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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 airfine's NADP for use at AlA, but would
simply help AlA defermine 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 6R/L, 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 AIA 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 AIA
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 fo refer fto 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 requiations" 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 senience 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 Qutside of the AIA 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 DNL 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 resulf
in the DNL 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 sorme 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 DNL contour is consistent with Appendix A of FAA's Part 150
regulations which states that local needs or values may dicltate further delineation
of noise impacts at less than 685 DNL.. The local need fo look beyond the 65 DNL
was identified in AlA's previous Part 150 NCP approved in 1988. As identified in
the earlier study, AIA believes that it is important to ensure that development in the
60 DNL contours be evaluated to ensure continued land use compatibility in areas
around AlA as operations expand. Areas within the 60 DNL contour are
significantly impacted by airport operations in specific configurations and it is the
residences within the 60-65 DNL contours which generate the largest number of
complaint calls. Under this NCP, areas outside the 65 and above DNL confours
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 May 28, 1999
Airport

State of Alaska DOT & PF

PO. Box 196880

Anchorage, Alaska

USA 99519-6960

(907) 266-2525
FAX {907) 243-0663

Ms. Patricia Sullivan

Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division

222 West 7™ Avenue, Box 14
Anchorage, AK 99513

Dear Ms. Sullivan:

Anchorage [nternational 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, 1889. The public testimony
received at this hearing, written comments received, and AlA’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 AIA 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, feei free to call Maryellen Tuttell at 266-
2543.

/4
< Plumb, Jr.
Airport Director
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 Administrafion
under Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150, Subpart B, Section
150.23, are true and complete under penalty of 18 U.5.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 party.

By:

. rton V. Plumb\ Jr.
Title: Airport Director
Date: May 28, 1999

Airport Name:  Anchorage International Airport
Airport Owner:  State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities
Airport Operator:  State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
' Facilitzes

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

(907) 266-2525

1999
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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 (AIA). The first
volume, AIA’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 AIA 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.

! 44 CFR Part 150
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1.7.2 The NCP

The NCP is essentially a list of the actions the airport proprietor proposes to undertake to
minimize existing and future noise/land 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 to application for funding of implementation actions.

1.1.3 FAR Part 150 Guidance on NCPs

To receive FA A 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 noncompatible uses;

® Does notimpose an undue burden on interstate and foreign commerce;

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

® Is not unjustly discriminatory;

@ Doesnot de.rogate 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 AIA 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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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 submissjon 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
AIA, 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

e 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 AIA in 1987, herein referred to as the original AIA 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 NCFP in January 1991.

1.4 Revised Noise Exposure Map

The State DOT and PF initiated this AIA 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 AIA 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 DOT 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 AJA 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 AIA 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 Commitiee

The TAC includes representatives from a very broad spectrum of entities with interest in the
AIA 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 TAC also serves as a forum for the varied interest
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groups to discuss complex 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.

o 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 aregional 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 FA A review of the
NCP submission.

e 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{p) (1) through (7) of FAR Part 150 list these seven categories.

1889



6 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update

4. Flight procedures

5. Restrictions on type/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 AIA 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 TAC 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 TAC 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 NCP Checklist (page 1 of 5)
Source: Federal Aviation Administration, 1989

1. IDENTIFICATION and SUBMISSION of PROGRAM:
A. Submission is properly identified:
1. FAR 150 NCP? Yes
2. NEM and NGP together? No Cover letier
and Sec. 1
3. _Program Revision? Yes
B. Ajmport and Airport Operator's name identified? Yes p. vV
C. NCP transmitted by airport cperator's cover letter? Yes Cover letter
1. CONSULTATION: [150.23]
A. Documentation includes narrative of public participation
. Yes Ch. 7
and consultation process?
B. Identification of consulted partties:
1. all parties in 150.23 ¢ consulted? Yes Ch. 7
2. public and planning agencies identified? Yes Ch. 7
3. agencies in 2., above, correspond to those indicated
on the NEM? ves Ch. 7
C. Satisfies 150.23(d) requiremenis:
1. docurr}entfa\tion shows active and direct participation Yes Ch. 7
of parties in B., above?
2. active and direct participation of general public? Yes Ch.7 See also
NEM,
3. pariicipation was prior to and during development of Ves Ch. 7 incorporated
NCP and prior to submittal to FAA? ] by reference
4, |qdlcates adequate opportunity afforded to submit Ves Ch. 7
views, data, etc.?
D. Evrdfance included of notice and opportunity for a public Yes Ch. 7
heanng_ on NCP?
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 2 of 5)

E. Documentation of comments;
1. includes summary of public hearing comments, if Yes Ch. 7,
hearing was held? Appendix C
2. includes copy of all written material submitted to Ch.7 In NEM,
operator? Yes Ap er‘1 di;c c incorporated
P by reference
3. includes operator's response/disposition of written ™ Yes Ch. 7,
and verbal comments? Appendix C
F. Informal agreement received from FAA on flight Yes Sec. 3.6.3
procedures?
HIN NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS; [150.23, B150.3; 150.35(8] (This
section of the checklist is not a substitute for the Noise
Exposure Map checklist. [t deals with maps in the context
of the NCP submission.)
A. Inclusion of NEMs and supporting documentation:
1. Map documentation either included or incomporated Yes Sec, 1.1.1
by reference? and Ch. 4
2. Maps previously found in compliance by FAA? Yes Ch. 4 January 1999
3. Compliance determination still valid? Yes Ch. 4
4. Does jBO-day p_erlod have to wait for map No Ch. 4
compliance finding?
B. Revised NEMs submitted with program: (Review using
NEM checklist if map revisions included in NCP submiftal)
1, Revised NEMs included with program? 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 program analysis uses noise modeling:
1. INM, HNM or FAA-approved equivalent? Yes Ch. 4 INM 5.1
2. Monitoring in accordance with A150.57 Yes NEM, Ch. 5
D. Existing condition and 5-year maps clearly identified as No Ch. 4
the official NEMs? ’
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 3 of 5}
Source: Federal Aviation Administration, 1989__

IV.  CONSIDERATION of ALTERNATIVES: [B150.7, 150.23(e)]

A. Ata minimum, are the alternatives below considered?

1. land acquisition and interests therein, including air Yes Ch &
rights, easements, and development rights? ’
2. barriers, acoustical shielding, public building v Sec. 6.6.2
: es
soundproofing and 6.6.3
3. preferential runway system Yes Sec. 5.8
4, flight procedures Yes Sec. ;5;’ and

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 Yes Sec. 5.9
¢. noise abatement takeofffapproach procedures
d. landing fees based on roise or time of day
e. nighttime restrictions

B. Respansible impiementing authority identified for each v
. : es
considered alternative?
. . Chapters,
C. Analysis of alternative measures: Tables 5.4 -
1. measures clearly described? Yes 512, Chapter
. - 8, Tables
2. measures adequately analyzed? Yes 6.13-6.24
3, adequate reasoning for rejecting alternatives? Yes
D. Other acticns recommended by the FAA? na. n.a.
V. ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED for
IMPLEMENTATION: [150.23(e), B150.7(c); 150.35(b), B150.5]
A, Document clearly indicates:
1. altemnatives recommended for implementation? Yes Chapter 3
2, final recommendations are airport operator's, not Chapter 3
those of consultant or third party? v and
es S
Certification
Sheet
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 4 of 5)
Source: Federal Aviation Administration, 1989

B. Doall program recommendations :
1. relate directly or indirectly to reduction of noise and Yes
non-compatible land uses?
2. contain description of contribution to overall v,
X es
effectiveness of program?
3. noisefland use benefits quantified to extent possible? Yes
4. include actual/anticipated effect on reducing noise g:azé?;]?
exposure within non-compatible areas shown on Yes S P 3.4 y
NEM? ec. 3.1)
- and Chapters
5. effects based on relevant and reasonable expressed Yes 5, and &
assumptions?
6. have adequate supporting data to support its Yes
contribution to the noise/land use compatibility?
C. Analysis appears to support program standards set forth Yes
in 150.35() and B150.5?
D When use restrictions are recommended:
1. Are alternatives with potentially significant
noisefcompatible land use benefits thoroughly na na
analyzed so that appropriate comparisons and " e
conclusions can be made?
2. use restrictions coordinated with APP-800 prior to na na
making determination on start of 180-days? T o
E Do the following also meet Part 150 analytical standards?:
1. formal recommendations which continue existing Yes Chapters 2,
practices? 3,5and 6
2. new recommendations or changes proposed at end
of Part 150 process? Yes Chapter 3
F Documentation indicates how recommendations may Yes Chapters 2,
change previously adopted plans? 3, 5and &
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Table 1.1 Part 150 NCP Checklist (page 5 of 5)
Source: Federal Aviation Administration, 1989

G. Documentation also:

Sec. 3.6.2

1. identifies agencies which are responsible for
implementing each recommendation? Yes and Tables
3.5, 3.6, and
i 3.7
2 gndtcates whether those agencies have agreed to Yes Sec. 3.6.3
implement?
3. indicates essential government actions necessary to Sec. 3.6 and
impiement recommendations? Yes Tables 3.5,
3.6, and 3.7
H. Time frame:
1. includes agreed-upon schedule to implement Sec. 3.6 and
alternatives? Yes Table 3.5,
3.6, and 3.7
2. indicates period covered by the program? Yes Sec. 3.6.1
.  Funding/Costs:
1, includes costs to implement alternatives? Sec. 3.6 and
Yes Tables 3.5,
3.6, and 3.7
2. includes anticipated funding sources? Sec. 3.6 and
Yes Tables 3.5,
3.6, and 3.7
Vi PROGRAM REVISION: [150.23(e){g)] Supporting Yes Sec. 3.45
documentation includes provision for revision? and Table 3.7
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2. ORIGINAL NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

The original AJA 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 AIA 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,

@ 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.

® 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.

@ 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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14 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update

Table 2.1 Summary of Noise Abatement Measures, as Approved and As Implemented

Source: HMMH, 1998

| Maximize Nighttime
i Preferential Use of
| Runway 32

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
when Runway 24 is being used for departures.

Adopt and Iﬁcorporate AC
1 91-53 and NBAA's Close-
! in Procedure

Implemented - AlA Bulletin 98-04, "Noise Abatement Procedures,"
requires the use of Noise Abatement Departure Profiles (NADPs) for
aircraft departing AlA. The bulietin has been modified several times
since the Record of Approval was issued. The current bulletin requires
the use of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ) B or FAA
AGC 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 §
Update, |

| Implement a Preferential
Runway Use Program for
Lake Hood Float Plane

implemented - Although this measure was tied to the expansicn of the
Lake Hood Fioat Plane Base, which did not occur, a preferential
throug

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 AIA 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." AIA 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 AIA Part 150 Study NCP identified ten land use measures:

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 contours.

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.

Building Code for Soundproofing

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

Easements for Subdivisions

Avigation easements should be obtained for all new residential subdivisions in the present
and projected DNL 60 dB contours and for commercidl 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.

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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Comprehensive Planning

Amend the Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Development Plan to reflect the findings and
recommendations of the AIA 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.

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

Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and Zoning
Commission; Assembly postponed until cornpletion of AlA Part 150
Update.

Mobile Home Restrictions

Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and Zoning
Commission; Assembly postponed until completion of AlA Part 150
Update.

Building Code for
|_Soundproofing

Discussions with MOA are underway,

Noise Levels on Plats

implemented on a case-by-case basis. "

| Easements for Subdivisions

Not implemented due to MOA legal staff concerns. "

Comprehensive Planning

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

Pianning Commission Review

Discussions with MOA will continue.

Fublic Land Development
Criteria

Will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Update currently
underway.

Sound Barrier Walls and
| Berms

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

Sound Buffers

Not implemented due to cancellation of the Lake Hood Float Plane

2.3 Continuing Program Measures

The original AIA 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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18 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update

Table 2.3 Summary of Continuing Program Measures, as Approved and as Implemented

-,

| Noise Advisory Committee

Not impiemented.

Noise Monitoring

Implemented using portable noise monitors and ad hoc
measurements.

Complaint Response

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

Regulations and Agreements

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

| Plan Review and Evaluation

Implemented through the establishment of the AIA Noise
Program Manager position, ongoing review of adherence to the
established noise abatement procedures, and the undertaking of
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3. PROPOSED ELEMENTS OF REVISED NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM

The revised NCP for AJA 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
AIA 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 AIA 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;

e 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.

1999



20 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update

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
sumrmarizes 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.

Table3.1 Comparison of the Estimated Residential Population within the Existing
Condition and Five-Year Forecast NEMs for the Existing and Proposed NCPs

With Existing NCP 8,246 7,102
With This Revised NCP 7,798 6,968

n Reduction (Effect of NCP Revisions) 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.

AIA’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 Sumumary of Proposed Noise Abatement Elements of Revised NCP, Compared to
FAA-Approved Elements of Existing NCP

posdd

Preferential Runway Measures

Existing Measure: Maximize Nighttime
| Preferential Use of Runway 32

Revised Measure: Enhance Nightlime Runway
Use. Co

Develop and follow new
Tower Order re-prioritizing
the preferred runway use.

Noise Abatement Flight Procedures

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

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

Provide airspace review,
revise "climb as rapidly as
practical" phraseclogy in
the KNIK and ANC SIDS,

None applicable.

New Measure: Conduct detailed study to Approval and funding of
optimize NADPs and make recommendations. federal share of NADP
Estimated budget: $75,000. study.
ﬂ Naise Abatement Flight Paths “
None applicable. New Measure: Implement a noise abatermnent Provide airspace review,
departure track for commuter aircraft departing approve track, assist with
Runway 6L/R, pilot adhetence to track,
Airport Use Measures "
None applicable, None. None. "
Airport Layout Measures g
None applicable. None. None.

3.2.1 Revised Measure: Enhance Nighttime Runway Use Program

Departures on Runways 6R and 6L fly over the largest concentration of population near AIA.
Nighttime departures on these runways east confribute 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 ICAO B NADPs for Runways 6R/6L and Runway 14 departures. '

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

3.2.3 New Measure: Conduct Detailed NADP Study

The original AIA Part 150 Study identified the use of NADPs as an important measure in
reducing cumulative and single-event noise exposure in the communities near ATA. The
Airline Pilots Association (ALPA} supports the selection of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP
at each airport and runway end. This AJA Part 150 Update recommends (Section 3.2.2) the use
of the current versions of these procedures as recommended by FAA, ICAO, and the NBAA.
Because the interpretation of the NADPs varies from airline to airline, a detailed NADP study
would help AIA and the airlines identify the optimum FAA- and ICAO-approved NADPs for
use at AIA 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
AIA 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 of NADPs 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 théir 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.
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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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 Reslrictions

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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 FAA-
Approved Elements of Existing NCP

Establish a firm policy agains! re-z
conditional uses for any new development of residences of any
type within the 1997 DNL. 60 dB contour.

9
existing rather than future DNL 80
contour, No new FAA approval
required.

Existing Measure: Mobile Home
| and Camper Park Restrictions

Establish a firm policy against re-zoning or authorizing
conditional uses for any new development of mobile home
structures and camper parks within the 1997 DNL 60 dB

contour.

Existing measure modified to apply to
existing rather than future DNL 80 dB
contour. No new FAA approval
r_equired.

Revised Measure: Soundproofing
Requirement for New
Development

Require new residential development within the 1997 DNL 60
dB contour to provide acceptable interior noise levels. This
measure has been modified to increase flexibility in meeting
the noise reduction requirements.

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

H Existing Measure: Noise Levels on
H Plats

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

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

| Existing Measure: Comprehensive
1 Planning

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.

Existing measure, no new FAA approval
required.

Existing Measure: Planning
Commission Review

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

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

Existing Measure: Public Land
Development Criteria

Provides policy guidance for development of public uses within
the 1997 DNL 60 d8 contour.

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

Paolicy

dB contour of aircraft noise impacts.

New Measure: Noise Overlay Enhances implementation of the other measures such as FAA approval required,
Zone conventional zoning, limitations on conditional use permits, and

subdivision regulations. Also enhances ability of potential

property purchasers o make informed decisions, The

estimated budget is $50,000.
New Measure: Fair Disclosure Notifies potential property purchasers within the 1997 DNL. 60 FAA approval reguired.

New Measure: Land Banking

Public acquisition of noise impacted vacant property with the
1987 DNL 65 dB contour for future public use.

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

New Measure: Soundproofing for
Existing Development

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

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

New Measure: Sound
Buffers/Barriots

|
|
|

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

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

New Measure: Ground Noise
Study

Conduct detailed study of aircraft ground noise exposure and
recommend specific measures, Estimated budget: $180,000.

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

This measure from the original AIA 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 home 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 AIA Part 150 Study, it is not yet implemented. The State DOT and PF and MOA
are currently discussing this measure.

Actual or Antz-bipated 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 L.evels on Plats

This measure would require noise levels to be noted on plats of ail 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA
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 AIA 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 AJA 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 ATA 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 Overiay 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.
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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 AIA. 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 AIA.

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

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 AIA Part 150 Study. The original AIA 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 AIA Part 150 Study, community concemn regarding
noise from aircraft ground operations has increased. The type of detailed study required to
address these problems is beyond the scope of this ATA 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 AIA.

3.4 Continuing Program Measures

Continuing program measures are ad ministrative 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 Commitiee

Although the establishment of a Noise Advisory Committee (NAC) was a recommendation of
the original AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA Part 150 Study recommended noise monitoring by a consultant on an as-
needed basis. AIA 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 Formalize the Committee membership, role, | None.
and meeting schedule,
|
| Revised Measure: Noise Monitoring Purchase an aircraft noise and operations Approval and funding of
! monitoring system (ANOMS). Estimated federal share of |
i budget: $1.5 million. ANOMS purchase.
I Existing Measure: Complaint Response Continue the current complaint coflection None, "
5 systemn and response process.
' Existing Measure: Regulations and Agreements Review and revise applicable regulations FAA ATCT concurrence
i and agreements as appropriate. ' with Letters of '
Agreement and Tower
Orders.
' Existing Measure: NEM and NCF Review and Review and evaluate refinements o the Part | FAA technical
] Revision 150 plan. Continuing review through assistance and funding
ANOMS and Neise Program Manager as appropriate.
reports fo NAC. Update NEMs within five
years or as required by changes in airport
layout or operation. Update NCP as
required.
None applicable. New Measure: Noise Program Manager, None.
] Recognizes an existing AlA staff position
not included in ariginal AIA Part 150 Study.
None applicable. New Measure: Noise information page on Nene.
the AlA Web site.

None applicable, New Measure: Airfield signs. Purchase and | Approval and funding of
install eight on-airfield signs to advertise federal share of signs.
revised NCP. Estimated budget: $30,000.

None applicable. New Measure: Conduct Public Information Approval and funding of
Program. Estimated cost: $10,000. federal share of printing

costs.

None applicable. New Measure: Prepare and distribute a pilot | Approval and funding of
manual insert. Estimated cost: $5,000. 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 Benefifs 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 AIA 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 AIA noise complaint data base.
The level of noise complaints could require AIA’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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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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@ Review and written response by affected operators, including the number of operations
impacted and the anticipated costs or savings.

@ 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 Benefits of Measure: This measure provides for updating the NEM and the
NCP as needed, to ensure their continued efficiency and effectiveness. The NCP mustbea
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 AIA Part 150 Study, the State DOT and PF established a Noise Program
Manager position at AIA. 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.
AIA 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.

*  §5150.21(d) 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 exposiire map. A
change in the operation of an airport creates a substantial new noncompatible use if that change resuits
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 AIA Web Site

AJA maintains a home page on the Internet that includes information about the airfield layout,
available services, and historical level of operations. AIA’s web page also provides information
about the State DOT and PF’s aircraft noise control regulations, AIA’s noise abatement
program, and the AIA 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 AIA Part 150 Update to include information on the adopted NCP and
implementation status of the approved measures.

Actual orAnti-icipated 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 instail up to eight signs on AIA and Lake Hood Float Plane
Base that inform departing pilots of the key noise abatement procedures and indicate locations
and headings for ground runup procedures. The signs will be located where aircraft hold
prior to takeoff and where aircraft conduct runups. Although the original AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA "fact sheets” on
aircraft noise issues at AIA that respond to frequently asked questions about noise at ATA. 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 Reasure: Pilot Manual Insert

Most pilots operating at AIA 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 AIA 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 ATA Part 150 Update process are discussed
below. These measures will be pursued outside of the AIA Part 150 Update process.

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

The AIA 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 turn
eastbound and (2) shifting to the south, Runway éR 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 AIA
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 FHood Float Plane Base, it will be
pursued outside of the AIA Part 150 Update process.

1999



34 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update

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
S0.

The State DOT and PF, the MOA, and the FAA share responsibility for implementation of land
use measures. The State DOT and 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 of land
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.

* Assetforth in FAA AC 150/5020-1, "Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports®, August 5,
1982,
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Table3.5 Summary of NCP Implementation Details for Proposed Noijse Abatement
Elements of Revised NCP

Preferential Runway Measures

CEoAntiama

i Study

revised NCP. State DOT and PF selects
aviation noise consultant to conduct
study.

funding up to 83.75%.

Enhance nighttime runway State DOT and PF requests that FAA None. 1993 {immediately

| use program - Minimize implement revised procedure, FAA following NCP approval).

{ Runway 6 departures at reviews, approves, and implements,

 night. Increase the use of

| Runway 24 departure and

i Runway 14 landing

§ _configuration at night, i
Noise Abatement Flight Procedures

i Conduct Detailed NADP FAA reviews and approves as elementof | $75,000. FAA 1998 (immediately

following NCP approval.)

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

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
reviews, approves, and implements.

None.

1999 (immediately
following NCP approval).

Noise Abatement Flight Tracks

Implement a noise
abatement departure track

for commuter aircraft

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

None.

_ddeparting Rupway 6L/

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

Compatible Use Zoning State DOT and PF assists with drafting required Nane, Ongoing.
{ ordinance. MOA adopis and enforces it.
Mobile Home Restrictions State DOT and PF assists with drafting required None. Ongoing.
ordinance. MOA, adopts and enforces it,
Soundpreofing Requirement for State DOT and PF assists with drafting required None. Ongoing.
New Development building code revisions. MOA adopts and
enforces il.
Noise Levels on Plats State DOT and PF requests plat notes. MOA None. Ongoing.
) adopts and enforces them,
{ GComprehensive Planning State DOT and PF provides input into the None. Ongoing.
Comprehensive Plan. MOA adopts and
enforces it. B
Planning Commission Review State DOT and PF assists with drafting Nene. Ongoing.
compatibility criteria. Planning Commission
adopts and enforces it.
Public Land Development State DOT and PF assists with drafting required None. Ongoing.
Criteriz ordinance. MOA adopts and enforees it.
Noise Overlay Zone State DOT and PF assists with drafting required Approximately $50,000 2000 (following NCP

program,

ordinance, MOA adopts and enforces it for consuiting approval).
assistance. FAA
funding up t0 93.75%.
Fair Disclosure Policy State DOT and PF submits legislation ta the None, Ongoing.
Alaska Legislature or submits revisions to the
Real Estate Commission (REC). REC revises
and distributes disclosure form.
H Land Banking The State DOT and PF identifies acquisition Fair market value cost 2000 and beyond ({following
area with MOA. State DOT and PF or MOA, of land. FAA funding NCP approval).
purchase vacant residential properlies. up to 93.75%.
Soundproofing of Existing The State DOT and PF develops program, Approximately $14 2001 and beyond (following
Buildings applies for federal funds, and administers million. FAAfunding up | NCP approval).

10 93.75%.

Conduct Detailed Ground Noise
Study

FAA reviews and approves as element of
revised NCP. State DOT and PF selects
avialion noise cansultant to conduct siudy,

$180,000. FAA funding

2000 (immediately following

N—

Sound Buffers/Barriers

The State DOT and PF manages design and
construction of barriers based on ground noise
study findings.

up to 93.75%. NCP approval.}

Unknown property 2001 and beyond {following
acquisition and NCP approval).
construction costs.

FAA funding up to

93.75%.
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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
i Committee and sets meeting schedule.
Noise and Operations FAA reviews and approves as element of $1.5 million. FAA fundingup § 2000 (immediately
Monitoring System revised NCP. State DOT and PF applies to 93.75%. following NCP
for funding, selects vendor, manages approval.)
installation.
| Continue the current State DOT and PF continues to implement. Nane, Continuing.
| complaint collection
{ system and response
{ process, .
Regulations and FAA reviews and approves as element of None. Continuing.
i Agreements revised NCP. State DOT and PF
1 recommends wording of regulations and
i agreements.
}
} Noise Program State DOT and PF continues to implement. State DOT and PF pays Continuing.
! Manager staff salary, benefits, and
[ overhead.
§ AlA Noise Web Page State DOT and PF to continues to improve None. Continuing.
} web page contents and links,
' Airfield signs FAA reviews and approves as element of $30,000. FAA funding up to 2000 - 2001
! revisad NCP. State DOT and PF acquires 93.75%.
i and installs signs.
Public infarmation FAA reviews and approves as element of $10,000. FAA funding up to Ongoing.
program revised NCP. State DOT and PF develops 93.75%.
text, prints and distributes materials,
Distribute Filot inserts State DOT and PF prepares and distributes | $5,000. FAA funding up to 2000
[ a noise abatement insert for flight manuals. 93.75%.
i FAA assists with review.
H NEM and NCF review State DOT and PF pursues on continuing Undetermined consulting Continuing.
| and revision basis. FAA assistsin review and approval. assistance. FAA funding up

Lo o3 PR ]
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Through the TAC meetings, the State DOT and PF staff and consulting tearn mernbers have
discussed the proposed NCP elements with the FAA, pilot representatives, and MOA. They
have indicated their support 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
AIA Part 150 Update process, which included TAC meetings, public meetings, and direct
discussions with the FAA and the chief pilots. AIA and HMMH staff have discussed the
preventive land use measures with MOA land use and zoning staffs as well as the Planning
and Zoning Commission and have received their general endorsements of 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 Schedulies

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 AIA Part 150 Update involved the
submission to FAA of revised NEM documentation for AIA, 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 AIA, 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 AIA’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 INM 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 noncompatible 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
70-75 dB 1.51 0.30 1.81

75+ dB 0.17 2.70 "

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

472

60-64 dB
65-70 dB 2.31 0.77 3.08 "
II 70-75 dB 1.44 0.25 1.69 “

E 75+ dB 2.13 0.13 226 - H

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

| 60-64 dB 6,353
|| 65-69 dB 1,182
70-74 dB 263
+75 dB 0
Total 7,798
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Table 4.4 Estimated Residential Population within Abated 2002 NEM Contours with
Implementation of the Revised NCP

| 60-64 dB 5,693
65-69 dB 1,118
f 70-74 dB 157
! +75dB 0
Total 6,968
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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 AIA Part 150 Study;

other measures currently in use at AIA;

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 FF 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
Study NCP

In the original AIA Part 150 Study, the State DOT and PF evaluated 24 noise abatement
alternatives and proposed six for implementation, three of which the FAA approved. Table5.1
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 AIA Part 150
Study NCP submission.
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Table5.1 Noise Abatement Options Considered in the Original AIA Part 150 Study

Maximize Nighttime Preferential Runway Use of Recommended as a Approved
Runway 32, supplemented by Preferential Runway refinement of the continuing
Rotational Runway Use Not recommended, most Not applicable

effective when impacts are
distributed equally

;
Use of 24L. preferential runway system i;

 Implementation of a preferential runway use Recommended in conjunction | Approved
it program after construction of new runway and with airfield improvements
| waterlane facilities at the Lake Hood Float Plane

| Base, located northwest of existing facilities,

| followed by closure of the existing gravel runway and
i two existing waterlanes,

|

| Eiiminate KNIK 3 SID Not recommended, would not Not applicable

| affect the DNL 65 dB contour

Establish Traffic Separation Procedures for Recommended Airspace review

| Operations at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base required. No
i demonstrated noise
benefit. FAA took no

action.

I Night Curfew on All Aircraft and Operations Not recommended due to Not applicable
| impact on interstate and
i foreign commerce
3 Night Curfew on Departures Not recommended due to Not applicable
| impact on interstate and
* foreign commerce

Night Curfew on Aircraft Based on Noise Levels Not recommended, overly Not applicable
i restrictive
Differential Landing Fees Based on Time of Day Not recommended, little noise Not applicable
{ benefit
I Differential Landing Fees Based on Noise Levels Not recommended, little noise | Not applicable
l benefit
§ Airport Capacity Limitations, Cap Total Operations Not recommended, constrains | Not applicable
i capacity may not reduce noise
i Airport Capacity Limitations, Noise Budget Not recommended, may be Not applicable
! discriminatory and is
l administratively complex
g Restrictions of Aircraft Based on Noise Levels, Not recommended, legally Not applicable
| Specified Lmax complex and limited facilities
for excluded aircraft to use
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i Restrictions of Aircraft Based on Noise Levels, FAR
| Part 36

Not recommended,
unreascnable given level of
noise impact at AlA

Not applicable

Engine Runup Restrictions, Night, Routine
| Maintenance

Not recommended, not of
significant benefit to the noise
abatement program

Not applicable

Engine Runup Restrictions, Night, All Purpose

Not recommended, not of
significant benefit to the noise
abatement program

Not applicable

Restrict Touch-and-Go Operations at Lake Hood

i Float Plane Base

Recommended

Disapproved

t Reduced Thrust Takeoffs

Not recommended due to
varying runway conditions

Not applicable

| Encouraged use of AC 81-53 and NBAA Close-In
| depariure procedures by those aircraft capable of
| using them and still meeting required altitude

| restrictions.

Recommended

Approved

! Use Maximum Climb Procedure

Not recommended, would not
reduce noise levels

Not applicable

Minimum Approach Altitudes

Not recommended, no affect
on noise contours

Not applicable

Approach Procedures to Reduce Noise

Not recommended, no affect
on noise contours

Not applicable

Relocation of the threshold for west approaches to
the east-west waterfane at the Lake Hood Float
Plane Base

Recommended

Airspace review
required. No
demonstrated noise
benefit. FAAtook 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 AIA

Since the original AIA Part 150 Study NCP was approved, the State DOT and PF has adopted
aircraft ranup regulations at AIA. AIA Bulletin 98-04 establishes engine run-up areas and
nighttime runup procedures as well as documenting ATA’s preferential runway use program.
AIA 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 L and 24R do not contribute
significantly to the AIA 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 AIA. 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 turn 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 AIA 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 AIA
Part 150 Study NCP

i Maximization of Runway 32

i departures during the nighttime
i hours, supplemented by

# preferential departures on
Runway 24 and arrivals on

E Runway 14 when Runway 32 is
i incompatible with wind

| conditions.

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 bulietin also
identifies Runway 14 as the preferred
arrival runway when Bunway 24 is
being used for departures.

Implemented.

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

| Encourage the use of AC 91-53
I Close-in and NBAA departure

| procedures by those aircraft

| capable of using them and still

j meeting required altitude

| restrictions.

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
bultetin 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
Update.

Partially implemented.

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

implementation of a preferential
| runway use program after
construction of new runway and
waterlane facilities at Lake Hood
Float Plane Base, located
northwest of existing facilities,

| followed by closure of the

Although this measure was tied to the
expansion of the Lake Hood Float
Plane Base, which did not oceur, a
preferential runway use program was
implemented through AlA Bulletin 97-
05 based on the existing Lake Hood
Float Plane Base configuration.

implemented.
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Table 5.3 Full List of Noise Abatement Alternatives for Consideration in Revised NCP

| Alternatives

Do away with 50 degree right turn at 400 feet

Not included in original AlA Part 150

Preferential Altemate runway use so everyone can share Not recommended
i Runway Use the noise equally.
| Alternatives
: Reduce east departures, Not included in originat AlA Part 150
Study NCP
Change preferential runway use to: Depart Not included in original AlA Part 150
Runways 241 /R, Land Runways 14 and 24R. Study NCP
Redirect as much "heavy" aircraft traffic as Not included in original AlA Part 150
possible away from AlA Runway 8. Study NCP
Use only Runways 24 and 32 for heavy-jets Not included iﬁ original AlA Part 150
between 9 pmand 7 am. Study NCP
Enhance nighttime runway use program Not Included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP
Revise Runway Use Program for Commuters Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP
Lake Hood Float Plane Base Preferential Recommended and Approved
Runway Use Program
Cockpit Require noise abatement power reductions on Recommended and approved (pilot-in-
| Procedure all Runway 6 and Runway 14 takeoffs. command decides when safe to use)
| Modification _ ] ]
| Alternatives Use higher altitude on approach until late on Not recommended
base leg or on final.
Increase altitude of fioat planes to a minimum of | NotIncluded in original AIA Part 150
1,000 feet over the Turnagain Subdivision. Study NCP
Study the implementation of mandatory power Recommended and approved (pilot-in-
reduction for departures to the South and East. command decides when safe to use)
Eliminate thrust reduction on Runway 32 and 24 | Not included in original AIA Part 150
depariures, require it for Runways 14 and 6. Study NCP
Combine early turn with NADP for Runway 6 Not included in original AlA Part 150
depariures Study NCP
*Keep ‘em High" Program Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP
Preferential Move downwind leg for Runway 24L and Not included in original AlA Part 150
| Flight Track Runway 24R out over the water. Study NCP

above ground level for Runway 14 takeoffs.

Study NCP

Require aircraft to fly runway heading for
Runway 14 takeoffs.

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

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Eliminate KNIK 5 SID.

Not recommended

Tumn aircraft south on ANC 2 heading at 2,000
feet MSL orif climb gradient is not met.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Study what departure routes to the South and
East will over-fly the least densely populated
areas.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Study the implementation of mandatory climb
corridors for departures to the South and East.

Not included in original AlA Pait 150
Study NCP

Eliminate the ANC 2 SID from the "U.S.
Terminal Procedures, Alaska Vol. 1 of 1."

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Require aircraft departing Runway 6 to turn
before reaching the Seward Highway.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Modify FMS procedures to minimize overflight of
noise sensitive areas.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Use "fanning” to spread the noise of aircraft
departing Runway 14.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Tum Runway 14 departures right to a 240
degree heading.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Move Lake Hood Float Plane Base arrivals over
Fish Creek, a mostly undeveloped green belt.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Commuter noise abatement arrival and
departure cormridors to the southeast

Not included in original AIA Part 150
Study NCP

Airport Use
H Restriction
| Alternatives

Limit Kulis runups to daytime hours.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Prohibit overflight of residential communities
from 10 pmto 7 am.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Prohibit Runway 6 heavy-jet departures
between 9 pmand 7 am.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Prohibit operations between 10 pm and 7 am.

Not recommended

Require noise reduction kits on older engines.

Not recommended

Prohibit Stage 2 aircraft from using the airport,

Not recommended

Study the number of Stage 2 departures
between 10 pm and 7 am.

Not included in original AIA Part 150
Study NCP

Study whether any Stage 1 aircraft are
departing between 10 pm and 7 am.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Study banning Stage 1 aircraft departures from
10 pmto 7 am.

Not included in original AIA Part 150
Study NCP
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Provide a reduction in fanding fees for carriers
who comply with the Noise Abatement Bulletin.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Place a cap on the number of Stage 2 aircraft
departures from AlA.

Not recommended

Gradually eliminate Stage 2 aircraft.

Not recommended

Restrict length of time engines may be runup or
run at idle on cargo ramp.

Not recommended

Limnit cargo loads so cargo jets can depart notth
all the time.

Not included in original AIA Part 150
Study NCP

Limit the size and horsepower rating of aircraft
using Lake Hood Float Plane Base,

Not included in ariginal AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Replace single-bladed propeliers with shorter
treble propellers,

Not included in original AlA Part 150
Study NCP

Restrict Lake Hood Float Plane Base Touch and
Goes

Recommended and disapproved

| Airport Layout
1 Modification

Extend Runway 14 to the north to get Runway
14 departures higher over the Tanaina Hills.

Not included in original AlA Part 150
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 generaily 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

AIA’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 AJA. Additional dwelling units and people would be
exposed to incompatible levels of aircraft noise. Increasing noise impacts is contrary to the
objective of the AIA Part 150 Update, which is to reduce the number of dwelling units and
people exposed to incompatible levels of noise from aircraft operations at AIA. 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 Departures

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, AIA’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
Runway 24R to the West to Reduce East Departures in Section 5.10.2 .

5.6.3 Change Preferential Runway Use to: Depart Runways 24L/R, 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 AIA. 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 AJA 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-Jeis 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 funds, 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
AIA. 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

Community Noise and

Overflight

There are two primary benefits to designating Arrive 14, Depart 24 as the
preferred nighttime runway configuration. 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,
aireraft 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 of the airport which
reduces the population within the DNL 65 dB contour by 130 people. Figure
5.2 shows Runway 32 air carzier jet 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 of the start-of-takeoff roll noise.

Responsible Agency

@ AJA revises ALA Bulletin 98-04. ‘
@ Aircraft operators comply with recommended runway use program.
® FAA implements revised preferential runway use at night,

Airport and ATC
Operational
Considerations

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 (JFR) 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.
Amnalysis 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 activity during this period is typically low.

Effect on Aircraft
Operators

No significant effects. Aircraft armiving from the southeast might require
additional flight time for Runway 14 arrivals, but aircraft departing to southeast
destinations may experience slightly reduced flight times.

Effect on Quality of
Air Service

None.

Capital Costs of
Implementation

None.

Implementation
Factors

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
nighttime periods.

Legal Implications

A formal change of FAA procedures (adopting Arrive 14, Depart 24 as the
primary nighttime runway use) would require documentation under the
provisions of NEPA.
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The nighttime preferential runway use configuration should be changed to
depart Runway 24L, arrive Runway 14 to maximize over-water operation and

httime overﬂight of residential areas.

Conclusion

minimize ni
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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

Although commuter and GA aircraft contribute minimaily 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 experienced by nearby residents.

Responsible Agency

@ AIA updates AIA Bulletin 98-04 and requests FAA ATC implementation.
@ FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order.
® Aircraft operators conform to requested runway use program.

Airport and ATC
Operational
Considerations

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 longer
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 ranway 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
operational safety issue due to wake turbulence and jet blast.

Effect on Aircraft
Operators

Commuter, GA, and air carrier operators could experience some increased delay
as a resuli of congestion on taxiways used for queuing aircraft for Runway 32
departures. At current levels of demand, these delays would not be excessive.

Effect on Quality of
Air Service

No appreciable effect on air service is anticipated.

Capital Costs of
Implementation

No capital costs are associated with this measure, although additional quening
areas might be required to support use of Runway 32 for commuter and GA as
well as air carrier departures.

Ymplementation
Factors

Air traffic controllers would retain the option of directing GA and commuter
departures to Runway 6L as necessary to reduce congestion and delay.
Conformance to the recommended voluntary runway use program would be
expected to decrease if taxiway congestion becomes a significant factor.

Legal Implications

Formal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000 l|
feet AGL would require documentation under the provisions of NEPA. |
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Although this measure could be implemented, the noise benefits do not justify
the increased runway use rigidity that could affect anway use decisions
concerning larger, noisicr aircraft.

Conclusion
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5.7 Cockpit Procedure Modification Alternatives

The original AIA 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 turn for Runway 6 departures.
Altemnatives 1, 4, and 5 above are very similar and are closely related to the flight procedure
included in the original AIA Part 150 Study NCP.

5.7.1 Requiré 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA. 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 AIA was one
of the alternative measures. However, the greatest majority of aircraft approaches to AIA 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. AIA 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

5 TCAS

a & nsistent

18] £ga ULV

Net Change in
Community Noise and
Overflight -

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 Ruaway 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 ACO91-53A Distant 522
ICAO A 1,973 ICAD A 646
ICAOB 1,692 ICAOB 451

Most cargo carriers operating at ATA use the ICAO A procedure.

9@ AITA updates ATA Bulletin 98-04 and requests operators to establish and use

Responsible Agency the recommended departure procedures.

i © Aircraft operators conform to requested departure procedure.

; The Air Transport Association (ATA) has raised concerns about penetration of
Airport and ATC the Class E airspace east of the Seward Highway and has requested that FAA
Operational turn air carrier jets prior to the Seward Highway. Adoption of the one or both
Considerations of the "close-in" procedures would cause Runway 6R departures to be slightly

lower than when using a standard takeoff procedure.
Effect on Aircraft Selection and use of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP is strongly encouraged
Operators by ALPA. All procedures would be implemented by the operators, no
significant issues anticipated.
Effect on Quality of None,
AIlr Service
Capital Costs of
Implementation None.
Implementation Procedures developed by each operator may vary substantially while being in
Factors conformance witk AC 91-53A. Accordingly, performance will differ from the

estimates of effectiveness shown above. Monitoring of actual conformance to
established procedures would require extensive analysis of data acquired
through flight track monitoring and noise measurements.

u Legal Implications

No significant issues anticipated.
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Conclusion 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
ICAQ B proceduse 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 ICAC

B Eroccdure.
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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. AIA’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 AJA 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 AIA. 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 Turn for Runway 6 Departures

Net Change in Figures 5.10 and 5.11 show the SEL contours for the basc case (standard INM -
Community Noise and full power) with an early turn to the south and the early turn o the south using
Overflight the NADP as flown by an Alaskan Airlines 737-200 and Japan Adrlines 747-

200, respectively.

737-200 747-200
Procedure Population Procedure Population
Early Tum wf/o NADP 1,114 Early Tum w/o NADP 1,026
Early Turn w/ NADP 932 Early Turn w/ NADP 997

Change -182 -29

Responsible Agency @ AJA 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 adopis ANC 2 SID,

® Aircraft operators conform to requested turn and departure procedure.

Airport and ATC The ATA has raised concerns about penetration of the Class E airspace east of
Operational the Seward Highway and has requested that FAA turn air carrier jets prior to the
Considerations Seward Highway. Adoption of the one or both of the "close-in" procedures

would cause Runway 6R depariures to be slightly lower than when using 2
standard takeoff procedure. A turn prior to Seward Highway would climinate
these concerns. ATC has indicated that an early tum to the north would
produce airspace conflicts and would not be supported. ATC supported
implementation of the early turn to the south.

Effect on Aircraft Selection and use of the appropriate AC 91-53A NADP is strongly encouraged
Operators 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.

Eiffect on Quality of None.

Air Service

Capital Costs of

Implementation None.

TImplementation The Bayshore/Klatt Community Council has expressed concern that this
Factors measure could change current flight tracks resulting increased noise in some

areas. Procedures developed by each operator may vary substantially while

being in conformance with AC 91-53A or ICAC B. Accordingly, performance

will differ from the estimates of effectiveness shown above. Flight frack

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

measurements.

Legal Implications Formal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000 t
fect AGL would require documentation under the provisions of NEPA.

[wwavals] HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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Conclusion

The combination of an NADF with an early turn to the south for Runway 6R
departures could reduce the number of impacted people close to ATA, but could
increase roise in some areas farther out from AIA. This measure is not
recommended for implementation at this time, but could be reconsidered in the
next ATA 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 noise abatement flight track measures attempt to place flight tracks over areas
where they will generate fewer impacts. In the AIA 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. AIA 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 ATA 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 Waler

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 IPF 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 AIA. 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 inu
Community Noise and
Overflight

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 Arm. A significant reduction of noise to the affected
area ( 5-10 dBA) would require that aircraft to be nearly twice as high, or
approximately 11,000 feet MSL.

Responsible Agency

® AJA requests FAA ATC implementation.
@ FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order.
® Aircraft operators conform to requested arrival altitudes.

Airport and ATC
Operational
Considerations

Instrument approaches to Runway 6R or 61, 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 vsed for approximately 85% of arrivals.

Increasing altitudes for the downwind leg to Runway 6 would affect minimum
vectoring altitudes for other operations.

Effect on Aircraft
Operators

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.

Effect on Quality of
Air Service

The additional costs per operation would not have a substantial effect on air
service.

Capital Costs of None.

Implementation

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

Factors

Legal Implications No significant issues anticipated.

Conclusion Other measures provide similar noise benefits with less cost to operators and

less impact on air traffic control procedures. Therefore, this measure is not
recommended for adoption.

[hwmi] HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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Table 5.9 Noise Abatement Departure Track for Runway 14

Net Change in
Community Noise and
Overflight

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 Population
Straight out 696
Turn right to fly over the gravel pits 460
Turn right to 190 degrees to avoid residential areas 103

Responsible Agency

® AIA requests FAA ATC implementation.

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

® Aircraft operators conform to requested departure headings.

As noted above, ARTS data indicate that a wide range of tracks, most involving n

Operational
Considerations

Although assigning departures to a single track would increase delays if aircraft
were expecied 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 anticipated.

Effect on Aircraft

u Airport and ATC
n Operators

Analysis of ARTS data indicates that departures on Runway 14 normally tum to
the right after takeoff . The departure turns under consideration in this measure
generally conform to the existing pattern of departure tracks. Accordingly, no
increase in flight distances would occur. Assuming that all departures were

requirement to maintain "in-trail” separation would cause delays for Runway 14
departures during peak departure periods. In practice, aircraft would not
necessarily follow the same track and litile 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 tuin
significantly before reaching the shoreline.

Effect on Quality of
Air Service

Since Runway 14 departures represent 5% or less of the annual average runway
use, 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
quality of air service would be anticipated,

Capital Costs of
Implementation

assigned to Runway 14, use of a single departure track and the associated “
None. H
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Implementation
Factors

The KNIK 5 SID or ANC 2 SID {more commonly used for Runway 14
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 150.
Since 400 feet is the minimum akltitude 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 turn 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 2 modification of the EIS. In
addition, formal 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 turning 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 turn to the right as early as practicable.

k| HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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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 AIA. 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 § 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 furning altitudes that are to be
met by aircraft depart Runway 6R or 6L. 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 AIA 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 AIA 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
of 1"

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 AIA. 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.

[wb] HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INGC.
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Table 5.10 Turn Runway 6 Departures Prior to Seward Highway

Community Noeise and
Overflight

In general, the areas northeast, east, and southeast of AIA 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 aireraft 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 ATA
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 turas in either direction prior to the
Seward Highway.

Turn to the north prior to Seward Hwy. = 1825; after Seward Hwy. = 1703.

Turn to the south prior to Seward Hwy. = 1599; after Seward Hwy. = 1101.

e
®
e AIA requests FAA ATC implementation.
°
®

Responsible Agency
, FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and/or KNIK 5 SID.
| Aircraft operators conform to requested flight tracks.
g Airport and ATC Encouraging early departure turns would have the effect of reducing the time
| Operational required to release departures. Once aircraft turn off of runway heading,
| Considerations controllers can release the following departure. If aircraft do not turn,

controliers must wait until aircraft are at least 2 miles away.

i The inner portion of the Anchorage Class C airspace generally conforms to the
] alignment of Seward Highway to the east of AIA. Accordingly, GA traffic in
the Anchorage Bowl with destinations other than AIA or the Lake Hood Float
Plane Base could transit north and south beyond the Seward Highway without
being in communication with AIA Air Traffic Contrel. Afrline operators have
expressed concern about the interaction of AYA departure traffic with
unrestricted GA activity. Departure turns to the north and south prior to the
! Seward Highway reduce these interactions.
E Effect on Aircraft Aircraft operators would be able to reduce flight distances slightly by turning
E Operators toward their north or south destinations earlier.
é Effect on Quality of No appreciable effect is anticipated.
i Air Service
| Capital Costs of None. "
|__Implementation
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Implementation
Factors

Heavy aircraft which are gaining altitude slowly may require additional distance
to gain sufficient altitude to initiate turns and may not be able to comply with
instructions to turn prior to the Seward Highway.

Legal Implications

Formal changes in FAA procedures (such as Tower Orders or SIDs) affecting
aircraft operations below 3,000 feet AGL would require documentation under
the provisions of NEPA.

Conclusion

While this measure may reduce aircraft interaction and simplify air traffic
contro] procedures, early turns toward the north or south, off of the extended
runway centerlines, would increase the population impacted by aircraft noise.
This measure would also have the effect of shifting noise to other parts of the
community. Accordingly, a formal procedure to encourage turns to the north or
south prior to Seward Highway is not recommended as a noise abatement
measure.

[wavnia] 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 turn 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 AIA 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 turn to a 190 degree heading. The purpose of the turn
would be to reduce noise for residents living south of AIA. 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
turn 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 AIA’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 AIA. 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
AIA. 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 AIA Part 150 Study, important 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

Alrport 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.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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Table 5.11 Commuter Arrival and Departure Corridor to the Southeast

Net Change in
Community Noise and
Overflight -

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 coniours.
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
to fly a base leg over Minnesota Drive when not following other traffic.

@ AJA requests FAA ATC implementation.

Responsible Agency ® FAA Air Traffic Control revises Tower Order and FAA Flight Standards
revises and adopts ANC 2 SID.
& Aircraft operators conform to requested flight tracks.
Assigning departures to a single track could increase delays because once
Airport and ATC aircraft diverge from rmuinway heading, controllers can release the following
Operational departure. If all departures follow the same track, controllers must wait until
Considerations aircraft are at least 2 miles away. If 2 departure queuve exists, this requirement
could add 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 commmuter
departure corridor would have FAA ATC acceptance.
Effect on Aircraft Although the departure capacity of Runway 6L would be reduced from nearly
Operators 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
significant effects on aircraft operators are expected.
Effect on Quality of No appreciable effect on air service is anticipated.
Air Service

Capital Costs of
Implementation

None.
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Implementation . Conformance could be enbhanced by establishment of 2 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 upon reaching 400 feet or the ANC 7.5 DME.
Legal Implications Formal changes in FAA procedures affecting aircraft operations below 3,000
feet AGL would require documentation under the provisions of NEPA. Since
many commauter 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 unway
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 with Jand uses around AIA and, therefore,
the commuter departure corridor is recommended.

I —————
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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 AIA.

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 1" 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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.
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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:

... testrictions (including 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 FA A 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 clearly 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

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 1o the operators that
have signed the agreements.
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grandfathered restriction 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, which 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 AIA Part 150 Update and by public interest.

5.9.3 Restrictions on Operations at Sensitive Time Periods

Based on citizen input, this AIA 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,

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 Daylime 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 cormmunities 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 Depariures 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 PFE 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 AIA are discussed below.

Require Noise Reduction Kits (Hushkits) on Older Engines

Some of the older Stage 2 aircraft can be made quieter by placing "hushkits” on their engines.
Hushkifs 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
EFAA, 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 AIA. Fourth, by requiring aircraft operators to bear the cost of acquiring and
installing hushkits just to operate at AIA, 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 AIA for their
Stage 2 and Stage 3 percentages. After the Year 2000, the contribution of Stage 2 aircraft to the
total noise exposure at AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA’s noise exposure after the Year 2000 prior to
considering a prohibition on Stage 2 aircraft operations at AIA. 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 AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA are Stage 2 or Stage 3 certified. Some business
jets operating at AIA 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 AIA Bulletin 98-04. Aircraft operator compliance with AIA
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 ATA
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 AIA.
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
AJA. Additional reductions in Stage 2 will occur as the Stage 2 phase out in the Lower 43
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 AIA after the 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 Activify
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 AIA. 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, AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA. 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 recornmend 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 js 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 AIA. 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 Changein
Community Noise
and Overflight

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 AIA. 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
AIA’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
population within the DNL 65 dB contour by 230 people.

Responsible Agency

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

Airport and ATC
Operational
Considerations

If the additional runway length results in strong demand for 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
delays could also create queuing problems.

With a gradient of .4%, the effective length of Runway 6R-24L is 10,461

Effect on Aircraft
Operators

If additional runway length were not required to increase payload or
stage length, the capital costs of runway development would increase
user costs without compensating benefits.

Effect on Quality of
Air Service

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

|
Capital Costs of
Implementation

The estimated cost of extending Runway 24L 1,600 feet to the west is
$6.2 miliion.
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Implementation
Factors

According to current airline operating agreements, users of AIA must
concur in major capital improvement projects such as the development
of a new or extended runway. The AIA 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 NEPA 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 concemns 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 C
Community Noise and
Overflight

Figures 5.4 and 5.5 show that under VFR conditions, additional runway

capacity will not be needed to accommodate the preferred noise abatement
runway configurations over the next 20 years. During IFR conditions, the
additional munway capacity would reduce delays associated with these
configurations, permitting more hours 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 permit 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
2017.

¢t Responsible Agency @ AIA approves measure and necessary capital improvement program.

® FAA provides potential funding support and environmental approval.

f Airport and ATC Increased use of Runway 14 for arrivals, or Runway 32 for departures could
Operational increase interaction with Elmendorf AFB arrivals. Because the extended
Considerations centerlines of Runway 14-32 at AIA 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 Eimendorf AFB. During "Cope Thunder" exercises
operational levels and consequent interactions increase substantially. ﬁ
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e Runway 14 Arrivals. Although ARTS data indicate that an average of 2 or
3 Elmendorf IFR arrivals may occur during peak ATA arrival periods,
review of historic activity levels indicates that as many as 6 Elmendorf IFR
arrivals could occur during these periods. Assuming 6 Elmendorf IFR
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 Elmendorf IFR arrivals might constrain Runway 14 arrivals.

@ Runway 32 Departures. Because departing aireraft will not appear as
targets on a radar screen until approximately I to 2 NM from the munway
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 permit 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 accommodated for most hours throughout the
forccast 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 commensuorate benefits from delay
Air Service reduction, increased user costs could affect airline service decisions. Such

decisions could include increasing airfares or deployment of aircraft to cities
with higher profit margins.

|
E
[ 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 ATA 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 significant benefit.

Legal Implications Environmental documentation under the provisions of NEPA would be required.
Conclusien As a fong 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.
————————r—————————————————————————————————————————— |
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6. SCREENING AND 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 AIA
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 AIA environs.

6.1 Existing and Future l.and Uses Near AlA

AIA 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 AJA is located on the Point Campbell peninsula at the westemn 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 AJA.

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 occuy, 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 MOA's 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 of land. 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

‘

s
2|
[uul|
o
@,
£
foo

| Evangelical Lutheran
| Church v. County of
| Los Angeles (1987)

A church-owned campground
was destroyed by flooding. The
County passed a temporary
ordinance prohibiting
development within a designated
flood control area containing the
campground.

Impact on Land Use Reg

Regulations which deprive
property owners of all uses of
property, even temporarily, are
takings which require
compensation.

Lucas v. South
| Carolina Coastal
| Council (1987)

Coastal protection ordinance
limited development of two lots
in an established coastal
subdivision to specified
recreational structures because
the lots were within a dune
protection area.

Regulations which deprive
property owners of all
"economically beneficial uses” or
which compel a property owner
to suffer "physical invasion” of |
property are takings which
require compensation.

| Nolan v. California
| Coastal Commission

As a permit condition allowing a
beachfront property owner to
construct a larger residence, the
Commission required an access
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.

"Essential Nexus Test"

Conditions applied through g
regulation must achieve the
public purpose of the regulation.

| Dolan v. City of
| Tigard (1994)

As a condition allowing
expansion of an electric and
plumbing supply business, the
City required dedication of a 15-
foot drainage easement and an 8-
foot pathway easement.

"Rough Proportionality Test"
The extent and nature of a
development condition must be
reasonably related to the degree
of impact permitted by
application of the condition.

Source:

Exactions, Impact Fees and Dedications, Shaping .and 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 Comprehensive 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 [imitations. (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 sumrmarizes 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 MOA'’s 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 MOA’s 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

w """ - Noise Sensitive Uses .
| Zoning District RS ED R HC
I R-1/R1-A P P P P!
| Single Family Residential C
IR-2A/R-2D/R-2M P P P Pt
% Two Family Residential C? c?
i R-3/R-4 P P P Pt
i Multi-family Residential CcY C27
IR5 P* P P (P
| Rural Residential Ct '
|R-O P P P P
, Residential Office
I B-1A P P P!
| Local Neighborhood Business i
i B-3 P P P P!
General & Strip Commercial
1 1-1 Ct P
| Light Industrial
-2
Heavy Industrial
PLI P P P
Public Lands & Institutions
| Notes: Noise Sensitive Uses:

’ ! Family Residence Care
{2 Nursing and Convalescent Homes

2 Mobile home parks allowed in R-2M zone on
sites of at least 2 acres

4 Mobile home parks permitted on site of at
| least 2 acres
1 ® Vocational or Trade Schools

| ¢ Mobile home park on 10 acres or more

{7 Camper park

|* One mobile home per lot

RS=Residential,

ED=Educational,

R=Religious,

HC=Health Care,

P=Permitted Use (permitted "by right" in
the zoning district)

C=Conditional Use (requires a
conditional use permit)

Source: HNTB analysis of Chapters 21.35 through 21.55 of the Anchorage Municipal Code.J

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 support 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 AIA 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 (FICUN) 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 than 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 AIA 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 <B5 B65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 »>85
Residential Use
Residential other than 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 Y2 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 Y2 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(@) Yi{3) Y(4) N
Photographic and optical Y Y 25 30 N N
Agricuiture (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
Qutdoor 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
Golf courses, stables, and water recreation Y Y 25 30 N N
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SLCUM
Y{Yes)
N{No}
NLR

25, 30, or 35

Key to Table 6.3

Standard Land Use Coding Manual.

l.and use and related structures compatible without restrictions.

Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.

Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indcor) 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 specific 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

@

@

@)

©)

©)

)
&)

Where the community determines that residential or schoo! 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 miust 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 FICUN compatibility guidelines used in the development of
the original AIA Part 150 Study follows:

e 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 DNI 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.

o 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.

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

e 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 AIA, land uses which are not found in the
vicinity of AIA, 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 AIA 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 63 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 of DNL 45 dB, as
recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. In addition to acoustical
treatment of structures, potential new residents shouid 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 Jevel of no more than DNL 45 dB is attained. Itis
recommended that hotels be permitted in all noise zones provided that an interior noise leve] 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 of DNL 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 of DNL 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 Jevel of DNL 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 of DNL 75 dB if an interior noise level of DNL 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 smal, 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 of DNL
75 dB if an interior noise level of DNL 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 FICON 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 FA A, 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&D) 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

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

The original ATA 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 of DNL 45 dB or less. In addition, the earlier study
recommmended 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 that 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 leve] 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 of DNL 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 AIA 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 areas 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 of International 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 AIA 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 AIA, 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.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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Table 6.4 Non-Compatible Land Uses in 1997 Noise Contours of DNL 65 dB and Above
Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base

esidentia

Population ED R HC

0 . 0 0 0 0

70-75 70 6 4 190 - - - e
65-70 521 48 11 1,299 - - - -
[60-65 - - - —~ - - - -
Total S 54 15 1,489 ) ) OE
;

| Notes: SF/2F=5ingle/2 family, MF=Multi-family, MH=Mobile Home, ED=Educational, R=Religious,
HC=Health Care, /PH=Park/Historic

: Residential and Educational Uses within the DN 60-65 dB contour are considered noise sensitive and

| are listed in Table 6.5. Educational, religious, health care, and park/historical sites Jocated in DNL
contours less than 75 dB are considered noise sensitive and are included in Table 6.5. ﬂ

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

[ DNL | Residential Dwellings Residential Other Noise Sensitive Land Uses H

SF2F |} MF | MH Population ED l R HC P/H I

— - - 0 0 1 Ou

- - - 0 2 5 8
60-65 2634| 314 55 6,757 4 7 13 28
! Total 2634| 314 55 6,757 4 g 19 36

Notes: SF/2F=5ingle/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 Fulure (2002) Non-Compatible and Noise Sensitive Land Uses

Figure 6.7 shows future non-compatible land use assuming that no additional noise sensitive
iand 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 AIA. 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 AIA.

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
MOA’s 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 in 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.’

[} HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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Table 6.6 Non-Compatible Land Uses in 2002 Noise Contours of DNL 65 dB and Above

Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (E_S}m_gé} Data base
; C Kesidential er Non-Lompatible ses
Population | ED | X AC PH
E o[ o 0 0 0
140 - -- - -
1,090 = - ~ -
| Total 462 32 13 1,222 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

[ 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 of DNL 60 dB and Above
Source: HNTB analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS (1995) Data base

Residential Residential m
SF/2F { MF | MH Population ED R HC P/H
- - - - 0 0 0 0
— - - -- 0 2 6 7
2,333] 283 53 5,872 3 7 11 26
Total 2,333} 283 53 5,872 3 9 17 334

Notes: SF/2F=5ingle/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

Residential Residential Other Non-Compatible Land Uses
SF/2F | MF | MH Population ED R HC P/H
of o] o of o] o 0 0
i 70-75 119] 8 5 314 - - - -
| 65-70 7411 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) Daia base

Residential Residential Other Non-Compatible Land Uses “

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

[70-75 1 - - - 0 0 1 0
65-70 I I R— - 0 2 5 g
60-65 | 3,325| 690] 60 8,998 r 7 13 38
Total | 3,325| 690] 60 8,098 4 9 19 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 6.8. 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.
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Table 6.10 highlights the potential for increased residential development within the AIA 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: HNTE analysis of MOA Preliminary GIS {1895} Data base

ofentia esidentia ofenfia
Population Increase
0 0
314 124 i
1,961 662
8,998 2,241
11,273 3,027

6.6 Land Use Recommendations

During the original AIA Part 150 Study, numerous land use planning issues were identified.
The original AIA Part 150 Study considered issues such as airport noise impacts, airport
expansion, and protection of natural and human environments. The original AIA 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 AIA. 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
the DNL 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.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.



Noise Compatibility Program 167

6.6.1 Existing Land Use Program

In 1988, the FAA issued a Record of Approval for the NCP contained in the original AJA 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 AIP
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 AIA Part 150

Study.

The MOA and AIA 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 AIA 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 AlIA Part
150 Study

In addition to the land use measures recommended for implementation in the original AIA
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 AIA 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 ATA Part 150 Study
Source: 1987 AlA FAR Part 150 Study

E Exlstm Measure

Summa

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 Home Establishment of a firm policy against re-zoning or authorizing
| Restrictions conditional uses for any new development of mobile home 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
E system to permit operation year round with the capability to completely
E exchange the air in the home 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
Plats

Requirement for noise levels to be noted on plats of all new subdivisions
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
l Planning the compatible land use recommendations of the Airport Master Plan
~ and the original AIA Part 150 Study NCP.
l | Planning Adoption of the noise compatibility planning criteria as outlined and the
] Commission guidelines for land use compatibility review provided within the
| Review original AIA Part 150 Study for use in all planning activities pertaining
' to areas within the Airport’s present and future DNL 60 dB contours.
PublicLand 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
it 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 floatplane operations in order to enhance
operating capacity on the water.
5 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.

i Sound Buffer

recommended as a follow-on option to noise barrier walls and berms.

Incorporation of a recreational facility into the sound buffer area
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Table 6.12 Implementation Status of Land Use Measures Recommended in the Original AIA

Part 150 Study
Source: HNTB analysis
Implementation
Land Use Management Implementation Status Agency
Techniques
Compatible Use Zoning Ordinance amendment passed by Planning MOA?
and Zoning Commission; Assembly
postponed until completion of the AIA Part
150 Update
Mobile Home Restrictions Ordinance amendment passed by Planning - MOA?
. and Zoning Commission; Assembly
postponed until completion of the AIA Part
150 Update
“ Bldg. Code for Soundproofing Discussions with MOA are underway MOA?
Easements for Subdivision Not implemented due to MOA legal staff MOA?
concerns
i
Comprehensive Planning Comprehensive Plan currently being MOA?
updated. AIA is working with MOA to
incorporate consideration of airport noise
levels and compatible land use guidelines
Planning Commission Review Discussions with MOA are continuing MOA?
Noise Levels on Plats Implemented on a case-by-case basis MOA?
Lake Hood Float Plane Base Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake MOA?
Preferential Runway Use Hood Float Plane Base expansion project. E
Sound Barrier Walls and Berms® | Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake ATA
Hood Float Plane Base expansion project
Sound Buffers* Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake AIA
Hood Float Plane Base expansion project
: I
Public Land Development Criteria | Will be addressed in Comprehension Plan MOA?

Update currently underway

! 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.

2 The AIA will provide support to the MOA in drafting required ordinances. "
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MOA indicate that land 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 Jand 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 AIA 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: Useconventional zoning toreduceresidential development potential innoise 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 o  AIA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

¢ MOA re-zones property in noise contours fo lower densities ﬂ
and maintains existing low density zoning in such areas.
Political Acceptability e  Property owners directly affected by the measure may
oppose re-zoning which limits or reduces development
potential.
e  Surrounding residents may support decreased densities.
*  Surrounding development patterns may restrict the
application of this technique.
Costs *  MOA administration. ﬁ
e  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 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater contours shown in
| measure would be Figure 6.2.
| applied
| Responsible AlA drafts for adoption by MOA Assembly
| Agency
I Compatibility * Provides guidance during consideration of re-zoning petitions.
Benefits - ® Prevents noise sensitive conditional uses in designated noise contours.

o 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 ¢ AJA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.
o AIA 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.

e 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.

e No change in the character of the existing development.

Costs ¢ AIA 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

i to the airport operator as a condition of building permits for specified noise-sensitive land uses in
i noise impacted areas.

[ Area to which measure Undeveloped and substantially redeveloped parcels in the existing 1997

i would be applied DNL 60 dB and greater contours shown in Figure 6.2.
| Responsible Agency MOA
Compatibility Benefits e  Provides protection for airport sponsor from htlgahon due

to airport operation.

e Notifies potential home builders of noise environment
before building, and alerts buyer that buildings must be
built to higher standards.

e  Complements previously adopted avigation measure by in-
filling development.

Implementation e  AJA adopts measure in AIA 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 e  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.

} e  Property owners relinquish right to sue.

e  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
3 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.

ea 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 e  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 commitied substantial time and effort to the purchase.

¢  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 ¢ AJA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

! e AJA works with Legislature to secure legislation and /or
i with REC to revise disclosure form.
i
i
!
|
i
|
£
]
E

| Political Acceptability e  Developers may oppose measure due to potential negative
: effect on marketing residential developments.
Costs e  Administrative costs associated with changing Statute and

disclosure form.

e Itis 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

L 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 CIP to withhold public investment in order to
| deter non-compatible uses or to program such investments in order to foster noise-compatible uses.

— |

would be applied

Undeveloped areas in the existing 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater

contours shown in Figure 6.2.
i 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.

é Implementation

o AlIA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

e 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

o  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 ﬁ
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

easuze: 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.

i Implementation ¢  AIA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

‘ e AIA identifies eligible areas in consultation with MOA.

| Political Acceptability o 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 ¢ AIA cost of property acquisition and administrative costs of
program administration. AIA 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.
¢ Reduction of MOA property tax base.
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 1997 DNL 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.

Conclusion
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Table 6.19 Reconsidered Measure - Guaranteed Purchase
Source: HNTB Analysis

| Measure: Guaranteed Purchase
i Description: Ensure fair market value to homeowners in noise impacted areas. This technique
| 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.
i Responsible Agency ATA
Compatibility Benefits ®  Provides opportunities for more noise sensitive residents to
relocate while maintaining 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 ° AIA adopts measure in AIA 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 ®  AIA 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
521,000 per residence. If all potentially eligible properties
participated, total costs would be roughly $13.5 million.
AIA 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.

® AIA 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

remain, this measure is not recommended.

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

|
|
|
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Table 6.20 Reconsidered Measure - Noise Easement Acquisition
Source: HNTB Analysis

pror——

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

f residences within 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours are assumed to
be included.

i Responsible Agency AIA

Compatibility Benefits ° 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.

e  Notifies potential new buyers of noise environment.

¢ 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 ¢  AIA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.
e AlA identifies eligible areas and establishes eligibility
requirements. )
Political Acceptability Low valuation of the easement limits the atiractiveness 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. AIA 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.

¢  AlIA would be responsible for the appraisal and acquisition

costs of easement.

e  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: Acquireright to develop noise sensitive uses, leaving property owner with the ability

| touse the property for other uses. This technique involves the purchase of an interest in the privately- }
t 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 AIA . .
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 = AIA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.
¢  AIA 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
Imeasure.
Cost of development rights for residential property would
essentially equal the total acquisition costs, including
appraisal costs.
®»  AJA 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

[ Area to which measure | The measure could be applied to vacant residential properties in the

| would be applied existing 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours.

| Responsible Agency AlA and /or MOA

| 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 resxdentlaﬂy
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.

I Implementation ° AJA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

e AIA identifies acquisition areas in consultation with MOA.

e AJA or MOA acquire land with FA A noise mitigation funds.

Political Acceptability | o 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 e AIA 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 AIA investments.

¢ 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. 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
I 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. Avigation easements are typically obtained in _‘

# return for property owner participation.

“- to which measure Since proposed changes in FAA policies would make new developt
| would be applied ineligible for remedial noise compatibility funding, only existing
residences within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater contours are

assumed to be included.

|
E

Implementing Agency AIA

s

Compatibility Benefits ¢  Acceptable interior noise levels, insulation typically
recommended to obtain interior levels of DNL 45 dB or less.

®  Avigation easement obtained through program would
provide protection for airport sponsor from litigation due to

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 included.

e Notifies potential new buyers of noise environment.

Implementation e AJA adopts measure in AIA Part 150 Update NCP.

e  Pilot program normally required to establish appropriate
construction techniques and eligibility of structures for
soundproofing.

j airport operation. Assuming that all single- and multi-

|

|

!

e  Construction programs are usually phased over many years.

Political Acceptability No opposition expected from affected property owners or other
interests.

| Costs ¢  AtMinneapolis, 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. AIA 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.

o AIA cost of soundproofing construction.

*  AIA administration and program administration costs.
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Conclusion

This potential measure was not recommended in 1987 because it was
not considered to be commensurate with the relatively iow level of
residential land use impacts. Long-term noise contours indicate that
existing noise impacted residences are likely to remain within the noise
contours. This program benefits both residents and AIA 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 AIA 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 AIA 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

i Measure: Sound Buffers/Barriers

| Description: Combined use of sound barrier walls and/or berms and open space to reduce noise

| from aircraft-related noise for the communities surrounding ATA. This techmque may be appropnate

| 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 AIA.

| 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 ¢ AIA adopts measure in AlA Part 150 Update NCP.

e AIA conducts ground noise study to determine levels and
potential buffer/barrier locations.

o  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.

¢  Potential property acquisition.

o  Specific cost estimates will require design data. AIA 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.

o  The potential for FAA funding participation might be
enhanced if Federal funds are leveraged with MOA and/or

; AIA investments.

Conclusion Since community concerns about ground noise are now evident in areas
not addressed in the 1987 recommendations, this measure is
recommended.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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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 AIP.

Table 6.25 Summary of Recommended Land Use Measures

Source: HNTB

Measure Noise Compatibility Benefits FAA Action Required ]
Compatible Use Zoning | Would prohibit new residential Existing measure modified to
development in non-residential zoning |apply to existing rather than
districts within the 1997 DNL 60 dB future DNL 60 dB and greater
and greater contours. contours. No new FAA approval
required.
Mobile Home and Would preclude development of Existing measure modified to

Camper Park Restrictions

especially noise sensitive residential
uses in the 1997 DNL 60 dB and greater
contours.

apply to existing rather than
future DNL 60 dB and greater
contours. No new FAA approval
required.

Soundproofing
Requirement for New
Development

Would ensure that new residential
development within the 1997 DNL 60
dB and greater contours provides
acceptable interior noise levels.

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.

3 Noise Levels on Plats

Would provide notice to future
property owners in new residential
subdivisions within 1997 DNL 60 dB

and greater contours.

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

Comprehensive Planning

Would provide policy guidance for all
types of future development within
1997 DNL 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.

Existing measure, no new FAA
approval required.

1899
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Table 6.25 Summary of Recommended Land Use Measures (cont.)

Source: HNTB

Noise Compatibility Benefits

T
FAA Action Required

Measure

l Planmng Comumission
| Review

Would provide policy guidance for

consideration of all types of proposed
development within the 1997 DNL 60
dB and greater contours.

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

IPublic Land Development
f Criteria

Would provide policy guidance for
development of public uses within the
1997 DNL 60 dB and greater contours.

Existing measure modified to
apply to existing rather than
future DNL 60 dB and greater
contours. No new FAA approval
required,

[Noise Overlay Zone

Would enhance implementation of
other measures such as conventional
zoning, limitations on conditional use
permits, and subdivision regulations.
Would also enhance ability of potential
property purchasers to make informed
decision.

New measure, FAA approval
required.

Would enhance ability of potential -
property purchasers to make informed
decision. As many as 2,000 potential
new residents in the 1997 DNL 60 dB
could benefit.

New measure, FAA approval
required.

Land Banking

n Fair Disclosure Policy

Could enhance the ability of ATA
and/or MOA to establish compatible
public uses on vacant properties within

New measure, FAA approval
required. Approval of any
Federal funding would be

1997 DNL 65 dB contour. contingent upon demonstrated
benefits of specific proposals.
Soundproofing tor Would establish noise insulation New measure, FAA approval
Existing Development program to ensure acceptable interior jrequired. Approval of any

noise levels for existing residences
within the 1997 DNL 65 dB and greater
contours. As many as 645 dwellings
could be eligible.

Federal funding would be
contingent upon demonstrated
benefits of specific proposals.

Sound Buffers/Barriers

Could provide noise level reduction for
residential areas immediately adjacent
to AIA.

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

benefits of specific proposals,

[savale] HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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7. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The State DOT and PF conducted this entire AIA 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;
e 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 TechnicaI'Advisory Committee Process

The State DOT and PF established the TAC to provide input into the conduct of this study and
AIA’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 AIA 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.

1989
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Table 7.1 TAC Meeting Dates and Topics During the AIA Part 150 Update

Study kickoff meeting. Review of the: AlA Part 150 Update pracess, TAC role
May 4, 1985 and responsibilities, noise measurement program, and study issues.
Opportunity for public comment.

Discussion aircrait noise terminology and review of summer measurement ﬂ

September 20, 1995 results. Opportunity for public 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
problems. Opportunity for public comment.

March 20, 1986

- Criteria for adopting noise abatement measures, relative impaéts of different -
June 6, 1996 operating modes and suggestions for noise abatement measures. Opportunity
for public comment.

FAA presentation on Anchorage Bowl Airspace, pilot presentations on aircraft
September 25, 1936 operational issues, TAC discussion and refinement of noise abatement
measures.

Potential land use planning measures were discussed. Opportunity for public

November 19, 1996
comment,

Discussion of the operaticnal analysis for the preferred noise abatement
alternatives. Operational measures recommended for implementation were
diseussed, Operational measures not recommended for implementation were
also discussed. Opportunity for public comment.

April 10, 1997

Update on the status of the study and GA noise issues. Opportunity for public

January 22, 1998 comment.

A discussion of the analysis of the Runway 6R departure early turn/NADP
May 27, 1998 operational measure and noise exposure maps. Opportunity for public
comment.

Final meeting. Presentation of the recommended NCP. Public workshop.

Public Hearing. B
7.2 Final State DOT and PF Briefing and Public Hearing

February 9, 1999

On February 9, 1999, the State DOT and FF 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 AIA 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.

—
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7.3 Other Public Consultation

In addition to the items discussed above, AIA staff conducted AIA 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. AIA
staff also made presentations to the MOA Planning and Zoning Committee and Assembly
during the study.

1999
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U.8. Department Alaskan Region 701 C Street, Box 14
of Transportation Anchorage, Alaska
Federn] Aviation 99513
Administration
NOV | 8 1988
g o
Mr. Doyle C. Ruff, lanager “IVEp
Ancharage International Airport ARJV
P.0. Box 190204 22 1985
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-0204 ol
- Int] 4;
Dear Mr. Ruff: Tt

Anchorage International Airport -
Approval FAR Part 150, loise Compatibility Plan

We have evaluated the noise compatibility program for the Anchorage
International Airport (ANC) contained in the Anchorage International
Airport Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Aircraft loise
Compatibility Study and related documents (includes addendum 1 dated
February 12, 1988) submitted teo this office under the provisions of
Seetion 104(a) of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.
The recommended noise compatibility program proposed by the State of
Alaska i3 identified by action element on pages 8«25 through 8-27 in the
lolse Compatibility Program velume 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. MHeasure 3 (limitation of the number of aireraft 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 i3 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. Measure 4 (displacement
of the east end threshold of the east/west waterlane) relates to flight
procedures under provisions of 104{(b) for which no action is required at
this time, since Measure U4 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
fron an'FAR Part 150 viewpoint due to lack of identified, specife noisze
benefits above the 65 Ldn contour. Our specific action for each noise
compatibility program element 13 set forth in the enclosed Record of
Approval. The effective date of this approval is Oectober 11, 1988.

Each airport noise compatibility program developed in accordance with FAR
Part 150 is a local program, not a federal program. Ve do not substitute
our judgment for that of the airport proprietor with respect to which
measures should be recommended for acticn. Our approval or disapproval [
FAR Part 150 program recommendations is measured according to the
standards expressed in FAR Part 150 and the Aviation Safety and loise
Abatement Act of 1979 and is limited to the following determinations:

a. The noise compatibility program was developed in acéordance with
the provisions aand procedures of FiAR Part 150.



b. Program reasures are reasonably consistent with achiev1hg the
goals of reducing existing noncompatible land uses around the zirport and
preventing the introduction of additional noacompatible land uses.

¢. Program measures would not create an undue burden on interstate
or foreign commerce, unjustly discriminate against types or classes of
aeronautical uses, vioclate the terms of airpert grant agreements, or
intrude intec areas preempted by the federal government.

d. Progran measures relating to the use of flight procedures can pe
implemented within the periocd covered by the program without dercgating
safety, adversely affecting the efficient use and management of the
navigable airspace and air traffic control systems, or adversely
affecting other powerz and responsibilities of the Administrator
prescribed by law. -
Specific limitations with respeet to our approval of an airport noise
compatibility program are delineated in FAR Part 150, Seetion 150.5.
Approval is not a determination concerning the acceptability of land uses
under federal, state, or loecal law. Approval does not by itself
constitute an FAA implementing action. A request for federal action or
approval to implement specific noise compatibility peasures may be
required, and our decision on the request may require an environmental
assessment of the proposed action. Approval does not constitute a
coemitment by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to finaneially
assist in the implewentation of the program, nor a determination that all
measures covered by the program are eligible for grant-in-aid funding
from the FAA under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. ilhere
federal funding is sought, requests for project srants must de submitied
to this office.

The FAA will publish a notice in the tFederal Register announcing approval
of' this noise compatibiliiy program. You are not required Lo give local
orficial notice, althoush you nay do so if you wish.

Completion and approvaL of your noise compatibility program is a umajor
accompiishment, one vwhich the state should be proud of. The program iz a
blueprint presenting the means for the state to achieve its goal of
reducing or eliminating noacompatible land uses around the airport. As
with all plans, we encourage the state fo periocdically review and update
the program as necessary to reflect changes in the airport or its
environuent.

Again, congratulations on your approved FAR Part 150 noise compatibility
program! Ue look forward to working with you on implementation of the
progran,




Subjsct:

From:

To:

]
ACTION: Recommendation for Approval of the bat:  SEP g jo--
Anchorage International Airport Noise
Compatibility Program
Repiy 10
Manager, Airports Division, AAL-600 Attn o

Administrator, AOA-1}

On April 14, 1988, a notice was published in the Federal Register
announcing that Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is reviewing a
propesed noise compatibility program submitted for Anchorage
International Airport (ANC) under Section 104(a) of the Aviation Safety
and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 ("the Act"). This program was submitted
Subsequent to a determination by the FAA that aasociated noise exposure
maps submitted under Section 103(a) of the Aet for Anchorage
International Airport were in compliance with applicable requirements
effective January 22, 1987. Coincident with the April 14, 1988 notice,
vwe began the formal 180«day review period for ANC's proposed noise
compatibility program under the provisions of Section 104(a) of the Aat.
That program must be approved or disapproved as provided for in Section
104(b) of the Act. The last date for such 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 suech programs.
The requirements of Part 150 were itemized in a checklist (attachment 1)
which was used tc ensure that all required items were present in the
proposed program. Our recommendazticns on each of these proposed actlons
are described in the Record of Approval (attachment 2). Each proposed
action is described in detail in the Ancherage International Airport Part
150: Airport Noise Compatibility Program Report {attachment 3).

The checklist, record of approval and documentation submitted by ARC

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 action in ANC's proposed noise compatibility program was
then reviewed and evaluated on the basis of effectiveness snd potential
conflict with Federal policies and prerogatives. These inelude 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 of the program elements (listed in the Record of Approval).

Please have appropriate headquarters perscnnel review the draft Federal
: : (attachmant 4

3 Attachments

Ccz)z::ur Nonconcur ; 3 lﬂ % gi z ;’sz ,

7&’ Associate Administrator for Airports,

J_ _agm)wg@ T 7-2&-57
Associate Administrator/for PAli

CY, 2.
International Aviation, API=-1 /w
/ @WM N w»ﬁﬂe__ I (jeg
Chief(rounser, AQGC-1 o
Approved Disapproved
s N P R

Administrator, AQA-}




flecord of Approval
Anchorage International Airport
Noise Compatibility Program
August 31, 1988

Introduction:

The State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
{(DOT/PF), Anchorage International Airport, sponsorsd an update of their
Airport Master Plan and the development of a Noise Compatibility Planning
study. Federal participation through the AIP program was limited to
development of the noise compatibility program. Both planning efforts
were acccmplished concurrently. However, the noise exposure maps (NEM's)
were developed and submitted prior to completion of the noise
compatibility progranm.

The Anchoresge International Airport noise exposure maps were determined
to be in compliance with applicable requirements on January 22, 1987.
The noise exposure map identified a total 1986 population of 1,018 or 676
level~weighted population (L¥P) inside the Ldn 65 contour, the 1991 and
2006 total and LWP populations forecasts equal 1,170/771 and 290/181
within the unebated 65 Ldn contour respectively. The rate of change in
fleet mix from stage II to stage III aircraft is the driving factor
resulting in the reduced impact levels forecasted. The basis for the
slight population inorease in 1991 is primarily attributed to a very
minor change in fleet mix and a normal population growth within existing
residential areas. The major 2006 reduction is attributed to complete
integration of stage III aircraft into the systenm.

Hoise abatement alternatives assesased in the noiss compatibility plan
(NCP) were broken into two categories: (a) aviation noise alternatives,
and {b) land use management alternatives. The sponsor, community, and
FAA's roles are identified in table 8F, page 8-31, under the slternatives
by each action necessary for implementation. Based on the technical
evaluation and comments received through the review process, a 16-point
Noise Compatibility Program has beer recommended (pages 8, 27, 28, 29) by
the State of Alaska, DOT/PF, Anchorage International Airport (ANC). The
items listed in this record of approval constitute the NCP for ANC and
can ba found on the referenced pages of the Anchorage International
Airport Noise Compatibility Program report. This document recommends
approval of the 13 new alternative actions and 2 no actions, as well as
disapproval of one recommendation.

The recommendations below summarize as closely as possible the airport
operator's recommendations in the noise compatibility program and are
cross~referenced to the program,




Program Elements (Avistion):

1. Maximize nighttime preferential runway use of runway 32,
supplemented by preferential use of runway 243L. (Pages 8-25)

APPROVED: This alternative is basically & refinement, altered to
permit or allow nighttime departures into the arrival stream when
trafflic and vweather permits, of the existing preferential runway use
program. The alternative reduces noise impacts to the east of ANC.
This program is initiated by the sponsor and impiemented by ATCT.
The analysis indicates a significant decrease in 1991 population
impacts within the 60 Ldn contour from 9957 to 3735 {pages 6-18).
This alternative can be implemented readily with only minor costs.

2. Adopt and incorporate AC 91-53 mnd HBAA's close-in departure
procedures by amending the Anchorsge nine SID and canceling the Knik
three SID. (Pages 8-25)

APPROVED: This alternative incorporates accepted departure thrust
cutbacks annotated in AC 9153 and NBAA's guideline procedures into
the Anchorage nine SID as well as the cancelation of the Knik three
SID. The Enik three SID addresses runway 6 departures and allows a
left or north turn over the heart of Anchorage. Cancelation of the
SID will necessitate a 270 degree turn to the right for north
departures from runway 6. Under this alternative there would be 2
1991 population of 3,620 persons within the 60 Ldn contour, less
than 30 people would reside within the 65 Ldn contour, and no people
would be exposed to noise above T0 Ldn (pages 6-21). Implementation
costs are limited to administrative efforts and user operational
costs.

3. Traffic Separation. (Pages B-25)

Bo action required at this time. This measure relates to flight
procedures under provisions of 104(b). This proposed action will
control the size of the Lake Hood strip and seaplane base traffic
patterns by limiting the number of aireraft in the pattern. 48 a
result, this proposal can reduce the community noise impacts.
However, no demonsatrative noise benefit has been identified or shown
to oocur. In addition, Lake Hood traffic iz but one component of

- ‘the encompassing FAR Part 93 airspace. Traffic separation
procedures for Lake Eood/Spenard are predicated on completion of a
Part 93 airspace review and a request by the sponsor that FAA
conduct such a review. Implementation costs for the most part will
be limited to FAR administrative coats associated with an airspace
study.

4. Displace threshold at east end of east/west waterlane. (Pages
8~25) )

No action required at this time. Thiz measure relates to flight
procedures outlined under provisions of 104(b) and, specifically,
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implementation of traffic separation procedures, item 3 above. This
alternative provides for the displacement of the sast threshold of
the east/west waterlane approximstely 1,000 feet to the west. In
theory this operaticnal change will keep landing ajiroraft higher,
thereby increasing the distance bstween the noise source and the
receiver. The concept is reasonably sound; however, when traffic
permits all of the commercial operators and half of the based
airoraft (all Lake Hood and the western half of the fingers) now
land as thiz aiternatives would require. Only aircraft based in
Lake Spenard and the eastern half of the fingers would be affeoted.
In order to have any effectiveness, the maximum size of the traffic
pattern must be controlled; thereby eliminating aircraft east of
Lake Spenard between 50 and 65 Ldn. However, the extent of
effectiveness in terms of noise benefit has not been demonstrated.

5e Reat}iut touch-and-go training operations at the Lake Hood
complex. (Pages 8-25) '

Disapproved. This item is disapproved froﬁ a Part 150 viewpoint due

to the laock of identified, specific noise benefits above the 65 Ldn
contour.

Program Elements (Land Use Management):

Although we recommend and approve the following land use management
technique we are unsure of ultimate implementation since the
Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) has the only implementation
capability. The MOA was representsed on the technical committee;
however, they did not participate in the process and, therefore,
provided little direct input. A48 a result of FAA's requesat for
official MOA comments the Department of Community Plarpning responded
on Hovember 24, 1987, with clarifications and questions. The
Mayor's office is also now on record as of December 29, 1987,
generally concurring with the recommendations on land use management
articulated in the NCP (Addendum 1). As of yet, however, the
Airport Master Plan and Part 150 Noise Study have not been adopted
by the Anchorage Flanning and Zoning Commission and the Municipal
Assembly.

Dialogue between the sponsor and the MOR has been reestablished. and

++the hope is that a coordinated and tailored implementation process
will result. The NCP now contains MOA acknowledgement and
concaptual agreement with the recommendations ocontained therein. We
believe the inability to keep the MOA continuously involved ir the
planning process is a short coming of this plan. Ko federal funding
i8 involved in the land use management recommendations.

6. Compatible Use Zoning: (Pages B8-14, 8-26)

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish a firm
policy against rezoning or authorizing conditional uses for any new
development of residences of any type, when such land lies within
the present or future Ldn 60 contour of Anchorage International
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Aiprport. This recommandation represents good nroise planning and as
such is not measurable. Implementation costs are limited to HOA
administrative costs.

7. Mobile Home and Camper Park Restrictions: (Pages &-14, 8-26)

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish a firm
policy against rerzoning or authorizing conditionz] uses for any new
development of mobile home smtructures and camper parks within the
present and future Ldn 60 contour. As with item 6 above action and
cost 13 limited to the MOA.

8. Soundproofing: {(Pages B-15, B8-26)

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish a noise
plan that would require new multi or single family residences in the
airport's present and future Ldn 60 contours to be equipped with a
forced air circulation system with a ¥continuous on® switoh to
permit operation your round and c¢apability of a complete air
exchange in the home twice each hour and a 20 percent change of
fresh air every hour. Although this alternative would clearly
reduce noise impacts within the Ldn 60 contour interval, we believe
that the alternative will be difficult to achieve. All action and
ipplementation coat is limited to the MOA.

9. Easements: (Pages 8-15, 8-26)

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish and
adopt as part of their subdivision platting review process, a
standard aviation noise easement for all residential subdivisions in
the airport's present and future Ldn 60 contour. All action and
implementation cost is limited to the MOA. :

10. Noise Levels on Plats: {(Pages B-16, 8-26)

APPHOVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish and
and adopt as part of their subdivision platting review process, a
standard requiresent for noise levels to be noted om plats of all
new residential subdivisions or land uses involving residential
atructures within the sirport's present and future Ldn 60 contours.
The primary purpose of this alternative is to advise and inform
potential home buyers of the appropriate years noise levels. All
action and implementation cost will be borne locally without federal
funding. ‘

11. Comprehensive Planning: (Pages 8-16)

APPROVED: This alternative reccmmends that the MOA officially adopt
the Updated Airport Master Plan and Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Program for the Anchorage International Airport and amend the
Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Flan accordingly. Again all action and
impiementation cost will be borne locally without federal funding.




12. Planning Commission Review: (Pages 8-16, B-26)

APPROVED: The Planning Commission should adopt the noise
compatibility planning criteria as outlined and the guidelines for
land use compatibility review provided in table 6D for use in all
planning activities pertsining to areas within the airport's present
and future Ldn 60 contours.

13. Public Land Development Criteria: (Pages 8-23, 8-26)

APPROVED: The Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) should adopt a poliey
pertaining to the use of public land adjacent to Anchorage
International Airport as outlined in the plan.

Anchorage International Airport's Six Year Capital Improvement
Program identifies projects necessary for the development of the
Lakke Hood msegment and the first preapplication for federal funding
has been submitted.

Upon completion of planned and recommended redevelopment of the Lake
Hood floatplane basin and relocation and reconstruction of the Lgke
Hood runway, conditions of noise exposure would change enough to
stimulate additional noise abatement actions. The following
implementing aoctions would trigger additional noise mitigation in
girport and land use managsment program elements.

i8. Preferential Runway Use Program-Lake Hood: (Pages 8-27T)

APPROVED: Upon completion of the rew 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 (less that & knots) conditions. The program should further
address preferential use of westerly arrivals on the east/west
waterlane for floatplane operations in order to emhanoe operating
capacity on the water surfaves. Implementation would require a
sponsor request of the ANC ATCT. Impiementation costs would be
limited to sponsor and agency administration assceiated information,
communication and publication.

15. Noise Barrier Walls and Berms: (Pages 8«17, 8-27)

** APPROVED: The =ponsor and the MOA should jointly adopt a standard

design for a noise barrier wall and berm to be constructed between
the revised Lake Hood floatplane facility and neighborhoods to the
northeast. The airport should incorporate such construction into
the floatplane development project. Project deveiopment cost 1is
expected to ba borne by the AIP grant program. Total estimated cost
equals $1,764,000 or $212/1f. An option would be a i1i~foot high
berm with a 6-foot high fence estimated to cost approximately 25%
less. Hitigation resulting from this item would be limited to
surface generated noise.



16. Sound Buffer: (Pages 8-23, 8-27)

APPROVED: This item is a MOA follow on option to item 15 above.
The MOA should determine the recrsation facility to be incorporated
into the sound buffer area and provide & gemeral plan of the
developed buffer area to the airport so that any required grading
and vegetation be incorporated into berm construotion. Program

costs would be borne by the MOA.

The approvals listed herein include approvals of actions that the airport
recomnmends be taken by the Federal Aviation Administration. It should be
noted that these approvals indicate only that the actions would, if
implemented, be consistent with the purposes of Part 150. These
approvals do not constitute decisions to implement the actions. Later
decisions concerning possible implementation of these actions may be
subject to applicable environmental or other procedures or rsquirements.
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ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES

WestCoast International inn
February 9, 1999
710 p.m.

l. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

Maryellen Tuttell introduced herself. She is the Noise Program Manager at Anchorage International. She
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
presenied 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 inpmJ
from the TAC, the Airport has come up with recommendations for the Noise Compatibility Program. The
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 comments
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 for
the Sand Lake Community Council, was tied into the meeting over the telephone.

Maryellen Tuttell introduced other Anchorage International staff in attendance.
1. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE

Steve Alverson and Bill Willkie presented the Part 150 Study Update. Mr. Alverson reviewed the status of
the Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Noise Study Update. He stated the primary focus was fo
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
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 contral measures evaluated, 48 of which were noise abatement
or operational measures related to the aircraft operations at the Airport, and 22 were fand use measures
Mr. Alverson stated that he and Mr. Willkie will cover the noise abatement measures, land use measures
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 the
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:

Minimize Runway 6 departures at night

Increase depart 24, land 14 at night

Conduct detailed noise abatement departure profile study

implemerit consistent thrust cutback for Runway 6 and Runway 14 departures

Pwh =

Mr. Alverson pointed out that wind and weather play an important factor in the Airport and Air Traffic
Contro] Tower's ability to implement 1 and 2.

Mr. Alversen stated that prior to this study the Airport had a noise abatement departure profile measure in
place, the International Civil Aviation Organization Noise Abatement Departure Procedure, but it was very
vague. The study recommends implementing a close-in noise abatement departure procedure as defined
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 ouf that the Part 150 study is about reducing noise, not
about safety. However, measures proposed for noise reasons must also be safe. lfatumnis
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 fo 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 {0 the north, Mr. Alverson stated that the FAA
has indicated that due to air fraffic 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 8L 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 opert
space. They also iocked at putting this procedure in for commuter arrivals on this runway, but due to FAA
Air Traffic Control concerns, it was not recommended.

Bill Willkie discussed the land use measures mentioned in the study. The purpose of land use measures
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
Frogram. The land use measures include compatible use zoning, mobile home restrictions, building cod
revisions, and placing noise levels on plats, comprehensive planning, planning commission review, publi
land development criteria, a noise overlay zone, fair disclosure policy, land banking, soundproofing
existing buildings (estimated at $15 million if all potentiaily eligible homes were included), conducting a
detailed ground noise study, and locking at establishing sound buffers/barriers.

o
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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
way to find ouf 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, disfribution of pilot inserts, and NEM and NCP review and revision.

I COMMENTS FROM TAC NMEMBERS

PETER BRADSHAW: Steve has just provided a very large amount of information. | have actually really
read only a portion of the noise compatibility program literature, and so | think at this point in time, I'd like
to reserve comments until 've heard some of the public's testimony. 1'd like to understand what the publ
has to say about the many measures which are being recommended here. And{ actually have aiready
received some fegdback from some of the people who live in my area.

There is one comment that | would like to make, and that is, going back to the original Part 150 study, |
see that originally there was | believe something like 16 recommendations, of which 1 think 15 were
approved by the FAA. Over the intervening years, only two of those 15 measures were implemented, an
| 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 | have led my Community Council to believe that the early turn was going to he greatly
beneficial to us, because | had been led fo 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 | have heard that it will in fact not apply
to north departures. | 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 fo the north. Believe it or not, we do get them ioud enough to rattle
the windows even clear out in midtown. We had an extended dialogue on this, because we met just very
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 | 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 absoiute.
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 fiight, 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
aftached to that. 1 understood that it was something like 16:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m., but that's not in the
newspaper insert at all, and | haven't heard anything about that in at least a year. So | would like to see
something definite, and a more absolute procedure to go with that rather than just if the conditions permi

The other itemn that came up at our Community Council meeting was the general process of increasing
business at the airport. We had just read a fittle 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 ariicle
| 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 'm associated with is very, very concerned
about the continual attempt to increase air traffic at Anchorage international Airport, and unless there are
some much more responsive noise control implementations than what ['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. | spent three years on this noise study, anc
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 more
densely populated portion of town, so rather than reducing noise, it becomes a noise increaser as well, s
that particular procedure didn't make sense on those two counts.

0

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 1o 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
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 create
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, nighitime 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 fypes of restrictions. Many of the curfews that are in place
in say Southern California airports, or San Francisco, are curfews that were put in place before the 1980
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 reguires extensive studies, actually a Part 161 study, fo
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 onily 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 fo 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 [ast 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
well that it would be prudent for the Airport to monitor the fleet mix at the Airport, and to see after the yea
2000 occurs what percentage of Stage 2 aircraft are left at that point in time, and then start making
decisions whether further restrictions are needed.

—

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 if. The idea | get from a lot of different studies,
comments and meetings and everything else, not specifically stated, but there is a feeling among quite &
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few of those people that lef'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. [f you all noticed, during the last week or so in sub zero weather and
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 F've got to say
right now.

LAURIE KOZISEK: | represent Bayshore/Klait Community Council. I'm Laurie Kozisek, and | 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 turmn 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 imagine
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 if
we have an earlier south turn with noise abatement procedures. Then it locks like an attractive option.
And [ 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. | think it's sort of slanting to make the data look good.
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 | 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 depariure procedure in place, each
individual event is quister 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 {est 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. | 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 sense
to turn those aircraft early, and dragging that noise impact down further. They're both tied together. Ang
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 compared
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 800 people affected.
We have saved 100 people, but what you have actually done is irritated 900 pecple. You haven't saved
100, you've added 800 more that are irritated with what you've got, and those are people who specifically
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did not want to live underneath concentrated flight patterns. it sounds like you're going to make it much
more concentrated.

STEVE ALVERSON: Yeah, | 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 profite. Again, from a modeling
standpoint, it appears as though there would be a benefit to that area, and again our suggestion would bg
test it, see how it works, make some measurements and during that point in time when it's tested, the
community could alse be aware of it and file any reactions that they might have to it at that point in time.

JOHN PRATT: | do support the concept of the noise advisory committee, and I'll provide some written
response.

WILL WALKER: ['ve already made written comments.

MARYELLEN TUTTELL: | do want to mention that as Steve mentioned, there are some questions about
what would the final impacts be of the noise abaterment departure and early furn, 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 we
then test and see if there is a benefit, or whether it really doesn't work. And so we would have todo a
NEPA process on that before we would implement that. And we just want to make clear that we are
aware of the concemns, and it will not be implemented if it doesn't result in a significant decrease in the
noise impact.

And | also want to make clear, because | 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 four
or five years on the noise abatement compatibility program. | 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, |'ve been in the air transportation 35 and a half years, and |
worked with the noise abatement commitiee down at the San Francisco International Airport for a number
of years, and | really do mean it when [ say that | really commend this noise abatement committee here
for having done the work that they've done. Thank you.

0y

PATTI SULLIVAN: I'm Patti Sullivan, and | work for the FAA in Airports Division. And | just want to say
couple things. | would agree that there's been a lot of good work done in this cornmittee, and in this
group. Sometimes it seems like these measures are kind of small, but | think we all have to continue to
work together if we're going to make any improvement. | 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 responsibility
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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 strongiy 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. - -

W

And | want to say that | would concur with John Pratt and Peter Bradshaw that | 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 | think would provide a very good forum for us all to stay on track and | guess
keep each other honest, and ensure that we are doing our part to implement these measures. | think
they're very important, and [ think that that's been sort of -- | think thaf's a shortfall in previous studies that
we really need to keep the eye on the ball and keep moving forward and progressing implementation. Sp
that's all | have to say. Thank you.

JERRY WEAVER: Thank you. I'm Jerry Weaver from the Municipality Planning Department. [ wani to
commend the Airport on the consuliants that they've used in this. Steve and Bill are excellent resources
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 tha
we support what's being proposed.

Ea

v, PUBLIC WORKSHOP
V. FORMAL PUBLIC TESTIMONY

VICTORIA LEINON: | 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 | 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 | 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.

i

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 — | guess the biggest part of the study that I'm really
concermned 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, | am a former Chairman of the Board for the Anchorage Economic
Development Corporation, and | will do my best to read this within the three-minute allotment. Basically
it's the position of the Anchorage Economic Development Corperation regarding the Anchorage
International Airport Noise Study.

The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation, AEDC, has identified the Anchorage International
Alrport, AlA, as one of the most important economic engines of the metropolitan area of Anchorage. With
over 11,000 employees and 318 million in payroll, the AIA accounts for almost one job in ten in
Anchorage. In 1998, 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 85 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.

| 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 play a great
deal in abating the noise levels around the airport here.

| do have a complete written presentation here that | will leave to he presented to the record.

KAREN BUTTON: Thanks. My name is Karen Button, and | was born and raised in Anchorage. I've
lived in the Spenard/Turnagain area for most of my [ife, and | was just — | bent the ear of Jenny for most
of the break complaining about what I've seen as not very wise planning. | mean, | 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. [ mean, we have a choice as a community | feel to plan wisely and to develop our
resources wisely, and [ 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 prefty high noise levels.

I noticed on the map | live very far away from the 65 decibel noise contour, and yet my windows rattle at
night. | live downtown and there are days where my office windows rattle due to jet traffic.

[=3

So | would [ike for — in this study, I'm appreciative that there is this noise study that's going on, but | wou
like fo have this noise — I'm not sure if this is an advisory group or what exactly, but I'm a litfle bit
disturbed by the fact that there's a master plan going on, | don't know if air pollution is being looked at or
noi; if water quality is being looked at, sprawl and development, | mean, traffic o and from the Airport.
These are all issues associated with the Airport in addition fo the noise, and 1 think that they should be all
locked at in conjunction with one another, not compartmentaiized. And | 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.
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SALLY BURKHOLDER: | am Sally Burkholder, and 'm a perscn who never thought there was going to
-- they were going to live under a flight path. The area where | live is labeled DNL 60. Tonight it may be
less than 80, 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 fali off my walls in 30 years
that i've lived in Alaska was not due to an earthquake. I's when a jet went over.

On the positive side, | 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 | 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 | guess sharing in the
success of a large airport. And if we're going to share in that success, we probably ought fo share in the
noise. And | 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 fo 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 fo
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 | would also like to warn you that | 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. | 2lso am a Part 135 pilot. | alg
own my own airplane at Lake Hood.

Q

I'm going to start right out. One of the things | heard tonight, and I've heard it before, is that we can't do
anything because of the FAA regulations. One of the things | 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 | noticed the
Lake Hooed traffic — we have Lake Hood fraffic 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 | want to -- and | don't know where this noise — how this noise is going to - this
this noise study works. But it seerns like {0 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 facHity. | thank you.
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MARK MADDEN: My name is Mark Madden, and | 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 aiready have
some preconceived ideas of what my approach to this subject's going to be, but hopefully | can give you
litte bit of a different perspective on what we're all talking about tonight.

[V}

First of ail, 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 aL
compromise. If we live far away from a large metropolitan area, we get away from the noise. We aiso ge
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. | 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 | 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.

| wanted to offer the comment that | 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. |
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 fo 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 fo 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 fo 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 shouid be
doing what. But | think that, you know, if the citizens of Anchorage decide to reconcile this problem, the
best way fo do it is o start with limiting the Alrport. One suggestion is to move it over to Fort Richardson,
and Elmendorf when those bases are decommissioned.

Another quick point before 1 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 g
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cargo hub, although there is some cargo that's stopped and sorted here. Mostly if's just people stopping
and getting some gas on their way to Asia or on their way from Asia.

So thanks very much, and | 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. | think half the people in the
audience went home.

WALTER BETTILYON: Good evening. My name is Walter Betlilyon, 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 numbe;
of jobs depend on it. | think that it can handie 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, | 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 - heing 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 Eagie River, but only by additionally penalizing those within the DNL 80 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. | know from my own experience that [ 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. f 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. | 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 Eimendorf 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 {'ve reviewed some of the information. | haven't
reaily seen an assessment or analysis that broke down specific flight paths versus military aircraft and the
airline aircraft.

And that's pretty much all P'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. | 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. | 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 | think that was really poor planning. Obviously you lost at least half of your
audience. |, for one, would have loved to hear - have a question and answer session after your
presentation and commitiee comments. I'm so curious what all the people whe turned out tonight had to
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say about all of this, and now only a handfui of us will testify, and some will submit written comments, and
we'll never know what they said in the context of maybe what | 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 '977

STEVE ALVERSON: '95.

KATHY GLEASON: '95. Wow, time flies. That was four years ago. | have experienced much, much
more noise at my home now than in 1985, 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 i's been taking plac
for four years really shocked me. | knew I'd been coming here for a long time, but | didn't realize it had
been that long. And at that time | had no ground noise at my home. None. Now [ have it almost 24
hours a day. And fo hear that this noise study does not even address that, and anocther noise study will
have to look at that, now long will that take? Ancther 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 | 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 | bought my home in 1882, we locked at the 20-year master plan.
Believe me, there was no mention of major cargo development, no noise confours showing 1 would have
a noisy home. So there’s no recourse for those of us who are long-time homeowners in Turnagain.

[1)]

With all due respect to Frank, | like you a lot, Frank, and | hope you know that. He has not represented
our Community Council well. He hasn't even been to council meetings in several months. Qur Council
has not discussed this, so you are not getting true representation of what Turnagain residents have to say
about airport noise.

Lastly, [ 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 needto geta
conditional use permit in fransitionally 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 fime they do it. And | 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 cur house on Sportsman's
Point area, | thought, my, what a nice, quiet subdivision, at the end of a cul-de-sac. Yes, | knew there
was an Airport here, but the noise levels have increased probably | 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 { think that we could all benefit from having our government feaders 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 adherec
to by the aircraft operators and owners, | 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 | have a very nice view from my house. I'm at Four
Corners. And | just have two concerns that 1 didn't hear addressed.

| like the Airport, | like the view, and | 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 hiliside and the slope there around
Four Corners. | don't think my dishes should rattle, and they always don't rattle, but | don't think they
really should rattle at all. And for some reason they have been doing that periodically.

And 1 also have a concern about the ground noise if you switch from 24R, the ground noise sometimes
can be overbearing. And | question the logic fo use this at night, that it seems like it would impact -- |
mean, if | hear it, | can just imagine those that live arocund 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 | moved into my house this year, and this is my first
meeting here. ‘And | was really surprised to find out that the DNL 80, they're going to fry to change the-
land plat so it says that we have all this noise. And i think that if -- | also found out that my house doesn't
qualify for soundproofing. And | don't think that that's fair that | have to go and warn people if | 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 | totally disagree
with that.

V. ADJOURNMENT

Meeting adjourned at 9:40 p.m.
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Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update  Noise Compatibifity Program - Appendix C

Response to Written Comments

1999






January 25, 1999

Maryellen Tuttle

Noise Program Manager

ATLA

P. 0. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

-The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) mail-out on
January 5, 1999 seens to be accurately foundationed on C-001
Noise Exposure Maps (NEM) mailed out in December 9, 1998.

21, 1999 and January 22, 1999. The 1letters raise
guestions about Noise Exposure Maps (NEM).

ezt ) el

Will Walker
Spenard Airport Watch

Please see letters to Maryellen Tuttle dated January'§
C-002



21
January &, 1999

Maryellen Tuttle

Noise Program Manager

ATA

P. 0. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

I.

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 AJA scheduled noises over urban area.

The ¥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 outdoors. 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 UPDATE COMPARISON OF EXISTING (1997) and
FORECAST (2002) NOISE CONTQUR FIGURE 6.3 secems to be a step in the
right direction to reduce jet noise over Spenard area &wsat and
north of the lake). Somt

Egsi

”;éZQJC?/ EZQQ@éQé%f/_

Will Walker
Spenard CC Airflert Watch

C-003

C-004



January 22, 1999

Maryellen Tuttle

Nolse Program Manager

ATA

P, O. Box 19685860

Anchorage, aAlaska 99519-6960

The following comments are foundationed on the 1last 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
extend their down-winds as far as Minnesota Drive or to some points 005
in between, then do a 180° turn and then their finals. &all of the
above is done by GA for pilot safetv, 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}.
: C-0086
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. Aany 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 teoo difficult for urban
residents to do.

C-007

B) Working with GA Airmen‘’s Association is also too
difficult 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).



Letter to Maryellen Tuttle
January 22, 1999
Page 2

C) Putting together fact sheels takes up too much time for
family and others at the wrong times. See an exanmple of jet fact
sheets put together by an individual {(attachment 2). Putting
together prop rap fact sheets is more difficult and togo difficult
and takes up too much time during summer indoor and outdoor times
in urban area. Evidently GA hates flying over wvacant land or water
and loves doing the prop-rap-beat on family and urban area.

C-00

Tpsee T he

Will walker
Spenard Airport Watch




.. GENERAL AVIATION - LAKE HOOD A3 7 oot |

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 Hood/Lake 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 Hood/Lake 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
sideline 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 Hood/Lake Spenard floatplane base
is very crowded. Any consideration of changes in Lake Hood/Lake Spenard departures or
arrivals have to take into consideration air traffic from Elmendorf Air Force Base, Merrill Field,
and Anchorage International Airport. Based on HMMH’s analysis, a runway use program for
Lake Hood/Lake Spenard is not recommended.

2. Restrictions on Lake Hood Touch and Go Operations:

) o “~ The second item they looked at was to restrict touch and go operations at Lake Hood/Lake
. Spenard. Steve Alverson again noted that most of noise associated with Lake Hood/Lake
\ Spenard operations are related to sideline noise, and therefore the noise level is the same
i regardless of direction of flow. Touch and go operation follow the typical arrival and departure
" paths into and out of the Lake Hood/Lake 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{l 1 percenf of the 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 dlfference

3) Steve Alverson stated that there arefil’ow@pmgrams that can be conducted both in
terms of m_c}g‘n/d_u_ai contacts with floatplane pilots and working with the Alaska Airmen's
_ Association; mereasing awareness throu use of fact sheets or posters 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 individunal pilots.
-Maryellen and Steve Alverson noted that it is more difficult to ensure chal

p11 ts, but efforts can be made.
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o THT #
4211 Brdle Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 59517

November 21, 1996

Ms. Peggy McNees
Development Director
Anchorage International Airport
State of Alaska DOT/PF

P.0O. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

RE: ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT JET NOISE LOG

Dear MMSI )067 7%‘3’\-

Attached is the information 1 logged regarding Anchorage International Airport (ATA) following
our phone conversaton on August 1, 1996. I youll 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 1
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
staried the attached log the evening after we talked over the phone on Aug. 1, 1996, and contin-
ued untl August 17, 1996, T 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: )

— Idid not log jet noise every time I heard it; I only logged jet noise I considered highty
annoying/disturbing in terms of length, noise level and vibrating Tumble.

— 1was not home at the tie the noise occurrad;

—— I'was asleep at the fime the noise occurred;

~— It was not convenient for me to log the noise (did not have paper and/or writing utensil at
hand when I heard jet noise, was on the phone, was doing laundry, etc.)

— Frankly, after the first few days, I got tired 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

@ There may be times logged that are not completely accurate because of the following reasons:

— Not all of our 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.)

— Iexperienced 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.

@ 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 Iasted 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 submit this log. While I do not expect you or other ATA 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,
ATA 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  813pm. inside/windows closed } Aug.2  845am.  outside
10:00 p.m. in bedroom/window open : 9:00 a.m. outside
10:58 p.m. in bedroom/window open 8:15 a.m. outside
Aug.2  12:.01am. in bedroomAvindow open 9:30 a.m. outside
12:34 am. in bedroom/window open g:45am. inside/windows open
12:50 a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:55 p.m. inside/windows open
12:58 a.m. in bedroom/window open 1:00 p.m. outside
1:02a.m. in bedroom/window open 1:05 p.m. outside
1:04am. in bedroom/window open 110 p.m. outside _
1:09 am. in bedroom/window open 1:30 p.m. inside/windows open
111 am. in bedroom/window open 1:32 p.m. inside/windows open
1:16am. in bedroom/window open 1:35p.m. inside/windows open
122am. in bedroom/window open 2:10 p.m. inside/windows open
710 am. in bedroom/window open 2:30 p.m. inside/windows open
7:21am. in bedroom/window open 3:20 pm. inside/windows open
725am. in bedroom/window open 321 p.m. inside/windows open
7:29am. in bedroom/window open 3:32 p.m. inside/windows open
736 am. in bedroomAwindow open 4:00 p.m. inside/windows open
7:3%9am. in bedroom/window open 718 p.m. outside
7:46 a.m. in bedroom/window open 7:23 p.m. outside
7:48am. in bedroom/window open 7:23pm, outside
7:56 am. in bedroom/window open 9:05 p.m. inside/windows open
7:58 am. in bedroom/window open - 11:38 p.m. in bedroom/windows closet
8:01am. in bedroom/window open _f Aug.3  12:21am. in bedroom/windows closer
8:02 am. in bedroom/window open ': 12:26 am. in bedroomAvindows close:
8:06 a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:30 am. in bedroom/windows close
8:.08 am. in bedroom/window open 12:36 a.m. in bedroom/windows cioseg
8:10am. in bedroom/window open 12:50a.m, in bedroom/windows close
8:15am. in bedroom#window open 12:54 a.m. in bedroom/indows closé
8:18 a.m. in bedroom/window open 1:.05 a.m. in bedroom/windows c:lc:seJ
8:21 am. in bedroom/window open t1i0am. in bedroomAwindows closg
824 am. in bedroom/window open 124am. in bedroom/windows clos
8:30am. outside ' 1:26 a.m. in bedroom/windows clos
8:33am. outside 1:41am. - inbedroom/windows do&;
§:36am. outside 4:50 a.m. in bedroom/Awindows clos
8:38 a.m. outside NOISE WOKE ME UP




Gleason Noise Log —page 2

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. § DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO.
Aug. 3 4:52 a.m.. in bedroom/windows closed [ Aug. 4 943 a.m. in bedroom/window open
5:00 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed & 9:46 am. in bedroom/window open
5:56 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:49a.m. in bedroom/window open
8:51a.m. in bedroomMwindow open 9:59 a.m. in bedroom/window open
g:16am. in bedroom/window open 10:05 a.m. in bedroom/window open
9:25 a.m. in bedroom/window open 227 p.m. inside/windows open
9:32 a.m. in bedroom/window open 2:30 p.m. inside/windows open
9:37am.. in bedroom/window open 251 pm. inside/windows open
2:52 p.m. inside/windows open 3:02 p.m. inside/windows open
259pm.  insidefwindows open 3:07p.m.  insidefwindows open
Aug.4  12:16am. in bedroom/windows closed 3:30p.m. inside/windows open
12:26 a.m. in bedroomMwindows closed 3:42 p.m. inside/windows open
1:07 am. in bedroomMwindows closed  § 3:44p.m. inside/windows open
141am. in bedroommindows closed 345 p.m. inside/windows open
1:45 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 5:46 p.m. inside/windows closed
154 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:19p.m. inside/wiﬁdows closed
2:0tam. in bedroom/windows closed 7:35 p.m. inside/windows closed
2:04 am. in bedroom/windows closed 8:28 p.m, inside/windows closed
2:10a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 8:32 p.m. inside/windows closed
2:12am. in bedroom/windows closed 8:34 p.m. inside/windows closed
216 am. in bedroom/windows closed 8:37 p.m. inside/windows closed
2:44am. in bedroom/windows closed 9:02 p.m. inside/windows closed
2:52a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:22 p.m. inside/windows closed
" 304am. in bedroom/windows closed 9:58 p.m. inside/windows closed
3:31am. in bedroom/windows closed 10:01 p.m. inside/windows closed
3:39a.m. in bedroomAwindows closed 10:03 p.m. inside/windows closed
343am. in bedroom/windows closed 10:16 p.m. inside/windows closed
8:52am. in bedroom/windows closed 10:20 p.m. inside/windows closed
856 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 10:24 p.m. inside/windows closed
9:03am. in bedroom/windows closed 10:44 p.m. inside/windows closed
913am. in bedroom/window open 11:06 p.m. inside/windows closed
924 am. in bedroom/window open 1117 p.am. inside/windows closed
9:35a.m. in bedroom/window open Aug.5 1225am. in bedroom/windows closed
9:37 am. in bedroom/window open 12:49 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
9:40 a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:54 am. in bedroom/windows closed
9:42 am. in bedroomAwindow open 1:02 am. in bedroom/windows closed
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DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. j DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO.
Aug.5.  104am.  inbedoomwindowsclosed § Aug.7  302am. inbedroomiwindow open
9:11am. in bedroom/windows closed | 6:09 a.m. in bedroom/window open
9:19am. in bedroom/windows closed NOISE WOKE ME UP
9:21 am. in bedroom/windows closed 6:11 am. in bedroom/window open
9:27 am. in bedroom/windows closed 6:35 a.m. in bedroom/window open
9:31 am. in bedroom/windows closed 6:46 a.m. in bedroom/window open
9:34 am. in bedroom/windows closed 12:52 p.m. inside/windows open
1022 am. inside/windows open 3:06 p.m. inside/windows open
10:45a.m. inside/windows open 11118 pm. in bedroom/window open
11:57 am. inside/windows open 1127pm. . inbedroom/window open
1:18 p.m. inside/windows open -_ 11:42 p.m. in bedroom/window open
121 p.m. inside/windows open | Aug.8  12:13am. in badroom/window open
713 pm. insidefwindows closed ' 12:37 a.m. in bedroom/window open
10:28 p.m. inside/windows closed 6:46 a.m. in bedroom/window open
Aug.6 6:14 am. in bedroom/windows closed 747 a.m. in bedroom/window open
6:27 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 8:07 am. in bedroom/window open
6:29 a.m. in bedroomAwindows closed 10:54 a.m, in bedroom/window open
6:41 am. in bedroom/windows closed 11:08 a.m. in bedroom/window open
6:43 am. in bedroom/windows closed 1t am. in bedroom/window open
B:48 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:25 p.m, inside/windows closed
8:52 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed § 11:55 p.m. in bedroom/window open
8:55a.m. in bedroom/windows closed f Aug.9  12:03am. in bedroom/window open
1248 p.m. outside 4:01 a.m. in bedroomAwindow open
111 pm. outside 5:38 a.m. in bedroom/window open
{18 p.m. outside S:45a.m. in bedroom/window open
1:40 p.m. outside 7:00 am. in bedroom/windows closed
2:00 p.m. outside GUNSHOT NOISE
2:55p.m. inside/windows open WOKE ME UP
3:13p.m. inside/windows open 714 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
326 p.m. inside/windows open 8:42 a.m. in bedroom/window open
3:37 p.m. inside/windows open 1042 a.m. in bedroom/window open
4:15 p.m. inside/windows open 11:48 a.m. in bedroom/window open
9:22 p.m. inside/windows closed 1:23 p.m. in bedroom/window open
9:24 p.m. inside/windows closed 8:40 p.m. inside/windows closed
10:22 p.m. inside/windows closed 753 p.m. inside/windows closed
Aug.7 110 am. in bedroomAvindow open 8:32 p.m. inside/windows closed
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DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. [ DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO.
Aug.9 8:50 p.m. inside/windows closed | Aug.12  646am. in bedroom/windows closed
11:41 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed | 6:52 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
Aug. 10 1tam. in bedroom/windows closed 6:57 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
4:24 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:07 a.m, in bedroom/windows closed
5:06 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 713 am. in bedroomfwindows closed
5:25am. in bedroom/windows closed 726 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
5:32am. in bedroom/windows closed 2:46 p.m. in bedroom/window open
5:38 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 2:56 p.m. in bedroom/window open
541am. in bedroom/windows closed 3:01 p.m. in bedroom/window open
6:06 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 921p.m. ~  inbedroom/window open
9:40 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 10:15 p.am. in bedroom/windows closed
1.08 p.m. inside/windows open . 11:16 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed
1:33p.m. inside/windows open 8 Aug. 13 1231 am. in bedroom/windows closed
1:59 p.m. inside/windows open 1:37 am. in bedroom/windows closed
2:01 p.m. inside/windows open 1:40a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
2:55 p.m. inside/windows open 1147 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
=313 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1:53 am. in bedroom/windows closed
328 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 158am.  inbedroom/windows closed
3:49 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 2:13am, in bedroom/Awindows closed
3:58 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 247 am. in bedroom/Mwindows closed
4:13p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 248 am. in bedroom/windows closed
424 pm. in bedroom/windows closed 251am. in bedroom/windows closed
4:43 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 513 am. in bedroom/windows closed
" 4:48p.m. in bedroom/windows closed g:58 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
5:10 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 10:04 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed
552 pm. in bedroom/windows closed 1:42 p.m. in bedroom/window open
555 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 128 p.m. outside
- 924pm. inside/windows closed 1557 p.m. outside
9:37 p.m. inside/windows closed .: 11:52 p.m. in bedroom/window open
Aug.12 12:20am. in bedroom/windows closed R Aug.14 1213 am. in bedroom/window open
12:53 am. in bedroom/windows closed 12:39 am. in bedroom/window open
6:14 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 12:41 am. in bedroom/window open
NOISE WOKE ME UP 12:58 a.m. in bedroom/window open
6:24 am. in bedroom/windows closed 115am. in bedroom/window open
640 am. in bedroom/windows closed 1:26 a.m. in bedroom/window open
6:43 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1:28 a.m. in bedroom/window open




Gleason Noise Log — pagt

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. [ DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFQO.
Aug.14  1:32am. in bedroom/window open | Aug.16  4:56am. in bedroom/windows closet
1:36 a.m. in bedroom/window open | 716 am. in bedroom/windows closec
141am. . inbedroom/window open GUNSHOT NOISE
144 am, in bedroom/window open WOKE ME UP
2:03am. in bedroom/window open : 457 p.m. in bedroom/window open
2:07 am. in bedroom/window open Aug.17  12:06 a.m. in bedroom/windows closec
2:.08 a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:18 a.m. in bedroom/windows closac
214am. .  inbedroom/window open 12:20 am. in bedroom/windows closec
2:49 a.m, in bedroom/windows closed
2:52'am., in bedroom/window open END OF LOG
2:55 p.m. inside/windows open
10:44 p.m. in bedroom/window open
10:46 p.m. in bedroom/window open
10:48 p.m. in bedroom/window open
10:59 p.m. in bedroom/window open
11:06 p.m. in bedroom/window open
11:09 p.m. in bedroom/window open
11:12 p.m. in bedroom/window open
11:49 p.m. in bedroom/window open
Aug.15  2:58am. in bedroom/window open
8:05am. in bedroom/window open .
NOISE WOKE ME UP
8:07 am. in bedroom/window open
8:10 a.m. in bedroom/window open
g:13am. in bedroom/window open
846 a.m. in bedroom/window open
8:55 a.m. in bedroom/window open
8:58 a.m. in bedroom/window open
Q:06 am. in bedroom/window open
11:06 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed
11:52 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed
Aug.16 12:.04 am. in bedroom/windows closed
12:19am. in bedroom/windows ciosed
12:23 am. in bedroom/windows closed
12:26 am. in bedroom/windows closed
12:38 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed




February 2, 1999

AIA Noise Program Manager
State of Alaska DOT & PF

P.O. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

Dear Noise Program Manager:

I have the following comments regarding the Dratt Noise
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 Citv Hall at the public counter on the second floor.
However, [ didn’t know that meant that the Planning Department had c-008
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 Februarv 9
hearing renders the public progress meaningless.

2. The Noise Measurements Are Outdated - According to the Noise
Exposure Map documents, the noise measurementis 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 roughlv offset
by the decrease in the Phase 2 aircraft. There i1s no evidence in the
Study to support such an assumption. Rather than making assumptions,
wouldn’t it make more sense to wait until the Stage 2 aircratt are
phased ocut in the Lower 48 at the end of 1999 and then do the noise
measurements? IY not, the 1995 measurements will always overstate the
noise levels. Additionally, the assumption of increasing activity
into the future has proven to be false: according to the Anchorage
Economic Development Corporation, transit cargo at AJIA fell 3.8
percent for the first half of fiscal 1999. This is part of a
worldwide downturn in the air passenger and cargo indusiries,
according to a February 1, 1999 article in the Alaska Journal of
Commerce.

C-009

3. Land Use Measures For Areas Below 635 Db Are Unnecessary -
According to the Study, "all land uses are considered toc be compatible
with noise levels below 65 dB." However, the Study justifies a number
of land use proposals bevond the DNL 65 dB contour omr the basis that
seme of these people may still complain about airport noise. These
measures have obvious political overtones; for example, the Fair
Disclosure Policy 1s considered necessary because without disclosure,
“these new residents may become opponents of the Airport.” .The Study
concedes that this proposal “would have some impactt on property
values.’’ Thus, this proposal would be considered a “success” if a
homeowner living within the 60 dB contour could not sell his house and

C-010



had to abandon it; at least no more "opponents of the Airport” woula\
be living there. These proposals are designed to stitfle the free %; C-010
speech rights of the residents, constitute a taking without due \
process, and are unnecessary within the compatible 60 dB contour.H’J/

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 AJA after the year 2000. As C-01"
discussed above, this 1is an argument for conducting a new Noise
Exposure Map, as the 1995 figures are ocutdated 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;{; c.o12
additionally, several of the noise measurement sites indicated i
significant noise exposure as a result of general aviation. - E/
Finally, even though the Study concluded that sound barrier walléﬁ\
could provide noise reduction, it decided that a detailed study of ;f
aircratt ground noise problems was needed. L C-013
In short, the Study is inaccurate, incomplete, illegal, anfgz C-014
politically motivated.

Regards,

Rcobert C. Auth
2621 Melvin Ave.
Anchorage, Alaska 99517
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Anchorage Economic Bevelopment Corporation

The Center of Opportunity

MEMORANDUM

Date: February S, 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 ATA accounts for almost one job in 10 in Anchorage. In 1999, 34 air carriers
have landing rights at ATA.  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 2003.
The Anchorage International Airport is the top U.S. cargo airport based on landed weight
of all-cargo aircraft. Over 93% 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 AIA even more attractive for cargo hub operations and inter-
airline cargo transfers.

2. Operational Considerations

The AIA 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. AIA has a very low frequency of shut
downs or serious delays for weather problems. If this operational profile changes,
airlines, which use ATA, 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 j

900 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 300 @ Anchorage, Alaska 99501 =& phone 807-258-3700 ® fax 907-258-6646 @  e-mail aedc@aedeweb.com



airplane is ready to land or leave. This significant advantage provides an incentive for aiF:__
carriers to consider cargo manipulation operations in Anchorage. They can take time for
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-decibel level is zoned for residential use surrounding the
ATA. 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.

et "
v ah =
IRy S

If the ATA is not provided with buffer areas for industrial or business use that
supports growth, the full potential of the AIA as an economic engine will be curtailed. 1
Growth of its nature will incur greater traffic and movement of cargo transport from . }
industrial parks into and out of the AIA air corridors. Rather than await forced actions ;
such as eminent domain taking or demising of property at a later date, this can be limited 1
by re-zoning the areas surrounding the AIA as I-2 zones. ! o
G‘

4. Buffer iands and landscaping can abate noise levels

The intensity of operation at the AIA 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 ATA.
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 of the Anchorage
Comprehensive Plan for Land Use. The AJA is one of the 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,

Lria
Ernie Hall
Chairman AEDC Airport Marketing Committee




Tami & Rodney Powell
P.O. Box 111605
Anchorage, AK 99511
345-8447

February 9, 1999

BEAR VALLEY: South/East Anchorage

Airport Noise Study:

o Why aren’t we part of the “effected area” (On the Map) '%— c-016
o We have Jets all day and all night still. (Why can'’t they fly cot7 .
further South ?)

a Why are you sacrificing the Quiet of South Anchorage /
residential areas ? c-018

o If taking off to the West, this means reverberation for ail
Anchorage residents for the rest of our lives. C-019

o When taking off West bound, it sounds like there over our
heads. (Bear Valley, please come out to listen)
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Anchorage International Alrport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Fayney A,

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Nolse Study Updatae? If so, please note
your comments on this form. The form can be left here or you may mail it back to tha
Airport at the address listed below. Thank you.

Name! /ué&/ /{UOLOA S

Address: /356 kirsfen  Cirele -
City, State, 2Ip Code: /%Wr%, AL G4s78

ﬂ]g W%—y éWwMW ‘\

se. Do _Eadt [ifat %
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_M/?%W e oy Sl é/f-;/w:?—

Atgipli el area.

et o 'xgaw"wlmﬂgéé
wm&fw st

e g £ el ek
Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960

FM ch 9,(,/‘5,-5?663

c-02




Anchorage International Airport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

%%9“%5 a, 1994

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: ////’:/50/277 ;(/(//V/{/Vp/'—hh
Address: F o) C/v/ffz//E/U@EK C/\/a
City, State, ZipCode: S AC/S. AL P25/ 7

L EAR S0 f1 ;7 7 EE ppg o 5SS

T woulp 1KE rp SEE THE Spriil
FLANES THLIG SAE SRV [ AL L
Mook £ THE CRAVEL Sy RIS T ar
O SuSysr; A Ffﬂ/% V2R OIS SUVEAL. con
THE  TURAMAZAIA HOY ST e ARE
gz s T6 THEE - -EAST § ut T ELE
IHEY REACH THE THLE], -

IF THEY Mucr— D9 5O AROULS

[0 _LIAZ ] ‘g MELY ?7%;;5_ oifﬂe Zf

JAKE DI FEAECT. PATHS § bvapy i,

Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

w,l\nch age, AK 99519-6960

—



Tae DaviD GREEN GROUP

February 9, 19959

Ms. Maryellen Tuttel

AICPI Noise Program Manager
PCB 1986960

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: AlA nioise Compatibility Program
Dear Ms. Tuitel:

¥'m writing on behalf of the David Green Group, JV dba Duty Free Alaska in support of the position
taken by the Anchorage Economic Development Corporation regarding the AlA Noise Compatibility
Study.

We would underscore and support the importance of the points raised by Mr. Emie Hall, Chair of
the AEDC Marketing Committee, in his memorandum of February 5, 1889,

Maintaining the competitive operational position of the Anchorage intemational Airport while at the
same time creating a reasonable buffer zone to residential development seems a sensible solution.
As Mr. Hall points out, it's important to remember that AlA remains a powerful and viable economic
engine in our community. Protecting i, via sensible design and development, seems to be an
effective solution. Limiting the growth of the airline carge and passenger indusiry via onerous
restrictions isn’t in the economic interest of Anchorage or it's citizens. f'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. )

We frust your committee wiil carefully consider the importance and economic impact of it's decision
and grant the reasonable solutions proposed in AEDC’s ietter.

C-023

Sincerely,
o
Richard E. Benedetii
Managing Partner

cc: Mr. M. Kean & Mr. E. Hall, AEDC

P.O. Box 220687 » Anchorage, Alaska 99522-0687 Tel. Y07.248.8485 Fax 907.245.0190 e-mail: dgg@aonline.com




February 9, 1999

Maryelicn Tuttell

Noisec Program Manager
Anchorage Int'l Airport

P.O. Box 196650
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960

Dear Maryellen:

T am writing in strong opposition to the recommendation included in the Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study Update regarding real estate disclosure for the sale of property
within the 60 DNL. Please ensure that my comments are received and known by FAA
and by the Sand Lake area representative for tonight’s meeting. Unfortunately, T will be
unable to appear in person at your meeting due to 2 rcqmrcd work-related, evening
meeting.

C024

First, to provide some background... Ihave attended a number of public meetings hosted

by the Airport over the past 2-3 years to become more informed about the Airport’s Part

150 Study. At one of these meetings I stood up during audience participation and voiced C-025
my objection to the real estate disclosure recommendation. The feedback I received at

that 1ime was practically nil and I am disappointcd that the real estate disclosure

recommendation is still alive. In short, I belicve the reat estate disclosure

recommendation is biased, unreasongble, punitive. subjective, discriminatory, and an

illegitimate element of the Noise Compatibility Program.

Before providing specific reasons for my objection to the real cstate disclosure
recommendation, I would like to commend the Airport for a well-run, informative public
process and for proposing tany positive, constructive noise mitigation measures. In fact,
except for the real estate disclosure recommendation, I support all the other measures
being proposed.

C-026

Now, for the reasons why I strongly object to the real estate disclosure recommendation:

1. This measure is cxtremely self-serving to the Airport. Ibelieve its sole intent is to c.027
minimize the threat of lawsuits like Tanaing Hills, even if it means devaluing existing
properties. Why does the Airport want to “help™ future, prospcctlve homebuyers and
at the same time “hort” existing homeowners?

2. Ihave yet to be provided any details about what the real estate disclosure involves
and how it would be implemented. Ali Thave ever seen in the Airport’s literature is 2\ C-028
“bullet point™ or a very subtle point buricd in a parenthetical remark. It scems the
Airport has purposely been shott on specifics and downplayed the negative impact
this measure would have on existing property owners.




3. This measure is punitive and negative fo 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 close o the Airport—which actally is a plus in many
respects. If a prospective buyer is concerned about the potential noise impact let the
buyer talk to the seller 1:1 and let the buyer do his/her homework and contact the
Airport on their own initiative to find out about noise impacts.

C-029

4, As a future seller of 2 home on the fringe of the 60 DNL zone (6855 Caravelle,
directly east of Kincaid Elementary) I am very concerned about the “black mark™ that
would be placed on my home if the real estate disclosute is put into effect. Clearly,
some prospective buyers would be immediately scared off by such a formal
disclosurc—their first impression at seeing the intricate noise contour maps und any
other written disclosures (i.e., “buyer bewarc” Izformztion) weorld naturally lead to an
immediate negative reaction by prospective buyers. Whether a prospective buyer
would take the time to understand and accept the disclosure for what it attempts to
communicate is uncertain, One can be assured, however, that it will take Jonger to
sell 2 home located within the 60 DN ¢ and market values will be negative

affected as a resuit of the proposed real estate disclosure.

5. The real estate disclosure recommendation for property owners within the DNL 60 is
upjustty diseriminatory. What about the noise levels caused by Lake Hood or Merrill c-031

Field or Elmcndorf? How can the FAA sanction a real cstate disclosure for only one

segment of Anchorage and not the othery?

C-030

6. The Airport’s Consultant (HNTB) made the point very strongly at a past meeting that
individuals have different reactions to noisc—some are not the least bit bothered,
some are driven crazy, some are only occasionally bothered, etc. Given that the DNL> ~ 030
contours reflect a modeling, an averaging, a generalized interpretation of potential
human reaction to noise levels, how can the Airport present a “fair” real estate
disclosurc of noise impacts that are by their natusc subjectively interpreted?

7. At one of the past public meetings, someone on the Airpert’s Technical Advisory
Committee compared the real estate disclosure re: noise contours to flood zone
disclosures. This is an invalid comparison. Noise jmpact is clearly more subjective
than a flood zone designation. The threat posed by a home located in a flood zone is
real, it's tangible, and it’s ‘part of the permanent topography. A noise zone changes
over time, is not an immediate threat to property, and does not pose an objective,
equal threat to all property owners in the area.

Cc-033

8. The real estate disclosure recommendation plainly does not fit with the other Lan
Use measnres proposed by the Airport which attemnpt to modify zoning and plats
affecting NEW development not existing development, How can the rcal estate
disclosure be classified as a Land Use measure when, by the Airport’s own definition,
a L.and Use measure is either “preventative” or “remedial” in nature? What is

“preventative” or “remedial” about the rea] estate disclosure recommendation?

C-034




9. The real estate disclosure s an oddball recommendation and is inconsistent with the
Airport’s stated goal of “reducing existing non-compatiole iand uses and preventing
or reducing the probability of the establishment of additional non-compatible land

uscs.” [NOTE: Ilive on the fringe of 60 DNL zone, in an existing compatible land C-035
use area, yet my home would be black-marked by the real estate disclosure
recommendation. How is this helping to achieve the overall land use goai?]

10. The real estate disclosure recommendation apparcatly was raiscd during the last Part 036

150 Study a decade or s0 ago. It never went anywhere. What ca it to die th
and why is it back in the forcfront now?

I STRONGLY URGE THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) TO
DELETE THE REAL ESTATE DISCLOSURYE PROVISTON FROM THE PART Y C037
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,

Lol Pooome

Daniel A. Moore

cc:  Patti Sullivan, FAA
Peter Bradshaw, Sand Lake CC representative



Anchorage International Airport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

2/1/44
MesRF=E50

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: ' GFHL_ GALLEREE
Address: QD/ WOEST Sq‘ﬁa—" )
City, State, Zip Code:  ANchovese. AK 193518 S3-3F1 &
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c-038

L dlse supgoort Tthe recommandedton of o, )
7103 menadanigeg Sy stem awol Néise GANEOT g' c-039

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

M , 1988

2-7-7%
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: 7¢4 % gy Z/\_)
Address: ;)f 9)‘;/ /l/ %a? /LC'/ / Cf/’}' C(JC
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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

Fepguay 4, 1945
Mey 274996~ '

Do you have comments regarding the Part 150 Noise Study Update? [f 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: I SLONE
Address: Ao 222D LAanG
City, State, Zip Code: ANCHOBNES . A¥K- 9502
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’5)1\%)1" DDWLENDE‘Jt&MmDDS ON BLATS ArE CLIKE ScARLET LETTEES.
Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program C OVSRB

-

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960
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Cc-047
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Anchorage International Airport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

‘!%r; ZUREN A9

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: : 'C/ @'mf (/\,, o
Address: ‘055‘ %ﬁfQJ,{WQ W_,
City, State, Zip Code: P\-\/\JAM . A K ggpr
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

\,
|

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960
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Noise Program Manager
Anchorage International Airport
P. O. Box 196960

Anchorage, AK 99519-6960




Anchorage International Airport

ANC PART 150 NCISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Feaouazsy &, |94
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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 fo the -

~Airport at the address listed below. Thank you.

Name: Joe~ /f’m‘{y A
Address: & 5o¢ %‘-’ £ K,/

City, State, Zip Code: Anecly & P
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Mail to: Anchorage international Airport, Noise Program

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960




Anchorage Internationai Airport
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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.
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960

C-051



Anchorage International Airport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Fepguay 4, (A4
Neay-27—4+808-

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
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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.
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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.
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Subject: Airport Noise
Date: Wed, 10 Feb 1999 19:33:31 -0900
From: "L. K." <kozi@alaska.net>
To: maryellen_tuttell@dot.state.ak.us

Thank you for the opportunity to voice the concerns of my community councii
at the latest TAC meeting. I did not know I would be asked to speak, so I
did not touch on all of the points brought up by the members at the last
Bayshore/Klatt Community Council meeting. Herein is a more complete
discussion.

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 1s 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 gquestion 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 Bbatement Procedures, altering their thrust
settings to decrease engine veolume. According to this scenarioc, 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
directliy with 300 people who deliberately chose 'a quieter neighborhood,
Scheools 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 C-063
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 wvarious 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 Noise Abatement Procedure less practical to follow. An earlier
study by the Airport on the impacts of an early departure scuth without
Noise Abatement Procedures predicted a much greater noise ilmpact 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 beccmes \//
"favorable”.

4. The study has downplayed the impact of the ncise. Hundreds of people in

2/16/99 2:48 P!



hoﬁes, schoels, parks and businesses would be subjected to noise egquivalent
in intensity to that of a wvacuum cleaner at close range.

5. The recommendation goes contrary to the phileosophy of the rest of the
Noise Compatibility Program, by deliberately seeking out new people to

impact. C-063

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,

Alrport Noise Technical Advisory Committee member representing
Bayshore/Klatt Community Council.

-2/16/99 2:48 PM



February 16, 1999

Mary Ellen Tutell

State of Alaska

Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
P.O. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519

Dear Ms. Tutell:

1 submit the following comments in regard to the Anchorage Airport Noise 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. 1 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 modern 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 frue noise, but the modern engines do not. C.064

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 Northern 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.

#2.  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-065




#3.  The idea of adding better sound insulating windows to homes in the non compliant
areas adjacent to the airport seems to have real merit. Our house guests always report
being awakened by Boeing 747 takeoffs to the east off Runway 6 Right. Maybe with
better windows they wouldn't rattle and wake up our guests.

#4. 1 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 QUT-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, _
i, S'eT

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.



Anchorage international Airport

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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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.
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

P.C. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 98519-6960
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Subject: Airport Noise Study Comments
Date: Tue, 16 Feb 1999 08:05:46 -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 | had trouble getting this message to you. Please add these
comments to the deliberations.

Thank you.

——0riginal 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, 1999 10:28 AM
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.

—-Qriginal Message-----

From: Dave Adams

Sent: Monday, February 15, 1999 10:03 AM

To: ‘maryellen_tutfle@dot.state.ak.us'

Cc: 'Doug Perkins - BKCC'; 'kozi@alaska net’; fim dokoozian@dokoozian.com'
Subject: Airport Noise Study Comments

Dear Ms. Tuttle:

| previously left a voice mail message re my opposition to the "early tum" for Rwy 6 departures to the south. This
en}ac"il is) my written confirmation of the message, submitted within the comment deadline {(which strangely is a
holiday}.

| reviewed the Part 150 draft study, and feel it is seriously deficient in regard to the noise impacts on south
Anchorage that an "early turn” will cause. "Deficient’ in the sense that the population data are flawed, the
assumptions invalid and the impact analysis on our neighborhoods superiicial.

Before moving to the Klatt School neighborhoed, my family lived due east of Rwy 6L/6R, and we were extremely
bothered by the heavy jet noise. One of the SPECIFIC reasons we moved from east Anchorage to the Klatt area
was THE QUIET. Now the study is advocating running traffic DIRECTLY over our home and the nearby school.
We strongly oppose this change. Had | moved from a quieter area to the neighborhoods near the airport or under
the long-standing patterns, | would NOT feel | had any right to take this position. But in this case we deliberately
moved OUT from under the pattern to a "safe" area, oniy 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.

G071

Qur community councit {(Bayshore/Klatt) is also very united in its strong opposition to the early tumn. Nobody at
any meeting has ever been in favor of the revised procedures (early tumn). | have the impression from our
representatives on this issue that BKCC's concerns have not been given adequate consideration at any point in
the process. Their reporis fo 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. .

2/16/99 9:04 AM



Again, my purpose in writing is to strongly urge against the 'early turn’ on the Rwy 6 departures south.

Thank you,

Dave Adams and family
1520 Shere Dr.

A/A 99515

20f2 2/16/99 9:04 AN



4139 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502
March 15, 1999

Maryellen Tuttell

Noise Program Manager
Anchorage International Airport
P.O. Box 196970

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

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 regarding 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 C072
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, regarding the current Part 150 Study, one of the most
important vehicles to help continuity and ensure implementation of the ' C.073
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:
3.2.1: Enhanced Nighttime Runway: This measure is supported, with;

the additional recommendation that tracking equipment be instaliled to monitor
compliance.

C074

3.2.2: Implement Consistent Thrust Cutback Power Reductions: This
measure is supported; however, [ believe that older (noisier) and more heavy laden
cargo aircraft will be unable to comply.

C-07%

3.2.3: Conduct Detailed NADP Study: The proposed study is supported.£ ¢ g7g

3.2.4: Implement a Noise Abatement Departure Track for Commuter
Aircraft: This measure is supported with the additional recommendation that tracking
equipment be installed to monitor compliance.

c-077



3.2.5: Turn Aircraft Departing Runway 6R /L to the South: Because 0?
C-078

concerns raised by other members of the technical committee, I cannot at this time
support this recommmendation.

—

LAND USE MEASURES
3.3.1: Compatibie Use Zoning: This measure is strongly supported} c-079

3.3.2: Mobile Home Camper Park Restrictions: This measure is strongly_% Cc-080

supported.

3.3.3: Sound Proofing Requirement for New Development: This measure
is supported, see additional recommendation below. C-081

. 3.3.4: Noise Level on Plats: This measure is supported. However, I am
aware that some homeowners in the Sand Lake community do not support this 082
measure. Assuming soundproofing is found to be economic, soundproofing could be
used to minimize 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.g C-083

3.3.6: Planning Commission Review: This measure is supported% c-084

3.3.7: Public Land Development Criteria: This measure is supported% C-085

3.3.8: Noise Overlay Zone: This measure is supported.} c-086

aware that some homeowners in the Sand Lake community do not support this

3.3.9: Fair Disclosure Policy: This measure is supported. However, I am; C.087
measure. See comments to recommendation 3.3 4. -

3.3.10: Land Banking: This measure is s'upported.z C-088
-t

supported. However, this measure should be applied to homes within the 60 dB

3.3.11: Soundproofing for Fxdsting Development: This measure is } c-089
contour if noise disclosure is required.

3.3.12: Investigate Sound Buffers/Barriers: This measure is supported% 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. 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

3.4.1: Noise Advisory Committee: This measure is very strongly L C-0g2

supported.

3.4.2: Noise Monitoring: This measure is supported.z C-093

-
34.3: Complaint Response: This measure is strongly supported.¢ ¢ gg4

3.4.4: Regulations and Agreements: This measure is supported% C-095

3.4.5 NEM and NCP Review and Revision: This measure is supporteci% C-096

3.4.6: Noise Program Manager: This measure is strongly supported.> C-097

34.7: Noise Information Page on the AIA Web Site: This measure is
strongly supported. This is a good measure which helps with communication. ¢ c-098

-y
3.4.8: Airfield Signs: This measure is supported. jv . C09¢9

3.49: Public Information Program: This measure is supported."\* C-100

3.4.10: Pilot Information Insert: This measure is supportedd.'-‘rs Cc-101
ADDITIONAL MEASURES TO BE IMPLEMENTED

3.5.1: Shift Runway 32 Departures North, Shift Runway 6R Arrivals ¢ C-102
South: This measure is fully supported.

3.5.2: General Aviation Program: This measure is fully supported; any') C-403
measure that improves communication is a good idea. 2

In conclusion, both Toby Steinberger and myself feel that this process is
very worthwhile, but only if we impiement a large majority of Part 150
recommendations.

Sincerely yours,

/’mhﬁk\nog&

Peter M. Bradshaw
Representative of the
Sand Lake Community
Council to the Part 150
Study

c.c. Sherri Jackson, Chair, Sand Lake Community Counc:;ll
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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.
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960




U.S. Depurtmem Alaskan Region 222 W. 7th Avenue #14
of Transportation Anchorage, Alaska

Federal Aviation 99513-7587
Administration

March 5, 1999
Maryellen Tuttell
Noise Program Manager
Anchorage International Airport
P.O. Box 196960
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960
Dear Ms. Tuttell:

Comments on Draft Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) 1998

Anchorage International Airport

| 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.
2. Tabie 1.1:

Il. E.1. Documentation of comments: Add the final public hearing comments to C@ F-002
7.

HLA.2. Update to reflect FAA determination of compliance} F_003
IV. A. 2. References to sec. 5.10.1 and 6.9.6 are incorrecfls F-004
IV. A. 4. Add sec. 5.8.75 F.005

V.G.1., 2.and 3., and H.1. Add reference to sections 3.6 and 3.7’% 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, | think that a Noise
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. | concur that the NAC should meet
quarterly as a minimum.

F-007

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- AIP 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. F-009
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 turn 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.- : :

F-010

6. Table 3.6 Some of the New Proposed Land Use Measures have to be researched{ g1
to determine AIP eligibiiity.

7. Section 3.6.3 Please provide a copy of the current Preferential Runway Use and £.012
Noise Abatement Bulletin.

7. Table 5.4 Enhance Nighttime Runway User Program: | 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
241, the arrival gates are switched so that the arrival tracks are over northeast )

F-013

Anchorage. This needs 1o 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.
¢. Under Legal Implications, add NEPA requirements.
d. | concur that further analysis is needed over the SEL analysis conducted to date.
Before deciding to include this measure in the NCP, | would like the DNL

£-014




analysis done to ensure the noise benefits are great enough to warrant the i@ F.014

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.

¢. 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-015

As noted in Clarence Goward’s comments, there are numerous incorrect references
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.

F-017

If you have any questions on these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at
271-5454.

Sincesely,

Petin aLid

Patricia A. Sullivan

Attachment, Clarence Goward’s comment on draft NCP

Cc: Bill Chord, ANC ATCT Manager
Clarence Goward, AAL-530



Clarence Goward, FAA Air Traffic Divsion
Comments on Draft Noise Compatibility Program

| 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 clariﬁcation?g F-018

¢ Table 2.1, first cell under “Implementation Status, “ second sentence - consider} F-019
adding an “s” to the word “time”

Para. 2.2, bullet 1, last line — consider changing the word “planned” to “projected.” § . 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

¢ & ¢ S

measures, the second sentence says Table 3.2 lists the noise abatement measur

Para. 3, first paragraph — the first sentence says there are 4 noise abatement ﬁ} £.023
es,\'
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. '

¢ Table 3.2 — Suggest reversing the order of the two rows under “Noise Abatement
Flight Paths” to be consistent with the order they are discussed in succeeding , F025
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 priorto 4 g.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 aliernatives were proposed fo? F-0o7
implementation. First sentence of para. #2 says six.

¢ Table 5.1, shows 7 measures recommended. First sentence of para. #2 says six.]’»g F-028

¢ Table 5.1, page 49, 7™ cell under “Part 150 Recommendation” — suggest adding a7 g0
comma after “recommended.” .

¢ Table 5.2, first cell under “Measure as Implemented,” second sentence — Suggest?g F.030
adding an “s” to the word “time” i

¢ Para. 5.6.7, 4™ sentence — Consider changing the period at the end of the sentence} F-031
to a comma and de-capitalize the first word of the next sentence.

¢ Table 5.5, cell to the right of “Airport and ATC Operational Considerations,” second F.032
paragraph, second sentence — Suggest inserting the word “reach” between “will” and
“two thirds”
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Table 5.7, bottom right cell — | believe this measure would be a formal change in ¢

3
procedures below 3,000 and would require documentation under the provisions of F-03
NEPA.

Para. 5.8, last sentence — There are 15 measures listed following this paragraph, ], . 034
rather than 14.
Para. 5.8.14, 5" sentence — “...have limited operational near AIA” needs rewording'.} F-035

Table 5.11, 1% sentence under right of “Net Change in Community Noise and

Overflight’ — 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 5.11 — The study does not show enough information on the numbers of .
complaints or quantify the benefit. There is not enough information to determine if 7 F-037
the benefits would outweigh the cost/operational impacts of this measure.

Table 5.12, first cell, last sentence — change “o” to “of” z' F-038
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I*.0. Box 196650

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6650
Telephone: (807) 343-4431

Fax: (907) 343-4499

Tilip:/ fwww.ciaochorage.alous

Mumnicipality
of
Anchorage

Ricle Mysirom, Mayor

OFVICE OF THE MAYOR

May 4, 1999

Mr, Morton V. Plumb |

Director

Anchorage International Airport
P.O. Box 196960

Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960

RE: AIA Noise Compatibility Program

Thank you for the opportunity to review Anchorage International Airport’s
(AIA’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.

1t is clear that implementing the program requires a good working
relationship between AIA and the Municipality of Anchorage. Anchorage’s
economy and the quality of life of Anchorage residents depend upon ]
successfully addressing existing and potential airport noise impacts on the
community. The Municipality will continue to provide input to AIA on the
program. :

LG-001

Again, thank you for the recognition of the importance of working together
to resolve this important issue.

Sincerely,

— 7

Rick Mystro
Mayor

"City of Lights and Flowers"




RESPONSE TO WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT NCP

C001 - Comment acknowledged.
C002 - See Comments CO03 through C005.

C003 - The modeled arrival and departure flight tracks in Figures 5.6 through 5.10 in the
December 8, 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 frack 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. li is important {o clarify 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 Flcat 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 1/10000" of a decibel.

CO007 - AlA staff, not the residents, would be responsible for conducting the pilot awareness
program. AlA staif 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 l.ake 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, 199S. In
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C0Q9 -

C010 -

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.

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), smali 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.

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 Stfate 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,
{o ensure awareness.

The noise contours developed in this study provide objective information on noise leveis
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 wouid 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 18380 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. AIA 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 {o 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 AIA 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 {o 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 roli
on Runways 24L and 24R, which may be particularly noticeable at distant locations to
the southeast and northeast of AIA 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 AIA as
significantly as noise from aircraft departing Runways 6R and 6L to the east. See C016.

Flight tracks for western departures over the Anchorage hiliside 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 bhe 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 fo 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. AIA 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.

€023 - Comments acknowiedged.
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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.

€026 - 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 AlIA 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 fo
“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
{o 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
resuiting 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 evidence 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 fo civilian airports. AIA and the Lake Hoocd
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 coniour modeling has been
completed. [n 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 iaw,
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 rezal 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 siaff 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 guality 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 fracks 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 coniours 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 o 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 AIA
noise contfours. This measure is already being impiemented 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.

CO050 - 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 {o-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.

CO052 - There are no restrictions on the aircraft engines allowed to operate at AlIA. 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 AIA
travel on to the L.ower 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, AIA will “. . .
continue to monitor the percentage of Stage 2 operations at AIA and calculate their
impact on the noise environment.” The analysis currently required to monitor this issue
is very time intensive and requires hand caiculation 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.

C057 - 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 Munlclpallty 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 exémption 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” coriginates 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.

CO085 - As described on page 15 of the 1898 AIA 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. AIA has decided to delete the. Early South Turn with the NADP measure from the
final NCP (see C020).

C068 - Comment acknowledged.
CO069 - 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 Operatlons
Monitoring System that will aliow compliance monitoring.
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C075 - Comment acknowledged. See C058.

C076 - Comment acknowledged.

C077 - Comment acknowledged.

C078 - See C020.

C079 - Comment acknowledged.

€080 - 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.

€084 - Comment acknowledged.

€085 - Comment acknowledged.

C086 - Comment acknowledged.

C087 - Comment acknowledged.

€088 - Comment acknowledged.

€089 - 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.

€083 - Comment acknowledged.
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€094 - Comment acknowledged.
C095 - Comment acknowledged.
C086 - Comment acknowledged.
C097 - Comment acknowledged.
C098 - Comment acknowledged.
C099 - Comment acknowledged.
C100 - Comment acknowledged.
C101 - Comment acknowledged.
c102 - Comn"1ent acknowiedged.
C103 - Comment acknowledged.
C104 - Comment acknowledged. See C027.

C105 - Nighitime 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 nighftime 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.

- €108 - 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 fo 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 fo 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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C108 - Moving Runway 24R/6L. to the east would not resulf in any noise benefits to the
community. AlA has looked at the potential for extending Runway 24L/6R 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
24L/8R 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.

FOO03 - Table 1.1, Section 1ll.A.2. has been revised to reflect this.

FO04 - 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.

FQOO05 - Table 1.1, Section IV.A.4. has been revised to add a reference to Section 5.8.

FO06 - 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.
F008 - Comment acknowledged.

F009 - On page 33 in Section 3.5.1 of the NCP, measure (1) shift Runway 32 nighttime
depariures to the north applies to those tracks that are south of the FMS track. Aircraft
flying the FMS track, which overily 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 resulis 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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FO14 -

FO15 -

F016 -
FO17 -
FO18 -
FO19 -

F020 -

Likewise, even when this configuration is in use, individual pilots may request a different
runway due to operational considerations. Although arrivais 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 revigsed to reflect the
additional flight time for fransoceanic flights from the south.

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).

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 fo 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.
Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment incorporated by revision.

Comment incorporated by revision.

Comment incorporated by revision.

F021 - Comment incorporated by revision.

F022 -
F023 -
F024 -

F025 -

Comment incorporated by revision.
The text and table were revised to be consistent.
The text and table were revised to be consistent.

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 FO15.

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 FO15.

F038 - Comment incorporated by revision.

RESPONSE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS

[.G001 - Comment acknowiedged.
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY AT FEBRUARY 9, 1998 PUBLIC MEETING

VICTORIA LEINON: | live over in the Tanaina Hills Subdivision which is in the yellow on the map of high
noise areas, My only question o this whole noise study is | think it's rather ironic that we have alf 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 | 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 sieep in the day,
of course, but we sleep at night, so I'm just -- | 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, | am a former Chairman of the Board for the Anchorage Economic
Development Corporation, and | 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 aimost one job in ten in
Anchorage. In 1998, 34 air carriers have landing rights at AIA. 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 AIA advantages which attract over 500 flights per week, are based on
location and operaticnal flexibility. The accidents of geography provide the location advantage. AlA lies
within nine hours of 85 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,

| 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 play a great
deal in abating the noise levels around the airport here.

| do have a complete written presentation here that | will leave to be presented fo the record.

KAREN BUTTON: Thanks. My name is Karen Button, and | was born and raised in Anchorage. i've
lived in the Spenard/Turnagain area for most of my life, and | was just - | bent the ear of Jenny for most
of the break complaining about what I've seen as not very wise planning. | mean, | 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. | mean, we have a choice as a community | feel to plan wisely and to develop our
resources wisely, and | 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 | live very far away from the 65 decibel noise contour, and yet my windows rattie at
night. | live downtown and there are days where my office windows rattle due to jet traffic.



So | would like for - in this study, I'm appreciative that there is this noise study that's going on, but | 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, { don't know if air pollution is being looked at or
not, if water quality is being looked at, sprawl and development, | mean, traffic to and from the Airport.
These are all issues associated with the Airport in addition to the noise, and | 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: | 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 | 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 problerm. When you have
three or four days of jeis going over your house, even if the next month there's not cne 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, | 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 | 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 1 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 1 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 cught to share the noise.
One menth 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 cne person's
problems and giving it fo another. And [ would also like to warn you that | 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. | also am a Part 135 pilot. ] also
own my own airplane at Lake Hood.

i'm going to start right out. Cne of the things | heard tonight, and I've heard it before, is that we can't do
anything because of the FAA regulations. One of the things | 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 safefy problems with that runway. They've been there, they're
talked about monthly at the meeting Bilt 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 | 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 | want to -- and | 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. 1 thank you.

MARK MADDEN: My name is Mark Madden, and | 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 1o this subject's going to be, but hopefully | can give you a
little bit of a different perspective on what we're all talking about tonight.

First of all, my compliments fo alf involved for doing this type of study. It's important that there is
communication. [t'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 fo 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 in-dustry 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.

Ancther thing o 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. | 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 fake off, you reduce your margin of safety. When you do an early tumn
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 | 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.

| wanted to offer the comment that | think that we're approaching this process backwards. Right now the
Airport is asking the City fo consider changing zoning so that impacts from noise won't be as severe. |
think that what really needs to happen in our community is we need as - as Anchorage cifizens, we need
{o 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. Buti'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 responsibilify 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 shouid be
doing what. But | think that, you know, if the citizens of Anchorage decide to reconcile this problem, the
best way to do it is o start with limiting the Airport. One suggestion is toc move it over to Fort Richardson
and Elmendorf when those bases are decommissioned.

Ancther quick point befere | 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 nota



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 | 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. | think half the people in the
audience went home.

WALTER BETTILYON: Good evening. My name is Walter Befiilyon, 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. [ 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, | 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 havé 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 80 contour.

It aiso 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 orienfation of the various homes, in
addition to a number of other variable factors. | know from my own experience that | 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 piotted. | 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 atong 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. | 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 {ake an active
part in this. The Airport is really a jewel of Alaska. | 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. | would aiso like to express my
displeasure of how this was formatfed. A public hearing started at 9:00 p.m. on a wark night is ridiculous
for a public agency to do, and | think that was really poor planning. Obviously you lost at least half of your
audience. |, for one, would have loved to hear -- have a question and answer session after your
presentation and commitiee comments. I'm so curious what all the people who turned out tonight had to
say abaut 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 | would base my comments an.

My yard was cone of the monitoring sites at 4211 Bridle Circle in Turnagain. When the readings were
taken, what year was that? '96 or '877




STEVE ALVERSON: '95.

KATHY GLEASON: '95. Wow, time flies. That was four years ago. | 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. [ knew I'd been coming here for a iong time, but | didn't realize it had
been that fong. And at that time | had no ground noise at my home. None. Now | 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, 'm going to continue. There's
no recourse for my home on this contour map at 60 DNL, because | 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 | 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 | 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, | like you a lot, Frank, and | 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, | 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 geta
conditional use permit in transitionally zoned land according fo 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 | 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, | thought, my, what a nice, quiet subdivision, at the end of a cul-de-sac. Yes, | knew there
was an Airport here, but the noise levels have increased probably | 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, | 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 l'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
discussed the air noise from the runways, of which | have a very nice view from my house. I'm at Four
Corners. And 1 just have two concerns that | didn't hear addressed.

. 1 like the Airport, | like the view, and 1 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. | don't think my dishes should rattle, and they always don't rattle, but [ don't think they
really should rattle at all. And for some reason they have been doing that periodically.

And | also have a concern about the ground noise if you switch from 24R, the ground noise sometimes
can be overbearing. And | question the logic to use this at night, that it seems like it would impact — |
mean, if | hear 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 | moved into my house this year, and this is my first
meeting here. And | was really surprised to find out that the DNL 80, they're geing to try to change the
land plat so it says that we have all this noise. And I think that if — | also found out that my house doesn't
qualify for soundproofing. And | don't think that that's fair that | have to go and warn people if | 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 | totally disagree
with that.




RESPONSE TO PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON DRAFT NCP AT FEBRUARY 9, 1999
MEETING
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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 refiects the fact that AIA
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.

AlA acknowiedges 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.

Comment acknowledged.

AlA acknowledges the concerns regarding the balancing of economic development and
other issues. See C043.

Comment acknowledged.

The AlA Master Plan Update currently underway does address other environmental and
land use issues in addition to noise.

Comment acknowledged.
Comment acknowledged.

AlA did evaluate flight track changes associated with south departures. The analysis
indicated that the current flight track minimizes 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.

Comment acknowledged.

These issues are outside the scope of this study.

AlA acknowledges that single events during the nighttime are the most disturbing noise
impacts (see P002), however, federal reguilations and ongoing research identify the

cumulative exposure metric (DNL) to be the most reliable measure for noise
compatibility planning efforts.
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P013 Comment acknowledged. Unforfunately, airport noise was not considered an issue
when AIA 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. 1n addition, there are domestic cargo operations
serving the 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 unfavorabie 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 241 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 inciude 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
usuaily 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 wili
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 {rends 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.

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.

Comment acknowiedged.
Comment acknowledged. See P019.

Despite the length of the study, the DNL contours still accurately represent the aircraft
noise exposure from operations at AIA. As stated earlier, it would take a doubling of
operations (assuming the same fleet mix) to change the DNI. contours by 3 dB.

The AIA 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.

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.

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.

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.

Community Council representaiives 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.

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.

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.
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