttime are the most disturbing noise 
impacts (see P002), however, federal regulations and ongoing research identify the 
cumulative exposure metric (ONL) to be the most reliable measure for noise 
compatibility planning efforts. 
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P013 Comment acknowledged. Unfortunately, airport noise was not considered an issue 
when AlA was sited in the early 1950s. 

P014 Comment acknowledged. 

P015 Comment acknowledged. Safety is considered during development of the NCP. All 
flight procedure and flight track measures recommended in the NCP are reviewed for 
safety considerations prior to FAA approval. 

P016 Comment acknowledged. See C043. 

P017 Comment acknowledged. 

P018 Less than 40% of AlA's all-cargo operations in 1997 were "gas and go" type operations. 
AlA is a cargo hub airport that supports both domestic and international air cargo 
operations. Federal Express, United Parcel Service, United, Northwest, and Polar all 
have international cargo hubs at AlA. In addition, there are domestic cargo operations 
serving tDe bush, including Alaska Airlines, Northern Air Cargo, Alaska Cargo Express, 
and Lynden Air Cargo. AlA cargo operations also include a unique bypass mail 
operation for the U.S. Post Office. The federal government recently gave foreign 
carriers the authority to transfer cargo between planes in Anchorage, which is likely to 
increase cargo hubbing activities further. A 1998 report by the Institute of Economic and 
Social Research at the University of Alaska Anchorage states that 30% of airport jobs, 
which account for 10% of all jobs in Anchorage, are related to international cargo 
operations. An increasing percentage of these jobs are related to hubbing activity. 

P019 Comment acknowledged. AlA attempted to provide a variety of opportunities for the 
public to provide input in both formal and informal manners, including one-on-one 
discussion during the workshop portion, the court reporter that was available for 
recorded comments, written comment forms, and the public testimony period. Finally, 
public comment on the Draft NCP was also accepted throughout the public review 
period. 

P020 See C019. Although Runway 32 is currently the preferred departure runway at night, 
approximately 14 percent of the air carrier jets depart to the east at night due to wind 
and weather conditions that are unfavorable to Runway 32 departures. Runway 6R and 
6L departures at night contribute significantly to the DNL contours and noise impacts 
east of AlA. Departing on Runways 24L and 24R at night will reduce the noise impacts 
east of AlA without significantly increasing noise impacts south of AlA. It is recognized, 
however, that the character of the noise near the start-of-takeoff roll for Runways 24L 
and 24R may change. 

P021 The INM is a "flat earth" model, which does not take into consideration the elevation of 
surrounding homes. The model does include attenuation for "soft" or grass covered 
earth for noise from aircraft on the ground. The location and orientation of individual 
homes are not input into the model. Because the noise from aircraft in flight usually 
dominates the noise contours near airports, home elevations and orientations are not 
usually significant with respect to the DNL contours. Home elevations and orientations 
may be significant when they are exposed exclusively to noise from aircraft on the 
ground (e.g., taxiing, reverse thrust, run-ups, etc.). Homes on a hill facing the airport will 
be exposed to higher levels of noise from aircraft ground operations than those on the 
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opposite side of the hill where homes are shielded from the noise. If approved by FAA, 
the detailed ground noise study that will follow the Part 150 will document these effects 
in the neighborhoods near AlA. The FAA-approved INM remains the most accurate 
model for depicting the cumulative noise impacts around airports. The modeling for AlA 
was not based on random sampling, but was based long-term trends in runway use, 
flight tracks, and the aircraft fleet mix operating at AlA in the base year. The contour 
lines are plotted using NMPLOT, a contour-plotting program supplied with the INM. The 
contour lines connect locations of equal DNL values. As stated above, DNL contours 
lines usually correlate well with measured values. 

P022 This study only addresses airport noise associated with AlA and the Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base. Merrill Field and Elmendorf Air Force Base have conducted noise studies 
in the past. Impacts associated with those facilities tend to be very localized. 

P023 Comment acknowledged. 

P024 Comment acknowledged. See P019. 

P025 Despite the length of the study, the DNL contours still accurately represent the aircraft 
noise exposure from operations at AlA. As stated earlier, it would take a doubling of 
operations (assuming the same fleet mix) to change the DNL contours by 3 dB. 

P026 The AlA Part 150 Update revealed that there are a variety of ground noise issues that 
require a level of study beyond the level included in the Part 150 scope of work. The 
detailed ground noise study will be completed in as expeditious manner as possible. 

P027 FAA guidelines for funding sound insulation programs focus on areas of DNL 65 dB and 
higher. Areas below DNL 65 dB may be eligible for federal sound insulation funding at 
some point in the future, but may be dependent on the completion of sound insulation 
programs in areas above DNL 65 dB. 

P028 AlA's preferential runway use program, which seeks to maximize north departures, has 
been in place for more than 10 years. Therefore, the emphasis to takeoff to the north is 
consistent with long standing noise abatement policy. 

P029 International aviation is a rapidly changing industry and it is difficult to forecast precisely 
the direction in which the industry will go in the future. The Master Plans are based on 
the best available information and forecasts at the time of development. 

P030 Community Council representatives were designated by the relevant community 
councils. AlA recognizes that any representative is not going to be able to reflect the 
variety of opinions represented within any community council area. 

P031 AlA has addressed both noise abatement and land use measures as required under 
FAA guidelines on noise compatibility planning. It is important to recognize that despite 
AlA's best efforts, AlA will never be able to eliminate noise. An airport is an industrial 
use and local land use planning must take this into consideration during land use 
planning decisions. 

P032 Comment acknowledged. See C050 and C058. 
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P033 Comment acknowledged. See P021. 

P034 Comment acknowledged. See P020. 

P035 Comment acknowledged. See C045. 

Response to Testimony 4of4 1999 NCP 




