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We have e uated your Noise Exposure Maps and supporting documentation 
submitted in accordance with section 103 of the Aviation Safety and 
Noise Abatement Act (hereinafter referred to a'l " the Act" ) of 1979 and 
determined your submission complies with applicable requirements of 14 
CFR Part 150. Further, we have determined: 

a. The Noise Exposure Maps (Figures 7.1 and 7.2 of the 
submission) and additional supporting documentation meet the 

.requirements as of the date of submission (November 30, 1998) and are 
acceptable in accordance with the standards set forth in the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR). The base map of the airport environs land 
use was prepared in consultation with public agencies and political 
jurisdictions within the .65 DNL contour. 

b. The Noise Exposure Maps (Figures listed in paragraph "a. 
abcve) include noise contours for 1997 and 2002, and are reasonably 
consistent with the provisions set forth in the FAR. 

OUr determination is limited to a finding that the maps. were developed 
in accordance with the procedures contained in Appendix A of the FAR 
Part 150. Such determination does not constitute approval of your 
data, informat~on, or plans. 

Should questions arise concerning the precise relationship of specific 
properties to noise eA~osure contours depicted on your Noise Exposure 
Maps, you should note that we will not be involved in any way in 
determining the relative locations of specific properties with regard 
to the depicted noise contours, or in interpreting the maps to resolve 
questions concerning, for example, which properties should be covered 
by the provisions of section 107 of the Act. These functions are 
inseparable from the ultimate land use control and planning 
responsibilities of local government. These local responsibilities are 
not changed in any way under part 150 or through our determination 
relative to your Noise Exposure Maps. Therefore, the responsibility 
for the detailed overlaying of noise exposure contours onto the maps 
depicting properties on the surface rests exclusively with you, the 
airport operator, or with those public agencies and planning agencies 
with which consultation is required under the Act. We rely on the 



certification by you, under Section ~50.2~ of FAR Part ~50, that the 
statutorily required consultation has been accomplished. 

We will publish notice in the Federal Register announcing our 
determination of the Noise Exposure Maps for Anchorage International 
Airport. 

Your notice of this determination and the availability of the Noise 
Exposure Maps, when published at least three times in a newspaper of 
general circulation where affected properties are located, will satisfy 
the requirements of section ~07 of the Act. 

Your attention is called to the requirements of Section ~50.2~(d) of 
the FAR involving the prompt preparation and submission of revisions to 
these maps if any actual or proposed change in the operation of 
Anchorage International Airport that might create any substantial, new 
noncompatible use in any areas depicted on the maps. 

Congratulations on your successful completion of the FAR Part ~50 Noise 
Exposure Maps. We look forward to working with you to further reduce 
noise in the area surrounding the airport. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~i:sl.pso;; -
Manager, 
Airport Division 
Alaskan Region 

cc: APP-600 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

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

Ms. Patti Sullivan 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division 
222 West.7th Avenue, Box 14 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Dear Ms. Sullivan: 

November 30,1998 

Anchorage International Airport is pleased to submit five (5) copies of the Anchorage 
International Airport (AlA) Noise Exposure Map Update for your review. This document was 
prepared in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 
Planning, Appendix A - Noise Exposure Maps. The Anchorage International Airport Noise 
Exposure Map includes Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) for the existing (1997) and five-year 
(2002) forecast conditions. 

Although the date of the existing NEM does not match the year of submittal, I certify that it is 
representative of AlA's current noise exposure environment. Since the time that the NEM was· 
prepared, increases in aircraft operations have been offset by continual improvements in fleet 
mix. AlA's noise exposure is currently decreasing as a result of the national Stage 2 phase-out. 
In fact, the 2002 NEM is smaller than the 1997 NEM. 

The Noise Exposure Map 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-Braft Noise Exposure Map was advertised three times in the Anchorage Daily 
News and the document was distributed to Technical Advisory Committee members and 
interested members of the public. Two comments were received on the Draft Noise Exposure 
Map. These letters and AlA's response to them are included in Appendix F of the Noise 
Exposure Map. 

Thank you for your time and effort in reviewing this document. If you have any questions 
regarding this document, feel free to call our Noise Program Manager, Maryellen Tuttell, at 266-
2543. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure: Noise Exposure Map 

Cc: Technical Advisory Committee 

State, of f.1aska 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 Exposure Map 
and associated documentation for Anchorage International Airport, 
and submitted in this volume to the Federal Aviation 
Administration under Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150, 
Subpart B, Section 150.21, are true and complete under penalty of 
18 U.S.c. Part 1001; and (2) all interested parties have been 
afforded opportunity to submit their views, data, and comments 
concerning the correctness and adequacy of the existing and 
forecast conditions noise exposure map and descriptions of forecast 

~o~.~ 

Title: Airport Director 

Date: November 24, 1998 

Airport Name: Anchorage International Airport 
Airport Owner: 

Airport Operator: 
State of Alaskn. Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
State of Alaskn. Department of Transportation and PublIc Facilities 

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

(907) 266-2525 

1998 
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Noise Exposure Map 1 

1. Introduction 

Part 150 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR Part 150) "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. A formal submission to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) under 
FAR Part 150 includes two volumes of documentation: (1) a Noise Exposure Map (NEM) and 
(2) a Noise Compatibility Program (NCP). 

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (State DOT and PF) 
completed its first Part 150 Study for Anchorage International Airport (AlA) in 1986. The FAA 
completed its review of the NEM and accepted that document in October 1988. The FAA 
approved the NCP in January 1991. 

In 1995, the State DOT and PF retained a team of consulting firms to u'pdate the Part 150, 
including development and documentation of an updated NEM, comprehensive evaluation of 
compatibility program alternatives, and preparation of required NCP documentation. 

This volume presents a revised NEM and supporting documentation for AlA, as required by 
the specific provisions of Part 150 Subpart B, Section 15021, and Appendix A. The State DOT 
and PF expects to complete an update of the NCP and to submit it to the FAA in a separate 
volume in 1998. 

This chapter provides an introduction to FAR Part 150 (Section 1.1), a summary of project 
organization (1.2), and a completed copy of the FAA NEM review checklist (1.3). 

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 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. 

14 CFR Part 150 
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2 Anchorage Intemational Airport FAR Part 150 Update 

A full Part 150 submission to the FAA consists of two basic elements: (1) an NEM and (2) an 
NCP. 

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 (i.e., this 
volume) must describe the data collection and analysis undertaken in its development. 

The anticipated year of submission for this update is 1998, with existing conditions noise 
contours for 1997, and five year forecast case contours for 2002. 

1.1.2 Noise Compatibility Program 

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 Part 150 submission and approval of the NCP does not 
eliminate re9.l!.irements for formal environmental assessment of any pr()posed 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. 

1.2 Proiect Roles and Responsibilities 

Several groups had major roles in the development of the NEM, including the State DOT and 
PF, the consulting team, the Technical Advisory Committee, and the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

1.2.1 State DOT and PF 

As the "airport operator", the State DOT and PF has authority over the entire Part 150 update, 
including ultimate responsibility for determining what elements will be included in the NCP 
when it is submitted to the FAA for review. 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 1.2.2 describes the 

~I\l HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Noise Exposure Map 3 

composition of the consulting team and the general assignment of responsibilities among its 
members. 

The State DOT and PF established a Technical Advisory Committee (T AC) to ensure that 
appropriate interested entities and groups are 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 Section 1.2.3 and 
Chapter 8. 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) also has a key role in any Part 150 study, as 
discussed in Section 1.2.4. 

1.22 Consulting Team 

The Part 150 update is one element of a contract between the State DOT and PF and the firm of 
Harris Miller Miller and Hanson Inc. (HMMH) as the airport's prime consultant. HMMH has 
overall project management responsibility for the 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. 

1.2.3 Technical Advisory Committee 

The TAC includes representatives from a very broad spectrum of entities with interest in the 
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; an_~~epresentatives of the affected communities in the airp0rt:'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 
groups to discuss complex issues and share their very different perspectives on the aircraft 
noise issue. 

Section 8.1 discusses the T AC process during the development of the NEM. 

1.2.4 Federal Aviation Administration 

The FAA has ultimate review authority over the noise compatibility program 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. 

1998 



4 Anchorage International Airport FARJ:>artJ§Q_lJj:ldate 

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

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

• On a national level, the FAA's Washington, D.C. headquarters is responsible for the 
final review of the NEM and NCP submissions for adequacy in satisfying technical and 
legal requirements. 

1.3 FAA Noise Exposure Map Checklist 

Part 150 requires more than a simple "map" to provide all the necessary information in an 
NEM; in addition to graphics, requirements include extensive tabulated information and text 
discussion. At most airports, even the necessary graphic information is otoo extensive to present 
in a single figure. 

FAA has distributed an implementation memorandum which includes a checklist of required 
items associated with the NEM. 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. 

Chapters 2 through 8 present this information in greater detail, along with discussion of its 
developmeiiCsupporting data, and data sources. . 

I~"I HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Checklist (page 1 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation Administration. 1989 

A. Is this submittal appropriately identified as one of the 

1. aNEM 

2. a NEM and NCP 

3. a revision to NEMs which have previously been 
determined by FAA to be in compliance with Part 
150? 

B. Is the airport name and the qualified airport operator 
identified? 

C. Is there a dated cover letter from the airport operator 
which indicates the documents are submitted under Part 
150 

CONSULTATION: 

A. I s there a nanrative description ofthe consultation 
accomplished, including opportuntties for public review 
and comment 

B. 

1. Are the consu~ed parties identified? 

2. Do they include all those required by 150.21 (b) and 

C. Does the documentation include the airport operator's 
certification, and evidence to support it, that interested 
persons have been afforded adequate opportunity to 
submit their views data, and comments during map 

and 

D. Does the document indicate whether written comments 
were received during consultation and, if there were 
comments, that they are on file wtth the FAA region? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Noise Exposure Map 5 

Section 1, 
page 1 

Certification, 
p.v 

Cover letter 

Chapter 8, 
page 101 

Chap. 8, p. 

Chap. 8, p. 
101 

Certification, 
p. v,and 

Chapters 8, 
pages 101 

Comments on 

Sections 8.3 I file with FAA 
I and 8.4, page region through 

102 the sub-
mission of this 
document 
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6 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 Update 

Table 1_1 Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Checklist (page 2 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation Anmini,;tr"tion. 

A Are there two maps, each clearly labeled on the face with 
year (existing condition year and 5-year)? 

1. Does the eXisting condition map year match the year 
on the airport operators submittal letter? 

2. Is the 5-year map based on reasonable forecasts and 
other planning assumptions and is it for the fifth 

. the year of submission? 

3. If the answer to 1 and 2 above is no, has the airport 
operator verified in writing that data in 
the documentation are representative of existing 
condition and 5-year forecast conditions as of the 
date of submission? 

C. If the NEM and NCP are submitted 

1. Has the airport operator indicated whether the 5-year 
map is based on 5-year contours withoutthe program 
vs. contours if the progran 

2. lithe 5-year map is based on program 
mtation: 

a. are the specific program measures which are 
reflected on the map identified? 

b. does the documentation specffically describe 
how these measures affect land use 

on the 

3. If the 5-year NEM does not incorporate program 
implementation, has the airport operator included an 
additional NEM for FAA determination after the 
program is approved which shows program 
implementation conditions and which is intended to 
replace the 5-year NEM as the new official 5-year 
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Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Fig's 7.1 and 
7.2, pages 95 

and 99 

Figure 7.1, 
page 95 

Sec. 5.2, p. 
47, and Fig. 
7.2. p.99 

NEM is for 
1997, see 
certification 
letter 

See 
certification 
letter 



Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Checklist (page 3 of 5) 
Source: Federal Aviation Administration. 1989 

IV. MAP SCALE, GRAPHICS, AND DATA REQUIREMENTS: 

A. Are the maps of sufficient scale to be clear and readable 
(they must be not be less than 1" to 8,000', and is the 
scale indicated on the 

B. Is the quality of the graphics such that required 

C. 

is clear and readable? 

1. Is the following graphically depicted to scale on both 

a. boundaries 

a. a land use base map depicting streets and other 

b,_.1he area within the DNL 65 dB (or beyond, at 
local 

c. clear delineation of geographic boundaries and 
the names of all jurisdictions with planning and 
land use control authority within the DNL 65 dB 

D. 1. Continuous contours for at least DNL 65, 70, and 75 
dB? 

2. Based on current airport and operational data for the 
existing condition year NEM, and forecast data for 

NEM? 

E. Flight tracks for the existing condition and 5-year forecast 
time frames (these may be on supplemental graphics 
which must use the same land use base map as the 
existing condition and 5·year NEM), which are numbered 

narrative? 

F. Locations of any noise monitoring sites (these may be on 
supplemental graphics which must use the same land use 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Noise Exposure Map 7 

Figs. 7.1 and 
7.2, pages 95 

and 99 

Sec. 5.2, 
page 47 

Sec. 5.5, 
page 55 

Sec. 3.1.2, 
page 31 

Jurisdiction is 
solely with the 
Municipality of 
Anchorage 

NEM is for 
1997, see 
certification 

Flight tracks 
on aerial 
photos for 
clarity 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Checklist (page 4 of 5) 

V. 

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, 

G. 

A. 

Noncompatible land use identification: 

1. Are noncompatible land uses w~hin at least the DNL 
65 dB depicted on the maps? 

2. Are noise sensitive public buildings identified? 

3. Are the noncompatible uses and noise sensttive 
public buildings readily identifiable and explained on 
the map legend? 

4. Are compatible land uses, which would normally be 
considered noncompatible, explained in the 

Inying narrative? 

NARRATIVE SUPPORT OF MAP DATA: [150.21 (Al, 
A150.101, A150.103] 

1. Are the technical data, including data sources, on 
which the NEMs are based, adequately described in 

2. Are the underlying technical data and planning 
assumptions reasonable? 
----

Calculation of Noise Contours: 

1. Is the methodology indicated? 

a. is tt FAA approved? 

,th maps? 

c. has AEE approval been obtained for use of a 
model other than those which have previous 
blanket FAA 

a. does the documentation indicate the airport 
operator has adjusted Dr calibrated FAA
approved noise models or substituted one 

for another? 

b. if so, does this have written approval from AEE? 

3. If noise monttoring was used, does the narrative 
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Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Figs. 7.1 and 
7.2, pages 95 

and 99. 

Section 5, 
page 47 

Section 5. 
page 47 

Section 5.3, 
page 53 

Sec. 3.1.3, 

There are 
none. 

I INM 5.1 

No adjustment 
or calibration. 
FAA-approVed 
type sub
stttution used. 
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Table 1.1 Part 150 Noise Exposure Map Checklist (page 5 of 5) 
989 

4. For noise contours below DNL 65 dB, does the 
supporting documentation include explanation of local Yes Sec. 2.4, p. 27 
reasons? 

C. Noncompatible Land Use Information: 

1. Does the narrative give estimates of the number of Sec.s. 7.2 & 
people residing in each of the contours ( DNL 65, 70 and 7.3, p. 94 & 
7S dB, at a minimum) for both the existing condition and Yes 97, Tables 7.2 
S·year maps? & 7.4, p. 97 & 

98 

2. Does the documentation indicate whether Table 1 of 
Yes 

Table 2.1, p. 
150 was used by the airport operator? 25 

If a local variation to Table 1 was used: 

(1) does the narrative clearly indicated which 
adjustments were made and the local reasons for N/A 

so? 

(2) does the narrative include the airport operator's 
N!A 

substitution for Table 1? 

3. Does the narrative include information on self-generated 
or ambient noise where compatible! noncompatible land N!A 

consider non-airoorVaircraft sources? 

~. Where normally noncompatible land uses are not 
depicted as such on the NEMs, does the narrative 

N/A 
satisfactorily explain why, with reference to the specific 

as? 

5. Does the narrative describe how forecasts will affect Yes 
Section 7.3, 

land use comDatibilitv? oace 97 

VI. MAP 

A. Has the operator certified in writing that interested persons 
have been afforded adequate opportunity to submit views, Yes 
data, and comments concerning the correctness and 

of the draft maps and forecasts? Certification, 
page v 

B. Has the operator certified in writing that each map and 
description of consultation and opportunity for public Yes 
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Noise Exposure Map 11 

2. INTRODUCTION TO NOISE EVALUATION 

FAR Part 150 is based largely on a description of airport noise exposure using Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (DNL) noise contours. This study also involves the use of several other 
noise measures, where DNL does not provide an adequate basis for quantifying a specific 
situation. To assist reviewers in interpreting these complex noise measures, this chapter 
presents an introduction to relevant fundamentals of acoustics and noise terminology (2.1), the 
effects of noise on human activity (2.2), and currently accepted noise-land use compatibility 
guidelines (2.3). 

2.1 Introduction to Acoustics and Noise Terminology 

This chapter discusses the following acoustic metrics: 

• the Decibel, dB; 
• A-Weighted Decibel, dBA; 
• Maximum A-Weighted Sound Level, Lmax; 
• Sound Exposure Level, SEL; 
• Equivalent Sound Level, L • .y and 
• Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL. 

2.1.1 The Decibel, dB 

All sounds come from a sound source -- a musical instrument, a voice speaking, an airplane 
passing overhead. It takes energy to produce sound. The sound energy produced by any 
sound source is transmitted through the air in sound waves -- tiny, quick oscillations of 
pressure just above and just below atmospheric pressure. These oscillations, or sound 
pressures, impinge on the ear, creating the sound we hear. -

Our ears are sensitive to a wide range of sound pressures. The loudest sounds that we hear 
without pain have about one million times more energy than the quietest sounds we hear. But 
our ears are incapable of detecting small' differences in these pressures. Thus, to better match 
how we hear this sound energy, we compress 'the total range of sound pressures to a more 
meaningful range by introducing the concept of sound pressure level (SPL). 

Sound pressure level is a measure of the sound pressure of a given noise source relative to a 
standard reference value (typically the quietest sound that a young person with good hearing 
can detect). Sound pressure levels are measured in decibels (abbreviated dB). Decibels are 
logarithmic quantities -- logarithms of the ratio of the two pressures, the numerator being the 
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pressure of the sound source of interest, and the denominator being the reference pressure (the 
quietest sound we can hear).2 

The logarithmic conversion of sound pressure to sound pressure level means that the quietest 
sound we can hear (the reference pressure) has a sound pressure level of about zero decibels, 
while the loudest sounds we hear without pain have sound pressure levels of about 120 dB. 
Most sounds in our day-te-day environment have sound pressure levels from 30 to 100 dB. 

Because decibels are logarithmic quantities, they do not behave like regular numbers with 
which we are more familiar. For example, if two sound sources each produce 100 dB and they 
are operated together, they produce only 103 dB - not 200 dB as we might expect. Four equal 
sources operating Simultaneously result in a total sound pressure level of 106 dB. In fact, for 
every doubling of the number of equal sources, the sound pressure level goes up another three 
decibels. A tenfold increase in the number of sources makes the sound pressure level go up 10 
dB. A hundredfold increase makes the level go up 20 dB, and it takes a thousand equal sources 
to increase the level 30 dB! 

If one source is much louder than another, the two sources together will produce the same 
sound pressure level (and sound to our ears) as if the louder source were operating alone. For 
example, a 100 dB source plus an 80 dB source produce 100 dB when operating together. The 
louder source "masks" the quieter one. But if the quieter source gets louder, it will have an 
increasing effect on the total sound pressure level. When the two sources are equal, as 
described above, they produce a level three decibels above the sound of either one by itself. 

From these basic concepts, note that one hundred 80 dB sources will produce a combined level 
of 100 dB; if a single 100 dB source is added, the group will produce a total sound pressure 
level of 103 c:I_~~ Clearly, the loudest source has the greatest effect on the total. 

Two useful rules of thumb to remember when comparing sound pressure levels are: (1) most of 
us perceive a 6 to 10 dB increase in the sound pressure level to be about a doubling of loudness, 
and (2) ~hanges in sound pressure level of less than about 3 dB are not readily detectable 
outside of a laboratory environment. 

2.1.2 A-Weighted Decibel, dBA 

Another important characteristic of sound is its frequency, or "pitch". This is the rate of 
repetition of the sound pressure oscillations as they reach our ear. Formerly expressed in 
cycles per second, frequency is now expressed in units known as Hertz (Hz). 

2 The equation for this relationship is as follows: 

2 

SPL=10 log Pm""",," 
2 

Pnf~ 
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Most people hear from about 20 Hz to about 10,000 to 15,000 Hz. People respond to sound 
most readily when the predominant frequency is in the range of normal conversation, around 
1,000 to 2,000 Hz. Acousticians have developed "filters" to match our ears' sensitivity and help 
us to judge the relative loudness of sounds made up of different frequencies. 

The so-called "A" filter does the best job of matching the sensitivity of our ears to most 
environmental noises. Sound pressure levels measured through this filter are referred to as 
A-weighted levels (dB A). A-weighting significantly de-emphasizes noise at low and high 
frequencies (below about 500 Hz and above about 10,000 Hz) where we do not hear as well. 
The filter has little effect at intervening frequencies, where our hearing is most efficient. 
Because this filter generally matches our· ears' sensitivity, sounds having higher A-weighted 
sound levels are usually judged to be louder than those with lower A-weighted sound levels, a 
relationship which does not always hold true for unweighted levels. It is for this reason that A
weighted sound levels are normally used to evaluate environmental noise. 

Other weighting networks include the B, C, and D filters. They correspond to four different 
level ranges of the ear. The rarely used B-weighting attenuates low frequencies (those less than 
500 Hz), but to a lesser degree than A-weighting. The D-weighting network, also used only 
rarely, is similar to the B-weighting at low frequencies, but includes a significant amplification 
ofthe sound (up to about 10 dB) in the 2,000 to 8,000 Hz range. 

ror.---,---r--,----r--,---,---,---,--. 

. "[ iIi , ,-, 1 &l 0 ' ... D ~/? ;;:>*7 ~ A ......... 

~ .10 B~" 
o 
0. 
ill w20 1 .,. 
a: 
w 
2: 
~.30 
w 
a: 

50 100 200 500 1000 2000 5000 10,000 20,000 

FREQUENCY IN HERTZ 

Figure 2.1 Frequency-Response Characteristics of Various Weighting Networks 
Source: Harris, Cyril M., editor; Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, (Chapter 
5, "Acoustical Measurement Instruments"; Johnson, Daniel L.; Marsh, Alan H.; and Harris, Cyril M.); 
New York; McGraw-Hili, Inc.; 1991; p. 5.13. 
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C-weighting is nearly flat throughout the audible frequency range, hardly de-emphasizing at 
all the low frequency noise. C-weighted levels are not used as frequently as A-weighted levels, 
but they may be preferable in evaluating sounds whose low-frequency components are 
responsible for secondary effects such as the shaking of a building, window rattle, perceptible 
vibrations, or other factors that can cause annoyance and complaints. Uses include the 
evaluation of blasting noise, artillery fire, and in some cases, aircraft noise inside buildings. 

Because of the correlation with our hearing, the A-weighted level has been adopted as the basic 
measure of environmental noise by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and by 
nearly every other agency concerned with community noise throughout the United States. 
Figure 2.2 presents typical A-weighted sound levels of several common environmental sources. 

Outdoor Typical Sound Levels 
dBA 

Indoor 

Concorde, Landing 1000 m. From Runway End 110 Rock Band 

100 I- Inside SubWay Train (Now yQtl.) 

727~100 Takeoff 6SOO m From Start of Takeoff Roll 

747-2006500 m. From Start of Takeoff 

Diesel Truck at 50 ft. 

Noisy Urban Daytime 

757-200 6500 m. From Start of Takeoff 

Commercial Area 

90 

80 

70 

Cessna 172 Landing 1000 m From Runway End -4 60 

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

30 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

20 

10 

o 

Figure 2.2 Common Environmental Sound Levels, in dBA 

Food Blender at 3 ft. 

Garbage Disposal at 3 ft. 

Shouting at 3 ft 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 ft. 

Normal Speech at 3 ft. 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Small1heater, Large Conference 
(8AdIgr .... ndl 

Librruy 

Bedroom at night 

Concert Hall {8ad<gr_dI 

Broadcast & Recording Studio 

Threshold of Hearing 

Source: Harris, A.S., and Miller, R.L., Airport Noise Seminars, documentation prepared for the 
Airports Division, Southern Region, Federal Aviation Administration, November 1977. 
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An additional dimension to environmental noise is that A-weighted levels vary with time. For 
example, the sound level increases as an aircraft approaches, then falls and blends into the 
background as the aircraft recedes into the distance (though even the background varies as 
birds chirp or the wind blows or a vehicle passes by). Figure 2.3 illustrates this concept. 

A-Level 
90 ~--~----r----r----r---~--~ 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

o 

Figure 2.3 Variation in the A-Weighted Sound Level over Time 
SoUr9!!;' HMMH, 1991 

2.1.3 Maximum A-Weighted Noise Level, Lmax 

1 Minute 

The variation in noise level over time often makes it convenient to describe a particular noise 
"event" by its maximum sound level, abbreviated as Lm~. In the figure above, it is 
approximately 85 dBA. 

The maximum level describes only one dimension of an event; it provides no information on 
the cumulative noise exposure generated by a sound source. In fact, two events with identical 
maxima may produce very different total exposures. One may be of very short duration, while 
the other may continue for an extended period and be judged much more annoying. The next 
measure corrects for this deficiency. 

2.1.4 Sound Exposure Level, SEL 

The most frequently used measure of noise exposure for a single aircraft flyover (and the 
measure that Part 150 specifies) is the Sound Exposure Level, or SEL. SEL is a measure of the 
total noise energy produced during an event, from the time when the A-weighted sound level 
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first exceeds a threshold level (normally just above the background or ambient noise) to the 
time that the sound level drops back down below the threshold. To allow comparison of noise 
events with very different durations, SEL "normalizes" the duration in every case to one 
second; that is, it is expressed as the steady noise level with just a one-second duration that 
includes the same amount of noise energy as the actual longer duration, time-varying noise. In 
lay terms, SEL "squeezes" the entire noise event into one second. 

Figure 2.4 depicts this transformation. The lightly shaded area represents the energy included 
in an SEL measurement for the noise event, where the threshold is set to 60 dBA. The darkly 
shaded vertical bar, which is 90 dB high and just one second long (wide), contains exactly the 
same sound energy as the full event. 

A-Level 
90 

SEL --""""I~ 

80 

70 

60 

50 
o 1 Second 

Figure 2.4 Sound Exposure Level 
Source: HMMH 

1 Minute 

Because the SEL is normalized to one second, it will always be larger in magnitude than the 
maximum A-weighted level for an event longer than one second. In this case, the SEL is 90 dB; 
the Lm", is approximately 85 dBA. For most aircraft overflights, the SEL is normally on the 
order of 7 to 12 dB higher than Lm",. SEL values vary with the noise level during an event, and 
also with the duration of an event. Therefore, a long duration flyby in a relatively quiet 
aircraft, such as a twin turboprop commuter, can have the same or higher SEL than a louder 
but much faster plane, such as an airline jet. 

Aircraft noise models use SEL as the basis for computing exposure from multiple events. 
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2.1.5 Equivalent Sound Level, Leq 

Maximum A-weighted levels and SELs are used to quantify the noise associated with 
individual events. The remaining metrics in this section describe longer-term cumulative noise 
exposure that often include many events. 

The first, the Equivalent Sound Level (abbreviated L,'I') is a measure of the exposure resulting 
from the accumulation of A-weighted sound levels over a particular period of interest -- for 
example, an hour, an eight hour school day, nighttime, or a full 24-hour day. However, 
because the length of the period can be different depending on the time frame of interest, the 
applicable period should always be identified or clearly understood when discussing the 
metric. Such durations are often identified through a subscript, for example L,q(8) or Leq(24). 

Conceptually, L,q may be thought of as a constant sound levei over the period of interest that 
contains as much sound energy as the actual time-varying sound level with its normal peaks 
and valleys. This is illustrated in Figure 2.5. It is important to recognize, however, that the two 
signals (the constant one and the time-varying one) would sound very different from each 
other if compared in real life. Also, be aware that the "average" sound level suggested by L,q is 
not "an arithmetic value, but a logarithmic, or "energy-averaged" sound level. Thus, loud 
events clearly dominate any noise environment described by the metric. 

In airport noise studies, L,q is often presented for consecutive one-hour periods to illustrate 
how the hourly noise dose rises and falls throughout a 24-hour period as well as how certain 
hours are affected by a few loud aircraft. 

A-Level 
90 ~---r----'-----r---~----~----' 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 
o 

Figure 2.5 Example of a One Minute Equivalent Sound Level 
Source: HMMH " 

Leq = 76 

1 Minute 
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2.1.6 Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL 

FAR Part 150 requires that a slightly more complicated measure of noise exposure be used to 
describe cumulative noise exposure during an average annual day: the Day-Night Average 
Sound Level, DNL. The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency identified DNL as the most 
appropriate means of evaluating airport noise based on the following considerations (from 
"Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare 
with an Adequate Margin of Safety," U. S. EPA Report No. 550/9-74-004, September 1974): 

• The measure should be applicable to the evaluation of pervasive long-term noise in various 
defined areas and under various conditions over long periods of time. 

• The measure should correlate well with known effects of the noise environment and on 
individuals and the public. 

o The measure should be. simple, practical and accurate. In principal, it should be useful for 
planning as well as for enforcement or monitoring purposes. 

• The required measurement equipment, with standard characteristics, should be 
commercially available. 

o The measure should be closely related to existing methods currently in use. 
o The single measure of noise at a given location should be predictable, within an acceptable 

tolerance, from knowledge of the physical events producing the noise. 
o The measure should lend itself to small, simple monitors which can be left unattended in 

public areas for long periods of time. . 

DNL has been adopted formally by most federal agencies dealing with noise exposure, 
including the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Department of Defense, and the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Part 150 requires that DNL be used 
in describing_~mulative noise exposure and in identifying aircraft noise - land use 
compatibility issues. . 

In relatively simple terms, DNL is the average noise level over a 24-hour period except that 
noises occurring at night (defined as 10:00 p.m. through 7:00 a.m.) are artificially increased by 
10 dB. This weighting reflects the added intrusiveness of nighttime noise events attributable to 
the fact that community background noise levels typically decrease about 10 dB at night. 
Typical DNL values for a variety of noise environments are shown in Figure 2.6 to indicate the 
range of noise exposure levels usually encountered. 

DNL can be measured or estimated. Measurements are practical only for obtaining DNL 
values for relatively limited numbers of points, and, in the absence of a permanently installed 
monitoring system, only for relatively short time periods. Most airport noise studies are based 
on computer-generated DNL estimates, depicted in terms of equal-exposure noise contours 
(much as topographic maps have contours of equal elevation). Part 150 requires that the DNL 
65,70 and 75 dB contours be modeled and depicted. 
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Figure 2.6 Examples of Day-Night Average Sound Levels, DNL 
Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental 
Noise Requisite to Protect Public Heatth and Welfare with an Adequate Marqin of Safety, March 
1974, p. 14. Note: L", and DNL are equivalent. 

2.2 The Effects of Airport Noise on People 

To residents around airports, aircraft noise can be an annoyance and a nuisance. It can 
interfere with conversation and listening to television, it can disrupt classroom activities in 
schools, and it can disrupt sleep. Relating these effects to specific noise metrics helps in the 
understanding of how and why people react to their environment. This section addresses the 
various ways we are affected by airport noise. 
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2.2.1 Speech Interference 

A primary effect of aircraft noise is its tendency to drown out or "mask" speech, making it 
difficult to carry on a normal conversation. The sound level of speech decreases as the distance 
between a talker and listener increases. As the background sound level increases, it becomes 
harder to hear speech. Figure 2.7 presents typical distances between talker and listener for 
satisfactory outdoor conversations in the presence of different steady A-weighted background 
noise levels for three degrees of vocal effort: raised, normal, and relaxed. As the background 
level increases, the talker must raise his/her voice, or the individuals must get closer together 
to continue talking. 
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Figure 2.7 Outdoor Speech Intelligibility 
Source: United States Environmental Protection Agen.cy, Information on Levels of Environmental 
Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 
1974, p. D·5. 

As indicated in the figure, "satisfactory conversation" does not always require hearing every 
word; 95% intelligibility is acceptable for many conversations. Listeners can infer a few 
unheard words when they occur in a familiar context. However, in relaxed conversation, we 
have higher expectations of hearing speech and generally require closer to complete 100% 
intelligibility. Any combination of talker-listener distances and background noise that falls 
below the bottom line in Figure 2.7 (thus assuring 100% intelIigibility) represents an ideal 
environment for outdoor speech communication and is considered necessary for acceptable 
indoor conversation as well. 
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One implication of the relationships in Figure 2.7 is that for typical communication distances of 
3 or 4 feet (1 to 1.5 meters), acceptable outdoor conversations can be carried on in a normal 
voice as long as the background noise outdoors is less than about 65 dBA. If the noise exceeds 
this level, as might occur when an aircraft passes overhead, intelligibility would be lost unless 
vocal effort were increased or communication distance were decreased. 

Indoors, typical speech communication distances, comfortable voice levels, and expectations 
regarding intelligibility generally require a background level less than about 45 dBA. 
Therefore, an acceptable background level of 60 to 65 dBA outdoors does not guarantee an 
acceptable background level indoors. This is because, with windows partly open, housing 
construction typically provides about 15 decibels of sound attenuation (reduction) from outside 
to inside. Thus, only if the outdoor sound level is 60 dBA or less is there a reasonable chance 
that the resulting indoor sound level will afford acceptable conversation inside. With windows 
closed, 25 dB of attenuation is typical. . 

2.2.2 Sleep Interference 

Research on sleep disruption from noise has led to widely varying observations. In part, this is 
because (1) sleep can be disturbed without causing awakening, (2) the deeper the sleep the 
more noise it takes to cause arousal, (3) the tendency to awaken increases with age, and other 
factors. Figure 2.8 shows a recent summary oHindings on the topic . 
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Figure 2.8 Sleep Interference 
Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), "Effects of Aviation Noise on 
Awakenings from Sleep", June 1997, page 6.' 

3 The figure depicts plots resutts from recent field studies of aircraft-noise-related sleep disruption, 
published by the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN). The solid (FICAN) curve 
indicates the maximum percent of the exposed residential population expected to be awakened. The 
figure also shows a dashed curve from a 1992 report by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 
(FICON). Based on the current field data, the dose-response relationship given by this older curve 
significantly overestimates the extent of awakenings for a given exposure. 
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2.3 Community Annoyance 

Social survey data make it clear that individual reactions to noise vary widely for a given noise 
level. Nevertheless, as a group, people's aggregate response is predictable and relates well to 
measures of cumulative noise exposure such as DNL. 

Figure 2.9 shows the most widely recognized relationship between environmental noise and 
annoyance. 
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Based on data from 18 surveys conducted worldwide, the curve indicates that at levels as low 
as DNL 55 dB, approximately five percent of the people will still be highly annoyed, with the 
percentage increasing more rapidly as exposure increases above DNL 65 dB.' 

'Schultz, T.J., "Synthesis of Social Surveys on Noise Annoyance", Journal of the 
Acoustical Society of America, Vol. 64, No.2, August 1978. 
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Separate work by the EPA has shown that overall community reaction to a noise environment 
is also dependent on DNL. This relationship is shown in Figure 2.10. Levels have been 
normalized to the same set of exposure conditions to permit valid comparisons between 
ambient noise environments. Data summarized in that figure suggest that little reaction would 
be expected for intrusive noise levels five decibels below the ambient, while widespread 
complaints can be expected as intruding noise exceeds background levels by about five 
decibels. Vigorous action is likely when the background is exceeded by 20 dB. 
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Figure 2.10 Community Reaction as a Function of Outdoor DNL 
Source: Wyle Laboratories, Community Noise, prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Washington, D.C. 20406, December 1971, page 63. 
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2.4 Noise I Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

DNL estimates have two principal uses in a Part 150 study: 

(1) Provide a basis for comparing existing noise conditions to the effects of noise 
abatement procedures and/ or forecast changes in airport activity. 

(2) Provide a quantitative basis for identifying potential noise impacts. 

Both of these functions require the application of objective criteria for evaluating noise impacts. 
Part 150 provides the FAA's recommended guidelines for noise-land use compatibility 
evaluation. Table 2.1 reproduces these guidelines. 

These guidelines represent a compilation of the results of extensive scientific research into 
noise-related activity interference and attitudinal response. However, .reviewers ofDNL 
contours should recognize the highly subjective nature of response to noise, and that special 
circumstances can affect individuals' tolerance. For example, a high non-aircraft background 
noise level can reduce the significance of aircraft noise, such as in areas constantly exposed to 
relatively high levels of traffic noise. Alternatively, residents of areas with unusually low 
background levels may find relatively low levels of aircraft noise annoying. 

Response may also be affected by expectation and experience. People may get used to a level 
of exposure that guidelines indicate may be unacceptable, and changes in exposure may 
generate response that is far greater than that which the guidelines might suggest. 

The cumulative nature ofDNL means that the same level of noise exposure can be achieved in 
an essentially infinite number of ways. For example, a reduction in a small number of 
relatively noisy operations may be counterbalanced by a much greater increase in relatively 
quiet flights, with no net change in DNL. Residents of the area may be highly aroused by the 
increased frequency of operations, despite the seeming maintenance of the noise status quo. 

With these cautions in mind, the Part 150 guidelines can be applied to the DNL contours to 
identify the potential types, degrees and locations of incompatibility. Measureinent of the land 
areas involved can provide a quantitative measure of impact that allows a comparison of at 
least the gross effects of existing or forecast operations. 

The federal guideline ofDNL 65 dB is supported in a formal way by standards adopted by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The HUD standards address 
whether sites are eligible for federal funding support. These standards, set forth in 24 CFR Part 
51 of the Code of Federal Regulations, define areas with DNL exposure not exceeding 65 dB as 
acceptable for funding. Areas exposed to noise levels between DNL 65 and 75 dB are 
"normally unacceptable," and require special abatement measures and review. Those at 75 dB 
and above are "unacceptable" except under very limited circumstances. 
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Table 2.1 FAR Part 150 Noise / Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
Source: FAR Part 150 

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level. DNL. 
in Decibels 

(Key and notes on following page) 

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

Residential Use 
Residential other than mobile 
homes and transient lodgings Y N(l) N(l) N N N 

Mobile home park Y N N N N N 
Transient lodgings Y N(l) N(l) N(l) N N 

Public Use 
Schools Y N(l) N(l) 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 servtces Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) 
Parking Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

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

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

Utilities Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Communication Y Y 25 30 N N 

Manufacturing and Production 
Manufacturing general Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Photographic and optical ' Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Y Y(6) Y(7) Y(8) Y(8) , Y(8) 

Livestock farming and breeding Y Y(6) Y(7) N N N 

Mining and fishing, resource 
production and extraction Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Recreational 
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y Y(5) Y(5) N N N 
Outdoor music shells, amphttheaters 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,or35 

Key to Table 2.1 

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

Notes for Table 2.1 

The designations contained in this table do not coristitute 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) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

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

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

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

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

Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 

Residential buildings require an NLR of 25. 

Residential buildings require an NLR of 30. 

Residential buildings not pennitted. 
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Although Part 150 guidelines indicate that all land uses are normally compatible with aircraft 
noise at exposure levels below DNL 65 dB, the original FAA-approved AlA Part 150 Study 
recognized the benefit of adopting DNL 60 dB as a local planning standard for implementing 
certain land use controls. The DNL 60 dB criterion is retained for certain measures in the 
present study and its use is supported in the NCP portion of this study. 

This study uses the Part 150 guidelines, reproduced in Table 2.1 above, supplemented by the 
DNL 60 dB criteria described in the NCP portion of this study to identify potential land use 
incompatibilities in the AlA environs, as summarized in Chapter 7. 
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3. NOISE MEASUREMENTS 

FAR Part 150 does not require airport operators to measure noise levels. However, 
measurements provide important input to an understanding of the noise environment. 

HMMH and its subconsultant, the Greenbusch Group, conducted field measurements in the 
airport's environs in June 1995 and December 1995. This chapter summarizes the objectives, 
design, and execution of the portable measurement program (Section 3.1) and presents the 
results, induding a summary of the DNL measurements (Section 3.2) and site-by-site results 
(Section 3.3). 

3.1 Measurement Program Objectives, Design, and Execution 

3.1.1 Noise Measurement Program Objectives 

The noise measurement program was conducted with these objectives as guidelines: 

• To measure cumulative noise exposure for comparison with noise contours. 

• To sample aircraft single event noise levels at representative community locations. 

• To address specific community concerns regarding aircraft noise exposure. 

To accomplish these objectives, the consultant team conducted noise measurements at 12 
temporary locations in the summer and at 8 locations in the winter. The measurements 
covered at least 24 hours at every location, providing samples ofDNL. Three sites were used 
as "long-terl!::"sites, i.e., monitoring remained in place for up to seven days. 

A consultant team staff member was stationed at each measurement location for several hours 
during the measurements to observe and log noise-producing activity. 

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. 

3.1.2 Noise Measurement Site Selection 

As part of the "kick-off" Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting on 4 May 1995, the 
consulting team and State DOT and PF staff presented the objectives for the measurement 
program and obtained input on potential measurement locations. Overall site-selection criteria 
included: 

• Sites should be located near major flight corridors to maximize the number of operations 
observed. 
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• Selection of sites should concentrate in typical residential neighborhoods and other 
identified noise-sensitive areas. 

• Sites should provide information on noise levels produced by aircraft activity including; 
arrivals, departures, takeoff roll, and thrust reverse. 

• Selected sites should provide representative data from areas where complaints are 
regularly generated, and for which TAe members or other parties expressed concern. 

Table 3.1 lists the summer measurement locations, the period during which the measurements 
took place, and the duration of the measurements in hours. Table 3.2 provides the same 
information for the winter measurements. Over 1,500 hours of aircraft noise measurements 
were conducted in the airport environs. Figure 3.1 shows the noise measurement locations. 

Table 3.1 Summary of Summer Noise Measurement Sites 
Source: HMMH, 14-21 June 1995 

Site Address Period 

A 6035 Tanaina Dr., 99502 6/14 - 6/21 

B 6410 W. 80th Ave., 99502 6/15 - 6/17 

C 4400 Delong Dr., 99502 6/14 - 6/15 

D 5407 Dorbrandt St., 99518 6/14 - 6/20 

E 2120 Tudor Hills Ct., 99507 6/14 - 6/21 
--

F 7139 Stella PI., 99507 6/20 - 6/21 

G 4722 Melvin Dr., 99517 6/20 - 6/21 

H 4211 Bridle Cir., 99517 6/15 - 6/17 

I North of RW 14 Threshold 6/15 - 6/16 

J 6320 W. Diamond Blvd., 99502 6/17 - 6/19 

K 3233 W. 62nd Ave., 99502 6/19 - 6/20 

L 2567 Loussac Dr., 99517 6/18-6/20 

TOTAL HOURS MEASURED 

~KI HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 

Hours 

168 

48 

24 

144 

168 

24 

24 

48 

24 

48 

24 

48 

792 
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Table 3.2 Summary of Winter Noise Measurement Sites 
Source: HMMH, 12·18 December 1995 

Site Address Period 

A 6035 Tanaina Dr., 99502 12/12·12/18 

B 6410 W. 80th Ave., 99502 12/13·12/15 

C 4400 Delong Dr., 99502 12/11 - 12/13 

0 5407 Dorbrandt St., 99518 12/11 -12/18 

E 2120 Tudor Hills Ct., 99507 12/12 - 12/18 

H 4211 Bridle Cir., 99517 12/15 - 12/18 

K 3233 W. 62nd Ave., 99502 12/13 - 12/14 

M 4221 Victoria Cir., 99502 12/16 - 12/18 

TOTAL HOURS MEASURED 

3.1.3 Noise Measurement Instrumentation 

Hours 

144 

48 

48 

168 

144 

72 

48 

48 

720 

The measurements were conducted with Larson-Davis Model 870 (LD 870) noise monitors. 
These instruments are portable devices capable of long-term unattended operation. The LD 
870 is a precision integrating noise monitor that meets American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) 51.4-1983 standards for a Type I sound level meter. All instrumentation and calibrators 
meet or excc:EC9. accuracy requirements outlined in FAR Part 150 Section A1S0.S. 

The LD 870 were programmed to record integrated levels, such as L,q and DNL, statistical 
levels, such as Lt, Lto, Lso, Lw and L99, and maximum single event levels, Lm",. Section 2.1 
introduces these metrics. All measur~ments were A-weighted, as discussed in Section 2.1.2. 

Calibrations of the equipment were conducted in the field two times each day, once in the 
morning and once in the afternoon. These calibrations are traceable to the United States 
National Institute of Standards and Technology ("NIST", formerly the National Bureau of 
Standards). 

The portable monitors clocks were synchronized with the FAA's radar data collection system to 
facilitate the correlation of actual aircraft operations with noise events. 

3.2 Day-Night Average Sound Level Results 

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 summarize the DNL measurement results for the summer and winter 
measurement sites. The DNL values are for all noise sources, i.e., aircraft and community 
combined. Energy average DNL's are a logarithmic average, not an arithmetic average. 
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Table 3.3 Summary of Summer Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL, Measurements 
Source: HMMH, 15-21 June 1995 . 

Summer Day-Night Average Sound Levels (DNL, dB) 
From All Sources 

June 1995 

Site 15,th 16th 17th 18th 19th 20th 21st Energy 

THU FRI SAT SUN MON . TUE WED 
Average 

A 64 73 62 58 73 59 60 68 I 

B 70 54 67 
I 

C 65 65 

D 67 61 . 66 67 65 62 65 

E 54 52 57 57 59 54 54 56 

F 53 53 

G 61 61 

H 60 62 61 

I 89 89 

J 51 69 66 
-- -

K 63 63 

L 57 59 58 
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Table 3.4 Summary of Winter Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL, Measurements 
Source: HMMH, 12-18 December 1995 

Winter Day-Night Average Sound Levels (DNL, dB) 
From All Sources 
December 1995 

Site 12th 13th 14th 15th 16th 17th 18th Energy 

TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN MON 
Average 

A 64 62 63 64 63 64 63 

B 59 59 59 

C 66 64 65 

D 57 58 63 58 59 58 57 59 

E 54 55 56 54 52 54 54 

F * 

G * 

H 60 59 58 59 

I * 
J * ._-
K 69 66 68 

L * 

M 64 62 63 

The asterisks in Table 3.4 above, indicate that no measurements were made at that site in the 
winter. 

Section 6.2 compares the measured levels at these locations to modeled estimates of annual 
average day DNL for 1995. 

3.3 Site-by-Site Results 

This section provides site-by-site descriptions of the noise measurement sites and discussions 
of the measurement results in terms ofDNL. 

, 
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3.3.1 Site A: 6035 Tanaina Dr., 99502 

Site A is approximately 5,000 feet south of the southern end of Runway 14/32. The site is on a 
hill that faces the airport. Almost all takeoffs and landings at the airport are audible at this site, 
as are taxiing and engine runup operations. Departures on Runway 14 contribute most to the 
aircraft noise levels at the site. Thrust reverse noise from landings on Runway 6R and Runway 
6L also contributes significantly to the aircraft noise levels at Site A. 

Site A was a long-term site. The energy-average measured DNL for the seven-day summer 
measurement period was 68 dB. South departures are more prevalent in the summer time due 
to strong south winds. South departure days produced DNL values of 73 dB. In the winter, 
the daily DNL values consistently ranged from 62 to 64 dB, yielding an energy-average DNL of 
63 dB. These levels resulted from a consistent use of the land to the east, depart to the north 
preferential runway use throughout the measurement period. 

3.3.2 Site B: 6410 W. 80th Ave., 99502 

Site B is approximately 7,500 feet south of the southern end of Runway 14/32. This site is 
sufficiently removed from the airport so that noise from on-airport aircraft operations (such as 
taxiing and take-off roll) are not significant at this site. When they occur, noise from air carrier 
jet aircraft departing on Runway 14 dominates the noise environment at this site. 

Site B was a short-term noise measurement site. The measured energy-average DNL for the 
two-day summer measurement period was 67 dB. One day of south departures during the 
summer measurements resulted in a DNL of 70 dB. In contrast, a day of preferential runway 
use in the summer produced a DNL of 54 dB. The energy-average, as well as daily, DNLs in 
the winter were 59 dB. 

3.3.3 Site C: 4400 Delong Dr., 99502 

Site C is located approximately 2,500 feet southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold near 
the south property line of the airport. Most of the aircraft operations (taxiing. reverse thrust, 
and start-of-takeoff roll) at AlA are audible at this site. Engine runups from Kulis Air National 
Guard Base are also very noticeable. The site is dominated by air carrier jet aircraft departures 
to the east on Runways 6R and 61. 

Site C was a short-term site. The daily aircraft noise levels at the site ranged from DNL 64-66 
dB with an energy-average DNL of 65 dB for both the summer and winter measurements. 

3.3.4 Site 0: 5407 Dorbrandt St., 99518 

Site D is slightly north of the Runway 24L extended centerline, approximately 7,800 feet east of 
the landing threshold. This site is exposed to noise from aircraft landing on Runway 24L and 
24R. The aircraft noise environment is dominated by air carrier jet aircraft departures on 
Runway 6L and Runway 6R. 
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Site D was a long-tenn site. The energy-average measured DNL for the seven-day summer 
measurement period was 65 dB. These levels were a result of east departures, which occurred 
during each day of the summer measurements. In the winter, the daily DNL values 
consistently ranged from 57 to 63 dB, yielding an energy-average DNL of 59 dB. These levels 
resulted from a consistent use of the land to the east, depart to the north preferential runway 
use throughout the measurement period. 

3.3.5 Site E: 2120 Tudor Hills Ct., 99507 

Site E is located approximately 18,500 feet east of the Runway 24R, just to the north of the 
extended runway centerline. Air carrier jets departing Runway 6L and 6R and landing on 
Runway 24R and 24L are audible at this site. General aviation aircraft transiting to and from 
Merrill Field also overfly this site. Fighter jet departures at I;lmendorf Air Force can also be 
heard at this site. 

Site E was a long-tenn site. Air carrier jets departing AlA to the east contributed most to the 
summer noise measurements. DNL values ranged from 52-59 dB resulting in an energy
average value of 56 dB for the summer measurement period. The preferential runway use 
program was used predominately throughout the winter measurement period resulting in an 
energy-average DNL of 54 dB. 

3.3.6 Site F: 7139 Stella PI., 99507 

Site F is located approximately 23,000 feet east-southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold. 
Aircraft landing on Runway 24L and 24R and departing from Runway 6R and 6L overfly this 
site. 

Due to its proximity to Site E, Site F was used during the summer measurement period only. 
The measured DNL at this site was 53 dB. 

3.3.7 Site G: 4722 Melvin Dr., 99517 

Site G is approximately 2,500 feet east of the eastem~most water lanes of the Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base. This site is exposed to noise from float planes operating to and from the Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base and aircraft departing Runway 6L and 6R. 

Site G was used only in the summer when Lake Hood Float Plane Base operations are at their 
peak. Very few operations occur during the winter months when the lake is frozen. The DNL 
of 61 dB measured in the summer was generated by floatplane arrivals at the Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base. 

3.3.8 Site H: 4211 Bridle Cir., 99517 

Site H is located approximately 2,000 feet northeast of the north end of the dirt strip and 8,000 
feet east of thecenterline of Runway 14/32. The sitewas subject to noise from general aviation 
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aircraft using Lake Hood Float Plane Base and the dirt strip and, to a lesser extent, air carrier 
aircraft departures on Runway 32. 

Site H was a short-term site with two days of measurements in the summer and three days in 
the winter. Summer DNL values ranged from 60-62 dB resulting in an energy-average DNL 
of 61 dB. Winter measurements ranged from DNL 58-60 dB producing an energy-average 
DNL of 59 dB. Both the summer and winter measurements were dominated by propeller
driven general aviation aircraft operating at the Lake Hood Float Plane Base including the dirt 
strip. The general aviation noise events in the winter were produced by wheeled and ski
equipped aircraft. 

3.3.9 Site I: North of the Runway 14 Threshold 

Site I is located approximately 500 feet north of the Runway 14 landing threshold on the 
extended runway centerline. This site was exposed to noise from Runway 14 arrivals and 
Runway 32 departures. This site was established to capture departures on Runway 32, the 
preferred departure runway. However, examination of the radar data revealed that this site 
was too close to the Runway end to be useful. Natural geographic features (the bluffs and the 
Cook Inlet) prevented relocation of the site to a more northerly location. Because of its 
proximity to the Runway end, the single-day DNL was 89 dB. 

3.3.10 Site J: 6320 W. Dimond Blvd., 99502 

Site J is located approximately 10,500 feet southwest of the Runway 32 departure threshold. 
This site was exposed to noise from air carrier jet aircraft that departed Runway 6R to the east 
and turned back to the west, overflights by a variety of propeller-driven general aviation 
aircraft, and_~~r carrier jets departing on Runway 14 to the south. 

Measurements were conducted at this short-term site for two days during the summer only. 
This site was moved to Site M during the winter measurement period. The summer 
measurement results at Site J showed the contrast between the noise levels during the 
preferential runway use, when air carrier jets are departing to the north (away from the site) 
versus the noise from departures to the south, which overfly the site. The north departure day 
produced a DNL of 51 dB. The day with south departures resulted in a DNL of 69 dB. The 
energy-average DNL for the two days was 66 dB. 

3.3.11 Site K: 3233 W. 62nd Ave., 99502 

Site K is approximately 6,000 feet east-southeast of the Runway 24L landing threshold and 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Runway 6R/24L extended centerline. This site is 
exposed to noise from departures on Runways 6R and 6L and arrivals on Runways 24L and 
24R. 

Site K was a short-term measurement site. The single day of summer measurements yielded a 
DNL of 63 dB. The two-day energy-average DNL during the winter measurements was 68 dB. 
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Daily DNL values ranged from 66 dB to 69 dB. Commuter aircraft departing Runway 6L that 
turned south over the site and several east departures by air carrier jet aircraft contributed to 
the measured noise levels at this site. 

3.3.12 SiteL: 2567 Loussac Dr., 99517 

Site L is located 7,500 feet north of the eastern terminus of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base 
water lanes. The site was exposed to overflight noise from propeller-driven general aviation 
aircraft transiting to and from the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. 

This site was a short-term site during the summer measurement period only. The two-day 
energy-average measured DNL was 58 dB. Propeller-driven general aviation aircraft 
dominated the aircraft noise environment at this site. 

3.3.13 Site M: 4211 Victoria Cir., 99502 

Site M is located 10,000 feet south-southeast of the Runway 32 departure threshold. The 
preferential runway use program was in effect during the noise measurements at this site. 
Start-of-takeoff roll noise from air carrier jet departures on Runway 32 was audible at this site. 

This site was a short-term site during the winter measurement period only. Skiplane 
operations on Sand Lake dominated the daily DNL for this site. The energy-average DNL was 
63 dB. 
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4. Existing Noise Compatibility Program 

The original Part 150 study proposed the implementation of six noise abatement measures and 
ten land use control measures. The FAA approved all but one of the proposed measures. Two 
of the measures required no action on the part of FAA. Appendix A presents a copy of the 
FAA's "Record of Approval" on the original NCP submission. 

Section 4.1 summarizes the aircraft noise abatement measures and Section 4.2 the land use 
control measures. 

4.1 Aircraft Noise Abatement Measures 

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

• Maximize Nighttime Preferential Runway Use of Runway 32 

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

• Adopt and Incorporate AC 91-53 and NBAA's 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. 

• Preferen!!~ 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 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 4.1 presents the implementation status of each of these noise abatement measures. 

The following two measures required no action on the part of FAA at the time of the original 
NCPreview: 

• 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. 
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• 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. 

Comments in the Record of Approval indicate that FAA felt that these measures were related 
and addressed traffic separation and airspace issues that would require FAA air traffic division 
review and approval. In addition, FAA determined that the effectiveness of these two 
measures with respect to noise benefits had not been demonstrated in the Noise Compatibility 
Program documentation. 

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 
DNL 65 dB contour." 

Table 4.1 Summary of Noise Abatement Measures, as Approved and As Implemented 
Source: HMMH, 1998 

Maximize Nighttime 
Preferential Use of 
Runway 32 

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

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

Implemented - AlA Bulletin 95-05, "Noise Abatement Procedures," 
establishes the preferential runway use program. The bulletin has 
been modified several time since the Record of Approval was issued. 
The current bulletin identITies Runway 32 as the preferred departure 
runway at night. Runway 24 is the second priority departure runway. 
The bulletin also identifies Runway 14 as the preferred arrival runway 

Implemented - AlA Bulletin 95·05, "Noise Abatement Procedures," 
requires the use of Noise Abatement Departure Profiles for aircraft 
departing ANC. The bulletin has been modified several time since the 
Record of Approval was issued. The current bulletins requires the use 
of the ICAO NADP when departing ANC. Since the ICAO NADP is 
nenher the 91-53 nor the NBAA procedures, this current 
implementation is not consistent with the recommended measure. In 
addnion, the current implementation does not specify the use of a 
·close-inN or "distant" 

Not Implemented - This measure was tied to the expansion of the Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base, which did not occur. As a result, the 
preferential runway use program was not implemented. 
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4.2 Land Use Control Measures 

The original NCP study identified ten land use control measures: 

.. Compatible Land Use Zoning 

Any land currently in the present and/ or planned 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 orsingle-family homes may be constructed in the 
present and/ or planned DNL 60 dB contours. 

.. Mobile Home Restrictions 

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

.. Soundproofing 

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

.. Avigation Easements 

Avigati()!!_easements should be obtained for all new residential sub.divisions in the present 
and planned DNL 60 dB contours and for commercial 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 impactive 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 Part 150 study. These changes include adding the noise 
barrier Ibufferl 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 Municipality 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. 

• Noise 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 
berino The corridor should be used in accordance with the Anchorage Park; Greenbelt, and 
Recreation Facility Plan. 

Table 4.2 presents the implementation status each of these mitigation measures. 
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Table 4.2 Summary of Land Use Control Measures, as Approved and as Implemented 
Source: HMMH 1998 

Compatible Use Zoning 

Mobile Home Restrictions 

Building Code for 

Easements for Subdivisions 

Comprehensive Planning 

Noise Levels 

Lake Hood Float Plane Base 
Preferential Runwav Use 

Sound Barrier Walls and 

Sound Buffers 

Public Land Development 

In process - Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and 
Zoning Commission; Assembly postponed until completion of Part 
150 

In process - Ordinance amendment passed by Planning and 
Zoning Commission; Assembly postponed until completion of Part 
150 

In process - Discussions with MOA are underway. 

Not implemented due to MOA legal staff concerns. AlA legal staff 

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

- Discussion with MOA will continue. 

on a basis. 

Not implemented due to cancellation of Lake Hood Float Plane 
Base 

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

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

In process - Will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Update 
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5. Noise Modeling 

This chapter summarizes the process of collecting and refining the required noise model 
inputs. Chapter 6 presents the resulting DNL contours. Chapter 7 presents the official "Noise 
Exposure Maps". 

The DNL contours for this study were prepared using Version 5.1 of the FAA's Integrated 
Noise Model (INM). 

The INM requires inputs in the following categories: 

• physical description of the airport layout; 
• number and mix of aircraft operations; 
• day-night split of operations (by aircraft type); 
• noise and performance characteristics of aircraft types; 
• runway utilization rates; 
• prototypical flight track descriptions; and 
• flight track utilization rates. 

5.1 Airport Physical Parameters 

As depicted in Figure 5.1, Anchorage International Airport (AlA) is located on the west side of 
the Municipality of Anchorage, Alaska. The existing runway configuration at AlA consists of 
the two parallel runways, 6R/24L and 6L/24R, the crosswind runway, 14/32, and a helipad, 
which is positioned on the south side of the airfield. Runway 6R/24L, the primary arrival 
runway, is 10,897 feet long. Runway 6L/24R is 10,600 feet long. Runway 14/32, the primary 
departure runway, is 10,696 feet long for departures on Runway 32 and 10,496 feet long for 
arrivals on Runway 14. Heavy aircraft requiring a longer takeoff roll use the extended length 
of Runway 32, which provides a total length of 11,584 feet. The Lake Hood Float Plane Base, 
located on the northeast side of the airport, operates three water lanes (named according to the 
direction of operation as N/S, NW /SE, and E/W) and a gravel strip (designated Runway 
13/31). The water lanes are 1,930,1,370, and 4,540 feet long, respectively, and the gravel strip 
is 2,200 feet long. 

5.2 Aircraft Operations 

The level and mix of aircraft activity is a fundamental modeling input. HNTB prepared the 
aircraft operations forecasts in Table 5.1 and provided those data to HMMH as average daily 
and nightly operations, by specific aircraft type, for input to the INM. Night operations are 
defined as those aircraft operations occurring between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am. Night operations 
are given a 10·decibel penalty in the calculation of Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). 

Table 5.2 and 5.3 list the modeled average annual day operations (by INM aircraft type) for 
each of the existing and forecast period, respectively. The tables are separated by aircraft 
categories: the first two categories are Air Carriers, including all scheduled airline and air-cargo 
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jets, divided into two groups by FAR part 36 certification; the third is the commuter and G.A. 
(General Aviation) aircraft, including corporate jets, military aircraft, and propeller aircraft 
operations using AlA runways; the fourth is Lake Hood Float Plane Base aircraft operations, 
including all aircraft using the water lanes or the gravel strip; and the last category is 
helicopters. 

To the extent possible, the actual aircraft types specified in HNTB's forecasts were matched 
with the aircraft types in the INM database. In cases where there was no close match in the 
database, appropriate noise and performance data were entered into the model manually. 
These aircraft are marked with an asterisk in the operations tables. They include older-model 
air carrier jets with retrofitted or hush-kitted engines, and helicopters. Due to the ongoing 
regulated national phase out of large subsonic Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 36 Stage 
2 airplanes, the only Stage 2 aircraft operations forecast for 2002 are international or foreign 
flights. 

Table 5.1 Historic and Projected Aircraft Operations 
Source: HNTB, 1996 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1 

2000 104,890 87,130 

2001 107,550 89,120 

2002 110.280 91.160 

33,750 

33,750 12,460 242,880 

33.750 1 

Note: Single·engine propeller aircraft and helicopter operations were stagnant at the time of tile forecast. 

Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 36, "Noise Standards, Aircraft Type and Airworthiness 
Certification", classifies civilian jet aircraft according to a set of noise standards. Aircraft not 
certificated under Part 36 are termed "Stage 1" aircraft, aircraft meeting the original Part 36 
noise limits are "Stage 2", and aircraft meeting the most recent, most stringent limits are "Stage 
3." All turbojets and other large aircraft produced after 1974 meet at least the Stage 2 
standards. Because of normal aircraft replacement and the national Stage 2 aircraft phase out 
discussed below, most jet aircraft currently operating at AlA are either Stage 2 or Stage 3. The 
jet aircraft listed in Table 5.2 are identified by stage certification. 
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Table 5.2 Modeled Average Daily Aircraft Operations -1997 
Source: HNTB. 1995 

737017 2.09 2.06 2.33 
AIR CARRIER I 

(Stage 2) 737QN 23.13 0.77 18.51 
I 

747100 4.72 1.93 5.36 

OC8QN 1.67 0.16 1.61 

Total 38.66 6.72 34.32 
I 

2.65 3.53 1.77 

AIR CARRIER 757RR 4.82 2.63 4.15 

(Stage 3) 767300 0.68 0.68 0.34 

2.91 1.21 3.08 

0.68 1.36 

M011PW 4.40 1.86 5.02 

M082 8.11 2.62 7.91 

M083 1.21 0.39 1.18 

Total 55.68 24.70 56.15 
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1.82 8.30 

5.39 47.80 

1.29 13.30 

0.45 3.89 

11.28 90.98 

4.41 12.36 

24.18 

0.80 

50.96 

4.00 

3.30 14.90 

1.02 2.72 

1.04 8.24 

1.36 5.43 
-
1.25 

2.82 

0.42 3.20 

24.25 160.78 . 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 5.2 Modeled Average Daily Aircraft Operations - 1997 (Cont.) 
Source: HNTB, 1995 

C130 3.18 0.24 3.39 

CL601 0.58 0.02 0.46 

CNA441 6.43 0.84 5.01 

CVR580 7.01 0.99 7.07 

DC6 5.96 1.04 3.76 

DHC6 51.63 11.23 51.73 

COMMUTER & 1 DHC7, 2.63 0.37 2.65 

G.A. I DHC8 4.08 0.85 4.30 

HS748A 5.00 0.68 4.72 

L188 1.78 0.00 1.78 

LEAR25 2.81 0.31 2.81 

LEAR35 0.39 0.05 0.33 

BEC58P 1.78 0.20 1.54 

COMSEP 42.69 6.58 41.74 

135.96 23.40 131.28 

GASEPV 103.20 21.14 103.20 

. LAKE HOOD . L BEC58P 0.52 0.11 0.52 

DHC6 0.52 0.11 0.52 

Total 104.24 21.36 104.24 

HELO* 17.07 0.00 17.07 

17.07 0.00 17.07 
, 

TOTAL I 351.60 76.17 343.04 
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0.43 7.24 

0.14 1.20 

2.26 14.54 

0.93 16.00 

3.24 14.00 

11.13 125.72 

0.35 6.00 

0.64 9.87 

0.96 11.36 

0.00 3.56 

0.31 6.24 

0.11 0.88 

0.44 3.96 

7.53 98.54 

2,8.48 319.12 

21.14 248.68 

0.11 1.26 

0.11 1.26 

21.36 251.20 

0.00 34.14 

0.00 34.14 

85.37 856.18 



Table 5.3 Modeled Average Daily Aircraft Operations - 2002 
Source: HNTB, 1995 

AIR CARRIER I 747100 5.37 2.13 6.10 
(Stage 2) I 

DC8QN 1.93 0.26 2.03 

7.58 2.43 8.38 

727EM1 2.22 0.20 1.80 

727EM2 4.40 1.80 4.35 

2.70 19.84 

737382 2.79 3.71 1.86 

737400 10.95 3.55 10.68 

737500 0.50 0.00 0.50 

747208 21.21 7.84 23.98 

747400 1.88 1.62 2.26 

757RR 5.40 2.95 4.65 

767300 0.85 0.85 0.43 

AIR CARRIER 767JT9 0.29 
(Stage 3) A310 0.25 

A320 1.11 

040 3.17 

DC870 '2.45 

DC9HK* 

F10062 I 0.10 I 0.00 I 0.10 
I I I 

0.05 

MD83 1.51 0.49 1.47 

Total 97.80 34.16 93.46 
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.0.62 4.84 

'1.85 12.40 

6.91 53.50 

3.82 29.00 

0.00 1.00 

5.07 58.10 

1.23 6.99 

3.70 

1.281 3.41 

0.00 0.20 

0.15 0.40 

15.01 

24.26 

0.53 4.00 

38.59 263.94 . 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 5.3 Modeled Average Daily Aircraft Operations - 2002 (Cont.) 
Source: HNTB. 1995 

C130 3.13 0.23 2.99 

CL601 1.94 0.06 1.55 

CNA441 7.36 0.98 5.68 

6.81 1.19 4.30 

DHC6 54.33 11.74 54.39 

DHC7 4.38 0.62 4.42 
COMMUTER& I 

G.A. 
DHC8 6.04 1.26 6.35 

HS748A 8.39 0.88 7.87 

88 1.78 0.00 1.78 

2.81 0.31 2.81 

0.36 0.04 0.30 

BEC58P 1.73 0.20 1.50 

COMSEP 42.94 6.62 41.89 

Total 142·.00 24.14 135.83 

GASEPV 113.60 23.26 113.60 

LAKE HOOD l BEC58P 0.57 0.12 0.57 

DHC6 0.57 0.12 0.57 

Total 114.74 23.50 114.74 

HELICOPTERS I HELO * 17.07 0.00 17.07 

Total 17.07 0.00 17.07 

TOTAL 379.17 84.24 369.46 
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0.37 6.72 

0.45 4.00 

2.67 16.69 

3.70 16.00 

11.69 132.15 

0.58 10.00 

0.95 14.60 

1.40 18.54 

0.00 3.56 

0.31 6.24 

0.10 0.80 

0.43 3.86 

7.67 99.12 

30.32 332.29 

23.26 273.72 

0.12 1.38 

0.12 1.38 

23.50 276.48 

0.00 34.14 

0.00 34.14 

93.97 926.84 
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FAA regulations prohibit operations of civil Stage 1 aircraft weighing more than 75,000 
pounds. Thus, there are essentially no large Stage 1 aircraft currently in service in the United 
States. In addition, the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (and subsequent FAA 
regulations developed to implement the Act) requires that all Stage 2 aircraft weighing more 
than 75,000 pounds be phased out of service or be modified to meet Stage 3 specifications by 
the end of 1999. However, there is no schedule set for the phase out of Stage 1 or Stage 2 jet 
aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds. 

It is important to note that the Stage 2 phase out does not apply to Stage 2 aircraft operators 
who operate exclusively within the State of Alaska (intrastate) or who operate out of state to 
destinations other than the Lower 48 states. For example, Stage 2 aircraft that operate between 
AlA and Seattle must adhere to the national Stage '2 phase out. Stage 2 aircraft that operate 
between AlA and Dutch Harbor exclusively, do not have to comply with the Stage 2 phase out. 
Finally, Stage 2 aircraft that operate between AlA and Pacific Rim destinations exclusively, do 
not have to comply with the Stage 2 phase out. 

5.3 Aircraft Noise and Performance Characteristics 

The aircraft noise and performance database inherent in INM 5.1 contains information for 216 
aircraft. The data are arranged in the form of noise curves that identify how loud specific 
aircraft types are at different distances from the point of concern - distances ranging from 200 
to 25,000 ft. The performance profiles specify the aircraft's thrust, speed, and altitude at a 
series of distances from the start of takeoff roll or from the landing threshold. 

For noise modeling, the departure operations are divided into "stage lengths" according to the 
distance betwtlen AlA and the first destination airport. An aircraft's performance on departure 
is affected by its takeoff weight, which is largely dependent on fuel load, which, in turn, is 
generally a function of stage length - the distance an aircraft is scheduled to fly. For large 
aircraft, the INM database contains up to seven different departure profiies, based on stage 
length. 

Because of the large volume of operations and the distinctive noise characteristics, single
engine float planes received additional attention. In the previous Part 150 study for 
Anchorage, a noise measurement program documented the noise levels of floatplane aircraft 
on departure. Using those data, a close match for the single-engine floatplane was found in the 
INM database - the General Aviation Variable Pitch Single Engine Piston, or GASEPV. 

5.4 Runway Utilization 

Table 5.4 presents the runway utilization rates used for modeling the existing and forecast 
noise environment for most aircraft operations with the exception of heavy air cargo aircraft. 
The table is separated into three aircraft. categories: (1) Air Carriers, including all scheduled 
airline and air-cargo jets; (2) Commuter and G.A. (General Aviation), including corporate jets, 
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military aircraft, and propeller aircraft operations using AlA runways; and (3) Lake Hood Float 
Plane Base aircraft operations, induding all aircraft using the water lanes or the gravel strip. 
Helicopter aircraft are not induded in the runway use table, as they are modeled as using the 
helipad. 

As indicated in Table 5.4, 87 percent of the air carrier operations use Runway 6R (11 %) and 
Runway 32 (76%) for departure. Table 5.5 depicts the distribution of this 87 percent use on 
Runways 6R, 32, and extended 32 for heavy air cargo aircraft with long stage lengths. 

The historic pattern of runway use by stage length and aircraft type was derived from AlA 
records which predated the Runway 32 extension.s To account for the use of the extension, a 
percentage of heavy air cargo operations that would have previously chosen Runway 6R for 
takeoff, due to its length, was assigned instead to extended Runway 32. In the case of the 747-
200, AlA records showed an increased use of Runway 32 as the stage length increased. 
Because the percent use of Runway 32 (non-extended) was held constant, extended Runway 32 
appears to be used less by 747-200 as the stage length increases. Over a longer sampling 
period than provided in the AlA records, we would expect use of extended Runway 32 by 747-
200s to increase with increasing stage length. Of greater significance from the standpoint of 
noise exposure, is the decreased use of Runway 6R. 

Table 5.4 Runway Utilization Rates (for most aircraft operations) 
Source: AlA Records and HNTB, 1995 

06R 76.9% 11.0% 24.0% 9.0% 
06L 12.0% 3.0% 59.0% 51.0% 
24R 0.1% 2.0% 2.0% 6.0% 
24L 1.0% 3.0% 1.0% 4.0% 
14 9.0% 5.0% 9.0% 5.0% 
32 1.0% 76.0% 5.0% 25.0% 

N 
S 

NW 
SE 
E 
W 
13 
31 

Total 100% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% Total 

3.5% 3.5% 
13.3% 13.3% 

0.0% 0.5% 
3.5% 3.5% 
9.8% 9.8% 

39.9% 39.4% 
6.0% 6.0% 

24.0% 24.0% 

100.0% 100.0% 

• except for aircraft certain heavy cargo aircraft departures, which are shown in table 5.5 below. 

SSummer Bulletin Compliance Monitoring June 24, 1994 through October 4, 1994. 
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Table 5.5 Runway Utilization Rates (for certain cargo aircraft operations) 
Source: AlA Records and HNTB, 1995 

06R 
32 

extended 32 

14.5% 
53.2% 
19.3% 

5.5 Flight Track Geometry 

16.2% 
49.4% 
21.4% 

17.8% 
45.6% 
23.6% 

12.9% 
57.0% 
17.1% 

11.3% 
60.8% 
14.9% 

9.6% 
64.6% 
12.8% 

HMMH processed Automated Radar Terminal Service (ARTS) tapes provided by AlA ATCT to 
develop a database of the ground track of essentially every operation at AlA for approximately 
seven days in June 1995 and seven days in December 1995. These data provided a sample of 
approximately 12,000 actual aircraft flight tracks, from which prototypical flight track 
descriptions and flight track utilization rates were derived. 

Tables 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10 present the modeled flight track utilization rates for Air Carrier 
operations, Commuter & large G.A. aircraft operations, small G.A. aircraft operations, Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base aircraft operations and Helicopter operations, respectively. The track 
labels listed in the tables correspond to the model track labels in Figures 5.1 through 5.10. To 
determine thFTIumber of aircraft modeled on any given track, the daily operations data are 
multiplied by the runway usage rates, and then multiplied by the track usage rates. 

The same sets of flight tracks and track use percentages were modeled for the 1997 and 2002 
cases. 
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Table 5.6 Air Carrier Flight Track Utilization 
Source: AlA FAA ATCT Staff. 1995 

6RJ1 1% 
6RJ2 3% 
6RJ3 4% 

Runway06R 
6RJ4 5% 
6RJ5 35% 
6RJ6 42% 
6RJ7 5% 
6RJ8 5% 

6LJ3 13% 
6LJ5 35% 

Runway06l 6LJ6 42% 
6LJ7 10% 

4RJ1 I 100% 

Runway24R I 

4LJ1 I 100% 

RunwayZ4t I 

14J1 50% 
14J2 10% 

Runway 14 14J3 20% 
14J4 10% 
14J5 10% 

32J1 40% 
32J2 40% 
32J3 20% 

Runway 32 I 

I'"""'~I HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

6RK1 15% 
6RK2 35% 
6RK3 25% 
6RK4 9% 
6RKS 5% 
6RK6 3% 
6RK7 8% 

6lK1 15% 
6lK2 35% 
6lK3 34% 
6lK5 5% 
6lK7 11% 

24RK1 20% 
24RK2 5% 
24RK3 25% 
24RK4 40% 
24RK5 10% 

24LK1 20"'{' 
24LK2 5% 
24lK3 ·25% 
24LK4 40% 
24LK5 10% 

14K1 11% 
14K2 27% 
14K3 43% 
14K4 16% 
14K5 3% 

32K1 10% 
32K2 5% 
32K3 5% 
32K4 6% 
32K5 36% 
32K6 6% 
32K7 27% 
32K8 3% 
32K9 2% 



Table 5.7 Turboprop, GA Jet, and Military Flight Track Utilization 
Source: AlA FAA ATCT Staff, 1995 

6RT1 15% 6RB1 
6RT4 25% 6RB3 

Runway06R, I 6RT6 38% 6RB4 
6RT8 5% 6RB5 
6RT9 1 

6LT1 5% 6LB1 
6LT2 5% 6LB2 
6LT3 5% 6LB3 
6LT4 25% 6LB4 
6LT5 13% 6LB5 

Runway06L 6LT6 12% 6LB6 
6LT7 13% 6LB7 
6LT8 5% 
6LT9 6% 
6LTO 6% 
6LTA 5% 

4RT1 75% 4RB1 
4RT2 25% 4RB2 

Runway24R 4RB3 

I I 
4RB4 
4RB5' 

4LT1 I 100% I 4LB1 

Runway24L I I 
4LB2 
4LB3 
4LB4 

14T1 20% 14B1 
14T2 30% 14B2 

Runway 14 14T3 25% 14B3 
14T4 15% 14B4 
14T5 10% 

32T1 15% 32B1 
32T2 25% 32B2 
32T3 30% 32B3 
32T4 30% 32B5 

Runway 32 
32B6 
32B7 
32B9 
32BO 
32BA 
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10% 
40% 
10% 
25% 

10% 
15% 
25% 
10% 
25% 
10% 
5% 

15% 
25% 
25% 
15% 
20% 

. 
15% 
45% 
25% 
15% 

20% 
20% 
40% 
20% 

5% 
7% 

10% 
10% 
15% 
15% 
10% 
15% 
8% 
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Table 5.S AlA General Aviation Flight Track Utilization 
Source: AlA FAA ATCT Staff, 1995 

6RA1 25% 
6RA2 25% 

Runway06R 
6RA3 25% 
6RA4 5% 
6RA5 5% 
6RAB 15% 

6LA1 25% 
6LA2 25% 
6LA3 25% 
6LA4 5% 

Runway 06L 6LA5 5% 
6LA6 3% 
6LA7 2% 
6LAB 5% 
6LA9 5% 

4RA1 50% 

Runway24R 
4RA2 20% 
4RA3 30% 

24LA1 50% 
Runway~ 24LA2 50% 

14A1 20% 
14A2 15% 

Runway 14 14A3 20% 
14A4 30% 
14A5 15% 

32A1 18% 
32A2 18% 

Runway 32 
32A3 18% 
32A4 18% 
32A5 18% 
32A6 10% 

IlW.W.\kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 

6RG1 7% 
6RG3 50% 
6RG4 25% 
6RG6 18% 

6LG1 7% 
6LG2 25% 
6LG3 25% 
6LG4 25% 
6LG5 8% 
6LG6 10% 

4RG1 30% 
4RG2 30% 
4RG3 20% 
4RG4 20% 

4LG1 60% 
4LG3 20% 
4LG4 200,(, 

14G1 40% 
14G2 20% 
14G3 40% 

32G1 30% 
32G2 30% 
32G3 20% 
32G4 10% 
32G5 10% 



Table 5.9 Lake Hood Float Plane Base Flight Track Utilization 
Source: AlA FAA ATCT Staff, 1995 

02A1 60% I 
N I 02A2 25% 

02A3 15% 

20A1 60% T 
S I 20A2 25% 

20A3 15% 

NW 1 none 

15A1 20"k 
15A2 10% 

SE I 15A3 10% 
15A4 30% 
15A5 30% 

11A1 50% 
E I 11A2 25% 

11A3 25% 

29A1 5% 
29A2 15% 

I 
29A3 25% 

W 
29A4 15% 
29A5 30% 
29A6 1O"k 

31A1 60% 

Runway 31 I 
31A2 15% 
31A3 25% 

13A1 15% 
13A2 50% 

Runway 13 
13A3 35% 
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02F1 I 100% 

20F1 I 100% 

33Fi 100% 

15F1 50% 
15F2 50% 

11 F1 25% 
11F2 25% 
11F3 50% 

29F1 30% 
29F2 30% 
29F3 10% 
29F4 30% 

31F1 20% 
31F2 30% 
31F3 30% 
31F4 20% 

13F1 20% 
13F2 20% 
13F3 30% 
13F4 30% 

1998 
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Table 5.10 Helicopter Flight Track Utilization 
Source: AlA FAA ATCT Staff, 1995 

01H1 36% 

01H2 39% 

19H3· 6% 

19H4 7% 

19H5 3% . 

19H6 9% 

I,",""kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 

19H1 22% 

19H2 28% 

01H3 13% 

01H4 15% 

01H5 15% 

01H6 7% 
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6. INM-Predicted Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 

The fundamental noise·elements of an NEM are DNL contours for existing and five-year 
forecast conditions; i.e., 1997 and 2002 in this update. Figures 6.1 and 6.2 present the contours 
for these two time frames. These are not the official Noise Exposure Maps; those figures are 
presented and discussed in Chapter 7. These two figures are presented to provide copies of the 
noise contours on a less cluttered base map. 

Cumulative noise exposure is typically expressed in terms ofDNL. Values ofDNL were 
computed at 14 specific noise-sensitive points for both the 1997 and 2002 cases in Section 6.2. 
Thirteen of the prediction points were at the noise measurement locations. One prediction 
point was added in south Anchorage at Shore Drive and Skyway Drive after the noise 
measurement task had been completed. The measured and modeled DNL values are depicted 
in Tables 6.1 and 6.2, respectively. 

Although DNL is the descriptor used to identify areas of noise impact, information on the noise 
exposure from single events, such as a single aircraft departure, also provides useful 
information. To supplement the DNL data, we have also included information on single-event 
noise exposure, in terms of the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) for representative aircraft types in 
Section 6.4.· 

6.1 Comparison of Existing and Forecast Noise Contours 

Figure 6.3 compares the noise contours from the 1997 and 2002 cases. The 2002 contours are 
smaller than the 1997 contours, despite the fact that the 2002 case incorporates more operations. 
This appare!1_Unconsistency results from the fact that national phase out of Stage 2 aircraft is 
decreasing the number of noisy aircraft operating at AlA, while increasing the percentage of 
quieter, Stage 3 models. This change in the aircraft fleet mix more than compensates for the 
increased activity. The noise contours in the vicinity of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base are 
about the same size in 1997 and 2002 because Lake Hood Float Plane Base operations are 
forecast to remain constant and the fleet mix is not expected to change. 

6.2 Comparison of Estimated and Measured DNL 

As discussed in Section 3.2, DNL measurements were completed for various sites in the 
summer and winter in 1995. These noise levels are provided in Table 6.1. 

For the winter measurement at Site M, skiplane noise from operations on Sand Lake dominated 
the measured daily DNL. The measured DNL from AlA operations alone (i.e., without the 
skiplane noise) at Site M would be well below 60 dB. 

1998 



82 Anchorage International Airport FAR Part 150 UQdate 

Table 6.1 Measured Day-Night Average Sound Levels for the Annual Average Day 
Source: HMMH, 1995 

MEASURED NOISE LEVELS 
1995 

Direction Site Summer Winter 

DNL, dB DNL, dB 

North I 89 X 

Northeast H 61 59 

L 58 X 

G 61 X 
East 

D 65 59 (Close In) 
K 63 68 

C 65 65 

East E 56 54 
(Distant) 

F 53 X 

Southeast M X 63 
-

P X X 

A 68 63 
South 

B 67 59 

J .66 X 

Notes: No measurements were made at sites with an X. 
Site P was added for noise modeling purposes after the 
measurements were completed. 

DNL values were computed for 14 sites. These modeled DNL values are presented in Table 
6.2. 

~I HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

.. Schools 
A Churches ___ 

... Parks 
o Daycare <> Pre-school 

DNL Contours 

Noncompatible Residential Land Use 

Anchor 

Existing Conditions (1997) 
Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours 

Figure 6.1 

International Airport F.A.R. Part 150 Update 
I ["""'wkl 

':''''ii=1 



I, 

[ 

l 
l 

I 

Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

.; Schools 

.& Churches ... Parks 

0 Daycare ~ Pre-school 

Five-Year Forecast (2002) ---- Noncompatible Residential Land Use Day-Night Average Sound level Contours 
Figure 6.2 

Anchorage International Airport F.A.R. Part 150 Update 
Ikmmkl 
1:I~ij=' 



r 

r 

r 

Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

~ 1997 DNL Contours Comparison of Existing (1997) and • Schools 
• Churches ~ 2002 DNL Contours Forecast (2002) Noise Contours 
... Parks _ Noncompatible Residential Land Use Figure 6.3 

o Daycare ~ Pre-school Anchorage International Airport F.A.R. Part 150 Update 
I "''1M '1M L. I 
1:1~'j=j 



Noise Exposure Map 89 

Table 6.2 Modeled Day-Night Average Sound Levels for the Annual Average Day 
Source: HMMH. 1995 

MODELED NOISE LEVELS 

Direction Site 1997 2002 

DNL. dB DNL. dB 

North I 82.8 81.2 

Northeast H 58.6 58.4 

L 50.7 50.3 

G 63.1 62.4 
East 

D 65.6 64.6 
(Close In) 

K 68.5 67.5 

C 66.4 64.8 

I· 
East E 55.2 54.6 

(Distant) 
F 56.8 55.6 

I Southeast M 56.9 56.5 

P 51.9 51.4 

A 64.7 63.4 
South 

B 60.8 59.3 

J 56.7 55.9 

The measured and modeled noise levels compare favorably given the runway use during the 
noise measurement periods. The measured summer noise levels at Sites Hand L were higher 
then modeled levels due to the peak use of the Lake Hood Float Plane Base. The winter 
measured noise levels at Site H were more consistent with the modeled noise levels when Lake 
Hood Float Plane Base operations were similar to the annual average. 

The summer measured noise levels at Sites G, D, and C were consistent with the modeled noise 
levels due to intermittent use of Runways 6R/24L, and 6L/24R during the summer 
measurements. There were no winter measurements at Site G. The winter measurements at 
Site D were lower than the predicted levels because there were fewer operations to the east 
than is typical for the annual average. Winter measured noise levels at Site C were also 

1998 



90 Anchorage Interna.tionaI AirR0rt FAB Part 150LJpdate 

consistent with the predicted levels due to the influence of start-of-takeoff-roll noise from 
Runway 32 departures on this site. The winter noise measurement at Site K was more 
consistent with the modeled noise levels due to the high number of commuter aircraft 
overflights during this period. 

The measured summer noise levels at Sites E and F were consistent with the modeled noise 
. levels due to aircraft operations to and from the east during the measurements. There were no 
winter measurements at Site F. The winter measurements at Site E were slightly lower than the 
modeled noise levels due to fewer operations to the east during the winter measurements. 

There were no measurements at Site P, which was added later at a TAC member's request. Site 
M was used in the winter only. The winter measurements at this site were not consistent with 
the modeled noise levels. The measured noise levels were higher due to ski plane activity on 
Sand Lake. The modeled noise level considered only operations at AlA and the Lake Hood 
Float Plane Base. 

The summer measurements at Sites A, B, and J reflect the south departures that occurred 
during the measurements. The measured noise levels were higher than the modeled noise 
levels. The winter noise measurements were consistent with the modeled levels due to the 
high use of the preferential runway use during this period. There were no winter 
measurements at Site J. 

6.3 Time-Above Calculations 

This section provides the time-above calculations for the annual average day as requested by 
the State DQLand PF. Time-above calculations indicate the number of minutes on.the annual 
average day above 80 dBA. Table 6.3 shows the time-above 80 dBA at each of the 
measurement locations. 

6.4 Sound Exposure Level 

SEL contours provide a means of comparing the noise exposure associated with different single 
events such as individual aircraft departures. Figure 6.4 shows the 95dBA SEL contours for 
representative aircraft types. 

~'""I HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 



Table 6.3 Time-Above Calculations for the Annual Average Day 
Source:~~lf,1995 

- --- - ----

TIME ABOVE 80 dBA 

Direction Site 1997 

Daily 
Minutes 

North I 33.9 

Northeast H 0.5 

L 0.0 

G 2.4 
East 

D 2.8 (Close In) 
K 5.2 

C 5.1 

East E 0.4 
(Distant) 

F 0.7 

Southeast M 0.4 

P 0.1 

A 3.0 
South 

B 0.9 

J 0.4 
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2002 

Daily 
Minutes 

33.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

2.6 

5.0 

4.6 

0.3 

0.5 

0.3 

0.1 

2.3 

0.7 

0.3 

1998 
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7. Noise Exposure Maps 

This chapter presents the land use information for the geographic area within the DNL 65 dB 
contour for the 1997 and 2002 cases. The figures and tables present all of the land use 
information that Part 150 required on the official "Noise Exposure Maps", with the exception of 
flight tracks. As permitted by FAA guidelines, the flight tracks are presented on Figures 5.1 
through 5.10, to minimize the clutter on the maps. 

Section 7.1 summarizes the steps undertaken in the development of the base map. Section 7.2 
presents and discuses the graphic and tabular information for the 1994 case. Figure 7.1 is the 
official updated "1997 Existing Conditions Noise Exposure Map." Section 7.3 presents the 
information for the 2002 case. Figure 7.2 is the official updated "2002 Five-Year Forecast Case Noise 
Exposure Map." Figures 5.1 through 5.10 present the flight track information that is the other 
required graphic component of the maps. 

7.1 Land Use Base Map 

Noise contours for 1997 and 2002 superimposed on a land use base map permit assessment of 
land use compatibility under existing and forecast noise exposure conditions. Information on 
potential development within the forecast time interval was also taken into account, as 
discussed in the text, to identify land areas within the forecast case contours whose 
compatibility might change from 1997 to 2002. This analysis identifies existing a'nd potential 
future incompatibilities which should be addressed in the Noise Compatibility Program phase 
of the Part 150 update. 

The base map . .depicts existing land uses in the airport environs. The laJ;ld uses are for the 
general categories included in the Part 150 gilidelines, as discussed in Section 2.4. These 
categories include: residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, utilities, public space, and 
vacant. The "industrial" classification includes warehouse, light manufacturing, assembly and 
heavy commercial uses. 

As Part 150 requires, the maps also depict the airport boundary. All of the land use in the 
vicinity of AlA, including the land within the DNL 60 dB and greater noise contours falls 
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Municipality of Anchorage. 

7.1.1 Development of Land Use Base Map 

The principal data sources for the land use base map were the most current Existing Land Use 
Map and the current adopted Future Land Use Map from the Municipality of Anchorage. The 
Municipality and AlA staff were the principal sources of information on noise sensitive uses 
and major public facilities. 

1998 



94 Anchorage International Airport FAR F'art 150 Update 

The land within the study area lies within the political jurisdiction of the Municipality of 
Anchorage. The Municipality of Anchorage, as required by state law, has adopted a 
comprehensive plan, including a future land use map, a zoning map, and land development 
regulations consistent with the comprehensive plan. All land development must conform with 
the comprehensive plan. 

7.2 Existing Conditions (1997) Noise Exposure Map 

Figure 7.1 presents the 1997 noise contours superimposed over the existing land use base map 
to identify existing incompatible land uses in the airport's environs. Tables 7.1 and 7.2 
summarize the results of this analysis. As discussed in Section 2.4, this study used the land 
use compatibility guidelines set forth in Part 150 Table 1 (Table 2.1 in this NEM) and 
supplemented by the use of the DNL 60 dB as a local plannin'g standard for implementing 
certain land use controls. The original FAA-approved AlA Part 150 Study recognized the 
benefit of adopting DNL 60 dB. The DNL 60 dB criterion is retained for certain measures in the 
present study and its use is supported in the NCP portion of this study. 

Table 7.1 presents the on- and off-airport land areas within each DNL noise contour interval, in 
square miles. 

Table 7.1 Estimated Land Area within 1997 Noise Contours (Square Miles) 
Source: HNTB, 1998 

6lb64 dB 1.21 4.15 

65-70 dB 2.35 1.17 

70-75 dB 1.35 0.26 

75+ dB 0.08 

5.36 

3.52 

1.61 

Table 72 provides the estimated population within each five decibel contour interval for the 
1997 Noise Exposure Map. 

~"l HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
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Table 7.2 Estimated Existing Residential Population Within 1997 Noise Contours 
Source: HNTB, 1998 

60-64 dB 

65-69 dB 

70-74 dB 

+75 dB 

7.3 Five Year Forecast Conditions (2002) Noise Exposure Map 

o 

Figure 7.2 presents the 2002 noise contours superimposed over the existing land use. Tables 
7.3 and 7.4 present the resull~ of the land use analysis for 2002. The 2002 base map is 
essentially the same as the 1997 base map. 

Table 7.3 presents the on-and off-airport land areas within each DNL contour interval, in 
square miles. The area outside th~ airport's boundaries within the DNL 65 dB contour is 
expected to decrease slightly from that affected currently. Section 6.1 discusses reasons for this 
"shrinkage". 

Table 7.3 Estimated Land Area within 2002 Noise Contours (Square Miles) 
Source: HNTB, 1998 

60-64 dB 1.42 3.30 

65-69 dB 2.33 0.91 

dB 1.18 0.18 

75+ dB 1.87 0.06 

Table 7.4 presents the estimate of the population within the 2002 contours. 

4.72 

3.24 

-1.36 

1.93 

1998 
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Table 7.4 Estimated Future Residential Population Within 2002 Noise Contours 
Source: HNTB, 1998 

11\","",1\1 HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
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8. Consultations with Public, Users, and Interested Agencies 

The State DOT and PF conducted this NEM update with extensive consultation with all 
interested parties, including airport users, fixed base operators, the general public, and local, 
state, and federal officials. The State DOT and PF and its consultants used three principal 
mechanisms in conducting this consultation: 

• the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), including written and oral presentations on, and 
discussions of, study progress; 

• an informational workshop open to the general public; 

• communication throughout the study process with officiaIs of government agencies having 
jurisdiction over land in the airport environs, and over airport operation. 

Each of these consultation mechanisms applied during the development of this document. In 
accordance with Part 150 requirements, this chapter summarizes the formal public 
participation process and the comments received from interested parties that apply to the 
development of the NEM. The NCP documentation will include materials that apply to that 
portion of the study process. 

8.1 Technical Advisory Committee Process 

The State DOT and PF established a Technical Advisory Committee (T AC) to oversee the 
conduct of this study, as discussed in Section 1.2.3. Appendix B lists the invited TAC 
membership. __ 

The TAC met nine times during the development of this volume. All nine TAC meetings were 
open to the general public, with opportunity for public input and questions. All of the TAC 
meetings were held in a meeting format, with formal presentations followed by a question and 
answer and discussion period. One TAC meeting in~luded a "workshop" element at the end of 
the formal TAC meeting. Appendix C presents copies of the minutes and sign-in sheets from 
these meetings (there are no minutes for the workshop-format meeting). 

8.2 Meeting Advertisements 

Appendix D presents copies of press releases, legal announcements, and newspaper coverage 
related to the advertisement ofTAC meetings. 

1998 
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8.3 Comment Sheets Received During Workshop 

At each TAC meeting and the public workshop, the State DOT and PF provided comment 
sheets for attendees to fill in. The comment sheets submitted at these meetings are included in 
AppendixE. 

8.4 Other Comments Received 

The State DOT and PF received written comments in the form of letters during the preparation 
of the NEM. These letters and responses from the State DOT and PF are attached in Appendix 
F. 

I,",""kl HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
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APPENDIX A: FAA Record of Approval on Original Noise Compatibility Program 
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b. Program r.:easures are j'easonably consistent with achievJ.1lg the 
goals of reQucing existing noncompatible land uses around the airport and 
preventing the introduction of additional noncompatible land uses. 

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

d. Program measures relating to the use of flight procedures can be 
iQplemented within the period covered by the program without derogating 
safety, adversely affecting the efficient use and management of the 
navigable airspaoe and air traffic control systems, or adversely 
affecting other powers and responsibilities of the Administrator 
prescribed by law. , 

Specific limitations with respect to our approval of an airport noise 
compatibility program are delineated in FAR Part 150, Section 150.5. 
Approval is not a deterc1nation concerning the acoeptability of land uses 
under federal, state, or looal law. Approval does not by itself 
constitute an FAA implementing action. A request for federal action or 
approval to implement speoific noise compatibility measures may be 
required, and our deCision on the request may require an environmen~al 
assessment of the proposed action. Approval does not constitute a 
commitment by the Federal Aviation Adc1nistration (FAA) to financially 
assist in the 1mplegentation of the program, nor a determination that all 
measures covered by the program are eligible for grant-in-aid funding 
fl~m the FAA under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. lIhere 
federal funding is sought, requests for project grants must be submitted 
to this office. 

The-UA lil111 publish a notice in the 
of this noise cogpatibility program. 
official notice, although you may do 

Federal Regist-er annowlcing approval 
You are not required ~o give local 

::0 if you wish. 

Completion and approvaL of Your noise compatibility program is a tlajor 
acoocplishment, one which the sta~e should be proud of. The-program is a 
blueprint presenting the tleans for tile state to achieve its goal of 
reducing or eliminating noncompatible land uses around the airport. As 
with al.l, plans, we enoourage the state to periodically review and update 
the program as neoessary to refleot changes in the airport or its 
envirolll4ent. 

Again, congratulations on your approved FAR Part 150 noise compatibility 
program I ~le look forward to working with you on implementation of the 
progl'aJJ. 



Subjec,: 

From: 

To: 

o Memorandum 
USDepca Ii i&. 
of lu IiSiJOIlUlia • 
.. d •• III....,.... 
AdJ,IIIB1.ullcwl 

ACTION: Reoommendation for Approval of the 
Anohorage International Airport Noise 
Compatibility Program 

Manager, Airports Division, AAL-600 

Administrator, AOA-1 

0.,.: 

Repty'o 
Alln 01-

SEP 9 r~--

On April 14, 1988, a notice was published in the Federal Register 
announcing that Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is reviewing a 
proposed noise compatibility program submitted for Anchorage 
International Airport (ANC) under Section 104(a) of the AViation Safety 
and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 ("the Act"). This program was submitted 
Subsequent to a determination by the FAA that associated noise exposure 
maps submitted under Section 103(a) ot the Aot for Anchorage 
International Airport were in compliance with applicable requirements 
effeotive Januarr 22, 1987. Coincident with the April 14, 1988 notice, 
we began the formal 180-day review period for ANe's proposed noise 
compatibility program under the provisions of Seotion 104(a) of the Aot. 
That program must be approved or disapproved as provided for-in Seotion 
104(b) of the Aot. The last date for suoh approval or disapproval is 
October 11, 1988. 

We-have reviewed and evaluated the proposed noise compatibility program 
and--have concluded that it is consistent with the-intent of the Act and 
that it meets the standards set'forth in FAR Part 150 for such programs. 
The requirements of Part 150 were itemized in a checklist (attachment 1) 
which was used to ensure that all required items were present in the 
proposed program. Our recommendations on each of these proposed actions 
are described in the Record of Approval (attaohment 2). Eaoh proposed 
action is desoribed in detail in the Anchorage International Airport Part 
150: Airport Noise Compatibility Program Report (attachment 3). 
The checklist, reoord of approval and dooumentation submitted by ANC 
were reViewed by Airports, Air Traffio, and Flight Standards Divisions 
and by the Regional Counsel. No substantive comments have been received 
from other partioipants in the study nor from other interested parties. 
Eaoh proposed aotion in ANC's proposed noise compatibility program was 
then reviewed and evaluated on the basis of effeotiveness and potential 
oonflict with Federal polioies and prerogatives. These inolude safe and 
efficient use of the nation's airspaoe and undue burden on interstate 
commerce. 



, 

---
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Based on the evaluation procedure described above, we recommend the 
approval of tbe program elements (listed in the Reoord of Approval). 
Please have appropriate headquarters personnel review the draft Federal 
Regi~ ~ (~ttaohment 4 

( 3 Attachments 

Concur 

...L 

~ 

/ 
Approved 

L 

.. 

.~,~w, /2 j?LJiL r : Asso~iate Administrator for Airports, 

J~~_2~p" 

Date 

'1pdf! 

?-~~-.Y¥ 
Assoo~~e Aam1n1strator"for P~liO~~ 

International Aviation, API-1/~;r ~ 

.... -~[ ... ' ~lJ~ IO~f 

Disapproved~ 

/.~~ 
Administrator, AOA-1 /~,t1r,r ;~ 



Introduotion: 

Reoord of' Approval 
Anohorage International Airport 

Roise Compatibility Prograa 
August 31, 1988 

The State ot Alaska, Department ot Transportation and Publ10 Facilities 
(DOT/PF), Anohorage International Airport, sponsored an update of' their 
Airport Kaster Plan and the development ot a Ro1se Compatibility Planning 
study. Federal partioipat1on through the AIP prograa was limited to 
developmant of' the noise compatibllity prograa. Both planning ef'torts 
were aooompliahed oonourrently. However, the noise exposure mmps (REH's) 
were developed and submitted prior to oompletion ot the noise 
oompatibility prograa. 

The Anohorage International Airport noise exposure maps were determined 
to be in oomplianoe with applioable require.ants on January 22, 1987. 
The noise exposure map ident1f'ied a total 1986 population of' 1,018 or 676 
level-weighted population (LWP) inside the Ldn 65 contour, the 1991 and 
2006 total and LWP populationa torecasts equal 1,170/771 and 290/181 
within the unabated 65 Ldn contour respeotively. The rate ot change in 
f'leet mix trom stage II to stage III airoraft is the driving taotor 
resulting in the reduoed impaot levels f'oreoasted. The basis f'or the 
slight population inorease in 1991 is primarily attributed to a very 
minor ohange in tleet mix and a normal population growth within existing 
residant1al areas. The major 2006 reduotion is attributed to oomplete 
integration ot stags III aircraft into the syatem. 

Hoise abataaent alternatives assessed in the nOise compatibility plan 
(Rep) were broken into two oategories: (a) aviation noise alternatives, 
and (b) land use management alternatives. The sponsor, community, and 
FAA's roles are identitied in table SF, page 8-31, under the alternatives 
by eaoh action neoessary f'or implementation. Baaed on the technical 
evaluation and cOllllllents received through the review process, a 16-point 
Hoise Compatibility Prograa has been reoommended (pages 8, 27, 28, 29) by 
the State ot Alaska, DOT/PF, Anohorage International Airport (ABC). The 
items listed in this record ot approval oonstitute the Hep tor ARC and 
can be tound on the reterenced pages ot the Anohorage International 
Airport Roise Compatibility Prograa report. This document reoommends 
approval ot the 13 new alternative aotions and 2 no aotions, as well as 
disapproval ot one reoollllllendation • . . 
The reoommendations below summarize as olosely as possible the airport 
operator's recollllllendations in the noise oompatibility prograa and are 
cross-reterenoed to the program. 



Program Elements (Aviation): 

1. Maximize nighttime preferential runwar use of runway 32, 
supplemented by preferential use of runway 211L. (Pages 8-25) 

2 

APPROVED: This alternative is basically a refinement, altered to 
permit or allow nighttime departures into the arrival stream when 
traffic and weather permits, of the existing preferential runway use 
program. The alternative reduoes noise impacts to the east of ARC. 
This program is initiated by the sponsor and implemented by ATCT. 
The analysia indicates a signifioant deorease in 1991 population 
impaots within the 60 Ldn oontour from 99117 to 3735 (pages 6-18). 
This alternative oan be impleaented readily with only minor costs. 

2. Adopt and inoorporate AC 91-53 and HBAA's close-in departure 
prooedures by amending the Anohorage nine SID and oanoeling the In1k 
three SID. (Pages 8-25) 

APPROVED: This alternative inoorporates aooepted departure thrust 
outbacks annotated in AC 91-53 and HBAA's gUideline prooedures into 
the Anohorage nine. SID as well as the oanoelation of the In1k three 
SID. The In1k three SID addressas runway 6 departures and allows a 
left or north turn over the heart of Anohorage. Canoelation of the 
SID w111 neoessitate a 270 degree turn to the right for north 
departures from runway 6. Under this alternative there would be a 
1991 population of 3,620 persons within the 60 Ldn oontour, 188s 
than 30 people would reside. within the 65 Ldn oontour, and no people 
would be exposed to noiae above 70 Ldn (pages 6-21). Impleaentation 
oosts are limited to administrative efforts and user operational 
oosts. 

3. Traffic Separation. (Pages 8-25) 

Ho aotion required at this time. This measure relates to flight 
prooedures under provisions of 101l(b). This proposed action will 
oontrol the size of the Lake Hood strip and seaplane base traffiC 
patterns by limiting the number of airoraft in the pattern. As a 
result, this proposal can reduoe the oommunity nOise impaots. 
However, no demonstrative noise benefit has been identified or shown 
to co~ur. In addition, Lake Hood trafflc is but one oOmPonent of 

. ·the enoompassing FAR Part 93 airspaoe. Traffl0 separation 
procedures for Lake Hood/Spenard are predloated on oompletion of a 
Part 93 airspaoe review and a request by the sponsor that FAA 
oonduot suoh a revlew. Implementation costs for the most part will 
be limited to FAA administrative costs assooiated with an airspace 
study. 

4. Dlsplaoe threshold at east end of east/west waterlane. (Pages 
8-25) 

Ho action required at this time. This measure relates to flight 
prooedures outlined under provislons of 104(b) and, speciflcally, 
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implementation of traffic separation prooedures, item 3 above. This 
alternative provides for tbe displaoement of tbe east threshold of 
tbe east/west waterlane approximately 1,000 feet to tbe weat. In 
tbeory tbis operational cbange will keep landing aircraft bigher, 
tbereby inoreasing the distanoe between tbe noise souroe and tbe 
reoeiver. The oonoept is reasonably sound; however, when traffic 
permits all of tbe oOllllercial operatora and balf of tbe baaed 
airoraft (all Lake Hood and the western half of tbe fingers) now 
land aa tbis alternatives would require. Only airoraft baaed in 
Lake Spenard end tbe eastern balf of tbe fingers would be &tfeoted. 
In order to have any effeoUveness, the lllUimllll size of the traffic 
pattern must be oontrolled; thereby e11a1nating airor&tt east of 
Lake Spenard between 50 and 65 Ldn. However, the extent of 
effeotiveness in teras of noise benefit has not been demonstrated. 

5. Restriot touob-and-go tra1D1ng operations at the Lake Hood 
ooaplu. (pagea 8-25) 

Disapproved. This item is disapproved from a Part 150 viewpoint due 
to the lack of identified, speoifio noise benefits above tbe 65 Ldn 
contour. 

p'rogram Elements-l~aD~ Use Hanagement): 

Although we reoollllend and approve the following land use management 
teohnique we are unsure of ultimate implementation sinoe the 
Hunioipality of' Anohorage (MOl) has the onlr implementation 
oapahllitr. The MOl was represented on the teohnical committee; 
however, ther did not partioipate in the prooess and, therefore, 
provided little direot input. As a result of FAA's request for 
otrioial MOl CODents the Department of COamunitr Planning responded 
on Hovember 24, 1987, with clarifioationa and questions. The 
Haror's ortice is also now on reoord as of'Deoember 29, 1987, 
generally oonourring with the reoollllendationa on land use management 
artioulated in the HCP (Addendllll 1). As of ret, however, the 
Airport Haater Plan and Part 150 Hoise Study have not been adopted 
br the Anohorage Planning,and Zoning Collll1ssion and the Municipal 
!asellblr. 

Dialogue between, the sponsor and the MOl has been reestablished. and 
. ,the hope is that a coordinated and ,tailored implementation process 

will result. The HCP now containa MOl acknowledgement and 
oonceptual agreement with the reoollllendationa oontained therein. We 
believe the inabilitr to keep the MOl continuously involved in the 
planning prooess is a short ooming of this plan. Ho federal t'unding 
is involved in the land use management reoollllendations. 

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

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the MOA establish a firm 
polioy aga1nat rezoning Dr authorizing conditional uses for any new 
development of residences of anr trpe, when suoh land lies within 
the present or future Ldn 60 oontour of Anohorage International 
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Airport. This reoommendat1on represents good noise planning and as 
suoh is not measursble. Implementation oosts are limited to HCA 
administrative oosts. 

7. Habile Holle and Camper Park Restrictiona: (Pages 6-111, 6-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the HOA establ18h a t1rm 
pol1oy aga1D8t rezoning or authorizing conditional uses tor any new 
developllent ot mobile home struotures and camper parks within the 
present and future Ldn 60 contour. 18 with item 6 above action and 
oost is limited to the MOA. 

8. Soundprooting: (Pages 8-15. 8-26) 

APPROVED: Th18 alternative recommends that the MOA establish a noise 
plan that would .require new multi or single tamily residenoes in the 
airport's present and tuture Ldn 60 oontours to be equipped with a 
toroed air oiroulat1on systell with a ·oontinuous onD switoh to 
permit operation your round and capability ot a ccmplete air 
exchange in the hcme twice each hour and a 20 percent ohange ot 
tresh air every hour. Although this ·alternative would clearly 
reduce noise impaots within the LdD 60 oontour interval, we believe 
that the alternative will be d1ttioult to aohieve. All action and 
implementation cost is limited to the MCA. 

9. Easements: (Pages 6-15, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative recommends that the MOA establish and 
adopt as part ot their subdivision platting review prooess, a 
standard aviation noise easement tor all residential subdivisions in 
the airport's present and tuture Lcin 60 contour. All action and. 
implementation cost 18 limited to the HOA. 

10. Hoise Levels on Plats: (Pages 6-16, 8-26) 

APPROVED: This alternative reoommends that the MOA establish and 
8nd adopt as part ot their subdivision platting review prooess, a 
standard requirement tor noise levels to be noted on plats ot all 
new residential subdivisions or land uses involving residential 
struotures within the airport's present and tuture Ldn 60 oontours. 
The primary purpose ot this alternative is to advise and intorm 

. 'potantial hOlle buyers ot the appropriate years noise levels. All 
action and implementation cost will be borne locally without tederal 
funding. 

11. Comprehensive Planning: (Pages 8-16) 

APPROVED: Th18 alternative reoommends that the MOA ott1cially adopt 
the Updated Airport Master Plan and Part 150 Ho1se Compatibility 
Program tor the Anohorage International Airport and amend the 
Anohorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan accordingly. Again all aotion and 
implementation oost will be borne 100ally without tederal funding. 
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12. Planning Coam1asion Review: (Pages 8-16, 8-26) 

APPROVED: The Planning COmmission should adopt the noise 
oompatibility planning oriteria as outlined and the guidelines for 
land use oompatibility review provided in table 8D for use in all 
planning aotivities pertaining to areas within the airport's present 
and tuture Ldn 60 oontours. 

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

APPROVED: The Munioipality of Anchorage (MOl) should adopt a policy 
pertaining to the use of public land adjaoent to Anohorage 
Intel'llational Airport as outlined in the plan. 

Anchorage International Airport's Six Year Capital Improvement 
Program identities projects necessary tor the development of the 
Lake Hood segment and the tirst preapplioation tor federal tunding 
has been submitted • 

. Upon oOlllPletion ot planned and reco_nded redevelopment of the Lake 
Hood floatplane basin and relocation and reoonstruotion ot the Lake 
Hood runway, oonditions ot noise exposure would ohange enough to 
st1llulate additional noise abatement aotions. The tollowing 
implementing aotions would trigger additional noise mitigation in 
airport and land use management program elements. 

111. Preterential Runway Use·Program-Lake Hood: (Pages 8-27> 

APPROVED: . Upon oompletion ot the new Lake Hood waterway 111/32, the 
airport sponsor should request the implementation ot a waterway use 
program designating departures on waterway 32 as preterred tor oalm 
wind (leBS that II knots) conditions. The progrem should turther 
address preferential use ot westerly arrivals on the east/west 
waterlane tor tloatplane operations in order to enbanoe operating 
capacity on the water surtaoes. Implementation would require a 
sponsor request ot the ARC ATCT. Implementation costs would be 
limited' to sponsor and agency admiDistration asSOCiated information, 
ooamunioation and publioation. 

15. /loise Barrier Walls and Berms: (Pages 8-17, 8-21> 

.• APPROVED: The sponsor and the MOA' should jointly adopt a standard 
design for a n01lle barrier wall and berm to be constructed between 
the revised Lake Hood tloatplane faoility and neighborhoods to the 
northeast. The airport should incorporate such oonstruction into 
the tloatplane development projeot. Projeot development oost is 
expected to be borne by the J.IP grant program. Total estimated oost 
equals .',7611,000 or .212/1f. An option would be a 111-foot high 
berm with a 6-toot high tenoe estimated to oost approximately 25S 
lass. Mitigation resulting from this item would be 11m1ted to 
surtace generated noise. 
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HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
945 University Avenue. Suite 101 
Sacramento. CA 95825 
Tel. (916) 568-1116 
Fax (916) 568-1201 

ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT FAR PART 150 UPDATE 

MEMORANDUM 

To: ' 
From: 
Subject: 

Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Technical Advisory Co~'ttee-MeIlJbeIS 
Steve A1velSOn, HMMH - Part ISO Study Update Project Manager 
FilSt Technical Advisory Comminee Meeting / 

Date: 21 April 1995 ( 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum and itS attachments present material related to the filSt meeting of the Technical 
Advisory Comminee (rAC) for the Anchorage International AirpOIt (AlA) FAR Part 150 Update Study. 

The filSt meeting has four principal purposes: 

• 

• 

• 

To Introduce the Part 150 update process, including principal inputs and outputs, tbe planned 
public participation process, and the anticipated study scbedule. 

To Identify and Introduce key study participants. and discuss their roles and 
respons.ibUities. so tbat all involved parties have a clear undeIStanding of their function in tbe 
study process. 

To review the planned noise measurement program with TAC membelS, particularly to obtain 
input regarding temporary measurement locations. It is also important for TAC membelS to 
Im!lelStand the objectives of the temporary measurement program and how the study team will 
integrate its results with the database from the permanent monitoring system_ 

To discuss study goals and objectives, including solicitation of Advisory Comminee membelS' 
input regarding aircraft noise issues that they would like to see addressed in the study, and any noise 
abatement lIIeasures they suggest be considered. 

To supplement our discussion of these topics, we have appended the following background and discussion 
materials: 

• 
• 

• 

Principal Study Participants and Responsibilities (Anachment A); 
a copy of full FAR Part 150 Update Work Scope (Attachment B); 
a copy of Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150, (Attachment C); and 
selected pages from the 1987 AlA Part 150 Study (Attachment D). 

STUDY SCHEDULE 

The study schedule relates to two principal topics: (1) technical work conducted by the study team and 
related TAC meetings, and (2) the planned public involvement process. 



Technical Schedule 

A submission to the FAA under FAR Pan 150 includes two fonnal elements: (1) a Noise Exposure Map 
and (2) a Noise Compatibility Program. The FAA approved both of these elements of the original FAR 
Pan 150 Study, which was completed in 1987. The purpose of this study is to update these two products, 
to reflect current and forecast aviation and community conditions, plans, and concerns. 

The Noise Exposure Map is a document that provides a detailed description of airpon layout, operations, 
and resulting noise exposure for current and five year forecast conditions. The map also includes detailed 
land use information. By comparing noise exposure and land use information, we can define areas of 
incompatibility according to accepted guidelines. 

We expect to Hevelop the Noise Exposure Map over the next six months. We plan to meet with the TAC 
three times during that period, at the following project milestones: 

An initial "kickoff" meeting at the stan the project, scheduled for 4 May 1995. The study team will 
initiate a week-long measurement program in the week of 15 - 21 June. Following the 
measurements, the study team wiB assemble basic aviation, noise. and land use infonnation required 
for the Noise Exposure Map. 

A second meeting in about three to four months, to discuss the results of the noise measurement 
program, and to present the results of the data collection effon. A key purpose of tbis meeting will 
be to obtain TAC consensus on the adequacy of this database. 

A third meeting two to three months after tbe second (approximately six months into tbe study 
process) to present a Draft Noise Exposure Map to tbe TAC, and to initiate discussion of noise 
abatement alternatives and proposed-analysis. 

After submission of tbe Noise Exposure Map, we expect the development of tbe Noise Compatibility 
Program to up to an additional year. It is difficult to propose a specific scbedule for tbis project pbase at 
this time, because it depends to a large extent on the results of the Noise Exposure Map, and TAC 
concerns. 

The Noise Compatibility Planning Phase of the study includes tbe analysis of noise abatement and land use 
alternatives, the selection of preferred alternatives, and the development of an implementation plan. The 
project scope assumes tbat we will bold up to six meetings of the full TAC during this project phase. It 
would be reasonable to assume that tbes~ meetings will be two to tbree months apan. 

The TAC may wish to establish Tecbnical Subcommittees in specialized areas such as aviation issues and 
land use. The membersbip of each subcommittee will be drawn from the overall TAC, on a yoluntary 
basis. Technical Subcommittee meetings will be held prior to, but in conjunction with, regular TAC 
meetings. Our intention is to bold tbese meetings on the same days as TAC meetings. 

Public Involvement 

In addition to the TAC and subcommittee meetings, tbe public involvement program will include three 
special study-related neWSletters, three open community workshops, and a final public hearing. We expect 
tbe newsletters will be used to announce the workshops. Worksbops will occur on the same day as TAC 
meetings. 
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We suggest tbe following 

• The filSt newsletter and workshop sbould be beld just prior to tbe completion of tbe Noise Exposure 
Map pbase of the project. These actions will allow us to review the draft Noise Exposure Map witb 
all interested parties. With tbis description of tbe existing and forecast noise-land use compatibility 
·situation in band, we can solicit tbe public's input regarding specific issues to be addressed in the 
Noise Compatibility Program phase of the projecL 

The second newsletter and worksbop would be appropriate approximately midway tbrougb the Noise 
Compatibility Program phase of tbe project, wben we bave completed an initial screening of 
compatibility planning alternatives for consideration. In addition, tbis second worksbop should 
follow tbe second round of noise measurements, wbicb we anticipate will occur in January 1996. 

• The tbird newsletter and workshop sbould be held near tbe end of tbe study, wben·we bave 
completed the bulk of the tecbnical analysis of alternatives and developed draft recommendations for 
consideration. 

NOISE MEASUREMENTS 

FAR Part 150 does not require airpon operatolS to measure noise levels in preparing a Noise Exposure Map 
or Noise. Compatibility Program. However, we believe tbat measurements provide important input to our 
understanding of the noise environment. At AlA, we plan to conduct seven-consecutive days of 
measurements during two seasons. The filSt measurements will be conducted from 15-2~ June, to address 
tbe issues of: 1) increased 'Summer" season passenger aircraft operations, 2) increased soutb winds (south 
departures), 3) wanner temperatures (decreased climb perfonnance), and 4) noise from Lake Hood 
floatplane operations. The second round of measurements will be during an off-peak 'Winter" period, 
anticipated to be in December or January. These measurements will address the issues of: 1) preferential 
runway use, 2) reduced passenger ailcraft operations, and 3) colder temperatures (improved climb 
performance). 

A principal purpose of tbe filSt TAC meeting is to obtain committee input on potential measurement 
locations. These decisions are based to a large extent on tbe measurement objectives. 

Objectives of tbe Noise Measurement Proeram 

The noise measurement program bas tbree primary objectives: 

(1) To obtain sbon-tenn samples of noise levels for comparison witb noise contoulS whicb will be 
produced later in tbe project. To suppon this objective, we will attempt to measure at least 24 haUlS 
at each site, to have at least one sample of DNL. Noise monitolS will remain at three sites for the 
seven-consecutive day period. 

(2) To obtain representative infonnation on aircraft and non-aircraft single event noise levels at a broad 
range of sites. Tbese sites will be placed primarily in residential areas. 

(3) To obtain data which we can use to compare seasonal differences in noise levels. This third goal 
will require that the Project Team conduct noise measurements in the winter and summer. We will 
attempt to return to the same measurement locations in each season. 
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Based on the objectives summarized above, discussions with AlA staff, and other available information, 
HMMH bas identified nine potential areas for conducting noise measurements. The figure on the last page 
of this memorandum presents those areas, as discussed below, labeled A through l. 

A South of Runway 14132 - Long-Term Site 

Measurements at this site will provide information on representative single event and daily noise exposures 
levels caused by south departures off of Runway 14 near AlA's south boundary. These measurements may 
be useful in detemtining the effect of the increased terrain elevation on aircraft noise levels in this area. 

B. South of Runway 14/32 - Short-Term Site 

Measurements at this site will provide information on represenlative single event levels caused by south 
departures off of Runway 14 in areas more distant from the south AlA boundary. These measurements 
may be useful in determining the effectiveness of the noise abatement departure tum off of Runway 14. 

C. Southeast of Runway 14/32 - Sbort-Term Site 

Measurements at this site may provide information on representative single event and daily noise exposures 
levels caused by south departures off of Runway 14, east departures off of Runways 6R and 6L, and runup 
and helicopter noise from the Kulis Ajr National Guard Base. 

D. Extended Centerline of Runway 6R/24L - Long-Term Site 

Similar to Site A, measurements at this site will provide information on single event and daily aircraft noise 
levels in the nearest residential areas east of AlA along the extended centerline of Runway 6R/24L It is 
anticipated that single event noise level data gathered at this site will assist with the selection of appropriate 
noise versus-distance curves during the modeling process. 

E. Extended Centerline of Runway 6R/24L - Long-Term Site 

Similar to Site D, Site E is more distant to the east of the airport. It is also anticipated that single event 
noise level data gathered at this site will assist with the selection of appropriate noise velSUS distance curves 
during the modeling process. 

F. East South East of the Extended Centerline of Runway 6R/24L - Short-Term Site 

Similar to Site D and E, Site F is south of the Runway 6R/24L extended centerline in an area that many 
east departures make turns to the south. Single event noise level data gathered at this site will assist with 
the selection of appropriate noise velSus distance curves during the modeling process. 

G. East of Lake Hood - Short-Term Site 

Measurements at this site will provide infonnation on representative single event levels caused by general 
aviation aircraft operations to the east of Lake Hood as weH as commuter and commercial air carrier 
aircraft departures to the east off of Runways 6R and 6L Measurement data from this site may assist with 
the selection of appropriate noise velSUS distance. curves during the modeling process. 
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Measurements at tbis site will provide information on representative single event levels caused by general 
avialion aircraft opera lions to and from Lake Hood. Measurement data from this sile may assist with tbe 
selection of appropriate noise velSus distance cUlVes during the modeling process. 

1. North on Extended Centerline of Runway 14/32 - Sbort-Tenn 

For security purposes, it is likely that this site will be on airport property. It is important for a specific 
technical purpose; to anow us to coHect precise single event measurements in the takeoff power domain of 
flight. Measurements taken at this location will assist in the selection of appropriate noise velSus distance 
CUlVes during the modeling process. This effort will benefit the noise modeling effort in all departure 
directions. 

Potential noise monitoring sites are depicted on tbe 1996 No-Action Aiternat,ive DNI. Contour (Figure llA 
from tbe from tbe Runway 32 Environmental Assessment (EA)). F1ight track maps, depicting north, south, 
and easl commercial aircraft depanures as well as Lake Hood general aviation departures (all from tbe 
Runway 32 EA), follow the potential noise monitoring site figure. These flight tracks bave been provided 
to assist wilh Ibe final site selection process. Final measurement sites will be detennined by a number of 
factors including but not limited 10: technical requirements of tbe study; sile access; site security; proximity 
to flight corridors; and TAC input. 
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2 

1 PRO C E E DIN G S 

21 MS. MCNEES: ••.•• a little bit of sunshine 

31 before it sets this evening. Again, as always, I'd like to say 

4 U thank you for coming. I know that this takes a personal 

51 commitment on everyone's time to be here and to (indiscernible 

61 - background noise). I think we've got all the Technical 

7 n Advisory Committee members at the table, we always like to 

sl invite them to sit at the table. 

91 My name is Peggy McNees, and I think at this point I 

101 see a sea of familiar faces out there and we're all getting to 

111 know one another as this study progresses. At this point in 

121 time, I'd also like to introduce Mort Plumb, the Anchorage 

13 I International Airport Director, and he'd like to make a few 

141 comments. 

15 MR. PLUMB: Me and my 45 minutes prepared 

16 i remarks from the Technical Committee, yeah. I just wanted to 

171 say a few words to start off and the process here is fairly 

lsI (indiscernible - background noise). In the Technical 

191 Committee, of course,. there was time for the public portion of 

201 this, and at the end of this, of course, they'll be taking 

211 questions regarding the technical aspects of tonight's meeting. 

221 First, I wanted to thank the people in the Technical 

231 Committee who have continued to give us really a professional 

24 U effort and good comments. Thank those from the agencies that 

25 I we deal with on a day-to-day basis, like FAA, and Patty here, 
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11 and Bill, and so forth. And thank the citizens that have taken 

2 I the time to come out here. 

31 Although I'm not going to discuss the formal portion 

41 here, as I have done at each of the previous meetings, I would 

51 just say I am available at the airport, through the telephone 

61 and through written word, through fax, through e-mail, et 

71 cetera, but for those of you that have taken the time to come 

8U out here tonight, I will give about just a few minutes. If 

91 there's any questions that pertain to other areas than what is 

10 M going to be talked about tonight in the technical meeting, then 

111 of course you can discuss that. So before I turn it back to 

121 Peggy, is there anyone either on the Technical committee or out 

131 in the audience that has a question or comment for the airport? 

14 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Does that include Lake 

15 I Hood? 

16 MR. PLUMB: Sure. 

17 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Have you come up with a 

18 I noise abatement plan with regard to step-taxi on the lake? 

19 MR. PLUMB: We have a new step-taxi procedure 

20 I that we have produced and distributed. 

21 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: To whom, sir? 

22 MR. PLUMB: That'll just -- and I will check, 

23 I corky ••••• 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The latest bulletin just 

25 I went out here about two weeks ago, and it went out to all the 
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11 tenant leaseholders, permit holders. If you don't have a copy, 

21 I'll be glad to get you one. But it provides for.considerable 

3 1 reductions of old areas that used to be high speed step-taxi 

41 areas as now slow-taxi. 

5 

6 

7! that area. 

8 

9 

10 I gotten one. 

11 

12 M l.n ••••• 

13 

14 

MR. PLUMB: Are you a leaseholder at ••••• 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No, I live right up in 

MR. PLUMB: Oh, okay. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Then you would not have 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: So I have a real interest 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Sure. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I'd be happy to get you a 

15 I copy of the bulletin. 

161 (Indiscernible - background noise) 

17 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Is the bulletin you're 

18 B referring to the GA (ph,> update? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 n Corky? 

24 

25 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Oh, do you have a copy? 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Sure. 

MR. PLUMB: Is there an effective date on it, 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yes, I think it's ••••• 

MS. MCNEES: April 24th. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 K been •..•• 

5 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Fourth? 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No, no ••..• 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No, it wouldn't have 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: .•••• it's recently, like 

61 May 25th, 26th. It's effective now. 

5 

7 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I don't think you're going 

8 I to step-taxi on April 24th. 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: We have -- we have sent 

10M out two in the past month. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15i latest one. 

16 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: All right. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Okay. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: We're living with the 

MS. MCNEES: Just a quick. background so that 

171 everybody understands what we're talking about, last year we 

181 had some pilots call the airport and express concerns about 

190 safety just in the way the aircraft were operating on the lake 

200 itself. And so this is an airport bulletin that's addressed to 

211 pilots and lake operations. And there are some noise abatement 

22 U measures in there, but for the most part it just identifies 

23 n areas in the lake where slow-taxiing can occur as opposed to 

241 step-taxiing, and things like that, but I've made a note, Dick, 

251 and we'll all -- we'll get you a copy. 
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1 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, I would like to get 

21 any and everything that relates to operational procedures, et 

3 U cetera, on the lake insofar as the operations relate. 

4 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: It goes to the •• __ _ 

5 (Tape interrupted) 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• meeting is to have 

71 the folks ••••• 

8 n (Tape interrupted) 

9 MR. PLUMB: Yes? 

10 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Do you have an idea how 

11 H much longer the traffic patterns are going to be changed? 

12 MR. PLUMB: If you're talking about the runway 

13 I 1432 closure, and it appears that Wilder Construction is doing 

141 a great job out there and the target date, I believe, is 7 

6 

15 U July. And so we're hoping to be able to open it up then. I've 

161 been out there fairly routinely and it looks like they're 

17 U movIng right along. So it looks good. 

18 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: We have seen them also 

19 U kind of work toward holidays. If there's a holiday in 

20 I there, ••••• 

21 MR. PLUMB: Yeah. 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• they try and finish 

23 I before that holiday. So unofficially, they may be done by the 

24 N 3rd, but, you know, the 7th is the official date. 

25 MS_ MCNEES: As long as the dry weather holds. 
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1 MR. PLUMB: Yeah. 

2 MS. MCNEES: If it rains, there's only so much 

3 R they can do. 

4 MR. PLUMB: Yeah, yeah. Okay. Anything else? 

5 I Once, twice, three times ( indiscernible) ••••• 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And, too, just quickly on 

7 I this floatplane ops, not to digress too far. There's one other 

8 n significant item in there that we put in to try and reduce 

91 noise, to really discourage departures from west to east, 

10 I particularly early morning hours. 

11 MR. PLUMB: Okay. 

12 UNIDENTtFIED VOICE: Things like this are 

13 ! really important to make here, you know, so I really did want 

14. you all to (indiscernible 

151 to noise. (Indiscernible 

simultaneous speech) as it relates 

background noise) ••••• 

16 MR. PLUMB: And please feel free to stop over 

171 and, you know, go through our files in those areas and our 

18 J library, ·too. We'll be glad to -- you know, to look at some of 

19 H the backgrounds on the FAA Guidelines that cover those things, 

201 and so forth. Not only what we put out, but what we read and 

21. I how we put it together. We do have a library over there you 

22 n can use. 

23 Okay. Thank you. I know some others have meetings. I 

24 U know Tom is going to be talking to, I guess, what, TUrnagain 

251 View community Council here in about 30 minutes, and some other 
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11 things._ So, again, thank you for your participation in the 

21 process. 

3 MS. MCNEES: Thank you, Mort. I'd also like to 

41 -- Corky spoke a minute ago, so I'll and introduce him. He is 

51 the Manager of Airport Operations. Steve Alverson, of course, 

6 I another familiar face at the table. He is the Office Manager 

71 on the west coast for Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, which is 

8 I the firm that we have contracted with to conduct this study. 

9 i And with that, Robert, can we just start with you and just do a 

10 I -quick introduction around the table? 

11 MR. GARDNER: My name is Robert Gardner, the 

121 Plans and Procedures specialist at Anchorage Tower and as well 

13 I as the approach. I'm just here to -- this is my first meeting 

141 concerning the noise study, and I'm just here this is 

151 somewhat of a learning experience for me and perhaps maybe I 

16 I can answer a question. 

17 MS. SULLIVAN: My name's Patty Sullivan and I 

181 work for the FAA in Airports Division as an airport planner, 

191 and Anchorage International's one of my airports. 

20 MR. CORD: I'm Bill Cord, I'm with the FAA in 

211 Air Traffic. I'm the 530 Branch Manager, which is air space 

22 i and procedures, basically. 

23 

24 I representative. 

25 

MR. WALKER: I'm Will Walker, the spenard 

MR. BRADSHAW: Peter Bradshaw, Sand Lake 
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11 Community council. 

2 ~ MR. MCRORIE: 

3 Campbell Community Council. 

Bart McRorie with the Taku 

4 MR. WINCE: Frank Wince, Turnagain. 

5 MR. DODSON: Jim Dodson of the Alaska Airmen's 

6 Association. 

7 I MS. KOZISEK: Laurie Kozisek, Bayshore Klatt 

8 H Community Council. 

9 I MS. QUINLAN: Clarissa Quinlan representing 

10 I Merrill Field. 

11 MR. PETRISHEN: Tim Petrishen, Air Space 

12 I Manager for the Air Force in Alaska. 

13 MS. MCNEES: Great, thanks. Just a few quick 

14 i housekeeping rules and some of these will begin to sound 

15 n repetitive, particular when we meet in the fall, but we always 

161 like to keep the meetings somewhat informal. There's coffee, 

17 n tea over there.- Feel free to get up during the meeting and 

18ft help yourself. There's sign-in sheets here and we do ask you 

19B-to please sign in, even the Technical Advisory committee 

20 I members. It lets us know that you were here, and that way we 

211 can keep track, and particularly if we get questions later on, 

9 

22ft for example, from the community councils we'll have a record of 

23 i who was here. 

241 We'd like to keep the meeting to two to two and half 

251 hours, as I said earlier, to get everybody out and to hopefully 
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18 get a little bit of that sunshine before it goes away. I'd 

211 also like to tell you that starting with this meeting, we will 

3 II be recording these meetings. We get a lot of calls from people 

41 asking, you know, do you have a meeting summary. We're heading 

51 into the alternatives phase and this is the phase where I've 

611 identified for everyone we all need to start rolling up our 

71 shirtsleeves. So we will be recording it and publishing a 

811 summary of the meeting, and so that we'll have a historical 

9 H record as we go through the process •. 

1011 In the past we've entertained comments as we've gone 

1111 through the Technical Advisory committee agenda, comments and 

128 questions from the public. What we'd like to do, starting 

13 I tonight, is to keep the agenda moving in the interests of time 

14 H to just limit conversation to the Technical Advisory committee. 

15' There is a time on the agenda when we will open it up to the 

16 I public. So if you have questions or comments, just please jot 

178 them down and during that session on the agenda I would be 

18 U happy to take those questions and comments. 

19 g A gentle reminder to the Technical Advisory committee 

208 members, you are here representing a group tonight and not your 

210 individual opinions. And we always encourage the Technical 

22 II Advisory Commission -- or committee to function on a consensus 

23 n basis, as opposed to us going out and taking votes or polling. 

24 n To the extent an issue can't be resolved, of course, the 

25 U airport will then step in to aid in that decision-making 
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11 process. 

21 Prior meetings efforts have focused on laying the 

3 I groundwork. You've heard steve and myself get up here and 

41 share a lot of information. We've introduced the Part 150 

5 I study process, we've reviewed the noise monitoring sites with 

11 

6 I the committee, and the planned noise measurement program. Then 

7 i we've come back and shared the results of that noise 

sl measurement program. We've discussed study goals and 

9 I objectives, which included soliciting comments from the 

101 community and the Technical Advisory Committee, and we'll be 

111 providing some feedback and what we heard from you tonight on 

121 some of those areas. 

131 We've already reviewed aircraft noise terminology and 

14 I presented results of, as I mentioned, the winter and the summer 

15 n noise measurement programs. A lot of this groundwork was laid 

161 so that we could all have a common basis of understanding to 

17 I enter into this next phase. So tonight's meeting does present 

lsi a shift. We're looking for some active technical advisory 

191 community participation. I know I've joked with some of you 

201 that there would be a test, as we've passed out a lot of" these 

211 materials. Tonight the test kind of starts. 

22 H So with that, the easy part has been conCluded and I'd 

23 1 like to turn the meeting over to steve Alverson. 

24 MR. ALVERSON: Thank you, Peggy. Greetings, 

251 again, everyone. It's as good as always to be back in 
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1 U Anchorage again, especially on such a lovely day like today. 

2 I This is the ;fourth of our Technical Advisory committee 

3 n meetings. We've now been at this process for a little over a 

41 year, it's hard to believe, but because we have spread the 

51 meetings out and a lot of our activity has been in the data 

61 collection phase, we've now come to our fourth meeting. 

71 Our focus for our effort this evening is on noise 

8 I abatement options. And as a reminder to you, noise abatement 

91 with respect to Part 150 refers to the airport operations, 

101 aircraft operations area, that is noise abatement procedures, 

12 

111 flight tracks, runway use, those types of items, as opposed to 

12 I the noise mitigation measures within Part 150, which generally 

13 n refer to land use type of measures, land acquisition, sound 

141 insulation, those types of measures, as well as compatible 

15iplanning. So tonight, our focus is on noise abatement options. 

161 And what we have and we'll cover in a little bit is a 

171 list of suggested items which came from comments that you made 

181 at our public meetings so far, written comments that we've 

191 received, telephone comments, and it's a compilation of a list 

201 that we'd like to start ttiinking about and bouncing around, and 

211 seeing if there are some ideas that we should pursue for 

221 further,consideration, ideas at this point that we should lop 

23 1 off, or if there are ideas that in fact have not -- that should 

241 be added to the list that we'll go over. 

25 I We also want to this evening get back to and remind you 
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1 D of the FAA Guidelines in the Part 150 process. We'll spend a 

2 I brief amount of time doing that. We also want to break down to 

3 U what types of operations that the airport contributes to the 

41 overall day, night noise level. And you'll recall we've had 

5 I previous meetings talking about the DNL contours, which we have 

6 1 on the graphic over there. Most of our work that we do deals 

7 I with cumulative noise impacts, or 24 hour noise impacts. And 

sl so we'll -- I'll talk briefly this evening about what types of 

9ft activities contribute to those here at Anchorage International 

101 Airport. 

111 Again, the focus of the meeting is to solicit your 

121 thoughts and input on the list of suggestions and add to that, 

131 and we'll also discuss the remainder of this study schedule, in 

14 D particular focusing on when our next Technical Advisory 

151 committee meeting might be. 

161 The FAA guidance within Part 150 -- and, again, Part 

171150 is a regulation which we have to follow for this type of 

lsI study. It's a federally funded study, so we need to comply 

191 with those guidelines. Our goal and our focus is to reduce the 

201 amount of land, existing land, within the areas that are'known 

211 as noncompatible or incompatible uses, and specifically FAA 

22ft defines that as areas within the 65 DNL and greater noise 

23 I contours. 

241 Now previously at Anchorage, Anchorage has worked with 

251 the 60 DNL contour and focused on noise abatement measures that 
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11 helped to draw that contour level in, too. In fact, most of 

2 I the time, those two go hand in hand. You do something to 

14 

3D affect the 65 and it also usually affects the 60. We also want 

41 to focus on measures within Part 150 that will prevent future 

51 incompatibilities. And as you might guess, to a great extent, 

61 land use planning is where that area is most benefited by. 

71 We also as a part of this process cannot introduce an 

81 undue burden on interstate or foreign commerce as a part of 

91 making these types of recommendations. And part of the reason 

101 for going through this is that it may seem relatively easy to 

111 recommend something and just adopt it, but when you start 

121 layering on the types of requirements that we have to meet, 

131 suddenly you have to weigh economic benefits and these types of 

141 trade-offs with the noise abatement benefits of these 

15 I procedures. 

16 U Continuing with the FAA guidance on these, we also as a 

17 1 part of this process will provide for a revision of the 

181 program, and that's relatively simple. Most. Part 150 studies, 

191 and their updates like this study, recommend that they be 

20 I revised every five years, as well as tracked on a more regular 

211 basis. Often times the airports track their noise impacts 

22 i yearly. And so we will make a recommendation to do so, and 

231 Part 150 requires that that occur. 

241 Also, any of these measures that we look at, and 

251 particularly those that we adopt, cannot unjustly be 
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1.5 

1 n discriminatory. And it's important to point out the word 

2 I unjustly. You can discriminate against different operators at 

3 n the airport on the basis of noise. And so if we feel as though 

41 there are operators, or types of aircraft, or a particular mode 

51 of operation that requires attention, and is a large 

61 contributor to the noise impact, then we can focus on that. 

7 I And as long as it meets the rest of the criteria, we can 

81 discriminate against that particular aspect. But we cannot 

91 unjustly discriminate. We can't restrict one type of aircraft 

1.0 n when it's as noisy as another simply because we don't like the 

111 name of that aircraft. For example, it might be a stage two 

121 aircraft versus a stage three aircraft. 

13 I Another important factor in this whole process is the 

141 fact that we cannot diminish the safe and efficient use of the 

151 air space, and that's why the FAA is involved in this. In 

161 addition to having their planning arm, which funds this type of 

171 study, we obviously have folks within air traffic that move the 

18 n airplanes, and it's their job to move them safely and 

191 efficiently. So we're that's another item that weighs 

20 1 heavily in trading off and looking at the noise abatement 

21 II procedures. 

22 Then this next one is pretty wordy. To the extent 

23 I practicable, we have to make sure that these recommendations 

24 n meet both local needs here in Anchorage, as well as the needs 

251 of the national air transportation system, considering the 
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1 H trade-offs of the economic benefits of the airport with the 

2 U noise impacts. And in fact, we may talk a little bit this 

3 I evening in reference to some of the procedures that we'll look 

41 at with respect to Part 161 studies. That is sort of the next 

51 breed of Part 150's where there's a national phase out that's 

61 in place in the Lower 48, and it doesn't apply to Alaska. 

7 I We've mentioned this before. Whereas by the year 2000, stage 

8 I two aircraft, the noisier of commercial air courier craft, will 

9 U be phased out completely in the Lower 48. 

101 And those types of studies really look in depth at the 

111 economic impacts of phasing out or putting restrictions on 

121 stage three aircraft. Although we'll look at economic trade-

13 I offs here, it won't be to that level of detail, but we'll be 

14 I considering that as we go along. 

158 And the also, finally, can these particular measures be 

161 implemented in a manner that's consistent with the way the FAA 

171 carries out it's job. And here it refers to the administrator 

181 of the FAA, but essentially the air traffic controllers, all 

191 the people within the planning sections, can they administer 

20U this, can they carry it out in a manner that's consistent with 

21 H what they're meant to do. 

22 So those are some of the guidelines. And specifically 

23 I with respect to what it is that we're going to attempt to do, 

24 I here is a depiction of the noise contours, which we also see 

251 over there in the graphic. Again, the outermost contour is the 
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1160 DNL contour. It's a 24 hour average. It represents the 

2 I annual average 24 hour day, so it reflects all the different 

17 

3 I operating modes at the airport. And again, we can see that we 

4 I depart to the north quite a bit here, more so than just about 

5 I any other mode. And east the second after that, and south 

6 I after that. And then predominantly the airport arrives from 

7 I the west to the east, over Fire Island and Hog Bay, the two 

8 I east-west runways. 

9" Our goal is to try to reduce the size of these contours 

10 U to remove folks who live within those areas. Again, with 

11" respect to Part 150, trying to get people from outside of the 

12 I 65, which is considered noncompatible, and remove them from 

131 there even by shrinking the contour down or by other means. 

14" And again, we also would like to affect the size of the 60, 

15 I too, if we can, and often, as I said, those two go hand-in-

16 R hand. And again, reminding you the purpose of work this 

17 " evening is to talk about potential measures from an aircraft 

18.1 operational flight track standpoint and runway use standpoint 

191 that would affect the shape and size of those contours. 

201 One other important factor that we want to keep in 

21 i mind, too, is that we try not to as a part of this process 

221 introduce new people to noise impacts that they didn't have 

231 before. We try not to shift noise from one location to 

241 another. And as we sit around the Technical Advisory 

25 I Committee, we have different community groups that have perhaps 
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11 opposing needs, and one item that might benefit one community 

21 may in fact affect another adversely, and we have to balance 

3 I and weigh those. 

41 Ultimately, what we want to do as a part of this 

51 process is to take these popUlation impacts that we see here, 

61 and these are estimates based on the dwelling units that are 

18 

7 I within those noise contours, and you can see that we've broken 

81 it down into each of the contour levels within five decibel 

91 increments. And primarily focusing on removing as many of the 

lOU 1,570 people that are in the 65 DNL out of those contours. And 

111 again, a secondary benefit that we will work for is to try to 

121 remove as many of those 60,000 -- or 6,890 people that are 

13 I between the 60 and 64 contour, and shrink that down, too. And 

14 I again, i~ goes hand-in-hand with the dwelling units. As we 

15 I pull the dwelling units out, the number of people go down. 

161 So that's the concept of what we're attempting to do in 

171 terms of looking at these various abatement alternatives. And 

18 I now for some food for thought about what types of things affect 

191 the noise, the DNL, at Anchorage International Airport the 

20 I most. And the first of these -- in fact, they may be out of 

211 order in your packet, but we'll see. Or mine up here might be 

22 lout of order. The first one is taking a look at the overall 

23 1 DNL and I chose three different sites to look at this evening. 

24 H And of course, we could have done this for all of the sites 

25 I that we measured noise at. 
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1 You might remember that Site A is just to the south of 

21 the airport, the Tanaina Hills area. It's the very first site 

31 for southerly departures as they head out. And we also --

41 before I go back to there, we're going to look at site D, which 

51 is the very first site east of the airport for aircraft 

6 0 departing east. We're also going to look at site H, which is 

7 I the site that was representative of Lake Hood operations and 

8 I Lake Hood noise. And all of these graphics that we're going to 

9 I be looking at are percentages or contributions of noise, they 

10 i are not operations. And it's important to distinguish. 

110 So as we look at the breakdown of the day-night level 

120 of noise at Site A south of the airport, 83 percent of the day-

131 night noise level there is due to nighttime operations, and the 

14" remaining 17 percent, of course, is due to the daytime 

151 operations, which is quite a staggering figure. And you'll 

16 I recall from the various· meetings that we've gone through so far 

171 that nighttime operations, and night is defined as between 

18i operations between 10:00 o'clock at night and 7:00 in the 

19 U morning, each of those are pe~lized (ph) by 10 decibels as a 

201 part of the DNL metric, the day-night level metric. So in a 

218 sense, naturally the nighttime has a very significant weighting 

22M on the operations -- or on the noise impact here. 

23 I And one of the things that Peggy mentioned as she 

240 looked at these graphics, as we were preparing for this 

251 evening's meeting, is she said, well, we don't have a very 
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11 large ~ercentage of nighttime operations. And what I did was 

2ft took a look at the percentage of nighttime operations. The 

20 

3 I overall nighttime operations are 19 percent, and that includes 

41 GA, commuter, air carrier, and military activity. The air 

51 carriers which account for the vast majority of the noise 

61 impact south and east of the airport account for only 8 percent 

71 of the activity. So 8 percent of the operations account for 83 

81 percent of the noise at site A south of the airport. 

91 So as you can tell, I'm leading you down a path to help 

lOU focus on what are the types of things that we should look at 

111 and focus on, and clearly one of them is activity at night. 

121 That's true of Site A to the south, it's more so true of Site D 

13 U to the east where nearly 90 percent of our impact in that are, 

141 of our day-night level, is due to nighttime activity. And 

150 again, the remaining 11 percent is due to the daytime activity. 

161 And then finally for this series of pie charts, we take 

171 our site H, the northeast site as I've indicated here, this is 

18 D the site that is affected by Lake Hood operations, and we can 

190 see there's a bit of difference there. There is more of a GA 

201 influence here, there are fewer GA operations during the· 

211 evening than there are, at least proportionately with respect 

221 to their carrier, as there are air carrier activities that are 

23 I scheduled at night, as we know, passenger as well as cargo 

241 activities. So we begin to see the difference between a site 

25 I that's affected by Lake Hood operations and a site that's 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-osn/Fax 274-8982 

1007 WEST THIRD AVEIIUE 
2n-7S1S 

ANCHORAGE. ALASO. 99SDl 



2~ 

~H affected by the air carrier operations. And as I've mentioned 

2 I at past meetings, the vast majority of the noise at the airport 

3 n is driven by the air carrier activity, with the exception of 

4 I those communities right next to the Lake Hood facility. 

51 Taking those nighttime numbers and breaking them down a 

61 little bit further, and again starting with site A and 

7 1 progressing from our southeast to northeast activity, I took 

8 R three of the different aircraft types that had a larger 

9 n percentage of nighttime operations within the air carrier 

~oH group. And again, when I refer to air carrier, I'm speaking 

~~R both of cargo and passenger operations. And as we can see from 

12 H the graphic that the 737 200, which is a stage two passenger 

~3 D jet, although Alaska operates some of them as a combined 

~4n passenger-cargo operation, accounts for about 70 percent -- ~7 

~51 percent of the nighttime noise at site A. 

~61 727's, which are operated by Delta at times. to Salt 

~7 n Lake, and also Reeve Aleutian -- and I'm not naming airlines to 

~81 point fingers at them, but Peggy actually asked me earlier 

~9 I today who were the ca~iers that were operating 727's. Because 

201 it's a noisier aircraft, it makes up 3~ percent of the 

211 nighttime noise. And again, we're not speaking of operations 

22 I now, we're talking about it's percentage of noise. 

23 I And then, finally, the 747's at site A make up about 27 

241 percent of the nighttime noise, with the rest of the operations 

25 n accounting for 25 percent of that. 
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11 And again, when Peggy looked at these, she said, well, 

21 wait a second, what about the operations level, how do they 

31 correlate to these numbers? And again, a rough calculation 

41 indicated that 747's are about 10 percent of the total 

51 nighttime operations, yet they account for about 27 percent of 

6 I the noise. 737 200's are about 6.2 percent of the nighttime 

7 D operations, and at this site they account for 17 percent of the 

81 noise. And then 727's interestingly are about 2 and 1/2 

91 percent of the nighttime operations, yet because of their noise 

101 characteristics they account for about 31 percent of the noise 

111 at this particular site. 

121 Carrying this theme to the east, we take a look at 

131 those same types again. We can see here that the 737 200 has a 

141 little bit less of an influence there. Yes? 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Do you have any idea how 

16 I much of this is cargo and how much of it is strictly passenger? 

17 -MR. ALVERSON: Yes, the 747's, for the most 

18! part, are representative of cargo aircraft. The remainder of 

19 i 'the activity -- the 737 200's are again a predominantly 

201 passenger operation. And I'm not certain about the seven two's 

211 because I know there are some that are cargo in there. 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Mostly passenger. 

23 MR. ALVERSON: Mostly passenger, I would think, 

24 I yeah. The 737 200's to the east are less than they were to the 

25 I south, and part of the reason for that is there are a number of 
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11 things that influence the impact at these areas. One of them 

21 is the aircraft performance, the runway use activity out in 

3D that area, and because south operations occur predominantly 

23 

4 I when it is a wind-driven situation, most of the aircraft go up 

5 I there and depart down to the south. It's essentially everyone 

6 I who's doing it at that point in time. 

7 I With respect to the east,. we can see that 747's take up 

8 I a higher percentage because they have used that runway 

9 I historically because of its length. Now that the north runway 

10 n has been extended and they're using it quite a bit more, we 

111 should see that number being reduced. And the 727's are also 

121 fairly high, and that is a function predominantly of the 

13 I characteristics of that aircraft, the way it performs and its 

14 I noisiness, out in that particular area. 

lsi And then switching over to the northeast site, or the 

16 1 Lake Hood site that we can call it for this evening, we can see 

17 I that the commercial air carrier aircraft don' t make up a high 

18 I percentage of the noise over there. And that's what we would 

191 expect. It's influenced predominantly by floatplane and 

20 I wheeled activity for the gravel strip. 

210 Some of the aircraft that do influence that site 

221 influence it in different ways because of how they operate. 

23 I The 747's are low to the ground and still going down the runway 

24M before they lift off as they pass to the sideline of that site. 

251 727's to a great extent are in the same type of mode, where the 
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1U 737 200, because of their performance, are up. And you now 

21 have a direct line of sight between the 737 200's at that site, 

3 U whereas the other aircraft are getting attenuated because 

49 they're in their ground roll at that point in time. But again, 

51 in terms of noise abatement procedures and looking at these 

60 options that we'll look at this evening, it's clear that a 

71 focus here in on GA, which is what we would expect. 

8 I Then one of the issues that's been discussed in the 

9 H past is the issue of stage two versus stage three. And I'll 

10 H briefly define those two categories again. stage two refers to 

111 the older, noisier commercial air carrier. Generally, we're 

12 H talking about jet aircraft here. They're classified as stage 

13 H two or stage three under Federal Aviation Regulation Part 36. 

14 I And as I also had mentioned earlier, as of the year 2000 in the 

15 i Lower 48 stage two either go away, they're phased out, or 

16 I they're turned into stage three aircraft by various methods, 

17 I retrofitting, re-engining, or placarding (ph) using different 

181 flap and thrust settings. 

191 Here at site A to the south, stage two account for 

20U about 59 percent of the noise impact there. And again, Peggy 

21 U had asked me to take a look -- because we're not speaking of 

22 I operations, again we're speaking completely of noise at this 

23 I point in time. And stage two operations at Anchorage represent 

241 about 10.6 percent of all operations, yet at this site they 

25 I represent almost 60 percent of the noise. And I should also 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
2T7-osn/Fax 274-8982 

1007 \/EST THIRD AVENUE 
2n-7S15 

ANCHORAGE, ALASI:A 99501 



111 point out that we've shifted gears a little bit, and this is 

21 total noise, both day and night, we're not looking just 

3 I strictly at nighttime noise here. 

25 

41 with respect to the air carrier activity, looking at 

51 that as a group, and for our modeling effort here, the stage 

61 two represent about 36 percent of the activity. So 36 percent 

71 of the noisiest group of operations, if you will, for this 

8 H particular site represent about 59 percent of the noise. 

91 I should also point out, as I'm switching slides, 

10 I that ••••• 

11 MS. SULLIVAN: I think I heard something 

121 incorrect, because I just -- can I ask a question to clarify 

13 II that for myself? I tho~ght initially you had said that the 

141 stage two aircraft accounted for 10.6 percent of all 

151 operations. 

16 MR. ALVERSON: That is correct. 

17 MS. SULLIVAN: And then ••••• 

18 MR. ALVERSON: GA, commuter, •••.• 

19 MS. SULLIVAN: Okay. 

20 MR. ALVERSON: ••••• all operations at the 

211 airport. 

22 MS. SULLIVAN: Okay. 

23 MR. ALVERSON: Then the 36 percent applies just 

241 to the air carrier jet ••••• 

25 MS. SULLIVAN: Okay. 
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MR. ALVERSON: ••••• category. 

MS. SULLIVAN: Okay. 

26 

3 MR. ALVERSON: Because most of the time, people 

4 6 iook at the stage three, stage two percentage of airports 

56 exclusively on the air carrier jet basis. When airports refer 

61 -- they say, well, we have a 70 percent stage two or stage 

7. three fleet, they're generally talking about the jets only. 

81 site D to the east tracks very similarly, as we might 

9 H expect, that again stage two makes up the bulk of those 

10 n operations. And before Patty raised her question, I was going 

111 to mention that we have to keep in mind, too, that even though 

121 stage two generally refers to a noisier type of aircraft, it's 

13 D not exclusively that way because stage two is done on the basis 

14 I of engines, and weight and size of an· aircraft, and so you can 

15i have some stage three, inferred quieter aircraft, that are 

161 noisier that some stage two aircraft. But as a general rule, 

171 stage two represents the noisier bunch of aircraft. 

181 Again, here, 58 percent, and then as we move to the 

19 I northeast site stage .two, as we again would expect because the 

20 I GA influence, is ·only about 23 percent of the noise at that 

211 area. And based on the graphic that we looked at before, we 

22 I might assume that some of that stage two noise at that site is 

231 from 727 activity, as well as some of the stage two 74's (sic) 

24 I that are flying to the north. 

251 And then finally, wrapping up our pie chart activity, I 
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11 know there's three more here, one of the questions that I have 

2 I heard at least for the last year and if not longer is a 

3 n perception on the part of the community that the cargo 

41 aircraft, in particular the 747's, are a problem with respect 

51 to noise here. And there's no question that they're relatively 

60 loud. But it was sort of fun or interesting to put into 

71 perspective on an overall basis how much of the noise problem 

81 do the 747's account for. And this is including both stage two 

9 n and stage three 747, and predominantly cargo aircraft. And out 

101 of all of the noise at the airport at site A to the south, they 

111 account for about 28 percent of the noise as a group or 

12 n category. 

13 I And off to the east, because again the east runway is 

14 I used as an alternate to a north departure when the 747 pilots 

15H need it due to the length and load, about 35 percent of the 

161 total noise is made up of the 747's at that site. And then 

17 I perhaps one of the one's that's most -- was most interesting to 

18] me is that, again, because they're on the ground, on the roll, 

191 not quite airborne yet as they go sideline to that northeast 

200 site, 747's only make up 2 percent of the noise at the site H 

211 off to the northeast. 

22 n One thing that I think is important to point out, I 

23 I think one of the reasons why 747's are perceived as being a 

241 significant part of the problem is multi-fold, and I -- I think 

251 I can only address a couple of them. One is certainly their 
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11 size. They are very large, they are loud, they are different 

21 sounding than some of the other aircraft because of the turbo 

28 

3 I fan high bypass engines. Also, one of the other items I think, 

41 particularly for the folks who live east of the airport, is the 

5 I fact that they do tend to take that runway, or have at least 

6 I historically before the north runway was extended, when 

7 H aircraft were operating in different modes, particularly 

8 I arriving from the west, east, and departing to the north, and 

9 I suddenly at 6:00 o'clock in the morning you have a 747 

10 I ·departing over your house. 

111 So a part of the fact that they operate -- or have 

121 operated differently than a majority of the other air carrier 

131 passenger fleet, I think, tends to have us focus as a community 

14 I our attention on those particular aircraft types. Hopefully, 

15 I as the three two extension gets used more and more, and Peggy, 

161 you were mentioning that perhaps you have heard some of the 

17 I community members east, before the north-south runway was 

18 I closed, •••• 

19 MS. MCNEES: Right. 

20 MR. ALVERSON: ••••• commenting that it seems to 

21 H have gotten better as more carriers more cargo carriers use 

22 i the north runway. So that's just sort of an interesting 

23 I sidelight. 

241 And again, trying to set our focus for our discussions 

251 this evening. And one of the comments that we've heard in the 
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1 H past is, that all of our meetings up to now have been a 

2. dialogue, some people might call it a monologue or a diatribe 

3 n by me, and I don't want that to be this this evening. We're 

4 n starting the part of our process where we really want to work 

29 

5 U on and think about ways to minimize and reduce our noise impact 

6 i problems. 

7 n In the Technical Advisory Committee memo that was sent 

88 around, we had about 50 different measures or suggestions that 

98 were in there, as I had mentioned earlier, that were culled 

101 from a number of different sources and items. What I attempted 

111 to do was to run through that and group these into areas that 

12 U might make a little bit more sense to us. And I'll run through 

131 these very briefly and then I'm going to sit down and be quiet 

141 and listen to you all talk about what you think 'of these 

15 I measures are good, which ones we might want to drop, some that 

16. you might want to add,' and certainly we can also do this as we 

171 go along. 

18 U The measures that I grouped into the overall category, 

19 r those are measures that if they were to be put into place and 

20 I be adopted -- and that's not to say that all of these 

211 potentially can be. Some of them might not work with respect 

22 n to the guidelines that -- earlier, that they would generally 

23 1 improve noise for the entire airport environment. And many of 

241 these, you will see, are directed towards the commercial air 

251 carrier aircraft, because that's been a large focus, but there 
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1. are also a group of them that are geared towards Lake Hood 

2 I operations. And I'll just run through these. Require noise 

3 I reduction kits on older engines, prohibit stage two aircraft 

41 from using Anchorage International Airport, ban stage one 

30 

51 aircraft between 10:00 at night, and that should be 7:00 in the 

61 morning instead of a.m. (sic). And stage one aircraft were the 

7 I older aircraft that are completely banned within the United 

8U states, although there are some foreign carriers that operate 

91 aircraft, perhaps some of the Russian types that are on the 

101 ragged edge of stage one and stage two. And I think that's 

111 where that comment had come from. And I should mention that 

12 I neither myself nor Peggy necessarily generated these. Many of 

13 H these came from community members. 

14 I The reduced landing fees for noise compliant airlines, 

151 airlines that follow procedures, reduce their landing fees is a 

161 suggestion. Cap the number of stage two departures at 

17 U Anchorage International Airport. Gradually eliminate the stage 

181 two airclraft, which would seem to imply to me a phase-out much 

19 R like what is going on at a national level in the Lower 48. And 

201 the final one in the overall category is to prohibi~ operations 

211 between 10:00 at night and 7:00 in the morning. 

22 Is there a preference with the group? Would you like 

23 I to talk about this particular set? And one thing I want to do 

24 I is see if we can't certainly get through all of them this 

251 evening, but if now is a good time to discuss some of these or 
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11 add to them, or eliminate, I -- it's up to you. 

2 MS. SULLIVAN: It seems to me like it's a good 

3 1 idea to talk about them as you've grouped them. 

4 MR. ALVERSON: Okay. 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And I would like to add 

6 I ask some additional questions about the viability of some of 

7 I these before making a decision. 

8 MR. ALVERSON: Yeah, I should ••••• 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I mean, do you want a 

101 prioritization ••••• 

11 MR. ALVERSON: Yeah. 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• of these ideas? 

13 MR. ALVERSON: I think what we're looking for 

141 this evening are general indications of whether or not these 

lsi seem like they're worth looking into. I know in some cases you 

161 can't really comment on them until you k~ow whether they might 

17 I have any effect or not, whether they're possible or not, and 

181 some of that actually lays ahead in our work beyond this 

191 particular meeting •. But I think suggestions of additional 

208 ideas, if they're any that the group feels we should 

211 (indiscernible - background noise), some that you might have 

221 already suggested yourself and would like them modified, any 

23 I that you might want to seek explanation from the people who may 

241 have suggested them. That's the kind of guidance we're looking 

25U for this evening. 
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18 And I also should point out, too, that if in fact there 

21 is a particular item that we all -- that this group agreed 

3 n would be the best possible thing, too, we have a limit with 

41 respect to our scope of work of how many of these types of 

51 things that we could look at. So it would help if we could at 

61 some point go back, take the ones that are most promising with 

71 respect to reducing noise impact, and focus on those to look at 

8! as part of our noise abatement process. And clearly we'll be 

9 I discussing that with the airport. 

10 MS. KOZISEK: I'm coming to this meeting with a 

111 lot of skepticism because at one of the previous meetings it 

121 was mentioned that there was a study of this sort in 1989 in 

13 I which they came up with 10 suggestions, and they're still 

141 studying all of them. So I'm wondering if, number one, are any 

15 I of these viable or will they just be studied; number two, will 

16 n the FAA agree to any of- these, because obviously we have to 

17 U have FAA agreement or enforcement; and number three, do any of 

18 I them slip past this cannot impose undue burden on commerce 

19U-clause, because every single one of these is going to hit the 

201 airlines in the pocketbook. 

21 MR. ALVERSON: I think you asked about three or 

22 I four questions, and I'll see if I can remember each of those. 

23 U With respect to being skeptical and do we expect anything to 

24 B happen from this, certainly I hope so. That's why I'm here and 

25 n making the effort. A great deal of what happens after the 
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11 study's done rests with those people who have the power to 

21 implement. The airport to work with the FAA and the airlines 

33 

3 n to make sure that these measures get implemented. with respect 

4 R to the land use issues, it's working with the Municipality to 

5 I get those particular things implemented. And I think quite 

61 frankly some of what happened with the last study was follow-

71 through. Things that should have 9'otten done didn't get done, 

8 U although Peggy will attest that some of the things that needed 

9 n to get done did. Perhaps it hasn't brought the issue as far as 

10 n people would like it, also, because of -- the operations have 

111 changed in nature. People who may not have experienced 

12 n problems before and are now may not seem as though there was 

13 I any progress made, but there may have been. So I do hope, in 

141 fact, that there's some process in that -- or progress in that 

151 (indiscernible - voice trails off) ••••• 

16 MS. MCNEES: steve, let me just add a little 

171 bit to that. Laurie, you make some real valid comments. One 

18 1 of the key areas while this study has been g.oing on has been 

19 I working on implementing those recommendations from the 1988 

20 I study. When we did the Sand Lake school exchange, there·were 

211 clauses put in to that with the Municipality that by a certain 

22 « date they had to enact some land use measures. And we are 

23 i working with them and there are draft ordinances that are going 

24 n back and forth, being reviewed by legal departments. 

251 Another recommendation that readily comes to mind was 

R & R C 0 U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-0572/Fax 274-8982 

1007 WEST THIRO AVENUE 
272-7515 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 



11 elimination of the core (ph) departure, which is the pattern 

2 I when the airpraft departs to the east then they head to the 

3 I north over town. And that was one, we worked with the air 

40 traffic control tower on that and ultimately wound up instead 

51 of eliminating it in total, we eliminated it during the 

34 

61 nighttime ~ours, which is considered more offensive. That will 

71 be something that you will see on one of these lists later, and 

8 I it's something we want you to read because we recognize we can 

91 implement it. 

101 As steve said, there's been changes in traffic types 

111 and we need to revisit that situation. The implementation and 

12 1 follow-through, as steve said, is key and I can tell you the 

131 airport is -- we wouldn't be going through all of this effort, 

14 H and we're trying to make progress on the implementation of the 

15 f study at the same time. So I hope that helps your skepticism 

161 somewhat. 

17 MS. SULLIVAN: And I guess I'd like to add, too 

181 -- it's something that Steve already said, but the 

191 responsibility for implementation doesn't lie just with the FAA 

201 or the airport. The Municipality is really key. They're not 

21 i key, per se, for the noise abatement measures, but they're also 

221 a key player in all this when we get into looking at the 

231 mitigation measures. And as far as your skepticism, I guess in 

241 some respects, going through this initial grouping, maybe the 

25 I way it's grouped and talking about these initially you maybe 
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1 U have good reason for skepticism or concern because a lot of 

2 U these, as we go through them, they're things that are covered 

3 I under Part 161 that right now there's not the authority in 

48 place to implement. There's a whole another rigorous analysis 

51 that would have to be done in order to even entertain 

61 implementing any of these measures, or a large share of the 

71 measures that are in this first grouping. And ••••. 

8 MR. ALVERSON: I think I'm to add on to what 

9 B Patty would say, most of these, although not all of them, are 

10 I what you might refer to as rather drastic measures. However, 

118 because there is not a stage two phase-out within the state of 

12 n Alaska, it could be a particular focus or a study point for the 

13 I study to say, well, what does the future hold for us? I've 

14 I mentioned at previous meetings that Anchorage does benefit from 

151 the phase-out that's going on in the Lower 48, particularly if 

161 a carr- -- again, not to pick on anyone, but Alaska Airlines, 

171 because they operate in Lower 48 airports, they do have to meet 

18 I the stage three phase-in or the stage two phase-out. Carriers 

19 I who operate completely within the state of Alaska with stage 

20 i two aircraft don't. And so •.••. 

21 MR. BRADSHAW: Let me just state -- let me just 

22 n understand that. Are you saying it's in the year 2000 Alaska 

23 I Airlines will not be allowed to fly any stage two aircraft in 

24 I Alaska ••••• 

25 MR. ALVERSON: To the Lower 48. 
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1 MR. BRADSHAW: Okay. That does not prevent 

2 II them from flying stage two aircraft internally, though? 

3 MR. ALVERSON: That's correct, yes, although 

4 I they do fly the bulk of the operations (indiscernible - voice 

51 trails off) ••••. 

6 MR. BRADSHAW: Yeah, but they are flying via 

71 two stations, correct, currently? 

8 MR. ALVERSON:. That's correct. So there may 

91 not be a specific one of these items that you would focus on 

101 and try to run with, but we might use the theme of where is 

111 Anchorage going to be with respect to stage two and what does 

12 I that mean with respect to noise impact to look at that. 

131 Some of these other items, such as reducing landing 

141 fees for noise compliant airlines, has worked the opposite 

151 direction at other airports in the United States. Airports 

161 have imposed noise related landing fees for non-compliant 

36 

171 aircraft. And again, this would be an issue of economics from 

181 the airport. It generally tends to be better to get more money 

19 I than you're getting in because someone's being bad, than giving 

20 I back money, because most of the airlines are compliant with 

211 most of the airport's noise abatement procedures here. That 

22 I would probably be prohibitively expensive. 

23 I Then the issue of a curfew, the last bulleted item 

24 I there, prohibit operations between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

25 I Again, that's rather extreme. There's a large number of 
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1 n commercial passenger activity that goes on, the bank that 

2 n occurs between here and Seattle at -- between 11:00, 12:00, 

3111:00 o'clock in the morning to get people there for the next 

37 

41 business morning, is significant. And I would imagine a number 

51 of people in this group have flown on those types of flights 

61 before. I have. And it's surprising that those planes are 

71 full. And also there are cargo operations that use the airport 

81 at night. 

91 However, this type of measure, which is echoed in some 

101 of our other ones, can be input into effect to help minimize 

111 operations at night by directing aircraft away from the 

121 residential areas at night. We currently have a nighttime 

131 preferential runway use procedure. We'll be looking at that 

141 and I think it's recommended a little bit. You'd want to try 

15 I to pull operations away from the south and the east during the 

16 i nighttime periods, and send them out over the water if you 

171 possibly can. So even though that's relatively extreme 

181 operation or type of abatement measure, perhaps it can be 

191 looked at in a different light. 

201 And I agree with Patty, most of these are relatively 

211 extreme type of issues that if, for whatever reason, we decided 

221 it's worthwhile pursuing it in trying to put some type of 

23 i limitation in place, for example a stage two limitation, it 

24 I would no doubt trigger a Part 161 study. 

25 MS. SULLIVAN: And I guess the FAA's policy on 
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11 measures like this is that their measure is only a last resort, 

21 and that what should be done in this study is attempt to 

3 I adequately reduce noise impact through other measures first and 

41 strive to do the things that are the less drastic measures 

5 I first. So ••••• 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Well, in light of what 

71 Patty said, it seems to me we need to know which one of these 

81 items that you've got listed are beyond the purview of the 150 

91 study and that fall under the 161, so we know what would 

101 possibly be later in a 161, rather than get too heavily 

111 involved in talking about them right now, because we don't know 

12H obviously. 

13 MR. ALVERSON: Yeah, everything except for 

14 I reducing the landing fees, and in fact even prohibiting the op-

15 f -- the curfew would probably be a Part 1.61. So the only item 

16 i on there that would be a non-Part 1.61. item would be reducing 

17 I the landing fees for noise compliant airlines. The rest of 

181 those smack of some type of effort to reduce or eliminate stage 

191 two aircraft. And then the final item on there, curfews in 

20 U general are ones· that -- that may not fall under Part 161, but 

211 particularly in an airport like this where there is a fair 

221 portion of operations at night, it would be a very drastic 

231 measure. And it's one that quite frankly, not speaking for the 

241 airport, I couldn't imagine that the airport would support as a 

25 I part of this effort. 
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2 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Or the community. 

MR. ALVERSON: Or the community -- some 

3 n portions of the community. 

41 (Indiscernible - simultaneous talking) 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Well, I would think, you 

61 know, 50 -- 50 weeks out of the year when they complain about 

71 it, less those two weeks that we want to go on vacation, some 

39 

8 I of those red-eye flights are the only way to make connections. 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) interstate 

101 commerce. 

11 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, and for those of us 

12 I who like to get packages -- overnight deliveries, that's just 

13 I about the way to go any more. 

14 MS. SULLIVAN: Yeah, something that I'd like to 

15 I point out, as a representative for the FAA, the stage two 

16 I exemption from the phase-out for Alaska and Hawaii was a 
-

17 I congressional ·action. 'It was not an FAA decision. The FAA is 

181 just in the position of implementing Congress's decision. So 

191 if that's going to be changed, it's going to be changed as an 

20 U action outside of what the FAA has the purview and authority to 

211 change. So, you know, it's important to note that it was done 

22 I as a Congressional action. 

23 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I think one other thing to 

24 I note, Steve mentioned it a couple of times tonight, too , with 

25 I respect to the stage two versus stage three issues, the focus 
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1 H of the .airport and with FAA has been to take operations over 

2 n the water as much as we possibly can, but I think we have a 

3 I very unique opportunity to redirect some of the traffic which 

4 a ultimately will achieve will the same end. So I think that's 

40 

5 I another reason why perhaps we don' t need to spend a lot of time 

6 i on that particular issue. 

7 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

8 MR. BRADSHAW: Yeah, before you go on 

91 actually, there's a couple of questions I would add onto that. 

10 I These relate to the stage two aircraft, which (indiscernible -

111 voice trails off). You take average noise figures, and that's 

12 I what we use in these studies to assess noise. But in reality, 

13 U it's the individual events that tend to affect us most, either 

14 I because of sleep disruption or disruption of our activities 

15 I during the day (indiscernible - voice trails off). And this 

161 is stage two aircraft we're talking about here. Because we're 

17 I not included in the Lower 48 exemption, can we expect to see 

18 I. more stage two flights in Alaska in the future as a result of 

191 airlines moving their fleets around to take advantage of this 

20 I situation? And maybe Peggy would be prepared to answer that 

211 question. 

22 MS. MCNEES: Peter, I don't know that we have 

231 an answer. I think what we have seen, some of the numbers that 

241 Steve presented, and comparing those to numbers that I had 

251 looked at two years ago, I think what we are seeing is a 
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1 n gradual increase in stage three and that we are realizing 

2 n benefits because the aircraft that operate here also operate in 

3 n the Lower 48. 

4 MR. BRADSHAW: Let me understand that answer 

5 1 correctly. Are we seeing an increase in stage three and a 

6 I reduction in stage two, or are we seeing an increase in air 

7 I traffic at the airport in total? Are the actual numbers of 

81 stage two departures decreasing, is that what you're saying? 

9 MS. MCNEES: Peter, my answer is a tentative 

101 yes. I would want to go back and look at the numbers and then 

111 compare that a little bit further with what steve presented. 

12 1 But I believe the answer to that is yes, that stage two is 

13 i gradually decreasing. 

14 MR. ALVERSON: I believe the answer to that is 

15 I yes, too, based on the operations numbers that I've seen to 

16 1 start with. 

17 MS. SULLIVAN: And there was an amendment to 

18 n the legislation at that start of that phase-out. In 1991, 

19 n there was an amendment specifically to address the concern of 

20 n whether or not stage two' aircraft woulJi be dumped into Alaska 

211 and Hawaii, and a cap was placed on the number of stage two 

22 1 aircraft that were -- could be operating in Alaska and Hawaii, 

231 and it was based on the date of the original legislation in 

2411990 when the phase two of stage two started, if that -- I said 

251 it -- because there was lot of -- kind of mouthful, so ••..• 
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1 MR. BRADSHAW: Is anybody monitoring that, that 

2 1 traffic against the cap to ensure they're complying? 

3 

4 

5 

61 actually ••••• 

7 

8 

MS. SULLIVAN: I -- to ••••• 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

MR. BRADSHAW: Well, no, is someone 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

MS. SULLIVAN: To my knowledge, no. And I got 

91 a copy, actually, of -- I'm not sure at this point whether it's 

10M a draft change in the regulations or if it's in effect. Now 

111 for Hawaii there is a requirement that's either in place or 

12 1 being looked at whereby the operators that are operating stage 

131 two aircraft, they have to annually report if there's a change 

141 in their operations and just what they are. And, it's a 

15 I comparison between what they were at the 1990 date of 

161 enactment, so ••••• 

17 , MR. BRAD.SHAW: But that is not occurring in 

18 I Alaska? 

19 MS. SULLIVAN: No, it's not to say that it 

201 can't, but that's something that -- you know, that could'be 

211 looked at. 

22 MS. MCNEES: That information -- the carriers 

23 I have to file what percentage of their fleet is stage two, stage 

24 I three. So we could get that information from FAA ••••• 

25 MS. SULLIVAN: That's right. 
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1 MS. MCNEES: ••••• and go backward. I think 

21 it's just no one has done that. 

3 ! (Tape change) 

4 MR. ALVERSON: ••••• the issue of where stage 

5 I two is going at Anchorage is one that we need to look at and 

61 investigate. And maybe after we look at that, then we can come 

71 back to the issue of what, if anything, needs to be done in 

aU this particular group of items that we've looked at. 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: As part of this, the lines 

10 1 that we have drawn on this map were based on the data that was 

11i gathered last srimmer and last winter, and the existing traffic 

12 I pattern that occurred at that time? 

13 MR. ALVERSON: It was based on the annual 

141 average traffic patterns that are operated throughout the year. 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Right. 

16 MR. ALVERSON: And what hap- -- what helped to 

17i influence the shape of these contours were, in fact, flight 

1al track data that we acquired during those periods. However, we 

19 I operated in all of the modes that the airport operates 

20 H throughout the year. 

21 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Thanks. Now that leads 

22 1 into my question. We -- I'm sure you've got a computer that 

23 i you can plug all this data into, and then it plots it out on a 

241 plot. 

25 MR. ALVERSON: Uh-huh. 
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1 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Can we or have we got a 

2 I map -- a DNL contour, that shows us what it" would reflect given 

3 I the new runway extension and the anticipated usage of that new 

4 I runway? 

5 MR. ALVERSON: These contours that we see here 

6 I reflect what we anticipated the usage to be. 

7 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Oh, okay. This does take 

81 into account the new ••••• 

9 

10 

11 I the ••••• 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

MR. ALVERSON: Yes. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• traffic pattern with 

MR. ALVERSON: That's correct. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• longer runway? 

MS. MCNEES: Let me modify that. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Okay. 

MS. MCNEES: What we did is we got what's known 

171 as runway usage data from FAA. And based on historical 

18 i patterns and numbers over a number of years, we know that 

19 n approximately 80 percent of our traffic goes to the north, and 

201 it just (indiscernible - sneeze), 15 percent goes to the" east, 

211 and the remaining 5 percent goes to the south. On arrival 85 

22 I percent of the traffic lands from the east towards the west and 

23 I then the remainder of that 15 percent comes in on runway ••••• 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). It lands 

251 from west to east. 
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1 MS. MCNEES: Thank you, yes. Dyslexic in my 

2 I speech patterns. 

3 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Could I have ••••• 

4 MS. MCNEES: Can I finish this and then we 

51 will? 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Okay. 

7 MS. MCNEES: What we did, it was a question 

81 that Steve raised, because our arts data in the summer 

91 monitoring was beginning to show that there was shifting in 

101 those patterns, with increased departures to the north. We 

111 elected to take a more conservative approach and stay with the 

121 runway use data. So to some degree, and Steve if I'm totally 

13 1 skewing this, but we wanted to continue to show the traffic as 

141 it historically has been to the east. 

15 MR. ALVERSON: with a certain percentage using 

16 I the extension, which is represented in these contours.· And 

171 when we looked at our radar data, we found that the percentage 

18 1 of use is higher than what we have modeled. So in one way 
---.--'-_ .. 

19 I these are conservative noise contours. 

20 ·UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: well, and the reason for 

211 aSking that is our goal here is to shrink these contours. And 

22 1 so my question was then leading to, have these contours already 

23 I been somewhat shrinked by the longer runway? 

24 

25 

MR. ALVERSON: That is correct. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And so that may eliminate 
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1 U the need for, you know, something as obviously drastic as 

2 I closing the nighttime operations, which I don't think anybody 

3 I would thinkingly recommend. I hope I haven't insulted anybody. 

41 But, you know, it just doesn't seem like a, you know, 

5 i thoughtful deal. But I'm wondering if, you know, that -- if 

6 U the new contour lines would already be a li ttle bit smaller 

7 ft because of that, and, you know ••• ,. 

8 MR. ALVERSON: . Yeah, they are. However, as we 

91 showed the population figures, there are still roughly 1,570 

10 U people within areas that are incompatible with them being 

111 there. So that number would have been larger, and was larger, 

12 I before that was taken into consideration. 

13 MS. MCNEES: Will? 

14 MR. WALKER: Okay. I wanted to get back to 

151 something, you know, (indiscernible). I know the real loud 

16 n ones are the -- you can call them stage two, or whatever you 

17 I want to call them, but they're the attention-getters, you know, 

18 I ones that seem to get on people's nerves. And they'll come to 

19 I me and. they talk about them. These kinds of aircraft, which 

20 U are the people who interrupt their snoozing or whatever,' are 

211 the noisy ones at night, or they're -- another time that they 

221 are aggravating and noisier, and that is evening hours from 

23 U about 5:00 o'clock to 10:00 o'clock. Okay. These attention-

24 I getters, unibombers (ph), or whatever they are, then during 

25 I that time -- which generally people in my neighborhood may be a 
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11 little ,off the wall, but they consider that time priority time 

20 between 5:00 to about 10:00; And so then the -- a significant 

3 I number of commercial carriers can come out that way and they 

4 I don't complain about them, but there are certain ones that they 

5 I really howl about and it's been that -- from 5:00 to about 

6110:00 when the greatest number of parents are home with their 

7 U children. 

81 And the second time -- the second time frame that they 

91 complain about is weekends and holidays. Of course, during the 

101 weekend and holidays with commercial operations coming out 

11' there like they are now, there will be some quiet times maybe 

12 H for two hours,' three hours when it's quiet. We don't hear any 

13 I commercials. I mean, we hear them but they're not really 

141 nasty, i~ you know what I'm talking about. So the commercials 

151 in general are not all that much of problem, so long as there 

161 are some quiet times, you know, throughout like a holiday or 

171 weekend, or something or other like that. But the big 

181 complaint is the noise-getters who actually bomb us between 

19' about 5:00 to 10:00. 

20 MR. ALVERSON: All right. Two responses to 

211 that -- both of those points you raised, California uses what 

22 H they refer to as the community noise equivalent level, or CNEL. 

23 I And it's accepted by FAA for use within the state of California 

24 I because it's a California regulation. And it has what they 

25 H refer to as an evening period, which is from 7: 00 at night 
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11 until 10:00 at night, recognizing the fact that most people are 

2 i home trying to relax and watch TV, that type of thing. And it 

3 I penalizes those operations as though each of them were three, 

4 I multiplies them by three, which works out to be about a five 

5 U decibel penalty for each of those. They're roughly half the 

6 B nighttime penalty. Unfort~ately, that's not the case in the 

71 state of Alaska and so we're -- with respect to trying to 

8 n minimize the impacts, we're still working with DNL. 

9H With respect to the weekend issues, airports have, as a 

10 n part of their noise abatement program, focused on weekends as a 

111 separate and special time and increased, to some extent, the --

128 for instance, the nighttime hours they would put them -- extend 

131 them further, maybe from 9:00 o'clock at night until 7:00 or 

1418:00 o'clock in the morning. That generally works at GA type 

15 U airports, where there's a little bit more flexibility involved. 

161 Where there's an air carrier airport and there are schedules to 

17 I be flown, that becomes a little bit of a problem. But that's 

18 U not -- not an unusual complaint. It's heard many places. 

19 One point that I was making, and I'm not looking for a 

201 consensus, maybe' it's just heads nodding or something. i 

211 certainly saw Peter's as -- should we look at -- maybe what we 

22 I should do, I'll make this a statement, is look at where stage 

23 I two is headed as one of the -- not necessarily a measure, but 

241 just to try to take a look at that and see where it might be 

251 going with respect to the phase-out. 
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1 MR. BRADSHAW: That certainly I would agree 

2 U with. Actually, slightly along those lines, I noticed for some 

3 a reason that this was missed in the suggestions for reducing 

4 a overall noise. What might be the effect of having a airport 

5 H noise monitoring system have on total noise at the airport? 

6 a What are the -- what did you find at airports in the Lower 48 

7 U that introduced noise monitoring systems? 

8 MR. ALVERSON: We actually -- the noise 

9 I monitoring system is on another later"graphic. It's under the 

10 a monitoring issue as opposed to actually being an abatement 

111 measure. I'll address it briefly. Monitoring systems 

12 a generally tell you how noisy it is, which many people already 

13 I know. But when it's coupled with a flight track system, then 

140 the airport can take steps" to monitor the program and contact 

151 carriers that aren't complying -- for operatives that aren't 

161 complying, and to make changes. I think monitoring systems are 

171 a way to fine-tune your problems, they don't necessarily result 

18 I in an immediate cure. I think it's a way to tighten down the 

19 I screws a little bit more, but it's really in the meat of your 

20 I program, the bulletins that you . put out, working with the 

211 carriers, with the FAA, that results in a good program. 

22 I MR. BRADSHAW: Could I ask the question again 

23 I in a slightly different way. Is there any correlation in 

24 i reduced noise levels at airports which use monitoring systems? 

25 I MR. ALVERSON: I would say the general answer 
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11 SIDs that are being ta1ked about -- SID means standard 

2 I instrument departure. And if you're taking off it gives you 

3 I two choices. As you're heading east, you either turn to the 

4 I north or you turn to the south. What the standard instrument 

56 

51 departure tells the pilot to do is to climb to 2,000 feet or, 

68 if you can't reach the 2,000 foot altitude, depending on which 

7 I direction you're going, then you go to either a 9 DME marker if 

8 I you're heading south or an 11 mile DME marker if you're heading 

9 I north. DME is ••••• 

10 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Distance measurement ••••. 

11 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The distance from the 

13 H navigation aid. 

14 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: It's from the ••••• 

15 (Indiscernible - simUltaneous speech) 

16 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• point because that's 

17 I the distance from the VOR, which is sitting on Fire Island. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

MS. MCNEES: And so, again, what that is, just 

to sort of recap that, is the pilot flies to 2,000 feet or, if 

he cannot reach that altitude, goes out to the 9 DME.marker, 
I _" .. h~~-turns south, or ~f he's head~ng on the north SID, AoQ erage 4 

22 D it's called, the other one is called Anchorage 1. He turns at 
\\~,\~ 

23 I Ailcil0rac;e 4 and goes to the 11 DME. 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And is 11 DME before the 

251 Seward Highway? I thought they all had to turn at •••.• 
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1 MS. MCNEES: My understanding is it's 

21 approximately at Lake otis and Dowling. 

3 MR. ALVERSON: Any other questions, thoughts, 

41 or comments? 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I ••••• 

6 MR. WALKER: In other words, the higher he is, 

71 the more likely he is to turn north first. Is that what you 

8! were saying? 

9 MS. MCNEES: Yes, that's another way of saying 

101 that, and ••••• 

11 MR. WALKER: The situation that's she's talking 

121 about is something that (indiscernible) this summer, when we're 

13 I having a lot of operations taking off east. And I do know 

141 there's been some of them who've been high, you know, turn 

151 north. And so I've gotten input from the (indiscernible) that 

16 n they would like to travel all to some would like to have 

17 I them all -- nobody (indiscernible - cough) until they are 

181 beyond C Street or that (indiscernible), and that is and 

19 I that argument is hard to meet a counter, but then it you 

20 n know, I just -- I'm glad to know that some of them may be 

211 turning a bit higher. 

221 That's what -- you know, I've always tried to say that 

23 1 the sound track which I saw here, I think, the first night 

24 1 showed every one of those aircraft, to my recollection, were 

25 I taking off and going all the way to the Seward Highway before 
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1 R other without dispersion also becomes a problem from an air 

2 n traffic control standpoint. So the net benefit is one that 

3 D would be difficult to quantify. 

41 One of the other items that ••••• 

5 MS. MCNEES: Steve? 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The other thing that 

7. happens when you do that is -- I'm not sure you're going to 

81 the noise is there. I mean, you've got X number of airplanes, 

9 D there's X amount of noise. At some point, they start spreading 

10i out and fanning out. Right now there's a normal kind of 

11 R distribution pattern there, but when you start making them very 

12 I precise; and that can be done to a degree, everybody's happy 

131 except those that live right under that ••••• 

14 MR. BRADSHAW: I understand. 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: okay. 

16 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, one then tries to minimize 

17 I the number of people directly underneath the flight track. 

18 U What about :the noise abatement that would -- what about more 

190 conformance to noise abatement? 

20 MR. ALVERSON: I-n terms of thrust cut-back 

210 procedures? 

22 MR. BRADSHAW: Yes. 

23 MR. ALVERSON: Yes, I think we've found in 

24 I other airports that there's a consistent use of a particular 

251 procedure that benefits a particular area. And I should point 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-OS72/Fax 274-8982 

1007 WEST THIRD AVEIIUE 
272-7515 

ANCHORAGE, AlASKA 99501 

j 



63 

111 out that many of the procedures are broken into what they refer 

2 II to as close-in or distant procedures, that is they're trying to 

3 II help residential areas that are very near the airport or some 

4 II that are far away. Often times, as was pointed out, to the 

51 detriment of the other part, if there's consistency flown in 

61 that, you can get a reduction -- a further reduction in the 

71 noise impact. 

8 II For whatever reason, one of the points that you raised 

91 struck me in that it's interesting to me that a number of these 

10! items contradict each other, Peter, in this list. Some 

1111 residents have said fly the SID and fly it accurately, others 

12 II have said do away with it. So I see some conflict in 

1311 perhaps as you raised, some people saying keep them right down 

1411 straight and narrow, and others saying spread them out. 

15 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, the answer to that is move 

16 I the noise away from me and then make it somebody else's 

17 I problem. And that is not a solution, but. ~ ••• 

18 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Right •. 

19 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

20 MR. BRADSHAW: Is there anything that the 

2111 airport might do to ensure conformance to, say, noise reduction 

2211 on power pull-back (indiscernible - voice trails off) •.••• 

23 

24 

25 II one •.••• 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I have a comment ••••• 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I don't know, if you have 
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1.13,000 feet, there's screening criteria that goes into effect to 

21 decide whether or not an EA is needed. And when I say EA, it's 

3 I an environmental assessment, which is sort of the first step in 

4 ! the national environmental policy act towards an environmental 

51 impact statement, which hopefully would not be needed. 

61 I should also point out, too, that Part 1.50 is not an 

7 I environmental, within that sense, document. It makes the 

81 recommendations. And then some of these might need 

91 environmental clearance, some of them may not. For those that 

1.01 do, a next step may have to be taken. That was part of your 

1.1.1 question. 

1.2 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Okay. 

1.3 MS. SULLIVAN: steve, as far as study, there --

1.4 H I think there would be some further evaluation that air traffic 

1.5 I would need to do, in terms of looking at the feasibility of 

1.61 changing some of the flight tracks, you know, to meet the' 
- . 

1.71 condition of have safe and efficient use of the air space. So 

1.81 there would be further evaluation that would need to be done. 

1.9 MR. ALVERSON: One of the reasons for 

20 II having ••••• 

21. MS. SULLIVAN: Certainly could be done. 

22 MR. ALVERSON: ••••• the air traffic folks from 

23 I FAA a part of this process is to try to get concurrence and 

2411 agreement before any of these recommendations would go to the 

2511 other arm of the FAA that would approve or accept the document. 
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J. 1 And so hopefully those things would be worked out already. Any 

2 1 other questions on the east side of things? 

3 MR. BRADSHAW: Actually, just to go back to 

41 what my lady just asked, we should not disclude (sic) those 

5 D options because they might require further studies, is that 

61 correct? So if we feel strongly enough about a recommendation, 

7 I that we shouldn't feel that this couldn't be implemented. Is 

8 i that was that ••••• 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yes. 

J.O MR. CORD: Yeah, it's ••••• 

J.J. MR. BRADSHAW: (Indiscernible - simultaneous 

J.2 I speech)..... 

J.3 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Pardon me, Bill. 

J.4 MR. BRADSHAW: ••••• this lady's -- sorry? 

J.5 MR. CORD: I was just going to say, there's a 

J.61 process we go through. Some of them are like these, some of 

J.7 D them aren't. But the process still has to --- we still have to 

J.8 B go through the process because, unfortunately, anything you do, 

J.9 D usually there's a little ripple down the line somewhere and we 

20 ft have to make sure that ripple doesn't create a bigger problem 

2J. I than what we've started with. And ••••• 

221 MR. BRADSHAW: I totally agree. 

23 MR. CORD: ••••• and so -- but I sure wouldn't 

241 recommend -- I wouldn't stand here and say, well, you can't --

251 don't want to do that because it's going to take two years to 
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2 n long-term answer. 

70 

3 MR. BRADSHAW: And the very last question this 

4 n lady had, which was one that I also was going to ask and I 

5 I didn't get to ask it, and that is -- and maybe this should be 

61 answered at the very end. What measures have been most 

7 H successful in other airports in t4e Lower 48? You know, say, 

8D other airports that have characteristics similar to Anchorage, 

91 they have large cargo -- largely these old planes ••••• 

10 MR. ALVERSON: It 11 give you my standard 

111 answer. Every airport is different, and because of the times 

12 D of the day that aircraft operate in and out of these types of 

13 n airports, because of the split between passenger and cargo -- I 

14 n mean, in part that's what makes my job so exciting is that I 

151 can't take what works in another place and bring it over here. 

161 Often times we take pieces of what works at other places and 

17 I bring them to another. So there is not a blanket statement 

181 that X works and will solve all of your problems. It's often a 

19 i combination of these types of things that we've discussed. And 

201 it's an important point to emphasize is that we're not looking 

218 for the one big thing that will bring in the contours instantly 

22 I like that because there probably isn't any. What we want to do 

238 is take a number of these measures that will, added together, 

24 I provide us the type of reductions that we hope to get. 

25 MS. QUINLAN: I'd like a clarification. What 
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11 are you expecting from us tonight, after we review this? Are 

2 I you expecting some feedback as to -- out of these lists, 

3 I certain ones that we would like more attention paid to, or 

41 could you clarify that a little bit more? 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

6 MR. ALVERSON: I think what I've expected so 

71 

71 far tonight is exactly happening the way that I hoped it would, 

81 exchange, discussion, ideas, some focusing on some of these. 

90 If there's a desire to eliminate some of these, that's 

10 H perfectly fine, too. Tonight is not the final opportunity to 

111 come up with the final list that we look at, nor would the list 

121 that this group agrees on necessarily be the ones that we look 

13 I at because, again, we hilve limited budget to be able to look at 

14 1 these. . We have to focus on the ones that are important. 

lsi With respect to going back to your organizations or 

16 I community councils, you -- I would suggest getting input on 

17 I and giving them feedback. These are the types of things that 

181 we've discussed. This is the information that steve and Peggy 

19 I gave us about what might work, what might not work. And then 

20 I come back at the next meeting and give a more formal stand, if .-211 you will, on the types of things that you might want looked at. 

22 And that also could occur, too, in writing. I mean, 

231 it's not -- this meeting isn't the only opportunity to provide 

241 input. We have a 1800 number, which we've mentioned in the 

251 past, which we record your calls on with respect to input to 
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l. U the study, and also Peggy is the main channel to receive any 

2 B written comments regarding the study, which we then review and 

3 I at whatever time it's appropriate to include them, we'll do so. 

4 MS. MCNEES: I'll also add that if anybody is 

5 B going to their community council, you know, typically what 

6 U we've done at these meetings is given folks these comment forms 

7ft that have our address on the back. If anybody would like 

81 copies of this, the airport will be happy to provide additional 

9i copies and materials for examination. So let me know. 

l.0 MR. ALVERSON: Let's, if we can, move it along 

l.l. B to the south issue. We will see that a number of these are 

l.21 similar to those that were to the east. Require noise 

l.3 I abatement power reductions for runway l.4 takeoffs. That was 

l.4 I very similar to the same type of thing for runway 6. This is 

l.51 one that's a little bit different: move the downwind leg to 

l.61 runways 24 left and 24 right, out over the water. And what I 

l.71 presume from that comment is, is that aircraft coming in to 

l.8i land are flying over the residential areas, going out over Fire 

l.91 Island, and coming back and landing. And whoever made that 

201 suggestion is saying ••••• 

2l.1 (Indiscernible - simUltaneous speech) 

22 MR. ALVERSON: I'm sorry. These would be 6, 

23 I that's correct. Coming in this way are more over the 

24 I residential areas than down further to the south, out over the 

25 I water. And so the suggestion, I believe, is to keep the 
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2 D coming back like that. Yes? 

73 

3 MS. KOZISEK: I think that comment came from my 

4 D area of town. I have had quite a number of residents on the 

5 I bluff that have complained about the airlines kind of lining up 

6 D on the bluff and coming down that way. And I guess because of 

7 I the acoustics of being right next to the water, they receive 

sl far more noise than just a block or two inland WOUld. And so 

9 I they'd like it farther out on the water. I don't know if that 

10 I would help or hurt to have it farther out. Maybe even bringing 

111 it inland might help. But having it right on the bluff seems 

12 n to be . very unpleasant for them. 

13 MR. ALVERSON: okay. Thank you for clarifying 

14 fl that. 

15 MS. SULLIVAN: Steve? And I know enough for us 

16 D to ask as we go along here, but could that have an impact then 

17 I of -- I guess, that would increase the length of the base leg 

1S.1 for those runways. So that could have the impact of shifting 

191 some of the noise to some other neighborhoods to the south 

201 south and east of town? 

21 MR. ALVERSON: That is correct. Again, going 

22 H through these items, use higher altitude on approach until late 

23 D on base leg or final. I would assume that probably applies to 

24 I both ends of the east-west runway, trying to keep aircraft up 

25 R high. Alternate runway use to share the noise equally. This 
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11 is an interesting comment, particularly for areas down to the 

21 south, because the south receives the least amount of 

74 

31 departures, at least if you're looking at runway 14. So in a 

41 sense, to share equally would be to increase the noise in that 

51 area, if this is speaking about -- specifically about runway 

61 use. I think it may have come from the comment because, again, 

71 as I had mentioned earlier, often times we're in a straight 

81 south flow. It happens for a long period of time, two or three 

9 I days on end. And what people might be looking for is make it 

101 go someplace else, don't make it happen continuously. So 

111 that's a hard one to take just on face value. It doesn't 

12 I necessarily make complete sense. What ••••• 

13 MR. BRADSHAW: It's not very practical, is what 

141 you're saying? It's not practical to have one aircraft going 

151 off to the north, and one to south, and then one to the east, 

161 and one to the west. 

17 MR. ALVERSON: Right. Yeah, it's not practical 

18 I to do that, nor would it be practical -- well, I guess, in my 

19 «mind, for people who live south it may not make sense to, you 

20 I know, make 25 percent go north, 25 percent go east, 25 percent 

21 H go south, and 25 percent go west, if that's what share equally 

221 means, because it would significantly increase noise in ••••• 

23 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: They've only got 5 percent 

241 as it is. 

25 MR. ALVERSON: . \ Fly runway head1ng for runway 1~ 
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10 departures. That -- I would imagine there is a noise abatement 

20 turn that is flown with aircraft departing out to the south. 

3 I Some of the smaller jets, the passenger air carriers, the 737 

41 200's, can turn to that heading, and we found it was -- the 

5 I heading is 190 degrees? 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: One ninety. 

7 MR. ALVERSON: One ninety degrees. So a right 

8 I turn after departure -- and of course, the runway headings are 

9 R lined up with 140, it's a magnetic heading. And so what this 

100 person is saying is, don't make that turn because it probably 

111 flies over someone in that area, but just go straight out. 

12 I Another -- I guess a further amplification of that, or 

13 n something that's similar to it, is to use the gravel pits as a 

14 i noise abatement area. And it's not exactly straight out. I 

15 I would imagine if that were the type of thing that the airport 

16 I wanted to implement, the aircraft would take off, adopt a 

17 n heading that would put it over the gravel pit area. 

18 Both of these are a good point to point out, that 

19[ within our contract, we have been requested to run five single 

201 event level noise contours. And we've shown from the previous 

210 meetings, which is a depiction of one aircraft departure, we 

220 can run those for these types of procedures and count the 

230 number of people that fall within the contour as you try these 

24 n different alternatives. These might be the type of thing that 

25 D we'd want to use, one or more of those five, to look at. 
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11 The last item on this page is extend runway 14 to the 

2 H north to increase the altitude of departures as the aircraft 

3 I climb out, adding a little bit to that runway's end. And that 

4 n particular comment actually came up during the public hearings 

5 I when the issue of extending runway 32 to the south came up. 

68 One of the south residents said, why don't we just stick some 

7 H more pavement out to the north, so that when they are departing 

s8 to the south they'll be at a higher altitude before they get 

9 lover our home. That also is in contrast with some of the 

101 comments at that point in time, that increasing the runway 

111 length to the north would in fact encourage more south 

12 I departures. 

13 I And then finally on the south issue, three more items, 

14 I use fanning to spread the noise of the aircraft departing 

15 D runway 14. We heard the term fanning used a little bit 

161 earlier. The general concept with fanning is you use multiple 

171 headings as noise abatement procedures to go the route of 

lsI sharing the wealth, rather than concentrating it over a 

19 R particular area. The first one would go out on runway heading, 

201 the second one would go off 10-degrees to the right, and"the 

211 next one would go off 10 degrees to the left, and so on down 

22 n the line. 

23 H Turn runway 14 departures to the right to a 240 degree 

24 R heading. I think the concept there, if aircraft were able to 

25 I do it, and certainly there are some types that -- heavily 
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11 loaded cargo aircraft, could not do it. I would, again, 

2 H (indiscernib~e). I think the concept there is to depart to the 

3 I south and mesh into, if there were, say, a flow to the west at 

4 n that point in time, with that flow. Clearly, if we're landing 

5 i to the east most of the time, you have a head to head situation 

6 I there, and that creates a problem. But I think, again, the 

7 I folks who recommended that were trying to keep the aircraft 

8 H north of the residential areas down there. 

91 And then, finally, one item that was shared with the 

101 east is to land 14, depart runway 24 at night. And landing in 

111 this direction, departing out to the west, and keeping the 

12 i traffic off of the areas south of the airport. comments, 

13 H thoughts, suggestions on the south issue? 

14 MR. BRADSHAW: Is there any airport that uses 

151- fanning as a noise abatement procedure? 

16 MR. ALVERSON: Yes. 

17 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Chicago, O'Hare, it 

181 changes flows every hour, so they fan about 15 degrees --

191 basically 15 degrees,_ and that's because it's surrounded by 

201 residential and noise sensitive areas. So that was the 

21 n resolution, is everybody gets their fair share. 

22 MR. ALVERSON: Palm Beach International Airport 

23 n also uses fanning as a noise abatement technique, and it has 

241 been a highly contentious issue there. Other airports also 

25 I have tried it. Washington National tried it -- when they tried 
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1 I fanning" it was referred to as a scatter plan. And it was met 

2 n with great vigor and it does not occur any more there. 

3 MR. BRADSHAW: I assume you have to have 

4 I uniform density of residential property around the airport for 

5 B that to a mode that's successful? 

61 MR. ALVERSON: Yeah, if you can call spreading 

7 I the noise around as successful. I'm not sure. 

8 MS. MCNEES: But it is interesting to note, 

9 H when you look at that little noise contour on your map, one of 

10 I the requests that we've heard consistently is -- and one of the 

11 D measures that was listed, was to run the aircraft out on a 

12 I heading straight out from the runway. And you can kind of see 

13 I about -- because of the current departure procedure, which 

141 directs the aircraft to turn to a 190 degree heading, all 

151 you've got are residential areas. So if you were to straighten 

16ft it out, it gives you a pretty good pictorial representation of 

171 what that might do. And. there are certainly going to be some 

18 1 neighborhoods which are going to be hearing noise that they 

19 a'haven't heard before. 

20 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: It looks like those 

211 contour lines would actually take in a lot more homes. In my 

22 I mind, you know, I'm trying to estimate what the computer would 

23 I do there. It looks like the contour lines would actually 

24 I affect more people if they did that. 

25 MS. MCNEES: Well, then it must be interesting 
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1D because pilots overflying the area -- I just got a comment last 

2. week, where a pilot had come by and partly because it's very 

3D low density and the trees have leafed out now, he said does 

41 anybody live down there. And, of course, he thought his --

5' this comment was he thinks we should be taking off more to the 

6 I south because there aren' t homes there, which was a very 

71 logical conclusion in terms of flying east versus flying south. 

8 U The east is more residential., 

9 MR. BRADSHAW: What sort of noise penalty to we 

101 incur by making a turn like this? A turn (indiscernible), is 

111 there a noise penalty? 

MR. ALVERSON: There is additional ••••• 
12, 

13 MR. BRADSHAW: As opposed to going straight? 

14 I MR. ALVERSON: Yeah, there's additional, I 

15 U think, added to the aircraft. Often times, depending on the 

161 severity of the turn, there's a little more thrust that you use 

17. to make sure that they get around. What it is here, I'm not 

18. sure what the consequence is. With respect to our noise 

19 I measurements, we didn"t see a significant difference between 

20. aircraft that were going straight out .and those that were 

211 making the turn. 

228 I just illustrated up here I think what Peggy was 

231 describing, the blue lines indicate what happens with respect 

24 i to the departure procedure when they're flying at 190. They 

25 I tend to head off to the west. And, of course, there is natural 
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11 spreading or fanning that occurs because of the different 

21 performance by different aircraft types. And so what flying 

3 B runway heading would do would certainly be to focus, as Peter 

41 had talked about earlier, narrow that corridor that's flown. 

80 

51 I'm not certain, and without running a computer model, 

61 that at least for the 65, which I'll mark in the green here, 

71 that that would result in an increase. It could potentially 

81 remove folks from the 65 DNL contour. It does appear, however, 

91 to be a correct statement, and I'm a walking computer noise 

10 1 modeler now, that in fact the 60 DNL would be dragged over, if 

111 you will, and encompass more homes. Taken strictly with the 

121 criteria of 65, it could potentially show a benefit. 

131 But keep in mind one of the items that we talked about 

141 earlier is also trying to avoid impacting people that haven't 

151 previously been impacted. You solve one problem but also 

161 create another. And none of that is to say I'm in favor or 

17ft against these, it's just some of the issues that would be 

181 involved with that type of procedure. 

19 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: steve?· Coming back to I 

201 believe it's Laurie's comment, you know, what kind of studies. 

211 Any time we do something like this, we need to then look at 

22 I what the impact is because even though we turn them right 

23 I there, the arrival patterns and the departure patterns, and 

241 everything, which we haven't got into that much yet, but 

251 there's a lot of things happening outside of this little 
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1 I picture. that we have to also look at to see. And that gets 

21 into the safety and efficiency part of this picture, so ••••• 

3 H (Tape change) 

4 MR. ALVERSON: •••• but in that picture, 

5 I although perhaps close to it, at one altitude while you're 

61 sending departures out. And at some point, they need to be 

71 across each other or be separated from each other by certain 

8 I distances. So it's not just a simple -- I mean, it may seem 

91 just like a small movement on the map, but in fact it can 

101 affect the air space quite significantly. Any other thoughts 

111 or comments on the south items that we discussed? 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Just the last one there 

81 

131 where, you know, I had this (indiscernible - background noise) 

141 mention.it. Would the recommendation to land 14 and depart 24, 

151 it seems kind of useless since the preference is already to use 

16 I those runways in the reverse pattern. In other words, our 

17 H preference, as I understand it now, is to take off 32 and to 

181 land 6, right? 

19 MS. SULLIVAN: Yes. 

20 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, so what good is it 

21 H going to do to switch that? I mean, in other words, we're 

22 H talking have the majority of the activity, whether it's landing 

231 or taking off, is going to be over water anyway, why does 

241 somebody care whether they're landing over Knik Arm or 

25 I Turnagain Arm, you know? 
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1 MS. SULLIfiW: The primary reason that we would 
-

2 U be looking at this is because the winds in Anchorage shift. In 

3D the winter, it's a pretty good bet they come out of the north . . 

4" and the traffic -- that 32 flow to the north works very, very 

5 I well, because the plane always wants to take off into the wind 

6" as much as possible. We do have conditions though, as Steve 

7 U has mentioned on a number of occasions, where we get several 

81 days with consistent departures to the south. Where this type 

98 of a scenario might be able to be put in use depending on the 

101 strength of the winds, where we could continue to take them out 

111 over water, but it's just -- what it requires -- and there's a 

121 lot of air traffic control issues that have to be looked at, as 

13 I well as general aviation air space issues that are significant 

14 I concerns with the general aviation community in the Point 

151 MCKenzie area. But this would provide an alternate runway 

161 scenario. 

17 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Okay. So maybe some extra 

181 words need to just be added in there. As an alternate, under 

19 I certain conditions. You know, because I can't see them varying 

20 I what we're doing ·now that already pretty well works. 

21 MR. ALVERSON: One thing that I do know that 

221 occurs is sometimes at night, on runway 624 (sic), there's head 

23 n to head operations. A departure will go out to the west and an 

241 arrival will come in from the west to the east. A potential 

251 benefit, if the wind conditions would allow it under this 
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11 particular scenario, it would remove one portion of that noise 

21 impact that is felt to the south, albeit sideline noise up to 

3 1 the north. It would remove the thrust reverser noise from the 

411 landing up to the north, the distance between the communities 

5 I south of the airport with respect to those that are east of the 

6 
\ 

airport and runway 14~2 (sic) they're closer. So by putting a 

7 I landing up to the north, you put greater distance between the 

8 I community and that sideline north. 

91 (Indiscernible - background noise) 

10 MR. BRADSHAW: Sorry, I don't wish to 

111 interrupt. I live to the south of the airport and I represent 

121 Sand Lake, which is just to the south of the airport. And 

13 U we've had a number of discussions in our community about 

141 airport noise, and one point that does come up quite regularly 

1511 and one we'd like to be in these suggestions is the affect of 

1611 stage two planes. And I'm not sure why some reduction in stage 

17 II two is n;'t reflected in these suggestions, -but I'd certainly 

18·1 like to (indiscernible - voice trails off) ••••• 

19 MR. ALVERSON: You mean, specifically to these 

20 II runways ends? 

21 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, to the -- as a 

221 recommendation for reducing noise to the south would be to 

23 I either somehow reduce the number of stage two (indiscernible -

24 1 cough) ••••• 

25 MR. ALVERSON: On runway 14? 
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1 MR. BRADSHAW: Right. 

2 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I think he's asking, even 

3 U though we reviewed it in the general thing several slides ago, 

4. you're saying make that a specific condition for a particular 

5 I runway departure? 

6 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, yes, and this would be 

7 1 stage two takeoffs to the north. 

8 MS. MCNEES: Oh, you're talking -- okay. 

9 I You're talking about the start of takeoff roll noise •.•.• 

10 MR. BRADSHAW: Right. 

11 MS. MCNEES: •..•. experienced? 

12 MR. ALVERSON: I misunderstood. I thought you 

13 i were talking about south departures of stage two aircraft. 

14 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, actually, both situations 

15' could be included. Since the new school has been built, we've 

16 I had a number of complaints about increased noise (indiscernible 

171 - cough) south of the school. And I'm not sure exactly what 

18 I has caused that sensitivity. But there is a general consensus 

19 I that stage two planes are noisier and do cause problems to the 

20 D south of the airport when they take off to the north. Arid I 

211 also assume that stage two takeoffs to the south are part of 

22 I that problem. 

23 MR. ALVERSON: And I guess, if you can flesh it 

241 out a little bit more for me so I can understand it better, if 

25 D those aircraft, stage two aircraft, are not departing to the 
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18 south when those runways are I mean, generally it depends on 

2 I the winds that they're doing that, or to the north because of 

3 I the preferential runways, then what -- where would the stage 

4 I two aircraft go? 

5 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, this would go back to some 

68 sort of limitation on stage two takeoffs. 

7 MS. MCNEES: Or I guess the alternative would 

8 n be talking about departing runway 24? 

98 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, I'm not suggesting 

108 shifting the noise to another -- to another community or 

111 well, takeoff. Yeah, takeoff yeah, that works. That would 

12 8 work. 

13 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That would shift that 

141 start of takeoff further north. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

MR. BRADSHAW: Right. Okay. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Follow that? 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Uh-huh. 

MS. SULLIVAN: I guess I would concur with the 

19 I point that I think -- or what Steve seemed to be leading up to, 

20 D that if you -- if the traffic patterns that are used are' based 

218 on winds, and so that's when the departures to the south are 

22 I occurring is when winds dictate that that's when they should be 

23 0 occurring at this point, that if you limit stage two operations 

240 to the south, you have the effect of restricting stage two 

258 operations period. So it's basically an access restriction and 
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11 curfew, so it kind of still falls within the criteria for Part 

2 I 161. 

3 MR. BRADSHAW: I think I would be remiss in 

4 U representing my community if I didn't make a statement that the 

51 general consensus is that's how to reduce noise. 

6 MS. SULLIVAN: I don't know, I mean, unless I 

7 I missed something there or missed something in what you were 

8 I talking about as a follow on to that, I -- departures off of 

91 runway 24 ••••. 

10 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, it's the option of trading 

11 B the noise with another community or reducing the number of 

12 I stage two operations, then from our prospective reducing the 

13. number of stage two operations would be preferable, although it 

14 I would incur a ..•.. 

15 MS. SULLIVAN: Right, right. 

16 MR. BRADSHAW: So as I say, I don't mean to 

17 I preclude recommendations which might appear to be tough 

18 I. decisions; and ••••• 

19 MS. SULLIVAN: Oh, I -- yeah, I'm not 

·201 disagreeing with that. 

21 MR. BRADSHAW: I mean, I think that if we found 

22 I that over time stage two we had more stage two activity over 

23 I time, then we might have to address it. 

24 MR. ALVERSON: In my agreeing that I understood 

25 U what Peter said does not mean that I agree with what he is 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

al0 N STREET 
Z77-OS72/Fax 274-898Z 

1007 WEST THIRD AVENUE 
272-7515 

AIICHORAGE. AlASICA 99501 



11 sugges-t:ing. 

2 MS. SULLIVAN: No, no, and I'm not meaning to 

31 put words in anybody's mouth, but just maybe to clarify that. 

41 As far as my interpretation of what you're proposing, and I 

5 n understand that your job is to represent your community 

87 

61 council, and that it has in fact the same effect as restricting 

71 stage two aircraft. So that was my only point. 

8 MR. BRADSHAW: Right. And I - I'm -- I mean, 

9 I it's very fair that you should bring up, you know, the fact 

101 that this is a difficult process to go through. 

11 MS. MCNEES: The issue that Peter is referring 

12 i to (indiscernible), this winter, as we all know, we had a 

13 I severe lack of snow on the ground, which acts as an insulator. 

140 We also had a very high level of frost in the ground, so the 

150' noise was just kind of bouncing. What happened was the 

161 Sportsman's Point, particularly that subdivision, we were 

171 getting -- the airport was receiving a high number of calls 

18H from this -- down here, and concern was being expressed that 

191 the use of the runway extension had dramatically increased 

201 noise to this community. So those of you that have called, one 

211 of my common statements is, please note the date and time and 

22 I then I have the ability to go back and research. 

23 1 I did extensive research on this particular issue, and 

241 what we actually found what these folks were hearing when we 

251 correlated dates and times, they were hearing passenger 
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1 H aircraft that were departing to the north, they were departing 

2R from runway 32 where they have always left. Again, 

3 U historically, 80 percent of our traffic has taken off to the 

4 U north. And in fact, some of them were even leaving the 

51 intersection, and even one or two that were reported 

61 (indiscernible) where they didn't -- the particular aircraft 

71 didn't even (indiscernible). 

81 So I'm fairly convinced -- obviously, this isn't 

9 n totally objective, but I think that we had some real anomaly 

loR anomalous situations this winter. I think there is a 

11 D perception, Peter's correct, that the building of the school 

12 I has brought down a lot of vegetation, and a lot of people --

13 I there's a very strong psychological factor that goes along with 

14 I that as well, in some cases. So that's an issue that kind of, 

151 from the airport perspective, we want to closely monitor again 

16 I next winter and see. I did -- we had follow-up calls with the 

17 I people that were calling us, and after the snow did start to 

181 fall, they did report the noise had improved. So based on that 

191 kind of empirical ••••• 

20 MR. BRADSHAW: And I'll go a little bit . 

21 R further. In the data that was taken in the winter by Steve's 

221 company, some single noise event data was taken and displayed 

23. that indicates that some of these stage two takeoffs were 

24 I particularly noisy to the south of the airport. 

25 MR. ALVERSON: That is correct. Aircraft that 
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11 were departing to the north, in particular stage two aircraft 

2 I that were departing to the north, were in a number. of cases 

31 louder than the heavy cargo jets that we -- for a number of 

4 I reasons. 

5 MR. BRADSHAW: So the comment that the stage 

6 i two planes are affecting people to the south is substantiated 

7 I by data taken through the -- throu,gh this ••••• 

8 MR. ALVERSON: One other aspect, adding on to 

89 

91 Peggy's digression is that we also know that there was a higher 

10 I percentage, or a higher utilization, of the north runway this 

111 past winter. So the fact that it occurred quite frequently, 

12 H perhaps (indiscernible - background noise) runway had -- or 

13 I north runway usage had occurred in previous years or for awhile 

141 people were hearing a lot more of that type of activity. So it 

158 stood out a lot more than it had been in the past. 

168 All things considered, for the greatest good of 

178 everyone around the airport, that the preferential runway use 

188 to the north is the preferred mode at this point in time. So 

191 in one sense, the airport and the FAA were doing exactly what 

20 I everyone wanted them to do. To some extent, they just benefit 

211 to the people to the south who were hearing additional takeoff 

22 i roll noise and equating that with, perhaps, the runway 

23 U extension and also the cutting down the trees for the school. 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I'd to make a comment on 

25 U that north takeoff. Where I live, myself and my neighbors have 

R & R C 0 U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
2n-0572/Fax 274-8982 

1007 \lEST THIRD AVCNUE 
272-7515 

ANCHORAGE, AlASKA 99501 



90 

1 H conversations about the noise takeoff, and we've heard the 

2 I noise takeoff it seems like we've never heard it before. 

3 I And I do believe it had something to do with the snow because 

41 you had the summer before -- the winter before last, you had 

51 like four or five feet of snow on your house, and nearly every 

6 I winter you've got a lot of snow on your house, and you've got 

7 I snow in the yard. So then it is 

8 I believe, because I just couldn't 

the snow is a factor, I 

I would listen and I'd hear 

91 one taking off north. And that's quite unusual. 

10 MR. ALVERSON: Any other thoughts or comments 

11 1 about the south issues? 

12 MS. KOZISEK: Well, one other. One of my 

131 constituents, I guess, mentioned that the Tanaina residents 

141 sued the airport for some kind of noise abatement to the south, 

15"1 at the end of the runway. Can you comment on that? 
,-1\ - \ /1..L. 

16 n MS. SUJmI'JAN:/ There has been one lawsuit to 

17 I date. It cost the state of Alaska approximately $2.7 million. 

18 I The premise of the lawsuit, when you look at it, it's very much 

19 I an anomaly, as I understand it, in the body of noise case law 

20 I when you look at cases outside. But the basic premise was 

211 for their suit, that their homes were not appreciating as 

22 U rapidly as others that were not impacted by aircraft noise. 

238 And this was done after the north-south runway was 

24 I commissioned, which introduced a small percentage of flights to 

25i the south over those homes that they had not experienced prior 
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1 I to the construction of that runway. 

2 MS. KOZISEK: And what was the noise mitigation 

measure that you used? I .,... (''--'/ ., a{:c '., ....... / 
3 

4 MS. !;tux,IYAN: There was no noise mitigation 

5 D measure. What -- one outcome that I have heard, and I have not 

6ft seen it documented, is that the Tanaina Hills subdivision--

71 that I believe there is some sort of -- I don't know if it's in 

8 I the deed for those properties, but as a result of that 

91 settlement there is something in there that I believe tells the 

101 property owners that there is aircraft noise. But there was no 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

specific -- I mean, the pattern that has been discussed 
/1 

tonight, I think Will Cord spoke to it earlier, when you take 

off on runway 14 and then turn to a 190 degree heading, that 

perhaps was done in part to avoid some of those SUbdivisions, 

although Tanaina Hills, that specific area, still definitely 

gets some noise from that turn. 

UNIDENTIFIED YOICE: That 2.7 million that you 

18 U referred to, was that just defense costs, or was some of that 

19 settlement costs? '"'., /'", i \ (., .;Lv./) 

20 MS. ~: Both. 

21 UNIDENTIFIED YOICE: So they actually received 

22 I monetary compensation? 

23 

24 

25 

MS. SULLIYAN: Yes, they did. 

UNIDENTIFIED YOICE: Wow. 

(Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 
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1 MS. SULLIVAN: Bart, I'd have to go back and 

26 look. There were three couples that sued. 

3 

4 

51 settlement. 

6 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

MS. SULLIVAN: But it was a significant 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible). 

92 

7 MR. ALVERSON: Any other comments on south? No 

8 1 other comments on south? Okay. 

9 MS. MCNEES: Moving right along. 

10 MR. ALVERSON: Moving right along. Lake Hood 

111 is the next item, and some of the suggest- -- or the 

12 B suggestions that I found in the materials that I went through 

13 I and comments that I've gotten, one of them is to move Lake Hood 

14 I arrivals over Fish Creek, which the person who made that 

151 recommendation described ••••• 

16 MR. WINCE: Those (indiscernible) to have 

170 records to ·Ketchum only, that I know about; the comments I've 

18 H heard. I guess somebody likes to fly that Beaver up 

19 n millionaire's row, up ·where we have an ex-governor, and a 

201 current mayor, a banker, and a few other people, and up Loussac 

210 Drive. 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) 

23 MR. WINCE: Yeah, a senator. Up Loussac Drive 

24! rather than over on Fish Creek. There's not very much traffic 

25 n there, but when that Beaver goes up there, it wakes them up. 
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11 So that's the first two, I think, right there. I don't know 

2 B what to do about it. 

93 

3 S The third one, I don't know what -- I don't know enough 

4 " about that to comment. I don't know where that comment came 

51 from. The fourth one, I can answer that. FAR 91.119 requires 

611,000 feet incoming. Departures require between 1,000 and 

7 II 1,200. So I think that someplace along that line that's 

8 n already required. 

9 MR. ALVERSON: Those are recommendations. 

10 MR. WINCE: Hum? 

11 MR. ALVERSON: Those are recommendations. 

12 MR. WINCE: Yeah. 

13 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) 

14 MR. WINCE: But anyway, I don't know, coming in 

15 I I think 90 percent of them come over my house. Some of them 

16 I are rather low. I usually wave at them and hope they get on 

17 I the water over there. It's not only the floatplanes, it's the 

188 (indiscernible) planes, also. 

19ft Now I have very, very few adverse comments on any of 

20 n that traffic. There's one thing, we got a picture of the 

21 II pilots there who sort of fly over the (indiscernible), but I 

22 n don't know where that photo is. I think they use Glen Harris 

231 (ph) Park coming in. I don't think theY've got much of problem 

241 over there, other than for Ketchum maybe not -- maybe flying up 

258 millionaire's row instead over another couple hundred feet up 
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11 Fish Creek. 

2 MR. WALKER: In relation to millionaire's row, 

3 n they used to do that many years ago, probably 40, 50 years ago. 

4 I And the thing of it is, there's just too many of them now, you 

5 I know, to try and put them all up there, too many aircraft. 

6 I They would have to interpret millionaire's row as being several 

7 I miles wide in order to carry over. And insofar as the 

8 1 recommendation is 1,000 feet in the air, I think you know and I 

9 R think he's kind of cheating on that. But within the variable 

10 I radius of about zero to three miles, I'd say, east of the lake, 

111 zero to three miles east of the lake, and maybe zero to one, 

12 i one and a half, over your way, those pilots they choose where 

13 R they're going to fly, up here, down here, over here, over 

141 there, absolute (indiscernible) of choice. But I think you 

15 were just 

16 

getting on them, weren't 
\ 

you? 
t·'<\}~~ 

MS. SUMiI .. T}df: I don't know if the FAA wants to 

17 R comment on this, but the stratification of coming in over the 

181 inlet, which has a lot to do, I know, with the altitude when 

19 I they're coming in. And Frank, just a point of clarification, I 

20 I know FAR 91 it does say either once you're in kind of a stable 

21! pattern to try and maintain 1,000 feet above a residential 

22 I area. That's something I know the airport in some of our 

23 I outreach work with the general aviation community published a 

241 sheet of, you know, noise advisory tips. But when they're 

251 coming in for an approach or when they're on a departure, which 
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1n I think in part is what Will is saying ••••• 

2 MR. WALKER: (Indiscernible) 

3 MS. SULLIVAN: Yeah, right. But if they're on 

4 I an arrival or departure, that altitude can't be maintained, 

5 I obviously. 

6 MR. WINCE: Well, no, they -- it does say that 

7 I until maneuvers to land, whenever that is, and some of them I 

8 I think let down quite a ways out. 

9 MS. SULLIVAN: They're coming in over the 

101 inlet, and you guys need to correct me if I'm wrong, there's 

11 I kind of two windows for the general aviation pilot to come 

12 I across. 

13 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Right. 

14 MS. SULLIVAN: And my understanding is the 

151 stratification, typically the wheeled aircraft come in at -- it 

161 is 700 feet or lower across the inlet, that's the altitude? 

17 . UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I think Lake Hood is 

1811,000, unless you're ••••• 

19 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah. 

20 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• talked in. 

21 MS. SULLIVAN: Okay. 

221 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The pattern altitude of 

23 I Lake Hood strip, though, is 800 feet. So there's where you've 

24 I got an anomaly. You're coming in -- come across -- say, you're 

25 U dropping down to the pattern altitude, you know, coming in, and 
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11 you'll drop down to the pattern altitude of 800 feet and then 

2 I try to stay as high as you can and then come in the strip. 

3 i That doesn't happen a lot of times because I'm just right 

96 

41 underneath the trees, about, say, maybe 1,300 feet from the end 

5 U of the runway. And most of the time, you know, you consider 

61 scaring the boats off the trees. That normally is not the 

71 extreme noise factor that I see, coming -- you know, it's not 

81 so much the arrivals ••••• 

9 I UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ·Unh-unh. 

10 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: .•.•. that.' s the noise. 

111 You'll get some of it where -- when it's busy, you know, the 

121 tower will stack you up. You're number one, you're number two, 

13 I you're number three, you're number four, you're number five on 

14 I a Sunday afternoon. So then you are stacked out almost clear 

151 out to Minnesota or C Street, you know, on these long legs and 

16 I you really are dragging in on the power because you're low, and 

17 i you're slow, and you're pretty clumsy because you're almost on 

18 I full flaps. So you are kind of noisy and so that does enter 

191 into the picture on those Sunday afternoons or Saturday 

201 afternoons. 

2111 The noise that I see is the other way, where you have 

22 I them coming -- again, in a south wind, where you're taking off 

23 II on runway 13 and you will have the guys that will be turning 

24 I they'll get right off the end of the -- off the end of the 

25 I runway and they will be making a sharp left turn way before 
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111 they get to Minnesota Drive. So you'll have a pretty loud 

2 II noise factor there, especially with the ones who are really 

3. slaying the power, which are the Beavers, or the 185's, or 

4 1206's. And that's, of course, coupled with the Lake traffic. 

5 MR. WINCE: Yeah, I think most of the 

6 D departures do not come over the Turnagain area. I'm just 

7 I referring to the Turnagain area there. 

8 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Correct. 

9 MR. WINCE: And I think mdst departures are 

97 

1011 over -- well, maybe Turnagain area, but right along Fish Creek. 

11 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Uh-huh. I would say 

1211 that's the bulk of them. 

13 HR. WINCE: And those people over there would 

14 I like to see thelll move over the creek rather than up Loussac 

15 B Drive. 

16 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Well, you'd also like to 

17 II see them, if you're talking -- clarify my understanding, if 

18 II you're talking coming off the strip, what you'd really like to 

19 I see is to maintain the runway heading to -- until you get to 

20 U Gull Island, stay over the lake as high as you can possilJly get 

21 n before you start a northbound or your left turn, and so that 

22 I you're not over the traffic -- or over the residential areas 

23 I right there. But you'll normally see them -- most of them will 

24 i come right off the strip and they will be turned one-third of 

25 I the way down the lake, right over the top of the trees. 
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1 MR. WINCE: will gets them now. 

2 MR. WALKER: Yeah, if you send them out that 

3 U way, we shoot them down. 

4 MS. SULLIVAN: Are there other things that are 

5 I not on this list that -- Will or Frank, that you guys have 

6 i heard from your community groups? 

7 MR. WINCE: Oh, Will has probably heard a lot. 

81 I don't hear very much because we're a quiet area over there. 

9 I Our dogs make more noise than the aircraft. And I'm not 

lOU kidding, I'm not kidding, they do. 

11 MR. WALKER: One of the problems we have is the 

12 1 base leg and final. Some airmen, they just say, what, no there 

13! ain't no noise in landing. Base leg, we don't make any noise 

141 in the base leg or the final. They're nuts. The thing that 

151 the people in my neighborhood really complain about is the base 

161 leg and final, because' they come in and they start 

17 I you mentioned Ketchum and some of those guys, they 

you know, 

in 1970, 

181 somebody complained about the commercials. I got my binoculars 

191' on out and I started looking for the guys, you know, that had 

201 names on their planes. And I couldn't find any of those'guys 

211 out there in my neighborhood. 

22 U So I come out here and I find out they were coming in 

23 U real close and they -- to the lake, and some of them weren't 

24 U even coming over Spenard, you know. Unless you go across 

251 Spenard Road, you're not over Spenard, see, you're -- in other 
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1 U words, just right about the clear end in that area is over 

2 8 Turnagain. And one after the other after the other. 

3 Now a lot of those guys still do that. So then a lot 

4 n of the commercials are not really our problem, but it's the 

5A base leg and final of those people who are -- who mayor may 

68 not be commercials, because the airport has a laissez faire 

7 B leasing policy that anybody that .applies with an aircraft can 

81 go in and just plop down about 10 bucks more and say, well, I'm 

9 8 going to be a commercial. Fine, you know. But, you know, that 

101 is something that's going to be changed. 

118 Anyway, the thing of it is, is those people just come 

12 lout there and just keep coming out and coming out. And just 

131 one layer after the other, after the other, after the other. 

14 8 And so one of the things that they -- some of the things that 

151 they do is that they tend to (indiscernible), I think, and then 

16 H they say, geez, I better go faster. Then they look and they 

178 say, oh, God, I'm going too fast and they drag it. They go all 

188 the way through that base leg and final, and then finally they 

19 I go in. And that's just goes on, and on, and on. 

20 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: You know, one of the 

218 things on that, I've often just wondered why the tower doesn't 

22 U suggest -- especially when you start stacking them up in one, 

23 8 and two, and three, and you're number two, you're number three, 

241 you're number four, to maintain your altitude as compared to --

251 the pattern altitude as you're being stacked up. And then as 
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11 you turn back to a long final, you know, keep the altitude up 

2 U until you get at least to close proximity to the lake before 

3 I you start sitting down, rather than having three or four 

41 aircraft out there at 50 feet dragging across the residential 

5 I rooftops, coming in to land. 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Uh-huh. 

7 MR. WALKER: You see, many people really don't 

8 I know how to glide, I don't think. I mean, if they're a little 

90 higher than what they're accustomed to be', I think they get a 

100 little (indiscernible - laughter) or something and they just 

111 won't -- I have seen a few people come out there and, you know, 

12 I there would be -- wherever they are and they'd get their call 

13 I to come in, and they just seem to almost turn their power off, 

140 and it goes like that, and then you just go right in. But 

lSi that's maybe lout of a 100,000. And I mean that seriously. 

16 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) 

17 MR. WALKER: Because you can't have 100,000 in 

18 n the place. 

19 MR. WINCE: There are a few of them that the 

201 only time you know they're up there is when the sun's shining 

211 and you see the shadow on the ground. There's a bunch of quiet 

22 I people that come over our house, anyway. 

23 MS. MCNEES: One more question, and partly in 

24 I the interest of time I think we need to move along. There's a 

251 couple more sheets and I always try to keep a commitment.about 
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1.01. 

1. i not kee~ing everybody too long or we won't get people 
" 

2 I returning. 

3 MS. QUINLAN: I didn't follow all that, but are 

4 I you primarily talking about the lake traffic, not the strip? 

: ~ MR. WALKER: Both. 

MS. QUINLAN: Both. 

: ! 
MR. WALKER: Either one. 

MS. QUINLAN: Either one is pretty much the 

91 same approaches ••••• 

1.0 I MR. WALKER: Yeah. 

1.1. MS. QUINLAN: ••••• no matter if you're coming 

1.21 in on wheels or floats, or taking off. 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 I is. 

1.7 

1.8 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That's roughly correct. 

MS. QUINLAN: Okay. 

MR. WINCE: Too many of them, that's what it 

MR. ALVERSON: Okay. 

MR. BRADSHAW: Before we go on, I'd like to 

1.9 I make a very brief comment about running -- run-ups and idling 

201 on the ••••• 

21. UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Our next one. 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That's next. 

23 MR. BRADSHAW: Okay. I'm sorry. 

24 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

25 MR. ALVERSON: Two issues on ground noise that 
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11 have been mentioned to limit run-ups and Kulis to daytime 

2 U hours, and also to restrict the length of time that engines may 

3 I be run up or run at idle on the cargo ramps. And just a piece 

4 I of information, there are designated run-up areas at the 

51 airport which are used for run-up activities. Run-up generally 

61 refers to after an aircraft engine has been maintained, they go 

71 out and run it at various power settings to test the engine to 

81 make sure that it's back in proper performing standards. And 

91 it can be loud and long for a much longer period of time than a 

101 conventional takeoff is, as these checks are being made. 

111 The Kulis issue, to some extent, is a south issue. 

121 It's not a broad-based noise issue, but folks who live down in 

13 I that area, particularly in the DeLong Lake area, experience 

14 0 that run-up noise, which at times, particularly during the 

15' winter when a C-130 is the aircraft engine, seem to be run to 

16 I warm up the aircraft for a considerable amount of time, two 

17 I hours or so, before a departure. So those are the issues here. 

18 Run-up noise i.s generally not a si~ificant factor in 

19 I comparison to departure and arrival noise. And if we were to 

20 I do noise contours for the run-up activity, they would be' to a 

211 great extent contained within the contours that we've developed 

221 so far. But because it is such a long-term issue, it is a 

23 I relatively annoying factor, even though it's generally at a 

24 I much lower level than some of the other departure and arrival 

25 N noise at the airport. 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-OSn/Fax 274-8982 

1007 lEST THIRD AVENUE 
2n-7515 

AIICIIOIlAGE. A\.ASKA 99501 

I , 

I 
I~ 
I 



1 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That can carry pretty 

2 U good, though. I live on the other side of Minnesota and am 

3 U aware of Kulis run-ups when they happen. 

103 

4 MR. PETRISHEN: If -- I'm a C-130 pilot, and if 

50 I could just correct you. 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yes. 

7 MR. PETRISHEN: The engine doesn't need to be 

8 I run for two hours prior to takeoff to warm it up. We have a 

9 I procedure just to keep the seals from popping, it's called to 

10 I run them an extra five minutes. Let them sit, you know, in the 

111 chocks and let them warm up an extra five minutes before we try 

12 R and taxi and use it. 

13 H To address the run-ups, these are maintenance type run-

141 ups. ~om what I saw from the last meeting, complaints that 

151 Jack Scroggs (ph) was fielding, just from my perspective we 

161 could probably put a time on the clock where you don't do 

171 anything more, but it may not be feasible. You've got to 

18 U remember -- and I'm going to speak from my job here, is the 

19 i military has gone through such a large force reduction without 

201 a reduction in workload, that we're carrying, you know, two and 

21 U three people's jobs, you know, from five years ago and we're 

22 U trying to do all these things. And to fit it into a day, 

23 i things just kind of, you know, stretch out into the evening 

24 U hours. Granted, there is nobody in his right mind that really 

25 U wants to be out there at 10:00 o'clock at night when it's 50 
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1 D below or whatever wind chill trying to fix an engine. So if we 

2 H can address the fact that, you know, these guys aren't out 

3 D there because they want to be, maybe we can address how to put 

41 a maximum lateness at night when we'll do these things. But it 

5 I would be difficult to say (indiscernible - voice trails 

61 off) ••••• 

7 

.'\ e·' ~7 . . ':--.::. '-.... 
\i.\:~': 

MS.~: I think there's a couple of 

81 things I just might add with respect to Kulis and the airport 

91 is doing some work on that. I know Kulis is also shared with 

loR Jack Scroggs, who is on the Technical Advisory committee, and 

111 isn't here tonight. You know, staffing constraints that you've 

12 R highlighted, Tim. 

13 I There apparently are some other issues, just in terms 

14 I of having the people that are qualified to taxi the aircraft. 

151 But there are also some engine stands that are out there, 

161 looking at hush houses, or are doing some research looking at 

17M what other Air National Guards have done that are iocated on 

18 R other airports, and what policies they comply with. I think 

19 I the bottom line is, it is a real difficult situation for the 

20 I neighbors surrounding it when those engine run-offs continue 

211 for up to an hour and a half, at least on some days. So we'll 

22! certainly be working with Kulis on that to see what can be 

23 1 done, recognizing we have some constraints. 

241 By the same token, other carriers are in the same 

25 I position of having to comply by taking their aircraft out to 
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1! the (indiscernible), which basically is the far northern end of 

2 H the airport or the far western end of the airport. 

3 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Which I understand they 

4! sometimes do that, do they not? (Indiscernible - simultaneous 

5 I speech) ••••• 

6 MS. SULLIVAN: I'm not aware that Kulis does 

7 U that. 

8 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: During the day. 

9 MS. SULLIVAN: Do they? So it's just the 

10 I nighttime issue, then. But I know we've al.so had situations, 

111 though, because of their engine stands where they've actually 

12 I physically moved the aircraft and you can't taxi that, where 

13 n they just go on for a long, l.ong time, ••••• 

14 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, that ••••• 

15 MS. SULLIVAN: ••••• so -- exploring. And I 

16 I know there's funding issues with governmeJ;lt agencies that are 

17 H exploring hush houses and some of those kinds of things. I 

18 I have had some conversations. 

19 MR. ALVERSON: I shoul.d point out, too, that 

20 U the two hour comment that I made is actual.ly a perception that 

210 community members have because there can be a succession of 

22 H aircraft that are running. One can be there, another one comes 

23 I in, it l.eaves and it just seems like it's a continuous -- and 

241 it is a continuous noise. Peter? 

25 MR. BRADSHAW: I live very close to Kulis and 
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I 

1 

2 

that C-130 run-up noise has been troublesome in the past. 

Actually, over the last year it doe~~ appear to be better. 

I".-""T 
<." I t. i\ 

........ Y 

31 So I ~ould certainly recommend that not occur after 10:00 

41 o'clock at night, as it has in the past. 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: There have been a number 

~ 

-"'-i , 

61 of efforts by the airport, direct phone calls by me and others, 

71 to get then to cease and desist some of their run-ups and to 

81 get them to move out into the engine run-up areas out at the 

9 I entrance of the runways. So, I mean, we are making progress. 

10 '"They have difficult problems, but they're working with us. 

111 And so I don't want to bad-mouth them, but I'll say 

121 it's a problem of having the people to move the aircraft out 

13 I there, operation requirements, and they're pretty good at 

141 telling us when they tell us that they have to run that engine 

151 up after 10:00 o'clock, or a high engine run-up for a very 

161 short period of time. And we allow them to do that on an 

171 exception basis, not as a norm. 

181 And you've got some other commercial folks who 

19' sometimes they just quite, point-blank, they just run their 

20 I engines up in their spaces because it's; more convenient, "and 

211 time is money to them. And sometimes we catch them and 

220 sometimes we don't. But the bottom line is the airport's 

231 taking a very pro-active stance in that area to contact those 

241 folks to make that action, you know, cease and desist. 

25 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I agree. 
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1 MR. BRADSHAW: Actually, as I say, I think 

2 I Kulis is doing better, but I would make the comment that there 

3 I are other operators •.••• 

4 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yes. 

5 MR. BRADSHAW: ••••• at the airport, and even 

61 just very recently. I suspect it's the small prop commuters 

7 I that sometimes need to run their engines for awhile before they 

8 I take off. That's also very intrusive. And that typically, you 

9 I know, is during the day, although that also can occur very 

101 early in the morning, which is very annoying. That disrupts 

11 U people's sleep. 

12 MR. ALVERSON: In terms of our level of effort 

138 in putting time into the budget and work scope to decide what 

14K issues we look at, to a great extent, based on the work the 

151 airport has already done, this in a sense falls to a lower 

16 U priority with respect to the Part 150 study. That's also true 

17 I of many of the·other things that the airport has done. Where 

18 I it doesn't involve complicated air space changes or flight 

19i"tracks, the airport continues to work on those things, and 

20 U Peggy does, on a daily basis. Part 150 is focusing on those 

21 U things that represent, in effect, major changes which require 

22 U analysis and then some type of agreement or approval by the 

23 I FAA. Let's ••••• 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The run-up time seems to 

250 -- on the east end of the lake, seems to be not coming from 
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11 Kulis at all, it seems to me to be coming from the Twenty 

21 Fingers (ph). But I believe that the larger prop planes down 

3 I on the east end of the airport. 

4 

5 

MR. BRADSHAW: Yeah, I would agree with that. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, I don't see how the 

6 I Kulis being -- I don't see Kulis being much of a problem at 

7 I all. 

8 MS. MCNEES: There's a variety -- without 

91 belaboring it too much because, again, the hour is getting 

101 late, but one of the things that's outlined there, either 

11 i the airport is working also to better refine the policies that 

i2 I we have. If someone's going to do a five minute engine 

13 I maintenance run-up, it's really going to create more noise for 

14 I them to taxi all the way out and then come back in. And from a 

15 U time and a noise standpoint, as well, it doesn't make sense. 

161 So, as Steve said, that's an issue that we're -- we've gone 

171 out, we've researched what policies are in place at other 

181 airports," and we're looking to apply that to Anchorage, and 

191 (indiscernible - voice trails off) ••••• 

201 MR. BRADSHAW: - It's when it runs to half" an 

211 hour or an hour, that's -- there's a lot of people ••••• 

22 

23 

24 i by that. 

25 

MS. MCNEES: Yes. 

MR. BRADSHAW: ••••• who are going to impacted 

MR. ALVERSON: Let's get to these last two 
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11 slides quickly, if we can. The implementa- -- there are also 

2 I issues here that I refer to as implementation, as well as 

3 I monitoring. Even though they're not necessarily abatement 

4 I procedures, they are necessary, if you will, or adj'lnct to 

5 n putting procedures into effect. Some of them have been 

6 I recommended are prepare charted visual approach tracks for the 

7 n Susitna River visual and runway 2.4 arrivals. Modify the flight 

8 & management system procedures to minimize overflight of noise 

9 U sensitive areas. 

lOU Just briefly, EFMS is programmed into the aircraft 

11 & computers, coordinated along with FAA, and essentially flight 

12 U tracks are flown very precisely over time and time again. We 

13 n see EFMS being used up to the north, virtually quite a bit by 

14 U Alaska Airlines, out performing to the north, and heading 

15 towards Seattle. 

16 ~~ sup le~noise abatement inserts 
~/0"V, 

. I 'j; -

for i :A:ti'SOfl approach 

17 & plates, and Peggy says that that has already occurred for 

18 i current noise abatement procedures. And the final one there, 

196 place' signs at the runway ends with noise abatement procedures. 

20& other airports have used these to remind pilots of --

21& particularly there are places where there's a great change of 

22 1 pilots, the foreign carriers, those types of things, where if 

23 

24 

you want a runway noise -- or a particular noise abatement 
~ (~b(u 

end, for example ~'off of procedure used off the runway 

25 & runway 6 to the east, it says it right next to the runway, you 
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--, 

(~\v 
~~. y 

know, please use ~ procedure and it might have some more 

110 

2 1 specifics along with it. Or the converse of that, if you don't 

3 H want aircraft to be using thrust noise abatement departure 

4 n procedures to the north or to the west, as has been suggested 

51 by one of the procedures, that can also go on the sign, you 

61 know, expedite climb using maximum takeoff thrust, or something 

7. like that. Those just serve as a bit of reminder to the pilots 

8 I as they're getting ready for takeoff. 

91 So those are some of the implementation issues, and it 

101 also ties in with monitoring. One of the comments was provide 

111 immediate flight traffic aircraft identification, and I think 

12 • to some extent that is the theory wanting to know who the 

130 people who are not following the noise abatement are, as well 

141 as suggesting to the airport if they have that type of 

150 information, perhaps following up more quickly might be able to 

16 U resolve these issues in a very timely manner. 

17 1 The difficulty is, first, with the FAA's flight 

18 I tracking system here, it is not a continuous data storing 
.. ~ /?\ 

19 I system. It is what we refer to as an ARTS ~ automated 

20 I radar terminal system. It is an older version and a less 

211 powerful version than are at some larger airports. And when we 

220 asked the FAA to mount a tape and to store this data for us, 

23 U they do it, but they don't do it continuously as happens at 

24 I better places like Seattle, or LAX, and so on. 

251 So that's one problem with that, plus there's also 
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10 generally what we refer to as a cool-down time. That cool-down 

21 time has been as long as 14 days. In some cases, it's actually 

30 been shortened to just three days. So there are some access 

40 limitations. There are some .airports that have a passive radar 

50 system that's put into place to be able to see the flight track 

60 and also get the beacon code on a real-time basis, but then you 

71 need to work with the tower to find out from that beacon code 

81 who it is. So there's still some time delay involved in that 

91 first particular item. 

101 The second item there, install a noise monitoring 

111 system. Peter had asked about that earlier. It's one way to 

121 tell whether you're noise levels are getting better or worse 

131 over time. It also can tell you something, certainly, about 

141 runway use and how noisy particular aircraft types are. 

15i Provide altitude tracks for departures to the south and 

16 I to the east. I think, again, this is a monitoring issue and 

17 I perhaps tied to the SIOs that are being flown out there. 

181 Identify the noise-makers and work with them to reduce 

191 impacts. Peggy pointed out to me, as she saw this one, it's 

201 something that's her job currently, which she is currently 

211 doing, and perhaps a recommendation here is just to have more 

22 tools to help_.do- that a little bit better. 
r_--.--- .. ,,---.----. 

23 And then, finally, monitor runway use and 

t ,;, 
''i

J 

,;'~'''''\j'",~,:;~ 
force--£rontal 

24 I use guidelines. And I think, Peggy, this is also an issue. that 

251 you currently carry out on a regular basis. 

R & Reo U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
Z17-OS72/Fax Z74-898Z 

1007 IlEST THIRO AVENUE 
Z72-7515 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 



1 MS. MCNEES: Well, on a spot check basis, is 

20 how I would phrase that. And it sort of complements, Steve, 

3 0 some of your earlier comments about the flight track 

112 

41 information. I can sit here and tell you it would be wonderful 

51 if I had access to that information, but there are some very 

61 significant costs associated with that because of the tapes 

7 H that the tower would need to place, then we have to send them 

8 U -- there are only three or four firms in the country that can 

911 transcribe those tapes. And so on an ongoing basis, it's very 

lOU costly for the airport. 

111 What we have been doing, however, just to get a handle 

12 I on what's happening out there, are the pilots complying, is 

13 D selecting a week or two, periods when it's very busy, when 

14 I we're trying to capture things. We've gone out, we've noted on 

151 a 24 hours basis runway procedures, which runways are being 

16 I used, that type of thing. I compare that. Was that the active 

17 U designated runway that the tower had -- was using at the time 

18U or did the pilot elect:to use a runway that was different from 

19 U the designated runway.- And you just kind of back through a lot 

20n of that. 

2111 In some cases, if the pilot elects to use another 

2211 runway, it's due to the payload issues, the payload and weight 

23 I factors that he's carrying, because previously, prior to the 

241 runway 32 extension, runway 6 right, if you were a cargo 

251 driver, was the preferred runway because it was the longest, 
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11 flattest runway. 

2 U But anyway, as we go through that make some 

31 assessments, what we have found through two -- doing these spot 

41 checks over two years, 1994 and 1995, compliance rates are 98 

51 and 99 percent. You folks -- many of you have heard me say 

61 this before, I know that there's a perception out there in the 

7 I community that these pilots just do whatever they want. And I 

81 just think it's important to note that in actuality they're 

9 I doing an excellent job of complying and working. I think the 

101 sensitivities have been heightened dramatically. 

111 So the summary there is that is something that we're 

121 continuing to do, and the next time we'll probably be taking a 

131 look at that is the Au~st-September time frame after we open 

141 runway 32, to see -- partly it's also to see, do we need to 

151 spend more educational time working with the carriers. You 

16 1 know, is the word getting out. In one case, we found that 

171 there was a lack in Jepsom (ph), getting it into their data, 

18i and that's the pilot manual that the pilots use. But that will 

191 be an ongoing program and something that we're already doing. 

20 MR. ALVERSON: The final item on my subagenda 

211 of the main agenda was the schedule. As we've discussed, we'd 

22 1 like you to think about the items that we've discussed. If 

23 I there are more that you'd like to add, please send them in. 

24 I Get them to Peggy or get them to me. And we will consider 

251 those, as we have the rest of these this evening. We have 
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1 H discussed the issue of the summertime being difficult to get 

2 I people to meetings, as tonight might be a bit of an evidence 

3 n of. And have also talked about having the next meeting in ' 

4R september, as the next date. 

114 

5 MS. MCNEES: Yes. I have one question, partly 

6 I because it's real important for the community council members 

7 I to have an opportunity to go back, work with their community 

81 councils, and share some of this information. The groups that 

91 are represented here tonight, are your community councils 

10M meeting over the summer? I know many -- okay. So september 

11 1 will be the first meeting? 

12 MR. BRADSHAW: Around September, yes. 

13 MS. MCNEES: That almost suggests -- and I 

14 i guess I would ask for comments, our preference would be to have 

15 I the next meeting in September. There are four more meetings to 

16 I get, us up to the point where we will be looking at 

17 I recommendations. And we will be holding those pretty quickly 

18 I back-to-back in the September through November time frame. But 

19 1 obviously, what that, doesn't do is that is enable you folks to 

20« go back and work'with your community councils. Any thoughts or 

211 comments if we were to delay this until October? I mean, one 

221 of the things the airport is very concerned about is we don't 

23 I want to drag this stUdy out. This is real important to reach a 

24 I conclusion on this. 

25 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) • 
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1 MR. WINCE: Well, as far as september, it would 

2 I be the best because our council meeting -- or community council 

3 I meetings are the first Thursday. Sometimes that puts it on the 

41 first of the month. 

5 MS. MCNEES: I have all the community councils' 

6 I SChedules and ••••• 

7 MR. WINCE: I know you do. 

S MS. MCNEES: ••.•• I know in fact Turnagain is 

91 not here tonight because their community council is meeting and 

101 it's unfortunate that sometimes we're just going to hit 

111 individual's community council meetings. 

12 MR. WINCE: No one likes that Tom Mittendorf 

131 (indiscernible - laughter). 

14 MS. MCNEES: Okay. Late September ••••• 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) 

16 MS. MCNEES: We'll also be back at you -- what 

171 steve and I are going to do is try and set the date for all of 

lS n. those meetings to give people (indiscernible) dates to come so 

19. that you can get the word out. 

20n MR. ALVERSON: 'Part of.what we may -- Peggy and 

211 I may want to do, too, is take some of what we've heard this 

22" evening, discuss them, maybe get a preliminary list together 

23' and wait for your responses and see if there's some more items 

24 I to add to that. That's my part of the show. 

25 MS. MCNEES: I'm -- we've promised and I want 
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1 i to thank all of you folks that are kind of out there, what 

21 we're calling the public, but do you guys have any comments to 

3 I share? I know, Doug, at one point you had kind of raised your 

41 hand and -- do you have thoughts or comments of some of the 

51 proponents that were discussed tonight? 

6 MR. THOMPSON: A number of those -- the one 

7 I thing I was raising my hand about was that odd question about 

8D (indiscernible) departures, which it seemed to be questionable 

91 about the wording, and it seemed incomplete. What that is 

101 about is (indiscernible) departures tells pilots if they're 

111 unable to make 2,000 feet by a certain point, to advise ATC. 

12 H And that allows ATC to coordinate with the north facilities, 

131 Merrill and Elmendorf, that there's an aircraft coming off 

14 I that's g9ing to be lower than it should be. That suggestion, I 

15 I was present when I heard it mentioned, was that a pilot advises 

16 D they can't make that turn or that altitude for the turn, and 

171 then (indiscernible - voice trails off). That's what that 

181 suggestion was all about. It was a clarification of that 

19 I suggestion. 

20 MS. MCNEES: Thank you. 

21 MR. THOMPSON: So no more low (indiscernible -

22 1 voice trails off). A couple of other issues about --one 

23 i question that somebody asked about why 1424 at night be 

24 H preferential. One of the reasons that that will have a 

25 H positive impact is because all of our light aircraft depart 
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11 runway .6 (indiscernible). And if you turn it around and depart 

2 I them off of runway 24, even though it's not as annoying, you 

31 know, quieter aircraft, you do run into that much more noise. 

41 That would be a reason (indiscernible) ••••. 

5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Now why is that? Why is 

6 I quieter going . . . . . 
7 MR. THOMPSON: Okay. 

8 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• going off of 24? 

9 MR. THOMPSON: What you're talking about is 

101 large aircraft. If you're going 24 or 32, what's the 

11 U difference? 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Right. 

13 MR. THOMPSON: I'm talking about small 

14 I aircraft. On a 6 and 32 configuration, the light twins, 

151 Navajos, and in some cases Metroliners, these aircraft -- you 

16 1 know, southcentral, these guys that run all night long. 

171 They'll depart"on the 6 "in that runway configuration, so 

18 U they'll turn out over the south of the city at night. Now 

19 r they're not as loud as jet, but they're there. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Oh, they depart •••• ; 

MR. THOMPSON: They will depart runway 6. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Off of 6? 

MR. THOMPSON: Yes. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Even though the 

25U preferential ••••• 
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1 MR. THOMPSON: Well ••••• 

2 

3 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• runway is north? 

MR. THOMPSON: That's preferential runway for 

41 large turbojet aircraft. The small light aircraft depart 

51 runway 6 because of the traffic flow, especially if they're 

61 southbound because it's a much quicker (indiscernible 

71 background noise). Everybody departs on 24, so that 

81 everybody's going out over the water. And that's the only 

9 n reason that that was a suggestion. And most -- I haven't 

10 ft worked at the tower for a number of months now, but most 

11 I midshift crews turn the airport around into a 14, 24 at night 

1211 for that very reason, just to keep those small aircraft out 

13 H over the water with everybody else. 

14 A number of issues about runway 14. I heard a couple 

15 R of things about straight off of 14. Right now, the way the 

16 I rules are, we can't go straight off of 14 with an IFR airplane. 

17 U One six zero, 160, is the minimum heading for a departure off 

18U. of 14. So that's just something you just have to keep in mind, 

19 I we have departure transition areas. Straight out, we have to 

201 be flight checked and there's a bunch of other things that have 

211 to be done, and it has to do with terrain and a bunch of other 

221 things. But that 160 is a minimum heading for a 14 IFR 

23 I departure. 

24 I heard something mentioned about a gravel pit. Saying 

25 U to somebody to fly to the gravel pit doesn't mean much in 
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1 U aircra~t that's got a 10 or 15 degree deck angle. And a 

2 I heading won't really help much because generally when we're 

3 I departing 14 we have a strong southeast wind. And if you 

4 I decide that a heading of 165 would take you over the gravel 

5 I pit, if the wind is blowing, it probably won't take you over 

6 i the gravel pit because the wind is going to offset your 

7 I aircraft over the ground. So these are just some things to 

8 I keep in mind when you're thinking about 14 departures. 
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9 Let's see, one other thing. Peggy, has anybody in the 

10 I airport looked at acquiring a point source noise cancelling 

111 system? 

12 MS. MCNEES: A point source noise ••••. 

13 MR. THOMPSON: Yeah. 

14 MS. MCNEES: •.••• noise cancelling system? 

15 MR. THOMPSON: This would really ••••• 

16 MS. MCNEES: Doug, I don't know what that is. 

17 MR. THOMPSON: ••••• help with these folks to 

18 I the south that are getting all this departure and run-up 

19 I volumes. It's basically a PA system that has like a monitor on 

20ll one end and a bunch of speakers on the other, pointing out 

211 towards. And when it hears -- it monitors a loud noise like 

22 I engines on takeoff, or run-up, it broadcasts that same noise 

23 I 180 degrees out of phase through this PA system. And it 

241 effectively eliminates the noise for people on the other side. 

25 MS. MCNEES: I have read something about that 
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11 and -- steve, do you have comment? 

2 MR. ALVERSON: Sure, let me comment on that. 

31 It's typically referred to as active noise cancellation, and is 

4 I used in industry quite a bit where the noise source is very 

51 stable, where saws are running, those types of things. And the 

61 difficulty is an aircraft noise, of course, varies greatly and 

71 so it has yet to have been put into successful production. 

8 1 However, Burbank through Burbank Airport in California, with 

91 some assistance at UCLA, is doing a study to see if active 

loll noise cancellation can be used on a basis in lieu of, or in 

111 addition to, say, sound insulation type of programs. 

12 The difficulty is one of them is the -- again, the 

13 I varying aircraft spectrum of noise and also the power, the 

14 n energy that it takes to offset a very loud noise. level. And so 

15« it becomes expensive to put in and also expensive to operate. 

16 B But there is a study underway to see if they can find something 

17 I that will work ·for aircraft noise. 

18 MR. THOMPSON: Yeah, I was present at a study 

19U'in California where they did it on a highway. And they flipped 

201 that thing on and that noise was gone. So it's pretty 

211 impressive. I don't know. And you're right, it is very 

22 1 expensive. It takes stadium quality amplification, real high-

23 II powered stuff, 2 or 300,000 watts (indiscernible - simultaneous 

24 U speech) ••••• 

25 MR. ALVERSON: Yeah, one other aspect that I've 
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111 certainly heard community members say about it is that, gee, 

2 II that's great for our houses, but then we can't go outside, 

3 II which is true of many of the types of things with respect to 

4 II sound insulation when you're working on the home, that you 
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511 don't necessarily fix the outside. You can't necessarily fix 

611 the outside problem. Active noi- -- in terms of active noise 

7 II cancellation, it so far has focused on internally within the 

8 II home. 

9 MR. THOMPSON: Okay. A system (indiscernible -

1011 background noise}. I mean, this thing would actually sit on 

1111 the ground south of the airport with speaker stacks pointing 

12 II south. And it would, in fact, work outside. Anybody using a 

13 I line of sight of that noise source, you basically put this 

14 I system between them and that. It's obviously still in the 

151 developmental stage so we can skip beyond that. I guess 

16 I there's a bunch of stuff about Lake Hood, but I don't want to 

17 II go there tonight. 

18 MS. MCNEES: Anyone else? Toby? 

19 MS. STEINBERGER: Oh, I was -- stage two 

2011 aircraft really, I think, is one of our biggest problems here, 

211 at least for us -- where I live. And stage two aircraft when 

2211 they take off to the north comes back with a lot of noise if 

23 II you're in a direct line of sight. And I just want to -- I 

24 I mean, I'm sure if you live -- if it's flying over you, I'm sure 

2511 it's much noisier than (indiscernible - background noise) and I 
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111 really would like to see -- but first I have one question about 

21 Part 161. Is that (indiscernible - background noise) aircraft 

310r (indiscernible - background noise) aircraft? 

4 MS. MCNEES: I don't have an answer to that. 

511 Do you know, Steve, the answer to that? 

6 MR. ALVERSON: I think foreign aircraft who are 

71 flying within the Lower 48 have to comply. 

8 MS. STEINBERGER: Yeah, the one that's --

9 II right, that's what I was referring to. 

10 ~ MS. MCNEES: Yeah. 

11 MS. STEINBERGER: I think Alaska is -- you can 

12 II never get rid of the stage two, and unlike the Lower 48 it will 

13 i be harder to get the FAA to approve some restrictions on stage 

14 n two because those will eventually be eliminated. But here in 

15 a Alaska, it's going to be an ongoing problem and I really think 

16 II that Alaska should make an attempt with a Part 161 study to see 

171 how many planes there are. And according to the results here, 

1811 a lot of our noise north, east, south, and west is primarily 

1911 caused by stage two aircraft. And so I think that because 

201 Alaska and Hawaii are unique, I think that the FAA should give 

2111 extra consideration to these states that cannot limit stage two 

22 II (indiscernible - background noise) do things and this Committee 

2311 should make an effort to eliminate or reduce the operation of 

2411 stage two aircraft in Alaska. 

25 MS. SULLIVAN: The FAA or Congress. 

R & R C 0 U R T REP 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-0572/Fax 274-8982 

1007 WEST THIRD AVENUE 
272-7515 

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 



123 

1 MS. STEINBERGER: Or Congress. But you could 

2 I still -- the FAA has to approve a new restriction for stage two 

3 I aircraft. I mean, we have things to eliminate these aircraft 

4 I in Alaska, but to somehow limit its operation. And I think the 

5 U Part 161 does allow some restrictions on operations, maybe it's 

6 n in hours, or maybe it's in runways. 

7 MR. BRADSHAW: SeaTac have implemented 

8 n restrictions like that, say, in the last couple of weeks. 

9 MS. SULLIVAN: And those restrictions were in 

10 M place prior to the Legislature ••••• 

un MS. STEINBERGER: Right. Before (indiscernible 

12 H - background noise) before the passage of the after passage 

13 U of the law, but it was ~- I think the FAA has made its 

14 I regulations stricter for restricting stage two aircraft under 

15 I Part 161- I mean, I think the -- Seattle had -- those 

161 restrictions were prior to the passage of the 1990 law 

17 MS. SULLIVAN: Right. 

18 MR. STEINBERGER: ••••• or after the 1990 law. 

19 MS. MCNEES: They were grandfathered in. 

20 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech). 

21 MS. SULLIVAN: They were grandfathered in and 

22 H they had a plan to implement them when that law was passed. 

23 MR. THOMPSON: Also, I'd like to bring up a 

24 I couple of things on the stage two, that was the other thing 

25 I that I forgot to write down, is most of our -- and it's the 
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1 H heavies that are really annoying people. Those are the ones 

2 II that before we ship them to the airport, that you have calls 

3 H about in the tower all the time. 
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4 MS. MCNEES: Doug, that's really not accurate, 

5 I though. And that's one of things ••••• 

6 MR. THOMPSON: I understand that. 

7 MS. MCNEES: ••••• that Steve's data was 

8U showing •...• 

9 MR. THOMPSON: I'm not talking about the 

10" perception (indiscernible - background noise). I live under 

111 the (indiscernible - background noise). I know the difference. 

12 I And to me, a 747 going over seems louder than a 737 200 going 

130 over, even though I know when I haul the (indiscernible), I 

141 know there's a diff- -- the 737's are in fact louder. 

15 I (Tape change) 

16 MR. THOMPSON: ••••• consideration, but I think 

17 I we are going to see a direct proportional decrease in the 

18 I number of stage two operations out here, as they phase out in 

19 H the rest of the country, because most of our traffic goes to or 

20 I comes from some place down there. 

21 MS. STEINBERGER: But I can't see why we can't, 

220 like, get some of these Alaska aircraft that are stage two, 

23 1 that are only flying in Alaska, to get them to -- those 

241 reduction kits. I mean, why can't they be required to get 

251 those type of things? 
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1 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Is there somebody here 

2 0 that can knowledgeably answer about these things? Not to 

3 I downplay this, but to put it into perspective, most of these 

41 stage two airplanes are old. And how much longer are the 

125 

51 airplanes going to be flyable? You know, are we talking about 

61 trying to get legislation passed to stop these airplanes that's 

71 going to take longer to put in effect for these airplanes to 

81 rot and die? 

9 MS. MCNEES: A lot of these aircraft -- we've 

lOU actually aSked. When I met with some of the different carriers 

111 and I've asked what the projected service life is, and in many 

121 cases they'll say still another 10 or 15 years. And what's 

13 i happening in some cases is the cargo carriers are purchasing 

14U older passenger aircraft. So we have -- there are several kind 

150 of upstart cargo companies, for example, that are buying a lot 

161 of 747 100's, which are definitely a stage two. 

17 MR. CORD: Peggy, can I ask a question? 

18 MS. MCNEES: Yes. 

19 MR. CORD: My understanding of this whole stage 

200 two thing, the only reason we aren't covered by the national 

21ll done by year 2000 is because of Congressional pressures brought 

220 about for the very reasons that Doug just stated, that the in-

238 state carriers, part of it because of the strips and everything 

241 they're going into, part of it because that's what they had, 

251 were the ones that got the exemption so we were not included in 
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1 U the 20.0.0. year phase-out. It would seem to me the way to do 

2 U that is go back to our congressional delegation and say, we 

3 i want to be back into that. 

4 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

5 1 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Then you have to decide 

6 ft whether you wanted to ride on a metro or a convair (ph} ••••.• 

7 MR. CORD: That's the trade-off. 

8 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That's exactly right. 

9 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

10. MR. CORD: But I mean, that's what it's going 

11. to take to do it. 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That same person who is 

13 I screaming about a stage two aircraft operating cargo combi- --

14 n combination in the state of Alaska, they have to recognize if 

15 I they don't want to ride on a metro in the ice, would certainly 

161 get a lower class of travel for two and half hours to Nome or 

17 I Kotzebue. It's a very interesting dichotomy that you face. 

18 MR. CORD: Yeah. 

19 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The same person who was 

20.1 screaming at the last meeting wonders why they're walking out 

211 to a propeller airplane to go travel in the state of Alaska. 

228 Where did the jet go? 

23 MS. STEINBERGER: Well, my question is, what 

248 does the 161 study do? Is it if you can't do anything about 

251 stage two at all, what is the purpose of a 161? 
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1 MR. CORD: A 161, I believe, was to prevent 

2 n restrictions, arbitrary restrictions, because the FAA is tasked 

3 H with insuring commerce and equitability, and that type of 

4 D thing. And it was a direct result of some actions that were 

5 I taken in the Lower 48 by some airports, at least that's my 

61 understanding of it, that where there were arbitrary decisions 

7 I made that the community said, thou shalt not fly after 10:00 

8 I o'clock at night, however we're going to take your millions of 

9 n dollars to build up our airport. And we at the FAA says, no, 

10 n we're not going to give you the money. So the 161 was to put 

111 in that says, before you can put those restrictions in, it has 

12 n to be evaluated and studied to see what the impacts are. 

13 MS. STEINBERGER: We could have a 161 with no 

141 stage two aircraft after midnight to 6:00 a.m. 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: You could restrict them, 

16 R but before you restrict them you have to go through the study. 

17 n And the study would say; wait a minute, this commerce is 

18 H necessary. 

19 MS. STEINBERGER: I could be -- it could -- it 

20 U maybe okay. 

21 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Well, in most cases it is 

22 n for arbitrary restrictions that have been placed on 

23 U (indiscernible - background noise), you know, that's fine, if 

241 you want to fund the city airport from the city, not from the 

250 federal government. 
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1 MS. MCNEES: Part of what it would do, too, it 

2 I would look at a cost benefit analysis, it would look at the 

3 U frequency of the aircraft. And that was some of the data that 

41 Steve presented tonight was, you know, trying to show that, 

51 that, you know, we are getting some improvements. But yes, it 

61 is true that the stage two are a large contributor to the DNL 

7 I contours that we have. 

81 I guess it was something I'd like to throw into this 

91 mix as well. I think that there are'opportunities to run these 

lOU aircraft on specific runways and that there are -- I don't know 

11i if it was Patty that said that before, but I think there are 

12 I some other measures that we need to look at before we start 

13 I talking about trying to place some limits on stage two, that 

14 I there might be other measures we could take that would improve 

15 I and have a definite noise benefit without going to a Part 161. 

160 And I'm not saying that we shouldn't do that, but I think that 

17 I we need to investigate those a little more. 

18 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: There won't be a single 

19 I Alaska Airlines airplane -- stage two after the year 2000. 

20 MS. STEINBERGER: So if they only operate in 

210 Alaska? 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No, we don't operate a 

231 single airplane in the state of Alaska. 

24 MS. MCNEES: They don' t base the ••.•• 

25 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: You and I have spoken 
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11 about this before. 

2 MS. STEINBERGER: Because there's plenty of 

3D stage two aircraft that .•••• 

4 

5 

6 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: But take notes. 

MS. STEINBERGER: ••••• are flying right now. 

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: There will be not a single 

71 stage two aircraft operating for Alaska Airlines after the year 

8 I 2000. We're spending over $2 million an airplane on the 737 

9 n 200's ••••• 

10 MS. STEINBERGER: (Indiscernible) 

11 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Say again? 

12 MS. STEINBERGER: I wasn't heard that -- I 

13 1 forgot, you just said that. 

14 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That Northern (ph) thrust 

151 reverser and hush kits is going on the first airplane this 

161.fall, and then they'll be programmed as th~y come on detail, at 

17 I great expense to us and a performance loss, which I am -- I 

18! managed the Anchorage base and I'm not for it, at all. We're 

19 I going to see serious degradation in the overall .airplane to 

201 make it a stage three airplane. And it does not serve our 

211 purposes or your purposes, if we're talking about stopping on 

22! the runway in Nome when it's slippery, if you're the passenger. 

23 1 Everything we have done, from the noise standpoint, and 

241 everyone needs to recognize this, from operating an airplane 

251 off of an airport to altitude or bringing it back to the 
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11 airport in the vicinity of a noise sensitive runway, it is less 

2 6 safe for you the passenger than operated what we would call 

38 normally. Every concession that we make for noise abatement 

46 departures get to the point of the santa Ana, Orange County, 

51 departure, which was finally deemed by everybody involved as 

6 R totally unsafe. 

71 When you've got a jet transport pitched up at 25 

8 8 degrees, and then you push it over to three-quarters of a G 

9 R push-over, you're actually going to get light in your seat, and 

10 H then a rate off, the power comes back. And you have to 

111 appreciate that that's just short of an aerobatic maneuver, 

12 I that you've just got to ride through it and hang the 

13 i passengers. 

141 (Indiscernible - simultaneous speech) 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• pointed uphill, then 

16 i you'd get a real ride. " So just recognize every time that you 

17 n want something "outlandish done, that fits everyone's idea of a 

18 I desirable situation standing next to the barbecue, that the 

19M"next day you're going to get on the airplane. And it's find 

20 B the even line, find some happy medium. 

21 MR. BRADSHAW: Well, that's what this is all 

22 n about, and I'd like to make a comment there. What we're trying 

23 n to do is take advantages of laws which apply to the Lower 48 to 

24 R reduce noise over time, and take advantage of improving 

25 D technologies. And I'm not sure what will happen in this state 
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111 for jet. transports flying out to gravel strips. But obviously 

28 over time, the 727's, the 737's that we've been discussing will 

38 go away. It may take 20 years, but they'll go away. And you 

4 U will have to find a replacement, carriers will have to find a 

5 I replacement. And they will have to meet the latest stage three 

6U requirements when you do that. And that's what all of this 

7 I discussion is about, is making sure that here in Alaska we're 

88 not excluded from those benef·its by possibly dumping of stage 

9 II two planes in this state, and an increase in stage two traffic. 

10n I agree with your concerns, and we're sensitive to those 

111 concerns. 

12 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Unfortunately, you and I 

13 U will live through the band-aid period. 

14 MR. BRADSHAW: True. 

15 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The new airplanes may 

16U accelerate as well and stop as well, and be quiet, the existing 

17 

18 

airplane will not. 
~- \\. "/',r-..-
"::>l.i""-' \..:,. '. ~.' , 

MS. "'MCNEES: And a point maybe to fOllow on 

19 U with what this. gentlemen -- I'm sorry, I didn't get your name, 

20 U what you said, on -- you know, their concern -- or apparently 

2111 part of the rationale behind why the phase-out of stage two 

22 II aircraft for this state was based on the fact that a lot of 

23 8 locations are gravel runways. A lot of the runways in this 

2411 state that jets fly in and out of are much shorter than the 

2511 runways in the Lower 48. Not only are they shorter, but some 
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11 of them are water to water, some of them there's terrain that 

2 1 causes severe cross-winds, and as a person who flies around to 

3 1 some of these airports, I can tell you already that in some 

4 n conditions it is really scary. And I don't know how many of 

5 1 how many of you have flown around this state to some of those 

6" other locations, but I think we .•••• 

7 MR. BRADSHAW: It's {indiscernible) ••••• 

8 MS. MCNEES: ••••• 1 think that that's a really 

91 important point that we need to keep in mind is the safety and 

101 is the operating environment that these aircraft are going 

118 in and out of. Anchorage International is not at all typical 

12 " of the air carrier airport in this state. 

13 MS. SULLIVAN: Dick? 

14 MR. MCCLUNEY: I've been -- I've listened to 

15ithis gentleman and I'm listening to you now, and everybody 

161 else. The -- and I have been just about to every airport in 

17 I the state, too, and with very, very few exceptions. And I 

18! don't see any 747 100's out there. I mean, we're -- well, I'm 

191 going to try to focus on what we're trying to do here. You 

20! have the 747 100's, as far as I know, Anchorage is probably 

211 Anchorage and Fairbanks is probably the only two places that 

22! they land in the state. And what I'd like to kind of know is 

23 I how many operations do we have on that kind of aircraft. 

24 

25 

MS. MCNEES: That's a good point. 

MR. MCCLUNEY: You know, just how many -- it's 
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1 II not 100 percent, but what is the actual number and can -- is 

2 II there anything that we can do as a group of people to say, 

133 

3 II let's try to limit those or -- and limit them or direct them in 

4 II some fashion. And the same with the 727's. Those guys are 

511 extremely noisy. I don't see very many of those out at Dutch 

611 Harbor or .•..• 

7 MS. MCNEES: Right. No, you have a good point. 

811 I was referring to ••••• 

9 MR. MCCLUNEY: You know, how many operations of 

1011 727's can we limit? Actual operations, not talking about 

1111 percent, because we know we're talking already four or five or 

12 II six percent, you know. So that's what I would like to see this 

13 n group say is what are the actual numbers are we talking about 

1411 on these stage two aircraft, and can we do something about it 

15 I that directs your concern and your concern because the ones 

161 that I'm seeing are -- you know, they usually have China 

17 II Airline on the top of them, you know, and they're going or 

181 stopping off here, getting some fuel, and going on. You know, 

191 they have televisions in them, and that kind of stuff. And 

20 I maybie we can do something about it. 

2111 But when we just -- when we're talking percents and 

22 II we're talking about the overall problem of Alaska and the 

23 II remote areas, the only one that I think was really pertinent 

2411 that I heard was the Convair (ph) operations, and clearly they 

251 serve a major function of getting from here to Kodiak, or from 
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11 here to Nome, and it's something someone -- it's kind of a 

21 comfortable level. okay. But how many operations of Convairs 

3 1 do you have? Do you have eight a day, ten a day, as compared 

4 i to the 747's and the rest of them? I think you -- I think we 

51 actually need some hard numbers. 

6 MS. SULLIVAN: Data. Yeah, I've got some data, 

7! Dick, that we can bring to the next meeting. That's a good 

8 n point. 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: To supplement this 

101 gentleman's comments, I couldn't tell from that graph that you 

111 handed out at the beginning, just for informational purposes, 

12 I where the Electra falls,· the prop driven aircraft, the DC 6'S, 

131 I don't -- I didn't see them here to even get a relative feel 

141 as to what kind of noise those prop-type aircrafts put out. 

15 MS. MCNEES: What we did on that is we picked 

16 I representative aircraft. There were limits to the numbers, so 

17 I we tried to kind of look at worst case scenarios, and let me 

181 see if I can quickly find that. 

19 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Are these are those 

20 i that he's mentioned and I mentioned those prop are those 

211 called stage two? 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No. 

23 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No. 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: See they're out of 

251 this 
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~ UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Much less noise. 

2 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: ••••• they're out of this. 

3 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, and the thing is, is 

4 0 that the Convair 580 and the Lockheed Electra are two of the 

5 I noisier turboprops in the air. 

6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: So they're not even in 

7 II that noise level? 

8 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No (indiscernible) ••••• 

9 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: So we're talking 737's ~OO 

~O' -- 200 .••.. 

11 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: 727's. 

~2 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: 727's. 

~3 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And the 747 ~OO's, as I 

~4 0 understand it. 

~5 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: And that's it? 

~6 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The 737 200's. 
. 

~7 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The two -- the 737 200 has 

~80 the sa~e engine as the 727 has. It's just (indiscernible-

~9 0 voice trails off) ••••• 

20 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: I think that'd be really 

2~D interesting. You're talking about maybe a handful of 

22 D operations. 

23 MS. SULLIVAN: Well, that would focus in 

240 certainly on the stage two aircraft. And just to note, there 

25U still is a composite percentage that is stage three as well. 
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11 But that's information that we can bring to the next meeting, 

21 some additional data that kind of describes operationally the 

3 1 number. 

4 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, the reason why I say 

51 that is because the community here that we have, we're not 

6 1 totally ostracized. I mean, we can talk to our senators and 

71 the like, and most of the time those fellows are very 

80 wanting to hear what we have to say. So it's a small 

91 community. 

10 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: It doesn't really matter 

110 whether the runways are gravel or not. At the present stage of 

121 the technology, there is not an airplane in the world built 

13 0 with a combination of passenger and cargo to replace the 737 

14 B 200. We're looking, hourly. There is no airplane to replace 

151 it, and consequently if you're going to provide jet service to 

161 the smaller communities in any environment, be it Norway or 

17. Russia or Alaska, it's going to have to be in a combination of 

1811 passenger and cargo, otherwise the economics are just simply 

19 n not there. And then you end up running a dash eight (ph) at 

201 half the speed •. And combi (ph) airplanes are getting very, 

211 very hard to come by because of regulations concerning the 

22 1 combination of passenger and cargo on the main deck level. So 

23 R the 737 200 unfortunately, for both you and I, because 

241 airplanes are getting older. Most of ours are relatively new, 

25B they're some of the last ones built, but they're still over 10 
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1 II years old now which is not extremely old in the life of an 

2 II airliner. But we don't have any replacement for it at the 

137 

3 II present time. It doesn't matter whether it has fan engines or 

4 II not, maybe they will re-engine it. But hush kits are the only 

511 source of relief at the present time, and that will be--

61 unfortunately, I can't give you any better news, it's mediocre. 

71 It makes it, but some of the airplanes, like 57's and 37 400's 

81 and 600's are -- you can hardly hear. And the 37 200 and the 

911 -- like the 727's, it will make stage three, but you won't 

1011 believe it. 

1111 (Indiscernible - laughter) 

12 MS. MCNEES: What I'd like to do -- excuse me, 

138 Toby? 

14 MS. STEINBERGER: One last statement. I'd just 

151 like to know (indiscernible) -- but I know I could tolerate 

161 stage two during the day until 10:00 p.m. at night. How many 

171 are operating between 10:00 and 11:00 p.m. at night and 7:00 in 

188 the morning. I mean, you can't ••••• 

19 MS. MCNEES: Hourly operations. 

20 MS. STEINBERGER: You know, that's where 

211 they're so badly ••••• 

22 MS. MCNEES: And steve had actually given those 

23 II numbers -- I know there were a lot of statistics that were 

24 I passed out. And I have to look at my cheat sheets, but 80 ••.•• 

25 MS. STEINBERGER: Percentage-wise, but what 

R &. C 0 U R T • E P 0 R T E R S 

810 N STREET 
277-0572/Fax 274-8982 

1007 WEST THIRD AVfNUE 
272-7515 

ANCIIORAGC, ALASKA 99501 



138 

18 about the numbers? 

2 MS. MCNEES: Okay. Number of operations. 

3 H We'll bring that back to you at the next meeting. And in fact, 

4 8 what we'll do is include that in the mail-out. 

5 MS. STEINBERGER: I don't know if you even know 

6 i who's even doing it. 

7 MS. MCNEES: We do. 

8 MS. STEINBERGER: Is it foreigners, foreign 

91 carriers? I mean, going to ••••• 

10 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: (Indiscernible) 

11 MS. MCNEES: Generally, we·have a real big 

12' passenger push. Steve talked earlier tonight about what we all 

13 , know as the red-eye flights, starting around 11: 00 0' clock 

148 until 1:00 o'clock? We have a large number of passenger 

15' aircraft that go out. 

16 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: But there are very few 

171 stage two's anymore. They're (indiscernible) 2 and 300's, 

18 I. they're 737 400's, and 75's, and 76's. 

19 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, because the red-eyes 

201 are all going Outside. 

21 ( Indiscernible simultaneous speech) 

22 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No red-eyes to Dutch 

23 i Harbor. 

24 UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The only domestic stage 

258 two operations, for the most part, would be the 727 or 737, and 
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111 unfortunately there are huge pushes -- it's that Christmas push 

2 U that starts Thanksgiving and goes clear through the first of 

3 1 the year, and the reason for the freight to leave at night is 

4 I because the passenger airplanes are plumb full. It goes again 

5 i at Iditarod when the airplanes are plumb full during the day 

6 U with passengers, and then the additional freighters in addition 

7 I to the scheduled freighters, which generally leave before 10: 00 

8 I or 11: 00. There's one that leaves in the middle of the night 

9 I because it's coming from Seattle. And this time of year, of 

101 course, there's dead fish sitting allover the country and dead 

11 I fish have a very, very terminal (indiscernible laughter) • So 

120 they're gathered up all night long. There could be as many as 

13 I seven departures out of here on a given night, and then back 

14 I in. And possibly another departure at 2:00 or 3:00 in the 

15'> morning. 

16 MS. MCNEES: We'll make a commitment to bring 

17 I that back, and what I'd like to do is officially adjourn 

1811 because I know that we have kept everyone and it's getting 

191 late. Thank you all for coming. Steve and I will be here if 

201 anybody has additional questions or •••••• 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(Indiscernible - simultaneous talking) 

MS. MCNEES: Thank you all. 

(END OF PROCEEDINGS) 

* * * * * * 
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2 II SUPERIOR COURT ) 
) ss. 

3 1 STATE OF ALASKA ) 

41 I, Julie o. Gonzales, Notary Public in and for the 
state of Alaska, and Court Reporter for R & R Court Reporters, 

51 Inc., do hereby certify: . 

61 THAT the foregoing pages numbered 02 through 139 
contain a full, true and correct transcript of the State of 

71 Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, 
Airport safety meeting, transcribed by myself to the best of my 

81 knowledge and ability from TWO CHANNEL cassette tapes 
identified as follows: 

9 

10 
Tape 1 
Tape 2 

Side A and B 
Side A and B 

111 THAT there are (indiscernible)s throughout the 
Transcript due to the quality of the TWO CHANNEL recording 

121 provided to be transcribed and the lack of notes thereof. 

13 1 THAT the Transcript has been prepared at the request of 
the State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public 

141 Facilities. 

15 

16 
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20 

21 
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HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC. 
945 University Avenue, Suite 101 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Tel, (916) 568-1116 
Fax. (916) 568-1201 

PROJECT MEMORANDUM 
Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Study Update 

To: 
From: 
Date: 

Subject: 
Reference: 

Anchorage International Airport Part 150 Technical Advisory Committee 
Steve Alverson, HMMH\, .... 
30 August 1995 
Second Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
HMMH Project No. 293702.01 

This memorandum and its attachments present material related to the second meeting of the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) for the Anchorage International Airport (AlA) FAR Part 150 Update 
Study. 

The second meeting has two principal purposes: 

• To review aircraft noise terminology including the principal noise.metrics that'will be used in 
the Part 150 Update study. 

• To present the preliminary results of the summer noise measurements at 12 sites: 1 site on 
airport and 11 sites in the neighborhoods surrounding AlA. 

To supplement our discussion of these topics, we have attached the following background and 
discussion materials: 

• 
• 

Aircraft Noise Terminology pamphlet (Attachment A); and 
Preliminary Summer Noise Measurement Results (Attachment B) . 

Please read the Aircraft Noise Terminology pamphlet and review the Preliminary Summer Noise 
Measurement Results prior to the meeting. 

We hope that you will be able to attend. 
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Anchorage International Airport 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

WestCoast International Inn 
September 20, 1995 

PEGGY McNEES welcomed everyone to the meeting. She then asked the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) members to sit at the tables in the 
front of the room. She introduced Steve Alverson of Harris Miller Miller & 
Hanson (HMMH), project manager for the ANC Part 150 Noise Study, and 
Bill Willkie of HNTB, the land use subconsultant. MS. McNEES introduced 
Anchorage International Airport staff that were present. She then asked the 
TAC members to introduce themselves and the group that each was 
representing. 

MS. McNEES then outlined the format for the meeting. She stated that she 
would attempt to keep the meeting to two hours. The meeting was meant to 
be informal and coffee and tea were available in the back. She also noted 
that handouts were available on the table in the back of the room. She asked 
that everyone sign-in on the sheet by the door before the end of the rp.eeting. 

STEVE ALVERSON stated that the packets included a brochure which 
described the aircraft noise termin()logy that would be used throughout the 
study. He reviewed the basic noise metric, the decibel (dB), which is used to 
measure-the sound pressure level. He noted that decibels are logarithmic, 
and therefore decibel measurements for two sources can not be added 
together to get the overall noise level. He explained that two sources at 100 
dB would result in 103 dB of noise, as opposed to 200 dB. He stated that 
changes of less than 3 dB are generally not detected and that a change of 6 to 
10 dB is generally perceived as a doubling ofloudness. 

MR. ALVERSON then discussed the A-weighted sound level, dB(A). He 
explained that this weighting takes into account the fact that certain 
frequencies of noise are heard more easily. He also discussed the Maximum 
A-weighted noise level and discussed how this can change over a single noise 
event. He briefly reviewed the maximum sound level associated with various 
locations and events. 

MR. ALVERSON then discussed the Sound Exposure Level (SEL). He noted 
that this metric is a summation of the A-weighted sound energy over the 
duration of an event. The SEL represents the sum of the energy compressed 
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into one second. This results in the SEL being greater than the maximum 
noise levels associated with the event. He also noted that a specific SEL can 
be from a long event at a lower sound level or a shorter event at a higher 
sound level. 

MR. ALVERSON then presented information on the Equivalent Sound Level. 
This metric converts the noise energy generated over a specific period, such 
as an hour, into a constant noise level average. 

MR. ALVERSON stated that the next noise metric, the Day -Night Average 
Sound Level (DNL), would be referred to most often in the Part 150 Noise 
Study. He explained that the DNL represents the average A-weighted noise 
over a 24 hour period. He added that events that occur at night are given a 
10 dB penalty in calculation of the DNL. He also explained that DNL was 
identified by the Federal Aviation Administration a? the best measurement 
to use to evaluate the noise environmental around the airport, and to 
evaluate the potential benefit of various noise mitigation measures. 

MR. ALVERSON then discussed the noise measurement data that had been 
collected. He noted that the noise measurements were collected between 
June 15 and June 21, 1995. Twelve sites were identified in the airport 
vicinity and were shown on a map. Measurements were taken for 7 days at 
two of these sites. A third site was monitored for four days. The remainder 
of the sites were measured for one or two days. He explained that the noise 
measurements were average noise levels for the day, including both 
community noise and aircraft noise. MR. ALVERSON explained that 
additional measurements would be taken during the winter at the sites 
identified_ This data would then be compared to noise modeling, based on 
airport operations. 

A TAC member asked ifthe Airport could provide the addresses of the sites 
that were used for noise measurements and the Airport agreed to provide 
these. 

There was a discussion of aircraft climb gradients and aircraft speeds. The 
TAC representative from the Air Traffic Control Tower noted that there are 
established climb gradients for Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs). 

A question was asked about the schedule for completing the Part 150 Study. 
MR. ALVERSON stated that he expected the study to be completed by 
January 1997. MS. McNEES noted that the completion date would depend 
somewhat on the schedule for receiving updated land use data from the 
Municipality. 
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Someone asked about the potential for sound insulation for homes near the 
Airport. MR. ALVERSON explained that sound insulation can reduce noise 
inside residences, but it does not reduce low frequency noise. He noted that 
sometimes with the higher frequency noise reduced, the low frequency noise 
and vibrations are more noticeable. ' 

CARTY GLEASON noted that noise measurements should be taken on the 
weekend to capture the peak general aviation activity level. She explained 
that the noise monitor at her house had been removed prior to Sunday night, 
when there are a rush of arrivals to Lake Hood. 

Someone suggested moving Site I to downtown. It was noted that noise had 
increased significantly in Turnagain and downtown since last March. 
Someone stated that downtown gets noise from Merrill Field and Elmendorf 
Air Force Base as well as from the Airport. 

DR. SUTHERLIN mentioned that he hears more noise at his office, near Old 
Seward Highway and Huffman, much more on overcast days. He noted that 
noise measurements should be taken on such days, to measure the weather's 
effect on the noise. 

There was discussion ofthe use of the A-weighted noise metric and whether 
there were other noise metric that should also be used. MORT PLUMB, 
Airport Director, asked Mr. Alverson to review the possibility of 113 octave 
noise measurements. 

Someone suggested overlaying the noise contours for the Airport with 
contciursi"or Merrill Field and Elmendorf Air Force Base. 

DICK PENNINGTON noted that general aviation noise should also be 
addressed, particularly step taxi noise on the east end of the Lake Hood 
floatplane base. . 

MS. McNEES thanked everyone for coming and participating in the meeting. 
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. ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADYISORY COMMITTEE & PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
AGENDA 

Anchorage International Airport 
March 20.1996 

6:00 p.m. TAC Meeting 
7:15 p.m. Public Workshop 

I. WELCOME & OVERVIEW 

II. SUMMARY OF WORK EFFORTS TO DATE 
Review of Noise Measurements 
Review of Noise Modeling 
Review of Land Use Planning 

III. NEXT STEPS 
Noise Abatement & Mitigation Measur~s To Consider 
Noise Study Meeting Schedule 

IV. BREAK 

V. PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
Station 1 - Flight Track Analysis 
Station 2 - Noise Measurements/Contours 
Station 3 - Land Use Planning 
Station 4 - Airport Operations 
Station 5 - Noise Video 
Station 6 - Comment Table - Noise Measures to Consider 





Anchorage International Airport 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

WestCoast International Inn 
March 20,1996 

PEGGY McNEES welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked all the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) members to sit up at the tables. She 
introduced Steve Alverson of Har;ris Miller MillEu· & Hanson (HMMH), project 
manager for the ANC Part 150 Noise Study, and David Senzig of HMMH. 
She introduced Bill Willkie ofHNTB, the land use subconsultant. MS. 
McNEES then asked the TAC members to introduce themselves and the 
group that each was representing. 

MS. McNEES then outlined the format for the meeting. She reminded 
everyone that there would be a public workshop following the meeting, so the 
meeting would be kept to one hour. She noted that the workshop would 
provide ample opportunities for questions to Airport staff and the 
consultants. She reminded everyone that the meeting would be informal and 
that handouts were available on the table in the back ofthe room. She asked 
that everyone sign-in on the sheet by the door before the end of the meeting. 
MS. McNEES reminded the TAC members that they would serve as the 
steering committee to guide the study and asked that they remember to 
represeIl.1:.the concerns of their entire group. 

STEVE ALVERSON reviewed the summer noise measurement results that 
had been discussed at the previous meeting. He then presented the results of 
the winter n.oise measurement program. He noted that an additional 
monitoring site had been added in south Anchorage and that a total of 720 
hours worth of noise measurements were collected. It was noted that Site C 
to the east was influenced by use of the main east/west runway and noise 
from Kulis Air National Guard. He noted that site M, to the southeast, was 
influenced primarily by skiplanes at Lake Hood, not commercial jet 
operations. He noted that sites to the south were influenced by 32 departures 
and that the winter noise measurements at Site B were lower than the 
summer measurements because there are fewer south departures in the 
winter. 

MR. ALVERSON noted that the data collected during the noise measurement 
process was compared to the noil?e levels developed by noise modeling. He 
noted that the noise modeling for the annual average day compared favorably 
Anchorage International AIrport NOIse Study 

March 20, 1996 
Page 1 



with the noise measurement data collected. He explained that these levels 
differ from the seasonal levels discussed previously, as they averaged the 
winter and summer noise levels. He then provided information developed on 
the length oftime that noise would exceed 80 dBA at each of the sites. This 
data, referred to as Time-Above, indicated the most areas had under 3 
minutes of noise above 80 dBA on an average annual day. Two sites had just 
over 5 minutes and one site, Site I, had almost 34 minutes. 

MR. ALVERSON then presented information on the noise contours produced 
by various aircraft types. He noted that these contours represented a Single 
Event Level (SEL) of 95 dBA. The differences in length and width for each of 
the contours was discussed. 

BILL WILLKIE discussed the land use data being collected and analyzed as 
part of the study. He noted that the noise contours developed based on 
existing operations were overlaid on land use data to determine the types of 
land use impacted and to gather information on residences and population 
located within the contours. He noted that there were approximately 1,500 
people residing within the 65 DNL contour. The 65 DNL contour represents 
the level at which the Federal Aviation Administration guidelines consider 
residential use to be inconsistent with the level of noise present. If you look 
farther out to the 60 DNL contour, there are approximately 6,800 people 
within the contours. MR. WILLKIE noted that there is potential for more 
development to occur within the contours, primarily to the south of the 
airport. He indicated that, based upon current zoning, approximately 860 
new dwelling units could be constructed. 

WILL WALKER noted that the level of noise in neighborhoo.ds around the 
airport result in social degradation. 

Someone asked whether the new school near the airport should have been 
built considering the noise level in that area. MS. McNEES noted that the 
Airport had recommended that it not qe located at that site. MR. WILLKIE 
noted that the school was not considered to be incompatible if constructed 
correctly. 

MS. McNEES then discussed the schedule for the remainder of the study. 
She invited everyone to attend the public workshop to discuss the study 
further. 

Anchorage International Airport Noise Study 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

Anchorage International Airport 
June 6,1996 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. CRITERIA FOR ADOPTING NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

III. RELATIVE IMPACTS OF DIFFERENT OPERATING MODES 

IV. SUGGESTIONS FOR NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

V. OPPORTUNITY FQR PUBLIC COMMENT 

VI. NEXT STEPS 

NOTE: Due to time constraints, comments from the public will be taken at the end of 
the meeting. If questions arise during the Technical Advisory Committee 
discussion, please note your questions on a piece of paper for discussion during 
the public comment period as noted on the agenda. 





STATE OF ALASKA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES 

ANC Part 150 Noise Study Update 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
SUMMARY 

NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 
June 6, 1996 

7:00 PM 

Location of Meeting 
WestCoast International Inn 

ilnchorage,AJaska 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

The meeting was opened with an explanation of the topic under discussion: 
possible noise abatement options from the standpoint of aircraft operations 
and runway use that could affect the shape and size ofDNL contours. 

Introduction was made of the Technical Advisory Committee members, 
followed by a review of the agenda. 

A member-of the public requested a copy of the latest bulletin, which is 
addressed to general aviation pilots and lake operations regarding new step
taxi procedures, reducing areas of high speed step-taxi to slow-taxi areas, and 
discouraging east bound Lake Hood departures, particularly in the early 
morning hours. 

II. CRITERIA FOR ADOPTING NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

The progress to date in terms of addressing noise abatement issues includes 
the introduction of the Part 150 Study process, review of monitoring sites 
with the Technical Advisory Committee, development of a planned noise 
measurement program, and review of the results of that noise measurement 
program. The result of the overall process will be the revision of Part 150, 
which is required every five years. It was noted that this review deals with 
cumulative noise impacts (24-hour impacts). 

The goals of the process are to: 
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1) Reduce the amount of existing land within the areas that are known as 
incompatible uses, that is, within the 65 DNL and greater noise contours. 
There are potentially 1,570 people who would be affected in the 65 DNL 
and as many as possible will be included between the 60 and 64 DNL 
contour. 

2) Prevent future incompatibilities. 

The constraints faced in this process are: 
1) An undue burden cannot be placed on interstate or foreign commerce. 
2) There cannot be unjust discrimination against a particular type of 

aircraft, mode of operation, or operator, if there is another producing the 
same level of noise against which action is not taken. 

3) The safe and efficient use of air space cannot be diminished. 
4) To the extent practicable, it must be ensUred that recommendations meet 

both local needs, as well as the needs ofthe national air transportation 
system. 

5) Measures must be implemented in a manner consistent with FAA 
administration. 

III. RELATIVE IMPACTS OF DIFFERENT OPERATING MODES 

The Factors Mfecting DNL at AlA are: 

• The vast majority of noise is driven by air carrier activity at the noise 
sites with the exception of Site H, which is influenced to a large degree by 
general aviation activity. 

• Nighttime noise, defined by FAA as operations between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a:in., are penalized by 10 decibels as part of the DNL metric because 
nighttime noise is considered more offensive. This is why the nighttime 
has a significant noise impact. . 

• Overall nighttime operations comprise 19% of the total air traffic. Air 
traffic includes GA, commuter, air carrier and military. 

• The commercial air carriers which account for the vast majority of the 
noise impact south and east of the airport, comprise only 8% of the 
activity. So, 8% of the operations account for 83% ofthe noise @ Site A. 

• The purpose of tonight's effort is to focus on types of activities which 
contribute to the noise impacts. Clearly, one activity is nighttime noise. 

• When discussing Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft generally it is in reference 
to jet aircraft only. 

• Cargo aircraft (747's) are perceived as being a large part ofthe noise 
problem. However, in actuality, they account for 28% of the noise to the 
south (Site A), and 35% ofthe noise to the east (Site D). This perception is 
due in part to their large size and because they sound different. In 
addition, prior to the runway extension to the north, they frequently flew 
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to the east, whereas, the passenger traffic typically has flown more to the 
north. 

Supplemental Airport Statistics 

• Stage 2 as a percentage of all operations: 10.6% 
• Stage 2 as a percentage of air carrier operations: 36% 
• 747' s as a percentage of all operations: 8% 
• 747's as a percentage of air carrier operations: 27% 
• 747's as a percentage of total night operations: 10% 
• 737-200's as a percentage of total operations: 6.5% 
• 737-200's as a percentage of air carrier operations: 22% 
• 737-200's as a percentage of total night operations: 6.2% 
• 727's as a percentage of total operations: 2% 
• 727's as a percentage of air carrier operations: 7% 
• 727's as a percentage oftotal night operations: 2.5% 

Site Specific Noise Information 
1) Site A: Tanaina Hills south of A(A 

83% of day-night noise level is due to nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 
operations, and 17% is due to daytime operations. Only 8% of the 
operations account for 83% of the' noise at this site. 
Percentages.ofDNL: 17% of nighttime noise is due to 737-200's, a stage 
two, primarily passenger jet, 31% is due to 727's, primarily passenger and 
some cargo aircraft, and 27% is due to 747's, a cargo aircraft. 
Percentages of Nighttime Activity: 10% is attributable to 747's, 6.2% to 
737-200's, and 2.5% to 727's. 
Type 'of Aircraft Contributing to Noise: Stage two accounf for 59% (10.6% 
of all operations at AlA and 36% of air carrier jet operations), 747 aircraft 
account for 28%. 

2) Site D: East of AlA (Just east of Minnesota Dr., south of Intl. Airport Rd.) 
89% of day· night noise level is due to nighttime operations, 11% to 
daytime operations. 
Percentages ofDNL: Nighttime noise is primarily attributable to 727's 
(35%), and to a somewhat lesser degree to 747's (32%). 
Type of Aircraft Contributing to Noise: Stage two aircraft account for 58%, 
747 aircraft account for 35%. 

3) Site H: Representative of Lake Hood Operations (Turnagain Area) 
There are higher GA operations at Lake Hood, and fewer GA operations 
during the evening; so that, overall there is less of a nighttime impact at 
this site than the other two studied. Statistically, 71% of the day-night 
level is due to nighttime operations, 29% is due to daytime operations. 
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Percentages of DNL: Noise from nighttime operations are primarily 
attributable to float planes and wheeled activity on the gravel strip (74%). 
Passenger jets and a small amount of cargo jet traffic account for the 
remaining nighttime noise (26%). 
Type of Aircraft Contributing to Noise: Stage two aircraft account for 23%, 
747 aircraft account for 2%. 

IV. COMPILATION OF SUGGESTIONS FOR NOISE ABATEMENT 
MEASURES 

iPotential General Noise Reduction Measures 
• require noise reduction kits on older engines 

prohibit stage two aircraft from using AIA 
ban stage one aircraft between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM 
reduced landing fees for noise compliant airlines 
cap the number of stage two departures at AIA 
gradually eliminate the stage two aircraft 

• prohibit operations between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM 

Questions/Answers 

Q: MS. KOZICEK: 1) Are any of the general noise reduction measures viable 
or will they simply be studied, as were the ten suggestions made in the 
1989 study? 2) Will the FAA agree to any of these measures? 3) Do any of 
these measures place an undue burden on commerce? 

A: MS. McNEES: Key area offocus concurrent with this Noise Study Update 
is implementation of the 1988 Study. The short answer is yes. Two 
examples include: 1) Some land use clauses were included in the Sand 
Lake school exchange and the Municipality is working to draft ordinances 
to implement them. 2) The Knik 4 departure was eliminated during 
nighttime hours to reduce noise impact from aircraft departing east and 
heading north over town. This was approved by FAA and is one example 
of implementation that has occurred. 

A: MS. SULLIVAN: Some suggested measures are covered under Part 161 
and there is not the authority in place to implement them at this time. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Some of the general noise reduction measures are 
extreme, such as prohibiting operations between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM 
at AIA, and would likely not be implemented. There is a possibility, 
however, that this measure can be partially implemented by directing 
nighttime operations away from the south and east and sending them out 
over the water. 

Q: Which of the general noise reduction measures would not require a Part 
161 study? 
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A: All would require a Part 161 study except reducing land fees for noise 
compliant airlines and voluntary curfews on airport use. 

COMMENT: Requiring a stage two phase-out would be outside the purview 
of the FAA in that the exemption from the phase-out for Alaska and 
Hawaii was a Congressional action. 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: Because Alaska is exempt from the stage two phase
out, might carriers redirect their routes to take advantage of that 
situation? 

A: MS. McNEES: There has been a general increase in stage three aircraft at 
AlA in the past few years. There appears to be a gradual decrease in the 
number of stage two aircraft using AlA. 

A: MS. SULLIVAN: A cap was put on the number qf stage two aircraft that 
could operate in Alaska and Hawaii as a part of the stage two phase-out 
legislation in 1990. Hawaii is initiating a requirement that carriers who 
operate stage two aircraft report annually on any changes in their 
operations. This could be required in Alaska, as well. Additionally, the 
FAA requires carriers to file what percentage of their fleet is stage two 
and stage three, so that information is available to Alaska. 

Q: Has there been a computer analysis ofDNL contours vis-a.-vis the new 
runway extension and anticipated use of that new runway? 

A: MS. McNEES: The contours shown are based on historical patterns of 
runway use that indicate 80% of air traffic goes to the north, 15% to the 
east, and 5% to the south; arrivals are 85% from the west to the east and 
15% from the north to south. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: The radar data indicates the percentage of use of the 
new runway is higher than was modeled, so that the contours shown are 
conservative .. 

Q: MR. WALKER: People primarily complain about noise during the hours of 
5:00 PM to 10:00 PM, followed by weekends and holidays. What can be 
done to affect this? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: California has instituted a community noise equivalent 
level (CNEL), which exists by regulation, and aircraft that operate in the 
evening period from 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM are penalized by multiplying 
the operation by three. The recommendation for Alaska is to continue to 
work with the DNL. Complaints with respect to weekend and holiday use 
are common and noise abatement programs typically focus separately on 
those time periods. 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: What were the impacts of introducing noise monitoring 
systems at airports in the Lower 48? . 
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A: MR. ALVERSON: When coupled with a flight track system, airports can 
monitor and contact carriers that are not complying. These are used to 
"fine tune" a program and not necessarily as a noise reduction measure. 

JPotential Noise Reduction Measures for Site D to the east of AlA 
require noise abatement power reductions for 6R and 6L takeoffs 
eliminate the Knik Four departure 
reduce east departures 
turn aircraft south on Anchorage 1 SID departure pattern at 2000 ft MSL 
or if climb gradient isn't met 
prohibit aircraft unable to meet specific climb gradients from departing to 
the east 
change preferential runways to land on 14 and 24, depart on 24L and 24R 
use power reductions for east departures 
redirect heavy traffic away from runway 6 
prohibit runway 6 heavy jet departures between 9:00 PM and 7:00 AM 
eliminate the Anchorage 1 SID 
limit cargo loads so that jets can depart north 
no noise abatement thrust cutback due to conflicts with GA to the east 
require runway 6 departures to turn before the Seward Highway 
eliminate thrust reduction on runway 32 and 24 for departures, and for 
runway 14 and 6 

• land on runway 14, depart on runway 24 at night 

Questions/Answers - Site D 

Q: Are there noise abatement procedures for aircraft taking off to the east? 
A: MS. McNEES: There are two procedures: close in and further out. Using 

the Anchorage one SID, a pilot flies to 2,000 feet or to the 9 DME marker 
and turns south. Using the other SID, the pilot flies to 2,000 feet or the 11 
DME marker and turns north. AIA does not specify which of those to use. 
The weight of aircraft influences the sharpness of turns, so that some are 
going beyond the area west of the Seward Highway in making their turns. 
The Airport is also doing altitude profiles in order to determine which of 
these procedures produces the best noise abatement. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Making noise abatement procedures more consistent 
among aircraft types might result in a better benefit from their use. 

Q: What percentage of nighttime operations are to the east and to the south? 
A: MS. McNEES: Fifteen percent are to the east and 5% to the south. 
A: MR. ALVERSON: The 15% figure is an annual average and in instances 

such as when the north/south runway was closed down, the traffic is 
constant. 
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Q: MR. BRADSHAW: Is there a percentage reduction in noise at the time 
noise abatement procedures are being followed? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: To the extent the dispersion of flight tracks can be 
pulled in, the contours can be pulled back. However, flying one aircraft 
immediately after another becomes a problem from the standpoint of air 
traffic control. 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: What would be the result of conformance to thrust cut
back noise abatement procedures? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Consistent use of a particular procedure benefits the 
particular area affected. 

COMMENT: MR. BRADSHAW: Whatever noise abatement procedures are 
adopted must be implemented and monitored for compliance. 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: There is a conflict with respect to air space 
to the east between float planes and GA traffic. A suggestion has been 
made to eliminate thrust cut-backs to the east to get aircraft higher and 
reduce this air space conflict. 

Q: Whi~h of these suggestions can be implemented by FAA or AlA? Which 
ones would require a 161 study? Which ones would actually reduce noise? 
Which ones are already being done? What are other airports doing for 
their Part 150 studies that have been successful? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: It appears most of these measures do not invoke a Part 
161 type issue. Depending on the type of flight track change that is made, 
there could be a requirement for an environmental assessment. Any air 
space changes that occur below 3,000 feet will require an environmental 
assessment. 

A: MS. SULLN AN : FAA Air traffic would need to evaluate the feasibility of 
changing some of the flight tracks. This would be done before any 
particular suggestion is forwarded to other sections of the FAA. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: In terms of what other airports are doing successfully 
insofar as Part 150, all airports are different in terms of the time of day 
aircraft operate and the type of aircraft. 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: It is not expected that one measure will 
bring about the noise abatement that is desired; rather a combination of 
measures will act cumulatively to address noise. 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: Information on these potential noise 
abatement measures should be taken back to community councils and 
other groups and input on them given back to the Airport, either verbally 
or in writing. 
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COMMENT: MS. McNEES: Comment forms will be made available upon 
request for community council members that can then be returned via 
mail to the Airport. 

I Potential Noise Reducti~J.'I.Mell~~re~Site A to the south of AlA 
require noise abatement power reductions for runway 14 takeoffs 
move the downwind leg to runways 24R and 24L out over the water 
(measure moved for consideration to the east) 
use higher altitude approach until late on the base leg or final 
alternate runway use to share the noise equally (or perhaps breaking up 
continuous use of one runway in particular over a given time period) 
fly runway heading for runway 14 departures (eliminate right turn after 
departure) 
direct flights over the gravel pit area (possibly one of five single event 
level noise contours that can be run) 
extend runway 14 to the north to increase the altitude of departures 
use fanning to spread the noise of the aircraft departing on runway 14 
(one on runway heading, a second off 10 degrees to the right, a third 10 
degrees to the left, etc.) 
turn runway 14 departures to the right to a 240 degree heading (not 
possible for heavily loaded cargo aircraft) 
land on runway 14 and depart on runway 24 at night 

Questions/Answers - Site A 

COMMENT: MS. KOZISEK: Regarding the suggestion to move the 
downwind leg to runways 24R and 24L out over the water, residents have 
complained aDout airlines lining up on the bluff and taking off. They 
would like to see them further out over the water or perhaps bringing 
them further inland. 

RESPONSE: MS. SULLN AN: Doing that would increase the length of the 
base leg for those runways and result in a greater noise impact on 
neighborhoods to the south and east. 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: Is there any airport that uses fanning as a noise 
abatement procedure? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Yes, Chicago O'Hare and Palm Beach International 
Airport, where it is a contentious issue. Washington National tried it and 
received overwhelming opposition; it is no longer used at that airport. 
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Q: MR. BRADSHAW: Is uniform density of residential property around the 
airport assumed to exist in order for fanning to be successful? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Yes, if spreading the noise can indeed be considered as 
successful. 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: What type of noise penalty is incurred by making a 190 
degree turn? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: A little more thrust may be required to make the turn, 
but there is no significant difference between aircraft going straight out as 
opposed to those making the turn with respect to noise measurements. If 
flights went straight out, it appears that there may be some reduction of 
noise for homes affected in the 65 DNL, but the boundaries of the 60 DNL 
would also be changed so that more homes would be encompassed in that 
area. Additionally, there could potentially be significant impacts on air 
space. 

Q: What is the benefit of the recommendation to land on runway 14 and 
depart on runway 24 when the preference appears to be to take off on 
runway 32 and land on runway 6? 

A: MS. McNEES: The primary reason for this is the shifting of winds in 
Anchorage. In the winter, winds come primarily out of the north and the 
flow on runway 32 works well in terms of aircraft departing into the wind. 
This could be viewed as an alternate runway scenario. There are also a 
number of air traffic control and general aviation air space issues that 
must be addressed vis-a.-vis this suggestion, as well as concerns with the 
general aviation community in the Point McKenzie area. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: There are sometimes head-to-head operations on 
runways 6 and 24 at night and, if wind conditions would allow, arrivals on 
runway 14 would remove a portion of the noise impact that is felt to the 
south by removing the thrust reverser noise from the landing up to the 
north. . 

Q: MR. BRADSHAW: As a representative of Sand Lake, why is the reduction 
of stage two aircraft departing north not included as a potential noise 
abatement measure in that they produce noise to the south on departure? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: If stage 2 are not going to the north, where do they go? 
A: MS. McNEES: Runway 24 could be used for departure, which would shift 

the noise further north. 

COMMENT: MR. BRADSHAW: This goes back to a limitation on stage 2 
aircraft. I'm not suggesting shifting the noise to another community. 

A: MS. SULLIVAN: Because departures to the south are dictated by wind 
conditions, eliminating departures to the south in those situations would 
have the effect of totally restricting stage two operations. This would 
require a Part 161 study. 
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COMMENT: MS. McNEES: This winter, there was a severe lack of snow on 
the ground, which typically acts as a sound attenuator; and there was a 
very high level of frost on the ground, which acted to exacerbate noise. As 
a result, the Airport received many calls from the community, particularly 
residents in Sportsman's Point, expressing concern that the runway 
extension had dramatically increased noise. Research correlated to dates 
and times confirmed the complaints received were related to passenger 
aircraft departing to the north from runway 32. The extension was not in 
use. 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: Additionally, data indicates there was a 
higher utilization ofthe north runway over this past winter. Residents to 
the south may have heard additional departure roll noise this winter, 
which was associated with the lack of snow cover. The loss of vegetation 
resulting from the construction of the new elementary school probably did 
not have an affect on the noise levels. All things considered, for the 
greatest good of everyone around the airport, the preferential runway use 
to the north is the preferred mode at this time. 

Q: MS. KOZISEK: Would you please comment on the law suit by residents of 
Tanaina Hills for noise abatement to the south? 

A: MS. McNEES: There has been one law suit by three Tanaina Hills 
property owners to date that has cost the State of Alaska over $1.0 million 
in settlement costs. The premise of that law suit was that their homes 
were not appreciating as rapicQy as others that were not impacted by 
aircraft noise. 

[POt~ntial Noise Reduction Measures Site H - Lake Hood area 
• move Lake Hood arrivals over Fish Creek 

Questions/Answers/Comments - Site H 

COMMENT: The pattern altitude of the Lake Hood strip is 800 feet and 
planes may drop to that altitude at some distance out. On weekend 
afternoons, traffic can stack up at Lake Hood and the aircraft are low and 
traveling slow and, therefore, are producing more noise. 

COMMENT: Aircraft departing on runway 13 and making a sharp left turn 
before Minnesota Drive also contribute to noise. A suggestion to mitigate 
this impact would be to stay as high as possible over the lake until 
aircraft get to Gull Island. 
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COMMENT: MR. WALKER: Residents in the Spenard neighborhood 
complain about noise on the base leg or the final. Some pilots slow, then 
speed, then drag upon landing, also increasing noise. 

COMMENT: Rather than allowing aircraft to "stack up" for landing, require 
them to maintain their altitude until they come in. 

Other Potential Noise Reduction Measures 
limit run-ups and Kulis ANG to daytime hours 
restrict the length of time that engines may be run up at idle on the cargo 
ramps 

MR. ALVERSON explained run-ups generally occur when an aircraft engine 
has been maintained and is being tested at various power settings to ensure 
it meets performance standards. The area most affected by run-ups at Kulis 
is DeLong Lake. Run-up noise is generally not a significant noise factor in 
comparison with departure and arrival noise. More than likely, noise 
contours on run-up noise would be within the contours that have been 
developed. MS. McNEES commented the airport will be working with Kulis 
and researching what has been done at other Air National Guard airports, 
such as the use of hush houses, w bile recognizing there are some personnel 
and other constraints at Kulis. 

COMMENT: MR. BRADSHAW: C-130 run-ups should not be permitted at 
Kulis after 10:00 PM. There are also small prop commuter planes that run 
their engines before take-off at the Airport that contribute to that noise. 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: The Airport continues to work on noise 
control suggestions that do not involve complex air space changes or flight 
tracks. Part 150 focuses on major changes that require analysis and then 
some type of agreement or approval by the FAA. 

Implementation Measures: 
prepare charted visual approach tracks for the Susitna River visual and 
runway 24 arrivals 
modify the flight management system procedures to the north to minimize 
over flight of noise sensitive areas. 
supply noise abatement inserts for Jeppesen approach plates (a current 
noise abatement procedure) 
place signs at the runway ends with noise abatement procedures 

Monitoring Measures: 
provide immediate flight traffic aircraft identification 
install a noise monitoring system 
provide altitude tracks for departures to the south and east 
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• identify noise makers and work with them to reduce impacts 
monitor runway use and enforce runway use program 

COMMENT: MR. ALVERSON: The FAA's :flight tracking system is an ARTS 
II-A automated radar terminal system which is older and less powerful 
than systems used at some larger airports. There is no continuous 
monitoring of data using this system, such as occurs at Seattle or LAX. 
There are also access limitations as a result of "cool-down" time. Some 
airports use a passive radar system combined with a beacon code on a 
real-time basis, but this requires working with the tower to identify the 
beacon code, so there is some time delay. 

MR. ALVERSON: Installing a noise monitoring system helps to determine 
whether noise is improving or worsening over time and can also tell you 
something about runway use and how noisy particular aircraft types are. 

MR. BRADSHAW: Providing altitude tracks for departures to the south 
and east is a monitoring issue and tied to the SIDS being flown. 

MR. ALVERSON: Ms. McNEES is working with those operators who are 
producing the highest level of noise to reduce their impacts; and she is 
also monitoring runway use. 

COMMENT: MS. McNEES: There are significant costs associated with 
transcribing the tapes that the tower would need to use in the monitoring 
system described. The Airport has been, on a periodic basis during busy 
periods, monitoring runway procedures on a 24-hour basis and comparing 
them-with the runway that had been designated by the tower. Over 1994 
and 1995, compliance rates are 98% and 99%. This type of analysis will be 
done in the August-September time frame after runway 32 is opened. 

Future Meeting Schedules 
Through discussion, it was determined that most community councils will not 
be meeting until September, making late that month an appropriate time for 
the next meeting on the noise abatement issue. Notification will be made of 
that meeting date, when it is scheduled. 

IAdditional Comments ~cfQtI~~tions - Meeting Opened to the Public I 

COMMENT: MR. THOMPSON: Light commuter aircraft sometimes depart 
on runway 6 and all night long turn south over the city at nighttime. 
The preferential runway to the north only applies to large turbo jet 
aircraft. 
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MR. THOMPSON: Departures straight off runway 14 are prohibited for 
IFR airplanes. 

MR. THOMPSON: With regard to the suggestion to depart over the gravel 
pits, a heading will not help for an aircraft with a 10 or 15 degree deck 
angle because, if the wind is blowing, it will offset the aircraft over the 
ground. 

Q: MR. THOMPSON: Has there been any investigation into acquiring a 
point source noise canceling system? This is a PA system that monitors 
loud noise, such as engines on take-off or run-up, and broadcasts that 
same noise 180 degrees out of phase, effectively eliminating the noise for 
people on the other side. 

A: MR. ALVERSON: This is typically referred to as an active noise 
cancellation and is used in industry to a great extent where the noise 
source is stable. The Burbank Airport in California, with some assistance 
at UCLA, is doing a study to see if active noise cancellation can be used in 
addition to sound insulation programs. Issues that arise include the 
variation in terms of noise from different aircraft and the expense of 
power to operate this system. There have also been comments from 
residents that noise is attenuated· inside homes, but not outside homes. 

Q: MS. STEINBERGER: Does Part 161 apply to only domestic or also to 
foreign stage two aircraft? 

A: MR. ALVERSON: Foreign stage two aircraft that are flying within the 
Lower 48 have to comply. 

COMMENT: MS. STEINBERGER: It will be more difficult to initiate 
restrictions on stage two aircraft in Alaska. The Airport should make an 
attempt with a Part 161 study to see how many stage two aircraft use the 
airport and there should be an effort to eliminate or reduce the operation 
of stage two aircraft in Alaska. 

RESPONSE: MR. THOMPSON: Because most of the traffic at the Airport 
goes to or comes from the Lower 48, there should be a direct proportional 
decrease in the number of stage two operations at the Airport as those 
aircraft are phased out in the rest of the country. 

RESPONSE: MR. CORD: In order to effectively reduce the use of stage two 
aircraft in Alaska, Alaska's congressional delegation should be asked to 
remove Alaska from the exemption to comply by the year 2000. Reducing 
and eventually eliminating stage two aircraft would, however, result in a 
lower class of travel to destinations such as Nome or Kotzebue. 
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RESPONSE: MS. SULLIVAN: There are other measures that should be 
investigated before attempts are made to place limitations on the use of 
stage two aircraft. It is also noteworthy that many runways in Alaska are 
shorter than typical runways in the Lower 48, some are water-to-water, 
and some are located in terrain that causes severe cross-winds and, in 
those conditions, stage two aircraft are safer. 

RESPONSE: MR. SMITH: There will be no stage two Alaska Airlines 
aircraft operating in Alaska after the year 2000. Alaska Airlines is 
spending over $2 million per airplane to hush kit these aircraft. 

Q: MR. McCLUNEY: How many 747 100's and 727 actual operations do we 
have, which do not operate in rural areas? The 747's do not fly outside of 
Anchorage and Fairbanks. Can we limit or direct them? We need hard 
numbers by type of aircraft on a daily basis. 

A: MS. McNEES: There is data available on aircraft operations that can be 
brought to the next meeting. 

COMMENT: MR. SMITH: There is no aircraft in the world built as a 
combination passenger-cargo carrier to replace the 737-200. It is the only 
jet aircraft that can operate to rural communities in an economically 
feasible manner. 

Q: MS. STEINBERGER: How many stage two aircraft are operating between 
10:00 PM and 7:00 AM? 

A: MS. McNEES: The number of operations during those hours will be made 
available at the next meeting and will be included in the mail-out prior to 
that meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned. 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
REFINE NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

Anchorage International Airport 
September 25, 1996 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. PRESENTATIONS 

A. FAA: Anchorage Bowl Airspace Overview 
B. PILOTS: Aircraft Operations In Anchorage 

III.· REFINEMENT OF NOISE ABATEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

__ lV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

V. UPCOMING MEETINGS (tentative) 
October 30 
December 3 
January 14 

NOTE: Due to time constraints, comments from the public will be taken at the end of 
the meeting. If questions arise during the Technical Advisory Committee 
discussion, please note your questions on a piece of paper for discussion during 
the public comment period noted on the agenda. 





Anchorage International Airport 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
REFINE NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

WestCoast International Inn 
September 25, 1996 

7:00p.m. 

Technical Advisory Committee Members . 
Tim Petrishen . 11th Air Force at Elmendorf, Air Space 

Manager 
Butch Halford Northern Air Cargo and President of the 

Alaska Air Carriers Association 
John Pratt Field Director, Seaplane Pilots 

Association and Alaska Airmen's 
Association 

Frank Wince 
Terry Smith 

Art Gumtau 

Turnagain Community Council 
Alaska Airlines pilot and .Pilot Base 
Manager for the 737 program 
AlA, Manager ofthe Anchorage Air 
Traffic Control Tower 
AlA, Anchorage Tower 
AlA, Airport Operations 

Ed Meyer 
Corky Caldwell 
Doug Thompson AlA, Anchorage Tower and representing 

the National Air Traffic Controllers 

Jerry Weaver 

Toby Steinberger 
Patti Sullivan 
Bill Chord 

Association 
. Municipality of Anchorage, Department 
of Community Planning and Development 
Sand Lake Community Council 
FAA, Airports Division 
FAA, Air Traffic Division 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

Anchorage International Airport (AlA) employee PEGGY McNEES noted this 
is the fifth meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with respect 
to the Part 150 noise study process. MS. McNEES introduced Steve Alverson, 
consultant with Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, the firm performing the 
Part 150 noise study, and Mort Plumb, AlA Director. MR. PLUMB thanked 
the members of the TAC, as well as those members of the public who have 
been involved, for their time and· commitment to this process. He offered to 
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take comments from the public that may not be particularly germane to the 
noise study. There were no comments from the public at this time. 

MS. McNEES also introduced Corky Caldwell, Manager of Aviation 
Operations at AIA, and Rich Wilson, Development Manager at AIA. 

The members of the TAC introduced themselves to the public in attendance. 

MS. McNEES announced that Runway 32 to the north has been temporarily 
shortened considerably, resulting in a large number of departures to the east. 
A queuing taxiway is being built to facilitate the use ofthe new Runway 32 
extension, Runway 32 is expected to re-open September 31st. Runway 6R will 
be closed off and on in early October, which may also affect air traffic 
patterns. MR. CALDWELL thanked everyone for their patience during the 
total shutdown of Runway 32. MS. McNEES stated Runway 6R is scheduled 
to be closed next summer for a reconstruction project similar to Runway 32 
this summer. 

MS. McNEES encouraged the TAC members, each of whom are representing 
a group, to function on a consensus basis. In the event a consensus cannot be 
reached, AIA will decide. She reviewed the steps taken to date in the Part 
150 noise abatement process and topics that have been discussed at previous 
Technical Advisory Committee meetings. At the last meeting, in June, 
discussions focused on noise abatement or operational measures that might 
be used at AIA. Tonight's meeting will refine the noise abatement measures 
discussed in June. This meeting was scheduled in late September so 
Community Council members could brief their respective councils. The· 
October-meeting will focus on land use measures and how to ensure that 
compatible land use is developed around AIA. 

MS. McNEES noted there is not a 747 pilot in attendance at this meeting, so 
the perspective of those pilots will not necessarily be represented. 

II. PRESENTATIONS 

A FAA: Anchorage Bowl Airspace Overview 

ED MEYER displayed a map delineating the outline of air space as it appears 
on the radar display used by air traffic controllers in the tower. He explained 
air traffic controllers feed traffic into various "gates" and others feed 
departure traffic out of other "gates" in order to avoid conflicts. He next 
displayed a map of the Anchorage area frequently used air carrier, and 
military routes. He noted this is not all inclusive, but these routes are most 
commonly used. The most commonly used route is air traffic arriving on 
Runway 6R and departing on Runway 32. The parallel east/west runway 6L. 
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significantly improves the level of capacity at AIA. He explained there is 
more difficulty arriving airplanes than departing them out of Anchorage. He 
explained, on a normal non-wind day, it is preferred to bring arrival traffic up 
Turnagain Arm, toward the west, and onto final approach for 6R or L 
landing. Jets traveling to and from the Orient go up Cook Inlet and directly 
into AIA; and air traffic traveling to and from the Lower 48 travel downwind 
and then around for their final approach. There is also traffic to and from 
Kenai (south) and Fairbanks (north) directions, as well as some from the 
Gulkana, McGrath, Kotzebue, and Nome areas that are typically landed to 
the east. There are no less than four types of approaches to Runway 6, none 
going west, primarily because of the types of mountains, and Runway 32 has 
no approach. Runway 14 has a new ILS (instrument landing system) 
approach that was recently commissioned. 

MR. MEYER stated the second most preferred route is landing to the south 
and departing to the west, however, this route presents some conflict with the 
military air traffic. Using Runway 14 will help when there are windy 
conditions and during winter months. In the past, when winds have been out 
of the south, airplanes could not find Runway 14 at night because it was not 
visible, so they would land on Runway 6. He noted that runways will be 
closed at various times during winter months for snow removal and 
maintenance. It is likely that departures and arrivals will use alternate 
runways at those times. He explained that closure of a parallel runway does 
not cause as great a probiem, because either parallel runway can 
accommodate the same arrival/departure configuration. When air space is 
saturated to the north, many times departures are directed to the east. 

MR. MEYER commented that this summer there were landings to the west, 
which is not preferred because there is no instrument approach and the 
terrain poses threats. He explained that pilots must be able to resume their 
own navigation in order to land before reaching the mountains. When the 
weather is poor, this is not possible. There is also small general aviation 
aircraft traffic east ofthe.seward Highway, which can also cause problems 
with this configuration. . 

BUTCH HALFORD asked, if arrivals are restricted from Runway 14 to the 
south when there is significant military air traffic, would it be helpful if they 
had an instrument approach on Runway 24 going east to west; and, if so, how 
would that affect Elmendorfs operation. MR. MEYER speculated an 
instrument approach would not be possible due to terrain. MS. McNEES 
noted Elmendorf does the majority of its flying between 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM 
and 70% of AIA's activity is during the day, the vast majority of which is 
between 7:00 AM and 3:00 PM. This will become an increasing problem in 
the future as Elmendorfs activity grows. MR. MEYER reiterated that 
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departure traffic is up and out quickly, so it is easier to send aircraft out 
through that air space than it is to land them. 

PATrY SULLNAN noted Runway 15 at Elmendorf is 2,500 feet shorter than 
Runway 5/23, making it even more difficult to use for landing. MR. MEYER 
acknowledged this, but noted that aircraft do, however, use it for landing. 

MR. HALFORD asked what the relative difference is in noise between 
arrivals and departures. MR. MEYER stated he lives just north of Dimond 
Center and it is his subjective opinion that arrivals are not as noisy as 
departures. STEVE ALVERSON noted it is typically the case that departures 
are noisier because power is down on approaches, although it does depend 
somewhat on where you live. 

MR. HALFORD asked if AlA receives more complaints relating to arrivals 
than departures. MS. McNEES replied that the vast majority of complaints 
are related to departures. She also noted that, on arrivals, the weight of 
planes is generally less because the aircraft are carrying less fuel. 

TOBY STEINBERGER referenced the "Consolidated List of Suggested Noise 
Abatement Measures" distributed this evening, and asked for clarification of 
the recommendations for the elimination of a Runway 6 Knik Four SID and a 
Runway 6 Anchorage One SID. MR. MEYER explained there are two SIDs 
(Standard Instrument Departure, a published chart pilots use) that are most 
frequently used by pilots. He described each of these two departures in detail. 
He noted the path of the turn varies quite a bit depending on the weight of 
the aircraft. MS. STEINBERGER asked if turning activity is louder than 
general·operation. MR. GUMTAU replied a low altitude turn will, of course, 
have more of a noise impact on the ground. MS. McNEES noted radar tracks 
are available to the public at this D;leeting and those show a great dispersion 
of turning activity, depending on the type of aircraft. . 

B. PILOTS: Aircraft Operations in Anchorage 
1. Passenger Air Carrier 

TERRY SMITH explained that pilots are simply performing a task and must 
do so in accordance with regulations which are promulgated based on safety. 
However, occasionally, there are regulations or policies that are contrary to 
safety issues. He explained that most noise prohibitive policies and noise 
abatement procedures are less safe than a standard departure. Whenever 
there is a close in turn or mandatory climb rates, suddenly the aircraft will 
be required to depart at a higher angle than it was originally designed to do. 
He explained an aircraft is at its maximum effort at the time of departure, 
similar to an Indy race car. If there is a loss of power or an engine problem at 
that point, it is extremely critical. He explained two engine aircraft have 
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more engine reserve than do four engine aircraft and, based on many years of 
experience, some pilots will make a decision to depart on a runway that is not 
prescribed at that particular time because that individual deems it to be a 
safer option. He asked that, when noise measures are refined, everyone 
consider what requirements they would be comfortable with if they were in 
the aircraft. He reiterated that pilots are simply trying to get a task done in 
the safest manner possible. 

MR. SMITH explained there is a unique situation that must be considered in 
Anchorage. There are very unusual wind patterns that must be considered. 
The winds eoming off the mountains or up Turnagain Arm can create severe 
wind shears or down drafts. A pilot departing Runway 24 can experience a 
strong tailwind or wind shear after lift off that can force the plane to lose 
altitude. Whenpilots make a decision to use a runway that has a greater 
noise impact, it is based on safety issues. It is also typical that, if the first 
pilot using a particular departure route finds it unsafe, those pilots who 
depart subsequently will follow that lead. 

TIM PETRISHEN stated most aircraft in use today are two engine and there 
are very few four engine aircraft being operated. The engines on a two-engine 
aircraft are very powerful and those aircraft are lifting off in situations 
where, if one of those engines was lost, it would be very difficult to fly, if 
possible at all. MR. SMITH explained aircraft must be able to climb on one 
engine in order to meet certification; but noted it is very difficult to maneuver 
in a situation of extreme winds that are going in several directions. He stated 
that, while the Runway 14 arrival and Runway 24 departure is legal, 747 
pilots are afraid, if they lost one engine, it would be at least a very dangerous 
situatioii:- -

MS. McNEES asked what type of complications arise in terms of wind on 
arrivals. MR. SMITH explained the entire concept of using Runway 14 and 
instrument landing for Runway 14 was to allow landing into the wind more 
than is possible on Runway 6R. For years, pilots organizations instructed 
pilots not to use the arrival on Runway 6R, in windy conditions, to instead go 
to Fairbanks. This was because landing requires aircraft to travel behind 
Kincaid Park and the wind is stratified causing changes in power and . 
changes in direction of the aircraft as they are trying to land. 

2. Float Plane 

JOHN PRATT stated, when changes are suggested that de-optimize the 
performance of an aircraft, objections do arise. He commented there are a 
wide range of pilot skill levels from novice to professionals that also must be 
considered. He explained, when aircraft are high and pilots pull off power, 
the engines are touchy and might quit. A high pattern also means you are 
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further away from the airport and the noise footprint is narrower and located 
differently. MR. PRATT stated GA congestion to the north is a problem in the 
Pt. McKenzie area and the Anchorage bowl. Attempts are made to fly in a 
user-friendly environment, not only at the airpor,t, but over neighborhoods. 
He noted that efforts are being made to identify those pilots who are 
offenders in terms of noise. He believes, with the collective wisdom ofthis 
group, that educational efforts are better than legislative actions. He 
explained pilots have expressed the desire to continue operating without 
undue restrictions and would rather be proficient pilots than spend money on 
equipment. 

MR. PRATT discussed the heavy departure of aircraft to the east, noting it is 
of increasing concern in his experience. Pilots want noise easements, which 
should be integrated into the planning and zoning considerations of the 
Municipality. These easements would require a disclosure to inform property 
owners of impacts related to nearby airport uses. He also commented that 
pilots do not wish to be required to operate within narrow corridors. 

MS. McNEES asked Mr. Pratt to compare GA congestion to the north with 
GA congestion to the east. MR. PRATT stated almost all aircraft out of Lake 
Hood travels through a narrow area. If aircraft are going north and turning 
west, they have to turn under controlled air space. MS. McNEES asked for 
clarification of Mr. Piatt's reference to being required to travel within narrow 
corridors. MR. PRATT stated the rising terrain to the east is a problem for 
air traffic. He ·explained, when Anchorage air space was designed, a line was 
drawn at the New Seward Highway so that traffic northbound at Merrill did 
not have to go through the proficiency requirement. Any expansion of air 
space totlie east or north will cause people to funnel down :iiJ.to a narrower 
space, increasing the possibility of an accident. 

TERRY SMITH supported Mr. Pratt's comment regarding congested air 
space. He noted, in the mid-1980s, a new FAA representative commented 
that he had flown out of many cities with light airplanes and he had never 
seen anything like the air space in Anchorage. He exphi.ined it is not possible 
to divide Anchorage air space in half as is done in other communities. 

III. REFINEMENT OF NOISE ABATEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
(Noise Measure List attached for reference) 

STEVE ALVERSON explained the task before the TAC this evening is to 
refine the noise abatement measures that have been discussed to date. He 
displayed the 1996 noise contours for AlA and for Lake Hood, and described 
each. He stated anything interior of decibel contour 65 is generally 
considered incompatible with residential uses with respect to noise. The 60 
DNL (day night level) has been used by AlA to investigate what can be done 
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to mitigate noise at that contour. From previous meetings, it is known that 
the vast majority of impact in terms of these contours are defined by aircraft 
operated in the evening (from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Also, it has been 
learned that Stage 2 aircraft contribute most heavily to the noise impact. The 
goal is to reduce, to the greatest extent possible, the number of residents 
within these noise contours through noise abatement measures and land use 
measures, and to do so in a very safe manner. 

MR. ALVERSON indicated that measures 16 through 22 are monitoring or 
implementation measures and not noise abatement measures. He 
recommended there not be any focus on those because, depending on the 
noise abatement measure adopted, one or a number of those might be used to 
monitor. 

MR. ALVERSON reviewed the "Consolidated List of Suggested Noise 
Abatement Measures" before the TAC for further consideration. He had 
designated each measure as one of the following: 

P = Primary measure that might result in a greater reduction in noise 
S = Seco)1dary measure that would have an effect, but less so than "P" 
T = Tertiary or third level measures that would have less effect than "S" 

Primary measures were deemed by the consultant to be: 

Measure 5) Minimize Runway 6 heavy-jet departures between 9:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m., promote Runways 24 and 32. 
Measure 23) Promote the contiriued and complete elimination of Stage 2 
aircraft by 31 December 1999 

MS. McNEES clarified the list represents a compilation of comment forms, 
telephone calls, letters, and other verbal and written communication. 

MR. ALVERSON explained that Stage 2 aircraft are the noisiest aircraft that 
operate in Anchorage and measure 23 recommends the promotion of 
continued and complete elimination of Stage 2 aircraft by 31 December 1999. 
He noted these aircraft are being phased out by December 31, 1999 in the 
Lower 48, although they can continue operating within Alaska and Hawaii 
through a waiver, but cannot fly from Alaska to the Lower 48. He stated that 
AlA is seeing growth in Stage 3 aircraft because ofthe high level of traffic to 
the Lower 48. 

MR. ALVERSON explained the measures that were eliminated from further 
consideration contained on page 3 of 3 of the "Consolidated List of Suggested 
Noise Abatement Measures." Measures 6 and 7 could perhaps implemented 
by voluntary agreement, but are otherwise illegal or not possible. In and of 
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themselves, he did not encourage those measures, but felt the concept of 
minimizing overflight of residential areas during nighttime and operating 
over the water should be considered. 

MR. ALVERSON explained that secondary measures 1, 4, and 12 deal with 
thrust cutback as a means of reducing noise impact. Tertiary measures 3 and 
6-10 include thrust cutback on some departures and not to use thrust cutback 
procedures to the north and departing to the west. 

JOHN PRATT asked why measure 28, "Limit general aviation operations or 
restrict time of day activities" was marked on this list. MR. ALVERSON 
explained an arrow was placed at this measure because, if is viewed purely 
from a noise standpoint, noise impact would be reduced greatly by restricting 
aircraft to day use only. However, mandatory curfews are illegal. 

TOBY STEINBERGER asked the meaning of measure 2, "Implement 
mandatory climb gradients for departures to the South and East." MR. 
ALVERSON assumed the individual commenting meant, if an aircraft cannot 
reach a certain climb gradient, it should not depart to the South or East. He 
was uncertain how this would have' a direct noise benefit. MS. McNEES 
explained this comment was made by a retired pilot whose intent was, if an 
aircraft could not meet a prescribed climb gradient, it would create a greater 
noise impact. MS. STEINBERGER noted that aircraft heading south and 
turning to the west that turn either earlier or late has little noise impact on 
residential areas, but turning in the middle of the path results in flying over 
homes. MS. McNEES understood the intent of measure 2 was also that, if an 
aircraft could not meet that gradient, they would not be allowed to use that 
runway:---

DOVG THOMPSON asked if the elimination of Stage 2 aircraft by December 
31, 1999 applies to all aircraft operating in the U.S. or only domestic fleets 
within the U.S. MR. ALVERSON replied it is applicable to all aircraft. MR. 
THOMPSON noted that many Stage 2 aircraft operate from the Lower 48 
through Alaska, so that it would appear this is a self-correcting problem 
because those will not be permitted to operate in the Lower 48 after 
December 31,1999. MR. ALVERSON felt this may indeed be the case, but 
the community concern appears to be that Stage 2 aircraft operating within 
Alaska or between Alaska and either Russia or the Pacific Rim may remain 
beyond that date. 

MS. STEINBERGER noted Hawaii requested federal regulations that 
prohibit an increase in Stage 2 aircraft over the existing level. She asked how 
Alaska might go about getting a similar regulation. PATTI SULLIVAN 
clarified there was an amendment to.the legislation passed by Congress 
phasing out Stage 2 aircraft in the Lower 48 that placed a cap on the number 
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of Stage 2 aircraft that could be operated in Alaska and Hawaii. The 
regulation promulgated in 1995 for Hawaii only requires that carriers who fly 
Stage 2 report on the number of operations so the state has documentation to 
ensure there is compliance with the 1991 law. MS. McNEES explained she is 
in the process of assembling historical information in this respect. She stated 
there is almost a 64% Stage 3 fleet and 36% Stage 2 fleet at this time. MR. 
ALVERSON stated that nationwide 50% of fleets must be Stage 3 as of 
January 1997. MS. McNEES noted this is significant in that Alaska is 
already ahead of what will be required in the Lower 48. She stated it is 
possible AIAcan investigate regulations similar to those in Hawaii. MR. 
SMITH noted Anchorage is alone in this because the rest of the state does not 
have the same concerns with Stage 2 aircraft. Other Alaskan communities 
are more interested in receiving service at a reasonable cost. MS. McNEES 
noted that two carriers in Alaska who have recently purchased jets have 
purchased Stage 3. MR. SMITH commented that freight comes out of Seattle, 
where Stage 3 will be required. 

MR. PETRISHEN asked what is the point of Hawaii tracking that data, if it 
cannot be used for any enforcement purpose. MS. SULLIVAN understood it 
was in response to community concerns, but she was not certain what was 
the impetus of that regulation. MS. McNEES explained Aloha Airlines had 
made commitments to move to a Stage 3 fleet, although there was no 
requirement to do so. When they purchased Stage 3 aircraft, they were used 
on routes to and from California and Stage 2 aircraft were used for night 
flights to haul cargo between the islands. She stated there was a class action 
law suit and she understood, if Hawaii wished to pursue a requirement to 
phase out Stage 2 aircraft, they will be required to perform a Part 161 Study. 
MS. SULL-IV AN noted the regulations say they would allow the FAA to 
obtain information to enforce the legislation that put the cap on Alaska and 
Hawaii. 

MS. McNEES reiterated she will provide historical information at the next 
TAC meeting and will attempt to segregate traffic, to the extent po'ssible, by 
intrastate and interstate and will continue to monitor Stage 2 aircraft in any 
case. MS. STEINBERGER noted the Hawaii regulation is in the final rule 
stage. 

MS. STEINBERGER asked for clarification of measure 14, "Turn Runway 14 
departures right to a 240 degree heading." MS. McNEES explained measure 
14 would require a quicker turn to parallel the east/west runway, which lies 
on a 240 degree heading. MR. PRATT asked if the radar track would show 
where most of those turns occur at this time. MR. ALVERSON displayed a 
radar track indicating a set of two different departure directions (north and 
south) over a two-week period of time. To the south, there is a large band 
width of flight tracks with some aircraft turning quickly, others slowly, and. 
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others on runway heading. He believed the point of both measures 13 and 14 
is to consider whether there is a way to move aircraft to the south to fly over 
an area that is less populated. BILL CHORD noted that the speed of the 
wind will greatly affect the ground track pattern resulting from each turn. 
MS. STEINBERGER asked if there was any way to make the flight tracks 
narrower for heavy cargo aircraft. She was told that requiring carriers to 
travel straight out would have this result, but it was noted that most cargo 
carriers are likely in a narrow track at this time. 

MR. ALVERSON asked if sending cargo aircraft straight out would cause air 
space problems. MR. PRATT replied that a departure from Runway 14 
requires a right turn at least to 160. FAA also said they did not see this as a 
problem. 

MS. McNEES stated the current 190 heading is a result of the environmental 
impact statement that was performed when the north/south runway was 
built. She felt it would also be necessary to determine how many people 
would, in fact, be impacted under these suggestions. She asked which of the 
measures to the south that have been suggested is preferable from a 
community standpoint. MS. STEINBERGER replied she would need togo 
back to the Sand Lake Community Council with that question. 

MS. STEINBERGER asked if the first suggestion in measure 1, "Implement 
thrust cutback power reductions for departures on Runways 6 and 14 ... " will 
help with respect to noise impact. MR. ALVERSON explained thrust 
cutbacks result in noise reductions for those who live directly under the flight 
path and the likelihood is, at her location" there would be little difference. 
MR. SMITH stated much more noise reduction would result -from reduced 
power take-offs and most' of the lighter Stage 2 take-offs out of Anchorage are 
reduced power on Runways 32 and 24. JOHN PRATT noted the government 
has established a cut-off date on support for various navigational aides. MR. 
ALVERSON noted his firm will, within its scope of work, develop several 
single event level contours, that is, a noise contour for a single departure out 
of the AlA for some of the recommended procedures and what are the 
population impacts of those. 

MS. STEINBERGER asked for clarification of measure 15, "Extend Runway 
14 to the north (+200') to get Runway 14 departures higher over Tanaina 
Hills, decrease south end (-200') by same length." MS. McNEES explained 
this was a specific comment received by AlA. She stated there was a recent 
extension of Runway 32 by 200 feet and this comment suggested taking 
aircraft to the end of Runway 14, which would increase their altitude heading 
south. She explained a taxiway was not built to access that northern end, so 
it is not a possibility at this time. MR. ALVERSON stated this will not make 
much difference in terms of altitude and likely will not result in a significant 
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difference in noise level. DOUG THOMPSON stated this would be 
unworkable from an air traffic control standpoint. MR. SMITH stated that 
putting the path straight off the end of Runway 14 would result in aircraft 
achieving height quicker because it is an easier task for the pilot than going 
to 400 feet and then turning. JOHN PRATT explained, from a physical 
standpoint, turning away from the wind reduces the rate of climb, as does the 
turn itself. MR. THOMPSON stated, from an air traffic controller's 
standpoint, a runway heading off of Runway 14 gives even more room vis-a
vis the final on Runway 6. 

MR. WINCE stated the departures on Runway 32 are causing more noise at 
monitoring site H than before that runway was extended. MR. GUMTAU 
explained this is because there are· more departures now on Runway 32 and 
the wind carries the noise. KATHY GLEASON stated monitors were installed 
on her property before the extension of Runway 32 and, since the completion 
of that project, she has experienced a significant increase in noise and 
vibration. She suggested there is a need to place a monitor in her yard again 
after construction is complete in order to get a true measurement of the 
impacts of that runway extension on the noise contour affecting the 
Turnagain area. MR. ALVERSON explained that the measurements taken by 
his firm are used to determine if aircraft are being modeled properly. He 
stated these contours are conservative and probably would be larger to the 
north after the construction ofthe extension on Runway 32. He stated that 
consideration can possibly be given in future modeling efforts to this 
difference. 

MS. GLEASON noted there are no measures being recommended to mitigate 
noise impacts over Turnagain. MR. ALVERSON explained these measures 
are recommendations from members of the community. He urged the 
submission of any recommendation. to reduce noise impacts by. any member of 
the public. MS. GLEASON did not feel she had the technical expertise to 
make suggestions. 

MS. McNEES asked what the impact would be on the width of contours, 
which affects the Turnagain area, as operations are increased to the north. 
MR. ALVERSON stated there would be little change in noise to the sidelines, 
whereas the noise at the end of the departure path will increase. MS. 
STEINBERGER asked if there is any data yet that can be used to calculate 
how much traffic to the north has increased. MS. McNEES explained this has 
not been done due to the high number of construction projects that are still 
underway. MR. GUMTAU stated, before Runway 32 was extended, 10 to 12 
cargo aircraft would depart on Runway 6 each day. Now that Runway 32 is 
extended, the use of Runway 6 has dropped from 0 to 4. MR. HALFORD 
noted the total operations from freighter traffic at AlA has increased. MR. 
THOMPSON explained there are many different factors affecting noise 
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impacts, including power settings and the length of runway available for 
take-off. MS. GLEASON explained she has lived in her home for 14 years. 
For the first 12.5 years she experienced no noise, but since the extension of 
Runway 32 was completed in August, she has experienced extensive jet noise. 
MR. ALVERSON stated consideration will be given to Ms. Gleason's 
concerns. MS. GLEASON asked how that would fit into this Part 150 Noise 
Study effort. MR. ALVERSON replied it would be a part of this process. 

MS. McNEES explained AIA does generate noise and not all problems can be 
solved. She stated the long-term goal of AIA is to depart and land aircraft 
over water, to the extent possible, in order to minimize noise impacts to the 
greatest number of people. 

I RECOMMENDATIONS .- - -

MR. ALVERSON summarized he had heard support for measure 13, "Require 
traffic to fly runway heading or over the gravel pits for Runway 14 
departures," and measure 23, "Promote the continued and complete 
elimination of Stage 2 aircraft by 31 December 1999." 

MS. STEINBERGER asked if it would be possible for aircraft to depart more 
to the west and land from the north, which would solve Ms. Gleason's 
problem. MR. THOMPSON noted this is currently done. MR. GUMTAU 
noted there is now an ILS on Runway 14 making it a more usable runway, 
but pilots in the past generally preferred to use Runway 6 because it allowed 
an ILS landing. MS. McNEES noted Runway 24 has a slight uphill grade and 
a cargo plane may opt for Runway 32 because of its physical characteristics-
Runway-S2 with the extension is longer. . 

Measure CommentslRecommendation 
1) Change to state, "Clarify noise abatement procedures" rather 

than "Implement thrust cutback reductions." Both Runway 6 
and 14 have generic noise abatement procedures in place 
currently. 

2) No action (difficult to justify in terms of noise abatement) 
3) Retain 
4) No action (redundant to current practice) 
5) Retain (consider extending the current practice by one hour to 

9:00 p.m. and extend time frames on weekends) 
6) Retain 
7) No action 
8) No action (not feasible. Currently not used from 10:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m.) 
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9) No action (not feasible) 
10) Retain 
11) No action (Measure 10 would do this, and it is also tied to 

measure 3) 
12) Change to combine with measure 5 to state, "Increase arrivals 

on Runway 14, departing on Runway 24 in the evenings." 
13) Retain 
14) No action 
15) No action 
16) Monitoring or implementation measure 
17) Monitoring or implementation measure 
18) Monitoring or implementation measure 
19) Monitoring or implementation measure 
20) Monitoring or implementation measure 
21) Monitoring or implementation measure 
22) Monitoring or implementation measure 
23) Retain and investigate legislation similar to that in Hawaii 
24) No action 
25) No action 
26) No action 
27) Retain (this is an educational effort) 
28) No actioI;l 
29) Retain 
30) Retain 

IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

A resident of BayshorelKlatt commented on the increase in arrivals against 
or over the bluff. He remarked there are a large band of routes currently used 
by aircraft in this area. MR. SMITH explained an arrival route is not chosen 
by an inbound aircraft. MR. THOMPSON stated air traffic control creates 
this inconsistency in patterns. MS. McNEES stated this is one of the flight 
track issues that will be further investigated in an attempt to move aircraft 
further offshore. 

Another gentleman was concerned with landings from the south, noting there 
has been a dramatic increase over the past two to three years, especially in 
landings. He noted that this is occurring when the winds are calm and he 
could not see a reason for it. 

An 18-month resident living near AlA felt there was nothing in this process 
to address any problems other than those that had been determined by the 
TAC to exist. He commented that a measure to "Prohibit operations between 
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10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m." (eliminated measure 7) was not being given any 
consideration, although other very busy airports throughout the world have 
implemented similar strategies to address noise issues. He suggested the 
TAC should broaden the scope of its consideration to be more creative and 
should pursue what can be done with respect to the 8% of aircraft that are 
causing 80% of the noise. 

SALLY BURKHOLDER remarked that economic issues appear to outweigh 
environmental health issues as they pertain to airport operations throughout 
the United States. She asked why aircraft do not turn until they reach 2000 
feet or the 9 DME on eastern departures, yet turns are allowed at 400 feet 
going south. MR. CHORD explained the current tracks were set through a 
public process when the north-south runway was constructed and changing 
that would require an environmental process. MS. BURKHOLDER 
commented, if the 2000 and 400 foot requirements were set at the same time, 
it would appear the impact on those people living to the east was given more 
consideration than those living to the south. MR. SMITH explained that all 
aircraft are climbing at the maximum rate possible. He noted that a proposed 
measure has been retained for further study to direct traffic straight out, 
rather than turning. 

MS. BURKHOLDER stated she should have been made aware in the 
documentation she was given when buying her house that aircraft would 
travel over her home and she would be impacted by noise. That did not occur 
when she purchased her home and now there have been several subdivisions 
recently approved that will place a great deal more people in the area 
affected by aircraft noise. She felt these subdivisions were allowed to develop 
becausE:fof greed. MS. McNEES stated AIA has been actively involved in this 
issue and the Municipality has been working with the airport. She noted that 
land use measures will be dealt with at the October TAC meeting. She also 
noted the Municipality has developed draft ordinances that should be coming 
forward in the near future. AlA has also requested that ADOTIPF propose 
changes to the real estate disclosure statutes. 

Another gentleman recalled, when AlA was operating in the mid-1960s there 
were very few residents its the vicinity. Many people moved into the area 
after the airport was developed. He noted that it is difficult to control noise 
from aircraft and the breadth of the impact of that noise. 

A gentleman suggested that the TAC consider both public health and 
economic health in this noise abatement effort. He suggested consideration be 
given to, for instance, an increased tax on residents that would be used to 
compensate air carriers for having a restriction on flight times. 
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A gentleman asked why the measure to "Prohibit operations between 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m." (eliminated measure 7) was not being considered. MR. 
CHORD explained there are FARs and rules established by Congress that 
carry certain mandates, including a prohibition !In closing an airport. He 
explained, if that change is desired, it must be done through a political 
process. MR. PETRISHEN agreed that any change can only be made through 
a political process that must go to the public for a vote, and there is a 
significant business demand for late evening/early morning flights. MR. 
SMITH stated indeed there is a conflict between the desire that there be no 
noise impact in the late evening/early morning and the need to travel at 
those hours, for example, in order to make connecting flights in Seattle. 

A member of the public commented that, while he agreed with the earlier 
comment that ~here is a need to inform the public at the time they buy a 
home of the noise impact that exists in a particular area, those at the 
M~nicipality dealing with the creation of subdivisions, for example, are 
simply operating under-policies that have been established. He felt it was 
most appropriate that AlA enter into discussions with the Municipality in its 
efforts to revise the Comprehensive Plan. 

MR. PRATT remarked there was an aviation preserve in the Matanuska
Susitna Valley that was chaJ;lged to, farmland approximately two decades ago. 
He suggested that property should perhaps be re-dedicated with the idea 
that, at some point in the future, there may be a bridge built across the inlet. 

v. UPCOMING MEETINGS (tentative) 

October 30 
December 3 
January 14 

MS. MCNEES thanked everyone for coming and staying so late. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
LAND USE MEASURES 

Anchorage International Airport 
November 19,1996 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. PRESENTATIONS 

III. DISCUSSION OF LAND USE MEASURES 

v. UPCOMING MEETINGS (tentative) 
. January 14 





Anchorage International Airport 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITfEE MEETING 
LAND USE MEASURES 

Anchorage International Airport 
November 19, 1996 

7:00 p.m. 

Technical Advisory Committee Members 
Tim Petrishen lith Air Force at Elmendorf, Air Space 

Butch Halford 

John Pratt 

FrankWmce 
ArtGumtau 

Corky Caldwell 
Jerry Weaver 

Patti Sullivan 
Laurie Kozisek 
Eric Blesher 
Will Walker, 
Bob Bailey
Peggy McNees 
Steve Alverson 

Bill Willke 

Others 
Morton Plumb 
Rich Wilson 
Tom Middendorf 
use measures) 

Manager 
Northern Air Cargo and President ofthe Alaska 
Air Carriers Association 
Field Director, Seaplane Pilots Association and 
Alaska Airmen's Association 
Turnagain Community Council 
ANC, Manager of the Anchorage Air Traffic 
Control Tower 
ANC, Airport Operations 
Municipality of Anchorage, Department of 
Community Planning and Development 
FAA, Airports Division 
Bayshorel.Klatt Community Council 
Rogers Park Community Council 
Spenard Community Council 
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce 
Noise Program Manager, ANC 
Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson (via 
teleconference) 
(sub consultant dealing with land use 
measures) 

Director, Anchorage International Airport 
Development Manager, ANC 
Planning Director, ANC 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

PEGGY MCNEES introduced ANC staff Morton Plumb, Rich Wilson, Corky Caldwel~ 
Tom Middendorf. 
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MORT PLUMB welcomed the Technical Advisory Committee and thanked them for their 
efforts in the ANC Part 150 Noise Study Update. He also thanked members of the public 
who had come to participate in this meeting. He thanked technical professionals, such as 
those from the FAA, for attending. He acknowledged Ray Ballantyne, who had transferred 
from the ANC to Merrill Field. MR. PLUMB invited comments or questions from the 
audience. There were none at this time. 

Members of the Technical Advisory Committee introduced themselves. 

MS. MCNEES indicated questions would be taken from the public in conjunction with 
each agenda item. She also indicated written material had been made available to the 
public, including minutes of the last meeting and information on Stage 2 and Stage 3 
aircraft. She noted the ANC had previously been running at 50% Stage 3 aircraft, but is 
currently running at a 63% Stage 3 fleet, ahead of the national average of 50%. She 
further noted that the vast majority of carriers flying from the ANC are flying to the 
Lower 48 and need to meet Stage 3 compliance requirements being implemented 
throughout the Lower 48. MS. McNees provided a number to reach Steve Alverson with 
any questions (1-800-754-9354). 

MS. MCNEES explained the process that has occurred to date for the ANC Part 150 
Noise Study. She explained the Technical Advisory Committee is comprised of 
neighborhood/commnnity council representatives, airline and aviation group 
representatives, and federal, state and local government agency representatives. 

MS. MCNEES explained there are three ways to address noise: through quieter engine 
technology, noise abatement options, and land use measures. MS. McNees noted the ANC 
has been working with the Municipality of Anchorage to implement land use measures 
recommended in the previous Noise Study and determine which additional measures will 
work with the type of zoning structure currently in place. Tonight's meeting is to identifY 
new land use measures to be investigated further. 

II. PRESENTATIONS 

-
BILL WILLKE stated noise studies typically first address ways of reducing or mitigating 
the noise generated by aircraft and the way they fly and then land use measures that will 
either prevent future problems or address current compatibility of surrounding land uses. 

Land Use Compatibility Issues 
• Noise contours (Base Case reflects 1996 conditions) 

Short-term (2001) reflects a slight reduction or shrinking of contours because of 
quieter aircraft technology. 
Long-term (2016) reflects slight increase due to increased aircraft 
operations( traffic). 

• Potential for infill development 
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Existing residential zoning could result in 900 new residences in DNL 60+ noise 
contours.(180 in DNL 65+ noise contours) 
Opportunities for infill development occur generally in parcels of 3 acres or less 

• Zoning ordinances 
Many permitted uses are allowed in commercial and industrial zones 
Conditional uses may also allow incompatible uses. 

He commented that the development pattern is fairly well established in Anchorage and 
remaining infill development will be heavily influenced by what development currently 
exists. There is the potential for a substantial increase in the number of individuals who 
may be impacted by airport noise because existing residential zoning could accommodate 
900 new residences in the DNL 60+ contours. There is also a need to examine uses that 
are permitted in commercial districts, such as residences, that might be more severely 
impacted by airport noise than other uses that commercial or industrial zoning permits. 
There are also conditional uses to be considered. 

Non-Compatible Land Uses 
• Base Case existing (1996 Contours, Existing Land Use) 

DNL 65-75 = 680 residencesll,520 population 
DNL 60-65 = 3,049 residencesl6,890 popUlation 

• Short-Term future (2001) Contours, Existing Land Use) 
DNL 65-75 = 509 residencesll,230 population 
DNL 60-65 = 2,689 resdencesl6,130 population 

• Long-Term future (2016 Contours, Full Development) 
-' DNL 65-75 = 998 residencesl2,306 population 

DNL 60-65 = 4,121 residencesl9, 131 population 

MR. Wn,bKE noted that the shrinking of contours (2001) as fleet mix improves over time 
results in a reduced number of residents impacted. He noted, however, that the 2001 
analysis does not include new development that occurs during that time period. He stated 
there appears to be a fairly stable noise contour. 

MR. WlLLKE displayed an Existing (1996) Generalized Land Use map overlaid with 
DNL contour lines and colored to indicate land use (public lands, single family, multi
family, industrial, commercial, not categorized, and school). He noted the ANC Part 150 
Study underway considers impacts out to the DNL 60. Some airports study only to the 
DNL 65. He noted that the primary areas ofland use concern are concentrated south of 
the airport and along Lake Spenard. 

KATIiY GLEASON asked if the numbers being used by Mr. Wtllke are based on noise 
monitoring done in 1995. MR. WlLLKE replied his work used a noise model and, "on the 
ground," monitoring occurred in 1995 to validate the model. The model is a standard tool 
used at airports around the country. MS. GLEASON asked how current is the information 
upon which this modeling is based. MR. WlLLKE replied the 1995 effort was the basis for 
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this modeling work. He further explained that flight tracks (radar information), as well as 
the noise characteristics of individual aircraft were used to verif'y and refine the model. 

MR. WILLKE reviewed the short-term Future (2001) Generalized Land Use map, which 
was produced by assuming aircraft numbers grew as they are projected and that the fleet 
changed as it is predicted to do. He commented that the change is small, but positive, in 
that contours shrink from their existing coverage. This year 2001 analysis indicates that 
land use patterns have not changed significantly from 1996, although there is a slight 
reduction in residential uses to the south. 

MR. WILLKE then reviewed a Generalized Zoning and 2016 Noise Contours map, which 
assumes all areas zoned residentially will be fully developed by the year 2016. 

MR. WILLKE conducted a review of three non-compatible land use analyses (1996, 2001, 
and 2016) and noted areas of noise sensitive and non-compatible use are expected to be 
relatively consistent over the long-term. 

JOHN PRATT asked how the ANC Master Plan impacts this work. MR. WILLKE stated 
these contours reflect current runway use; they do not include any runway changes such as 
an extension to the west which is shown as a possible future use in the Master Plan. The 
contours do include the Runway 32 extension project, completed in 1996. Ifthere are 
changes as a result of the noise abatement work, the contours will change. 

MS. MCNEES commented that some of the analysis being done is the refinement of noise 
abatement options. An analysis will be made of those options at future meetings. This 
study is looking primarily at the year 2001 and also 2016 using forecasts from the Master 
Plan, also a 20-year document. MS. McNees noted, if there is a major change in runway 
use or the-ftOise environment, the FAA requires that noise contours be- re-investigated. 
MR. WILLKE commented that updates of the program will account for changes that have 
occurred in the interim. 

WILL WALKER noted the schools shown on the existing Non-Compatible Land use map 
were located in error. MR. WILLKE acknowledged these errors. 

LAURIE KOSIZEK asked if it has been determined how much of the vacant land is 
wetlands and will not be developed. MR. WILLKE replied that was not done, but the base 
map indicates it is likely most of the vacant land will be developed, although perhaps not 
to the density permitted by zoning. 

ill. DISCUSSION OF LAND USE MEASURES 

MR. WILLKE next reviewed a listing of Existing (1987) Land Use Compatibility 
Recommendations: 

• Compatible use zoning 
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• Mobile home restrictions 
• Soundproofing for new development 
• Easements through subdivision regulations 
• Noise level disclosure on subdivision plats 
• Comprehensive planning 
• Planning Commission review 
• Public land development criteria 
• Noise barriers 
• Sound buffers 

MS. GLEASON asked how these recommendations were prioritized and how many of 
them have been implemented since 1987. MR. WILLKE explained there was no 
prioritization of these recommendations. 'He noted that noise disclosure on subdivision 
plats is being implemented and others are in the process of being codified. MS. McNees 
noted these 10 recommendations were selected from a longer list of2/considered in 1987. 
She explained the ANC is working with the Municipality to draft ordinances to be brought 
to the Planning & Zoning Commission and the Assembly in the future. She explained there 
are legal issues to be resolved before that can occur. MS. GLEASON asked if there was a 
time frame for the implementation of these 1987 recommendations. Ms. McNees replied 
there was not. MS. GLEASON asked if there will be a time frame associated with the 
recommendations that result from tbis Part 150 Study Update. MR. WllLKE explained 
that the ongoing efforts of the ANC and the local government are required in order to 
move forward to the point of implementation. He noted that attempts are being made in 
tbis Part 150 Study Update to develop measures that can be implemented. MR. WEAVER 
stated the Municipality has been working with the ANC to review old and new 
recommendations designed to protect the public from buying properties impacted by 
aircraft noise. 

MR. MOORE asked for an explanation of a fair disclosure policy vis-a.-vis disclosure on 
subdivision plats. MR. WlLLKE explained the latter comes late in the process of acquiring 
a property, i. e. at the time of closing, whereas a fair disclosure policy would make that 
information available to a buyer earlier in the process. 

MR. WILLKE next reviewed measures that were considered and not recommended in the 
prior study. Preventative measures are those applied to new development; remedial 
measures apply· to existing development. 

• Preventive 
p Large lot zoning (not recommended) 
p Noise overlay zoning (should be reconsidered in that it allows administrative aid in 

implementing other measures, i.e. building code and conditional use requirements) 
P Easements for building permits (recommended) 
P Fair disclosure policy (recommended) 
P Public information program (recommended) 
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1> CIP policy (with' respect to infrastructure improvements not being done so as not 
to encourage non-compatible development -- not recommended because this could 
also discourage compatible development) 

1> Development rights (acquiring rights to do something -- not recommended) 
1> Land banking (buying vacant property to prevent it becoming developed in a non

compatible use and ideally having some other valid public purpose use for that 
property to be used -- recommended) 

WTI.-L WALKER suggested the Municipality and ANC work with the real estate industry 
to develop a tool for full and fair disclosure. MR. WTI.-LKE explained the intent is to work 
to include noise impacts as an item on the existing real estate disclosure form. The Rogers 
Park Community Council representative cautioned that measures with respect to real 
estate disclosure be carefully considered because the courts have found disclosure to be 
confined to the physical piece of property itself He believed there would be a reluctance 
to force this requirement upon homeowners. Instead he felt it is incumbent on a buyer to 
investigate many things that affect home purchase, such as schools, churches, roads, etc. 

MR. WEAVER noted that the Municipality will, if this is implemented, develop noise 
overlays of maps, such as existing flood plain maps. Additionally, if the state legislation is 
created that requires this as part ofreal estate disclosure, that information will be 
provided. He stated the intent of these measures is to inform people before they purchase 
of the potential impact of airport noise on a particular piece of property. 

MR. WTI.-LKE reviewed a Schultz Curve representing the percentage of people who are 
not annoyed, annoyed, highly annoyed, or seriously annoyed by particular noise levels 
within DNL contours ranging from 55 to 80. At any given level, there is a broad range of 
people who are in each of those four categories. 

MR. PRATT noted that the noise contours being used are averages and asked if a similar 
chart was done in terms of a single event that may be found by an individual to be highly 
annoying or seriously annoying. MR. WTI.-LKE noted one very loud event could be shown 
as being within a 65 DNL, although such an event occurring once a year' would not. 

MS. GLEASON asked if any study is planned to document the number of times per day a 
single event produces a particular decibel level and then put criteria toward those types of 
situations, such as a single event happening 14 times during a one-day period, 9 times, 4 
times, etc. MR. WTI.-LKE noted this study is determined by parameters set out by Part 
150, thus it uses DNL. He explained the type of study Ms. Gleason was suggesting would 
be difficult and complex because the level of decibels and how many operations occurring 
at each site must be taken into account. The DNL basically adds all those events together 
and then divides by a period of time to yield an average number. He explained that, in fact, 
DNL does take into account individual events, which is Ms. Gleason's concern. MS. 
McNees explained that DNL looks at both the frequency and the level of noise by 
individual aircraft type so that, over time, equitable comparisons between various areas of 
the city can be made. 
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DAN MOORE stated he did not believe a fair disclosure policy could be fairly 
implemented in that each individual perceives noise differently and, therefore, disclosure of 
noise impacts when selling properties would be subjective. 

LAURIE KOZISEK asked if implementing noise overlay zoning in a high noise area could 
cause the Municipality to face lawsuits claiming that the value of property had been 
decreased. MR. WEAVER explained the Airport is pursuing state legislation allowing the 
dissemination of information regarding airport noise to potential buyers. MR. WILLKE 
noted this is similar also to disclosing the likes of flood plain location/impact on a 
property, i.e. each impact exists by virtue of geographic location. He also commented that 
studies to assess the percentage of property value tied to noise impact indicate the 
decrease in value is very small or non-existent. 

MS. GLEASON asked if there are any regulations requiring disclosure to potential buyers 
of private property with respect to activities of the ANC, i.e. those contained in the ANC 
Master Plan. MS. McNees replied there is a "truth in sales" situation that requires the 
disclosure of information to which a realtor is privy. MR. WILLKE noted there is a 
recommendations to compile a packet of information to be made available to realtors, 
insurance, title companies, etc. 

Remedial measure were also considered but not recommended in the previous study. 

• Remedial Measures previously considered in 1987 
I> Guaranteed purchase (not recommended) 
I> Noise easement acquisition (not recommended) 
I> Public acquisition (not recommended) 
I> SOOlldproofing program (not recomniended) 
I> Sound barrierslbuffers (recommended - benefits to be reviewed) 

MR. WILLKE explained that guaranteed purchase requires the ANC to buy a property, if 
a seller has complied with the requirements ofthe program and is unable to sell the 
property for a fair value. An avigation easement would be applied then.to the property and 
ANC could resell the property. This program presents administrative difficulty in terms of 
the ANC being a landlord and property manager. Furthermore, the process of selling and 
reselling the property could adversely impact the community. Additionally, it is difficult to 
determine whether property did not sell for a fair market value because of noise. MR. 
PRATT asked how the tax situation is affected, if a property is purchased by the ANC. 
MR. WILLKE noted the property would presumably be taken off the tax.rolls for the 
period of ANC ownership because it would be a public property. 

MR. WILLKE explained that noise easement acquisition has been a popular concept in the 
past which involves purchasing a noise easement on a property; however, this does 
nothing to address noise impact. The FAA has now established a policy as to how these 
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easements are to be valued, that is, the difference in value between two noise affected 
houses, one with an easement and the other without. The FAA has been finding the value 
to be generally between $500 and $1,000. 

MR.. WTI..LKE explained public acquisition involves outright purchase of the property. 
This is generally not a good idea because property sits vacant and makes the overall 
subdivision less desirable. He recommended this type of program should probably be 
restricted to an area where a whole block ofland could be acquired. 

MR.. WTI..LKE stated soundproofing is one of the most popular noise mitigation measures 
in Part 150 studies across the U.S. because it provides measurable results and minimal 
adverse effects on surrounding neighbors. He explained that typically an avigation 
easement is attached to the property as well. STEVE ALVERSON noted this does not 
impact noise external to the home, only intemai to the home. He explained that DNL 45 is 
an acceptable interior noise level per the FAA and noted it is fairly common for a 15 
decibel attenuation to be provided with normal construction. 

MR.. WTI..LKE stated the sound barrierslbuffers included in the remedial measures would 
deal with areas not addressed in the previous sound barrierlbuffer measures. He noted 
these would possibly apply to areas to the south of the ANC. He stated there will be some 
analysis of whether or not there would be a benefit from this type of m(lasure. He noted, 
however, it is difficult to find locations to construct a barrier that would provide the 
benefits desired. 

MS. GLEASON asked if there would be a step in the process for interacting with the 
community if sound barrierslbuffers is chosen as a measure. MR ALVERSON replied that 
community involvement would occur, however, not as a part of the ANC Part 150 Study. 

MR WTI..LKE reviewed the following: 

New Preventive Planning Measures Recommended for Further Coo·sideratioo 

• Noise overlay zoning 
• Fair disclosure policy 
• Avigation easements for building permits 
• Public information program 
• Land banking 

Remedial Measures Recommended for Further Consideration 

• Public acquisition (DNL 70+) 
• Soundproofing program (DNL 65+) 
• Sound barrierslbuffers (potential benefits to be established) 
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MR PRATT asked if compatible development should be deemed what is best for the 
system or should the system be flexible to the extent possible to achieve compatibility. 
MR WILLKE noted compatibility is considered here only in terms of noise, but the 
Municipality must consider other issues in addition. MR. PRATT asked what type of 
consideration should be given to uses that would be allowed under the zoning in areas 
surrounding the ANC, but make no sense in terms of compatibility. MR WILLKE 
suggested those be addressed on a case-by-case basis. MS. McNees noted that noise 
sensitive uses are predominantly residential in nature. The Part 150 is very explicit in terms 
of definition of compatible and non-compatible land uses within noise contours. MR. 
PRATT asked ifit is prudent to locate a hotel within noise contours. MR. WILLKE 
replied, if the hotel is adequately insulated, it could be a compatible land use. He noted 
that it is typical for many business travelers to desire a hotel located as near to an airport 
as possible. He further commented thilt noise zoning overlays will indicate the need for 
insulation to attenuate noise in office or similar uses that are located near airports. 

MS. ·GLEASON asked what can be done if non-compatible use existed before a noise
producing use. MR. WILLKE explained there is a limited amount of funding available to 
address noise mitigation for noise levels below DNL 65. He noted, however, that the 
interior noise level may be DNL 45, which is the accepted norm. MS. GLEASON clarified 
that the airport will not then be told by regulators and reviewers of projects that a project 
cannot proceed because it will result in impacts on non-compatible uses. MR WILLKE 
stated that areas below DNL 65 will always face a question of eligibility, however, if the 
airport changes the way things are done, an environmental process would be required, 
which involves mitigation for noise impacts; but the issue of eligibility would remain. If an 
area is at the DNL 65 level, which is defined as significant, as a result of the airport 
activity, that area is eligible for mitigation and the airport would be required by the FAA 
to complete that mitigation. MR MIDDENDORF asked what increase is considered 
significant:"MR. WILLKE replied there is a three-part test to establish· noise as significant: 
1) noise at or above DNL 65,2) a change of 1.5 dB or greater, and 3) location in a noise 
sensitive area. If this test is met, the FAA will require the airport to look at the DNL 60 to 
see whether a 3 dB change has occurred and then miti¥ation may be considered. 

MS. McNees commented that the ANC Master Plan forecasts are used in the Part 150 
Study to account for future development and future traffic. MR. WILLKE explained the 
appropriate forum for a community to say "no" to a project is through the environmental 
review process that occurs for a project or through a master plan process or funding for 
the project. MR PRATT noted that the people who make the decision, however, are 
typically the proponents of these projects. PATTI SULLIVAN explained the criteria 
looked at in environmental review process for new projects is the same as what is 
considered in a Part 1 SO Study. Those include noise contours, where development might 
occur that would be impacted, and what measures should be developed to mitigate those 
impacts. 

MS. McNees asked Mr. Alverson to address ground noise versus aircraft overflight noise 
impacts on noise contours. MR. ALVERSON stated there are several activities that 
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contribute to ground noise, including taxiing, idling at the ramp, and aircraft power units 
being used, all of which are lower in level, but longer in duration. These have relatively 
little significance in terms of impacting the noise contours. Ground noise is produced 
significantly in start-up and take-off and when aircraft are rolling down the runway, as 
well as at the time of arrival. MR. WILLKE asked whether ground noise should be 
addressed in terms of sound barriers! buffers. MR. ALVERSON replied affirmatively. He 
noted it is important to stress that barriers can be effective for aircraft operations on the 
ground where they are located near communities, however, barriers do not block noise 
from aircraft that are airbome, which is the largest component affecting residents around 
theANC. 

DAN GLEASON commented that slatted noise barriers are used at Love Field in Dallas, 
Texas and asked if it would be possible to use such barriers at the ANC to any benefit. 
:MR. ALVERSON stated his firm designed the facilities at DallasIFort Worth and those 
structures are jet blast deflectors that move jet blasts up and away from other aircraft 
operation areas, but are oflittle to no benefit in terms of noise mitigation. He stated there 
are other facilities designed at other locations in the U.S. that are effective in mitigating 
run-up noise. MR. WILLKE explained noise is best shielded by a structure that is solid 
and high. MR. ALVERSON noted that vegetation is more effective as a visual barrier, but 
a width of 250 feet or more of dense vegetation is required to result in a detectable noise 
barrier effect. 

v. UPCOMING MEETINGS (tentative) 

MS. McNees stated the next tentative meeting date is January 14, 1997. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
OPERATIONAL MEASURES 

Anchorage International Airport 
April 10, 1997 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. DISCUSSION OF OPERATIONAL MEASURES 

A. Recommended Measures 
B. Measures Not Recommended 

III. NEXT STEPS 
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HNTB (land use sub consultant) 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

PEGGY McNEES reviewed the purpose of the meeting, which was to discuss 
operational measures under the ANC Part 150 Noise Study. She noted that 
AIA has been collecting a variety of data for this study over the last one and 
one-half years. She introduced Steve Alverson, project manager for the ANC 
Part 150 Noise Study, and Bill Willkie, the land use subconsultant. She also 
introduced AIA staff, including Morton Plumb and Rich Wilson. 

MORT PLUMB thanked the Technical Advisory Committee members for 
their volunteer time and thanked the public attending this evening's 
meeting. He opened the meeting to general questions from the public; there 
were none at this time. 

MS. McNEES explained the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was 
established to be a steering group for the Part 150 Noise Study. All 
community councils, air carriers, aviation groups, and governmental agencies 
were asked to appoint representatives to the TAC. This committee does not 
take votes, but works together to achieve a consensus. 

MS. McNEES referenced it hand-out available at the meeting that discusses 
the air field construction activities. She noted there could potentially be 
changes to that schedule. She indicated there will be major runway 
reconstruction efforts underway this summer. The primary east/west runway, 
Runway 6R, will be closed for 90 days. 

II. DISCUSSION OF OPERATIONAL MEASURES 

STEVE ALVERSON explained that the function of his firm, HMMH, is to 
produce the noise contours and noise analyses; Mr. Willkie's function is to 
analyze air space issues and runway use issues. He explained the land use 
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working paper that was reviewed at the November meeting of the TAC has 
been revised through working with the Municipality and work on that 
document continues. With respect to the noise abatement and operational 
measures, MR. ALVERSON's firm surveyed the airlines to determine what 
their current noise abatement departure procedures are. He then attended a 
chief pilots' meeting in December to discuss the goal of creating common 
noise abatement departure procedures, and to collect additional information. 

MR. ALVERSON stated that his firm prepared some single event SEL 
contours, which were made available at this meeting. He noted that the 
single event contours are an analysis tool, however, the plan submitted to the 
FAA will use DNL contours. Noise model assumptions were based on 
analysis of many factors, such as airfield capacity, options available to 
change operating conditions, wind data, runway use, aircraft performance, 
and radar flight tracks. MR. ALVERSON explained that his firm had 
prepared DNL contours for different airfield operational modes. The firm 
also prepared a draft summary of the analysis completed since the last TAC 
meeting, which was given to the TAC for their review. 

The following noise abatement measures were examined. 

• Enhancing night time runway use 
• Implementing consistent noise abatement departure procedures (thrust 

cutback procedures on Runway 6 and 14) 
• Reducing east departures (extending Runway 24 to the west by 1,600 feet) 
• Using natural features, such as the gravel pits, in the area of the 

departure tracks for Runway 14 to reduce the amount of population 
within-the contours 

• Shifting Runway 32 departure flight tracks to the north 
• Shifting downwind leg approaches south in the BayshorelKlatt area 
• Using standard instrument arrival and departure procedures 
• Identifying potential commuter arrival and departure corridors to the 

southeast of AIA 
• Keeping aircraft higher above the ground for as long as possible 
• Revising runway use for commuters 
• Review of a new runway parallel to the north/south runway 
• Turning Runway 6 departures prior to the Seward Highway 

A. Recommended Measures 

Enhanced Night Time Runway Use 
BILL WILLKIE explained that the direction in which the airport operates is 
determined by wind and preference in terms of runway use. The current 
preference is to depart on Runway 32 and arrive on Runway 6. In an analysis 
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of ways to reduce impacts from night time runway use, it was determined 
that arrivals could come on Runway 14 from the north and departures could 
be on Runway 24 to the west. This would change the use of the Runway 
14IRunway 24 arrival/departure pattern from 22% to 60% during the night 
time. This procedure somewhat reduced the number of people and houses 
exposed to the DNL 65 contour by 3%, which equates to a reduction of 130 
people exposed in the DNL 65 and 400 people in the DNL 60. MR. WILLKIE 
noted that this runway use can occur only when wind conditions permit, so 
there will be periods of time when winds will not allow this pattern to be 
used. Additionally, the volume of activity, particularly in the summer 
months, may affect the ability to use this pattern. 

TOBY STEINBERGER asked if this pattern would cause an increase in noise 
to any residential area. MR. WILLKIE replied there would not be an increase 
within the 65 DNL, but there is a side line noise issue. MS. McNEES 
explained this change in pattern would probably change the noise 
characteristic experienced by the people immediately around the airport. MR. 
ALVERSON stated he did not believe the noise experienced would be greater, 
it would simply be different. 

DIANE ETTER asked what was meant by "head to head" operations. MR. 
ALVERSON explained, when traffic conditions permit, an aircraft can depart 
off of Runway 24 to the west and aircraft can still land on 6R. This is 
intended to keep aircraft away from residential areas to the greatest degree 
possible. This can only be done when there is relatively little traffic. MS. 
ETTER asked if there will still be occasions in the evenings when aircraft 
will take off to the east and turn north. MR. ALVERSON replied there would. 
MS. McNEES noted that departures to the east and then north are limited to 
day time hours as a part of the previous Part 150 Noise Study. 

PETE BRADSHAW noted that the effectiveness of the procedure to arrive on 
Runway 14 and depart on Runway 24 decreases as traffic at the airport 
increases, so that the measure may be less and less effective over time. MS. 
McNEES replied that, in fact, the effectiveness of this measure would 
increase as operations increase. MR. WILLKIE reiterated that there are 
limitations with respect to under what conditions it could be done, based on 
controller concerns. He acknowledged that projected growth of traffic at the 
AlA is steady, but there will not be a marked reduction in the positive impact 
of this procedure for some time. MR. BRADSHAW asked if the measures 
being presented are listed in priority order. MR. ALVERSON replied they are 
arranged in order of magnitude in terms of their effectiveness. 

Consistent Noise Abatement Departure Procedures on Runways 6 and 14 
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MR. ALVERSON explained the intent behind this measure would be to use 
thrust settings that produce the least noise impact on the ground during 
departures. He noted that an FAA advisory circular recommends a close-in 
and a distant procedure. There are also two procedures, Procedures A and B, 
recommended by the International Civil Aviation· Organization (ICAO), 
which are similar to the FAA procedures. MR. ALVERSON reviewed a single 
event situation for a 747 departing to the east and making a typical turn-out, 
with five contours (base, FAA close-in procedure, FAA distant procedure, 
ICAO Procedure A and ICAO Procedure B). He noted there is a relatively 
inconsistent use of noise abatement departure procedures (NADP) by airlines 
at AlA. 

MR. ALVERSON stated that based on his firm's analysis it is most effective 
for U.S. carriers who are most familiar with the FAA advisory circulars to 
use the FAA close-in departure procedure for departures on Runway 6R and 
for international carriers to use the ICAO Procedure B. For departures on 
Runway 14, the analysis indicates that U.S. carriers should use the FAA 
close-in departure procedure and international carriers should use ICAO 
Procedure B. 

MS. STEINBERGER asked if there was any NADP to deal with departures to 
the north of Stage 2 aircraft. MR. ALVERSON replied that the use of the 
distant procedure will help, particularly underneath and side line of the 
aircraft; there will not be discernible difference to the south of the airport. 

Extending Runway 24L to the West by 1.600 Feet 
MR. ALVERSON explained the vast majority of residents live east and south 
of the airport, so the intent with this measure is to take aircraft away from 
those areas. Extending this runway will make it preferred for take-offs. He 
noted that their analysis indicated that this measure would result in 
lowering the population and dwelling units within the 65 DNL and 60 DNL 
contours. 

MR. WILLKIE stated this measure has the potential to-reduce overall 
population affected by 7% or 230 people in the 65 DNL and 600 people in the 
60 DNL. This measure reduces the impetus to use Runway 6R by providing a 
greater take-off distance on Runway 24L to the west. In discussions with 
FAA, there was a preference to depart Runway 32 to the north and arrive on 
Runway 6. To achieve the benefit of the extension of Runway 24L, either 
there must be sequencing of head-to-head operations, which would interrupt 
the flow of operations, or there must be arrivals on Runway 14 and 
departures on Runway 24. The tower prefers the other runway configuration 
(depart 32, arrive 6) to this one (depart 24, arrive 14). The cost of the runway 
extension would be $6.2 million, which compares to the alternative of 
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insulating homes at a cost of $3.7 million. There are also wind issues and 
payload issues associated with departures on Runway 24 that would have to 
be addressed. There are also issues related to interactions with aircraft 
using other airports (Merrill Field and Elmendorf). A terminal air space 
study will be initiated in the near future to address some of these issues. MS. 
McNEES explained that the air space study will include modeling of the 
interactions between aircraft using different airports in Anchorage, including 
Elmendorf or Merrill Field. 

MR. ALVERSON noted that FAA has voiced concerns with this proposal, and 
airlines have also expressed concerns in terms of operational benefits to 
them. There are few operations to the east in terms of general overall 
operations of the AlA. Since the problems to the east are based on a 
relatively small number of operations, removing even one operation to the 
east has a significant beneficial effect. 

Noise Abatement Departure Tracks For Runway 14 
MR. ALVERSON noted that departures to the south occur relatively 
infrequently compared to other operations throughout the year. A comparison 
was made offlying straight south, flying over the gravel pits and ultimately 
turning to the west, and the current departure procedures. MR. WILLKIE 
stated the population impact within the single event contour for a straight 
out departure is 696 people, turning right over the gravel pits reduces that to 
460 people, and the current departure has only 103 people in the contour. 
MR. ALVERSON noted there is wide dispersion of aircraft flight tracks in 
this area because of the different performance characteristics of heavy jets 
versus passenger jets. A recommendation was made to retain the existing 
procedur.e. Because this was a measure implemented with the Runway 14 
construction, MR. ALVERSON noted that an Environmental Assessment or 
perhaps an Environmental Impact Study would be required to change it. 

Shift Runway 32 Knik 4 and FMS Flight Tracks to the North 
MR. ALVERSON noted the Knik 4 is a standard instrument departure (SID) 
procedure and FMS is a Flight Management System used by some airlines. 
The FMS flight track is flown by Alaska Airlines and Delta Airlines on a 
regular basis. The FAA has offered to implement a procedure that keeps 
slower climbing aircraft traveling to the north longer, causing them to fall 
more in line with the FMS track. Aircraft that travel on the FMS track are in 
the area of between 10,000 to 12,000 feet above ground level over northeast 
Anchorage. Those aircraft further to the south are in the 6,000 to 8,000 foot 
altitude range and tend to be noisier aircraft. He also mentioned this noise 
impact is more of an issue at night than during the day. This is a procedure 
that can be pursued with the FAA outside ofthe Part 150 Study process. 
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Shift Runway 6 Approaches !Downwind Leg) from the East Southward Over 
the Water 
MR. ALVERSON explained that the BayshorelKlatt area may benefit from 
this measure. He believed this issue can be easily resolved with the FAA and 
may be done outside of the Part 150 Study. 

SIDS and STARS versus Straight-in or Straight-out Vector 
MR. WILLKIE explained this measure is meant to encourage the use of 
existing procedures, not to establish new procedures. The existing procedures 
are effective and the desire is to maintain greater consistency with them. A 
recommendation on this measure is pending resolution of other issues, such 
as shifting arrivals on Runway 6 further to the south and departures on 
Runway 32 to the north. There may be efforts through the FAA air traffic 
controllers to enhance conformance with these procedures during the night. 
He noted that this measure will not impact noise within the 65 DNL and it is 
likely that it would not, therefore, be viewed as a measure within the Part 
150 Study. This measure may, however, be addressed outside of this study. 
MS. McNEES indicated this will not be a recommended measure because it 
does not benefit the 65 DNL contour; however, as part of the Noise 
Compatibility Program, the AIA will retain language discussing it. MR. 
ALVERSON commented there is a willingness by the FAA and the AIA to 
implement this measure. MS. McNEES also noted that the flight track to the 
north is a measure for night time because military operations make it 
difficult to implement during the day. 

Commuter Arrival And Departure Corridors to the Southeast of the AIA 
MR. ALVERSON stated that, although commuter aircraft are smaller, 
lighter, and generally quieter than commercial jet aircraft, noise complalnts 
are still received with respect to them. Currently, departures are made off 
Runway 6R and 6L with a sharp turn over the Sand Lake community. 
Thought was given to tightening the departure pattern so they travel over 
non-residential areas. From a departure standpoint, this change would work 
well;· but, from an arrival standpoint, ~here would be an issue of sequencing 
in the aircraft with other traffic landing on Runway 24L. For this reason, his 
firm recommended that the departure corridor be adopted, but did not make 
a recommendation for the arrival corridor. MR. WILLKIE noted that most of 
the complaints received by the AIA relate to departures. 

JIM DOKOOZIAN noted that the Bayshore/Klatt area is one of the fastest 
growing residential areas in Anchorage. MS. McNEES explained that a 
benefit of performing a Part 150 is the study ofland use measures. The AIA 
is working with the Municipality to ensure that there is notice given to 
buyers of properties located under flight paths. She commented. that the calls 
her office receives related to commuter aircraft are not from south Anchorage. 
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A member of the audience asked how graphics are generated and why they 
only addressed jet aircraft. MR. ALVERSON noted his company, HMMH, has 
developed a proprietary software called FLIGHT that processed 7 days of 
data obtained through the FAA to yield this graphic that sorts for various 
groups of aircraft types. In discussion with the audience, MR. ALVERSON 
explained that, from a noise perspective, air carrier jet aircraft generate the 
highest level of noise and there is a tendency to focus on those in terms of 
noise abatement measures; however, there is analysis of the impacts of all 
types of aircraft. MR. WILLKIE noted that the program will be built on the 
basis of overall impact of all aircraft. MS. McNEES noted that the measures 
under discussion this evening are focused on jet aircraft and there will be 
another meeting to discuss general aviation. 

A comment was made by a member of the public regarding the importance of 
addressing the issues of noise impacts on residential areas and the 
complexity and difficulty of doing so. 

DAN MOORE asked what type of planes fly most frequently at night. MR. 
ALVERSON replied it is a cross-section of all the types of aircraft that 
operate at the airport. The general aviation activity, particularly at Lake 
Hood, significantly decreases at night. MR. MOORE asked if cargo planes 
generate the highest level of noise. MR. ALVERSON explained that the 
aircraft rank, in terms of noise, with the 747 200s aircraft highest, 727 200s 
second, 737 200s third, then MD80s, 737 300s and 400s, and 757s. MR. 
MOORE asked if growth assumptions are based on an average or consider 
spikes. MR. WILLKIE replied that; in making these assumptions, his firm 
reviewed-historical information and recognizes, although spikes cannot be 
predicted, they do occur. He noted in "terms of predictions that they are not 
likely to be correct in the short-term, but long-term trends should be fairly 
accurate, unless economic conditions change dramatically. MS. McNEES 
stated she would be happy to assembly information from past meetings and 
supply that to Mr. Moore. 

MR. ALVERSON explained that the Part 150 Study requires noise contours 
to be generated for the present case and five-years out; and also requires 
there be a review of change in operations and those contours as years go by 
and a complete review every five years. MR. WILLKIE noted that a 100% 
growth in traffic is required to generate a 3 decibel change in contours. 

CATHY GLEASON commented she had not heard aircraft noise at her 
Turnagain home for 15 years, until cargo traffic started two years ago. She 
noted that she does not seem to hear the passenger aircraft, just the cargo 
carriers. It is the air cargo that is causing impacts to her neighborhood. 
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DICK asked whether there had been any more raw data collection 
since the completion of the Runway 32 Extension construction last year. MR. 
ALVERSON replied there have been no noise measurements taken since that 
time. MR. noted he has noticed a demonstrable reduction in sound 
level since that time. Mr. Alverson asked if he felt that he had primarily 
been impacted by the Runway 6 departures and he confirmed that he had. 
He further noted with respect to the measure for enhanced nighttime runway 
use, there appeared to be no difference in contour lines north of the airport. 
MR. ALVERSON replied this is generally true. MR. asked if this 
would hold true if Runway 24 is extended. MR. ALVERSON stated that the 
measure does change the contours, but again it is not as noticeable to the 
north of the airport. . 

MS. McNEES noted that the reduction in noise noted is most likely due to 
the Runway 32 extension. She noted that this has been very successful in 
reducing the number of Runway 6 departures. CATHY GLEASON noted 
that this has not benefited the Turnagain area. 

MR. ALVERSON stated it is likely that one of the recommended 
implementation measures within the Part 150 Study will be to look at long
term noise monitoring, either through acquisition of portable monitoring 
equipment or a permanent noise monitoring system; or some combination. 

MR. DOKOOZIAN asked, with respect to the recommendation to shift the 
downwind Runway 6 arrival flight tracks southward, what constraints are in 
place on aircraft in terms of where they fly on that downwind leg. MR. 
AL VERSQN responded some of this activity relates to coordination with 
other aircraft and some relates to saving time and fuel to get into the airport. 
MR. DOKOOZIAN noted that some of the data used in the analysis of noise 
impacts do not deal directly with residential concerns, particularly at 
nighttime. MR. WILLKIE stated that this measure and the measure 
regarding modifying departure flight tracks to the north were made in 
recognition of outlying impacts. It appears there are ways to provide greater 
consistency in order to keep aircraft away from the more sensitive areas. 

B. Measures Not Recommended 

Keeping Aircraft Higher Above the Ground for as Long as Possible 
MR. ALVERSON noted there are limits on increasing the altitude of arrivals 
in terms of rates of descent. Higher altitudes necessitate going further to the 
west, adding to the distance that air traffic controllers must handle those 
aircraft. Shifting downwind tracks further to the south and removing some of 
the KNIK 4 departures off Runway 32 should help. MR. WILLKIE stated this 
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measure is not being recommended because there are other ways to achieve 
the same thing more efficiently. A member of the audience commented that 
higher altitudes would further reduce the noise impact of aircraft on outlying 
areas, benefiting them. ART GUMTAU noted that there are also situations of 
conflicting flight paths of aircraft that necessitate aircraft to fly at times at 
lower altitudes. 

Revise Runway Use For Commuters 
MR. ALVERSON stated Anchorage is typical of many airports where smaller 
aircraft are often exempted from the noise abatement departure procedures. 
MR. WILLJ;CIE stated one of the key issues in examining this measure was 
that the benefits would not be measurable. There are many periods of the day 
when runway operation may permit changing the flight patterns of commuter 
aircraft, that would not be shown in the capacity analyses. 

Review of a New Runway 14R-32L Parallel to the North/South Runway 
MR. ALVERSON stated this runway is in the long-term master plan for the 
AIA. An analysis was done in terms of whether the use of that runway would 
provide any noise benefit. MR. WILLKIE stated this measure would provide 
additional runway capacity to allow either more departures on Runway 32 or 
arrivals on Runway 14 and the analysis was whether this was necessary in 
the planning period under this Part 150 Study. The result of the analysis was 
that it would not have a significant impact on runway use. 

Turn Runway 6 Departures Prior to the Seward Highway 
MR. ALVERSON stated this measure was based on a combination of noise 
impact issues and interactions with general aviation activity and cargo 
carrier&.-Turning the aircraft closer in affects more residential areas, as 
opposed to allowing aircraft to gain altitude where there are more compatible 
land uses on either side of the runway. In discussions with the airlines and 
with respect to noise abatement departure procedures, there may be a 
combination ofNADP and a turn that may result in potentiarnoise benefit. 
Although this measure was not being .recommended at this time, it is felt it 
deserves further analysis. MR. WILLKIE noted that one of the problems that 
has typically occurred in noise abatement departure tracks is that 
conformance to narrow corridors is not easily achieved. 

MS. McNEES opened the meeting to additional questions. 

A resident of Sand Lake explained that his biggest concern is the noise 
created at the time of initial take-off of heavy jet aircraft to the north. He also 
noted that a departure to the south over the gravel pits would result in 
affecting residents on both sides; he recommended the right-turn out to 
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reduce the impact on people to the east. MS. McNEES noted that the same 
conclusion was reached by the AIA. 

TERRY SMITH commented that the concerns about noise behind the 
airplane during takeoff cannot be controlled other than by changing the 
engines on the airplanes. 

MERLE AKERS commented on the fact that this evening's presentation was 
based primarily on nighttime operations. MR. ALVERSON agreed there was 
a focus on nighttime operations, but the extension of Runway 24L also took 
daytime operations away from the east and put them to the west. The other 
procedures are most beneficial at night and tend to occur mostly at night. 
MR. AKERS asked if noise levels tend to measure more at nighttime than 
daytime. MR. ALVERSON responded that no general statement could be 
made about that. Noise impacts and contours are also greatly affected by 
wind. MR. AKERS noted that landing aircraft fly a profile on an instrument 
approach. If they are making a VFR approach, which is the case typically on 
Runway 14, this may be causing some ofthe noise impact in the Turnagain 
area. Th~re is also noise from thrust reversers since the extension of the 
runway. MR. AKERS noted he did not understand how this noise abatement 
effort could be done without consideration of general aviation. MS. McNEES 
noted that the greater focus in this effort has been on the greatest problem, 
which is jet aircraft. She noted that general aviation will be considered in 
meetings next fall. She also noted that the analysis of recommended 
measures does take into account their impact on general aviation. 

MR. WILLKIE noted that there is a penalty put on all the measurements for 
night noise because it is perceived to be louder, whether it is-or is not, in fact, 
louder. MR. ALVERSON noted that nighttime is the focus because that is 
typically when people are in their homes and are attempting to rest or sleep. 
MR. WILLKIE noted that the noise emitted by other noise generators, such 
as vehicles, typically reduces during nighttime hours. 

MR. SMITH commented that a commercial airplane on a VFR arrival to a 
VASI runway is obligated by law to be on the V ASI. MR. AKERS disagreed, 
stating he flies every day and sees aircraft coming across there at 1,000 feet 
and less. MR. SMITH stated that commercial aircraft are required to be on 
the glide slope or the VASI but that this can result in them being fairly low 
in this area. 

A resident of Sand Lake noted that take-offs on Runway 32 will directly 
affect the new elementary school recently built in Sand Lake. MS. McNEES 
noted that, when the Anchorage School District selected that site, there were 
caveats placed on the property that airport operations would not be impacted. 
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DIANA ESSERT, Sand Lake resident, commented that the increase in cargo 
traffic that is occurring in her area is overwhelming. She particularly noted 
the activity of Korean Airlines and Evergreen. MR. ALVERSON noted that 
south departures occur relatively infrequently compared to other airport 
operations, but when they do it is typically in the summer when windows are 
open and therefore results in more noise impacts. MS. McNEES explained 
that Runway 14 is only used for departures under strong wind conditions. 

BOB BAILEY, Anchorage Chamber of Commerce, noted that he attended the 
education summit recently and discussed the issue of airport noise impact on 
the new Kincaid School and was told that airport noise was not a problem. 
MS. McNEES believed there were. mitigation measures taken with respect to 
the construction of that school. 

A member of the audience asked if sound barriers at the end of Runway 32 
might address the Sand Lake resident's concerns regarding takeoff noise on 
Runway 32. Ms. McNees noted that sound barriers would be discussed under 
land use measures. 

PETE BRADSHAW asked who would fund measure 3 if it were implemented 
(the extension of Runway 24L to the west by 1,600 feet). MS:McNEES 
replied that, if the extension was to go forward, Federal Aviation Trust funds 
(AIP dollars) would be used. There are a number of questions and issues that 
must be addressed before this measure moved forward, including preprartion 
of an environment impact analysis. MR. BRADSHAW asked what the 
likelihood is of this measure occurring. MS. McNEES replied that additional 
analysis.is. necessary at this point in time. She did note that this project had 
been proposed by the Airport as a capital improvement project. 

II. NEXT STEPS 

MS. McNEES noted that the Airport and the consultants would complete 
some additional analysis on the measures discussed. She stated the next 
tentative meeting date is September, 1997. The subsequent meeting to that 
date would be the public hearing on the final Noise Compatibility Program. 
She thanked the TAC members again for their time and effort on this project. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 12 p.m. 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITIEE MEETING 

WestCoast International Inn 
January 22. 1998 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE 

III. GEN~RAL AVIATION NOISE ISSUES 

IV. NEXT STEPS 

--v. OPEN FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS 

NOTE: Comments from the public will be taken at the end of the meeting. If questions 
arise during the Technical Advisory Committee discussion. please note your 
questions on a piece of paper for discussion during the public comment period 
noted on the agenda. 





ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 

WestCoast International Inn 
January 22, 1998 

7:15 p.m. 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Maryellen Tuttell introduced herself. She is the new noise program manager at Anchorage 
International Airport. She welcomed the participants and introduced other Anchorage 
International Airport staff. She then had the Technical Advisory Committee members introduce 
themselves. 

II. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE 

Steve Alverson of Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. (HMMH) presented the study update. 
This included a review of the analysis of potential noise abatement measures, and the remaining 
study schedule. HMMH has completed the analysis of all of the forwarded noise abatement 
measures. HMMH has also finalized the land use working paper based on meetings they and the 
State had with the Municipality of Anchorage. This will be put into the Draft Noise 
Compatibility Program and forwarded to the Technical Advisory Committee. HMMH has begun 
drafting the Noise Exposure Map document as well as the Noise Compatibility Program. 

-4-_~_alysis of potential noise abatement measures: 

Three noise abatement measures were discussed during the TAC meeting, two related to general 
aviation and one .related to the International Airport. The latter issue involved combining an 
early turn with a noise abatement departure procedures (NADP). The general aviation measures 
are: (1) a Lake Hood Runway Use Program; (2) restrictions on Lake Hood touch and go 
operations. 

Early turn combined with noise abate departure profiles: 

Steve Alverson explained that there are two procedures available for the noise abatement 
departure profiles for domestic flights and two for international flights. The domestic procedures 
are: (1) FAA Advisory Circular 91-53A which includes a close-in and a distance procedure; and 
ICAO procedures which also include a close-in and a distance procedure. HMMH looked at 
which would work best for departures off Runway 6 to the east and then combined them with the 
early turn procedure. For the analysis, they looked at two representative types of aircraft: a 737-
200, and a 747-200. Alaska Airlines and Japan Airlines provided the performance data needed. 
Sound Exposure Level contours were then generated and the total number of dwelling units and 
the population impacted were counted. He noted that Bill Chord, the FAA Air Traffic Contol 
Tower Manager, had informed him that it may not be as easy to use these procedures for east 
departures turning to the north because of air traffic conflicts. 
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Steve Alverson presented a chart showing the difference in the population impacted between the 
current procedure and an early turnlNADP. The early turnlNADP for the 737-200 results in a 
reduction of 84 people affected for aircraft turning to the north and 182 for aircraft turning south. 
For the 747-200, the reduction is 42 for aircraft turning north, and 29 for aircraft turning south. 
While there is a decrease in the population affected, the numbers are not that large. Also, some 
areas will receive higher noise levels due to aircraft turning over areas that they were not turning 
over before. A side benefit to this procedure is that it may reduce the GA and air carrier 
interactions to the east of the Seward Highway. Between now and the next meeting, HMMH will 
develop Day Night Sound Level (DNL) contour maps reflecting this measure to see what type of 
change results in the overall contours from this measure. 

If in fact this procedure was to be adopted as a part of the Part ISO process, the FAA would need 
to review and approve it as part of their review process of the Part ISO study. Since it is a change 
that occurs to flight tracks below 3,000 feet, it would also require a review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); preparation of an environmental assessment, at a minimum, 
would be required. There would also need to be a review of potential air space impacts, by 
FAA's Air Traffic Division. 

Patti Sullivan, of the FAA Airports Division, felt that DNL noise exposure maps and a broader 
perspective of what happens with the range of operators would be helpful. Looking at the 
difference in interpretation of the Standard Instrument Departure (SID) between Alaska Airlines 
and Japan Airlines, makes her question whether some carriers are already implementing the noise 
abatement departure procedure. If so, there may be less benefit than currently estimated. Steve 
Alverson replied that carriers that responded to the survey they sent out stated that in fact they 
use either an ICAD or FAA AC 91-53A procedure when they depart to the east. The difference 
in interpretation of the SID has to do with company policy. This means there might be less of a 
benefit in the DNL contours associated with implementation of this measure. Patti Sullivan 
stated there also needs to be a lot of consideration of the potential for this measure to introduce 
new noise iniom-eas that do not currently experience it, or an increase in levels in some areas. 
Maryellen Tuttell noted that the Airport would be looking at this closely, since any measure 
which introduces noise to new areas would have to result in a substantial overall benefit to be 
worth pursuing. 

Steve Alverson stated that the new.DNL contours incorporating this measures could be done in a 
month. Maryellen Tuttell suggested people go back to their community councils and g~t a feel 
for how strongly they feel about noise shifting from one place to another if there is some benefit, 
but not a very large benefit. 

Will Walker stated that the Spenard Community Council will be more interested in hearing about 
the Runway 6L reconstruction that's going to be happening for two years. He invited Maryellen 
Tuttell to come to their next meeting to talk about this program. Maryellen Tuttell stated that if 
people do want her to come to their meetings, she will attempt to do so. The main problem she 
sees is that many meet at the same time. 

Peter Bradshaw, of the Sand Lake Community Council, stated that for people living in the Sand 
Lake area, the early power pull back for 737s has a dramatic effect. Sand Lake would be 
interested in that, if that effect is real. . 
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Laurie Kozisek, of the Bayshore-Klatt Community Council, asked if the numbers on the chart 
included people in the entire Anchorage area that are affected or just within the study boundaries. 
Steve Alverson replied that the number included on the table includes only the people who fell 

inside the 85 DB SEL contours. 

Tim Perishen, of Elmendorf Air Force Base, requested that the new DNL contour map also show 
zoning information. 

In reply to a question from Peter Bradshaw, Steve Alverson stated that Alaska Airlines does 
reduce its thrust and in a sense uses a NADP for Runway 6 departures, but they do so once they 
reach 2,000 feet above ground level. Other airlines are cutting back thrust as early as 800, 1,000 
or 1,500 feet above ground level. 

Maryellen Tuttell stated that as soon as they get the DNL contours, she will contact everybody, 
see if they have gotten any feedback in terms of the shifting issue. She will then send out the 
new DNL contours and ask them to go back to the community councils to get input on the 
overall impact of incorporating the early turnlNADP procedure. Zoning information will be 
incorporated into the contour maps. 

Will Walker stated he has difficulty explaining DNLs of 60 and 65. Steve Alverson agreed that 
the contours are not static lines on a map. They represent the annual average day and actual 
noise varies from day to day. 

Peter Bradshaw asked how they would finally resolve the issue of who gets the noise, north of 
the Airport or south, because shifting the noise is not an answer to the problem. Maryellen stated 
that the choice isn't between whether they go north or south, because that is dictated by their final 
destination. The issue is whether they are asked to do an early turn, which does result in shifting 
the noise between communities. Peter Bradshaw requested information on how often they go 
north versus south. Steve Alverson stated that in a general sense more traffic turns to the south 
than to the north. 

Patti Sullivan stated that a more complete picture is needed; a broader look at what the potential 
impacts· associated with this measure are. 

Bob Bailey, of the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce, asked if the number of people shown in 
the areas represented the people who are there now. He pointed out that on the map, south of 
Dimond, it looks like a vacant area, but actually it is being developed as a residential area and no 
one from there is being counted. Steve Alverson confirmed that this analysis is based on the 
existing available data on housing units in these areas. 

Will Walker stated that one of the things he has difficulty explaining is that some nights are 
noisy and others are less so. Steve Alverson stated this is a result of whether airport operations 
are in a north/south configuration or an east/west configuration. He reminded everyone that this 
is influenced by wind direction, flight schedules, weather, visibility, or low ceiling. 
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III. GENERAL AVIATION - LAKE HOOD 

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 associatled 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: 

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 HoodlLake 
Spenard operations are related to sideline noise, and therefore the noise level is the same 
regardless of direction offlow. 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 11 percent 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 difference. 

Steve Alverson stated that there are pilot awareness programs that can be conducted both in 
terms of individual contacts with floatplane pilots and working with the Alaska Airmen's 
Association; increasing awareness through the 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 individual pilots. 
Maryellen and Steve Alverson noted that it is more difficult to ensure compliance with individual 
pilots, but efforts can be made. 
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Jerry Weaver, of the Municipality of Anchorage, asked how much of the DNLs for Anchorage 
International Airport are related to operations at Lake Hood. Steve Alverson stated that the 
Noise Exposure Maps show both operations combined. However, the noise contours associated 
with Lake HoodlLake Spenard operations are easily distinguished and are very localized around 
the lakes. 

Will Walker stated when they look at the noise at Lake Hood and the noise at Anchorage 
International, it's hard to take Anchorage International to task. The difficulty will be getting the 
individual pilots to cooperate. Steve Alverson stated that the general aviation pilots are for the 
most part individual operators. When Maryellen works with the airlines, she works with the 
chief pilot who has influence over many aircraft pilots. The approach used needs to be different 
when working with general aviation. Will Walker stated that what he was talking about was 
having quiet times and noisy times. If they want to be good neighbors, then give people some 
quiet time. 

IV. NEXT STEPS 

Steve Alverson stated that there would be one more TAC meeting before finishing up. The next 
TAC meeting will be held in conjunction with a public workshop and a public hearing. Before 
that meeting, the TAC should have the Noise Exposure Map and Noise Compatibility Program 
documentation for review. After the TAC meeting, workshop, and public hearing, HMMH will 
make any final revisions and provide the documentation to the State. Then the State may submit 
the program to the FAA for acceptance of the Noise Exposure Map and approval of the various 
noise abatement and mitigation measures. The FAA has a I80-day review process. The 
response back from the FAA on the Noise Compatability Program will be a list of items that are 
approved and some that are disapproved. At that point the approved list can be used by the State 
to seek federal funding for implementing various mitigation and noise abatement measures. 
Steve Alver!!'Q!l thought the next meeting would probably be the first or s~cond week of April. 

Maryellen Tuttell noted that in terms of the land use measures that have been discussed, the 
Airport has been working with the Municipality to set up the public hearing as a joint public 
hearing between the Airport and the Anchorage Plarining and Zoning Commission. This is 
important because the Municipality will have the responsibility for adopting land use measures. 
This public hearing would probably be in April. 

Morton Plumb, Anchorage International Airport Director, asked if the meeting could be moved 
up to March. Steve Alverson stated that the critical path was a matter of generating the DNL 
contours for the early turnlNADP procedure, and getting feedback from the community councils. 
At that point the technical work will be done and they will be in the process of generating the 

documentation. The end of March would not be a problem for HMMH. Morton Plumb stated 
that currently the process is behind schedule and he would like to see the earlier meeting. 
Maryellen Tuttell stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission's schedule for March was 
already full, however she would discuss the schedule with the Municipality. Jerry Weaver stated 
that the Municipality is in the midst of developing a Comprehensive Plan and the Planning and 
Zoning Commission is jammed up for the next 60 days with this. Maryellen Tuttell stated that 
with Planning and Zoning's schedule, the soonest the joint public hearing could be held would be 
April. Jerry Weaver felt that it would be a substantial hearing with a pretty good turn out. The 
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Municipality and the Airport will look at the schedule again to see if something can be fit in at 
the end of March. 

Patti Sullivan stated that if the Municipality is going to consider adopting some of the land use 
measures, it is important that they be able to focus on what is presented to them. She expressed 
concern that if their time is squeezed too much, they will not have adequate time to focus on it. 
Maryellen Tuttell stated that she and Jerry will take another look at the schedule and will talk to 
the community council representatives as they get more data out to them to see how comfortable 
they feel with the schedule. Will Walker stated that from what he has heard Planning and Zoning 
will need more time to deal with it. Jerry Weaver stated that they want to solidify the land use 
recommendations, and have it available to the public three or four weeks in advance of the public 
hearing. The Municipality will also want to incorporate it into the comprehensive plan. Morton 
Plumb stated that the community council input is the critical path. 

Clarence Goward, of the FAA Air Traffic Division, asked why the Noise Exposure Map contours 
for 2002 show the contours decreasing. Steve Alverson stated that this reflects the move towards 
an all stage three fleet, as required by the Aircraft Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. 

Will Walker asked if there was any probability of phase out of noisier aircraft as far as general 
aviation was concerned. Steve Alverson stated that he has heard of no plans to include propeller 
driven or turbo prop aircraft in a phase out schedule. The Aircraft Noise and Capacity Act only 
applies to aircraft that weigh 75.000 pounds or more. 

Peter Bradshaw asked what grov.th rate in operations was used to calculate the DNL contours for 
2002. Morton Plumb stated that niltionally airport operations are increasing at approximately 4 
percent annually, and Anchorage International Airport is increasing at a similar rate. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Richard Pennington stated that in the past two or three years there has been an increase in the 
size of airplanes operati.ng off of Lake Hood. There seemed to be more Beavers and Twin Otters 
now, wliich has resulted in a dramatic increase in noise. He asked if this change has been 
incorporated into the projections. Steve Alverson stated that the fleet mix was kept the same 
between current and the year 2002. He thought it woul.d be a good idea to take a look at this. He 
asked Maryellen Tuttell if there was a statistical data base that could help. She did not think 
there was one easily available. Morton Plumb stated they could run the 320 float slips and see 
what kind of airplanes they were. For the air taxi operations like Ketchum and Russ, they would 
have to go out and estimate it 

Will Walker stated that another way to look at general aviation operations is that if you have one 
aircraft which carries eight people, and another one that carries four people, and the first is a 
turbo prop and the other is two 180s carrying four each, there is a significant difference in noise. 
He thought it would be interesting to figure out which scenario would be the most disturbing. 
Another example is the differe!lce between a jet carrying 300 people and 75 180s carrying four 
each. Steve Alverson stated that the contours do reflect the individual aircraft types that are 
operating at airports where passenger traffic is 'a significant portion of the operation. In general, 
passenger operations are using larger aircraft carrying more people. These larger aircraft are 
generally newer and quieter. The resulting noise contours decrease in size, because of larger 
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aircraft carrying more people, resulting in fewer operations with quieter aircraft. Will Walker 
felt that this allows for more general aviation to fly. He noted that his concerns are that the 
floatplane base and floatplane operations are in close proximity to residential areas. 

Kathy Gleason stated that in terms of the Airport presenting information to the Turnagain 
Community Council, the Council is booked for February already, and there is already one big 
item on the March agenda. She felt that March would be the earliest they could discuss Airport 
noise issues. Maryellen Tuttell stated that she had been in touch with the Community Council 
president and had expressed the hope that they would be able to talk some about noise issues 
during the February or March meetings: Kathy Gleason stated that it deserves a full discussion 
and not just five minutes on a community council agenda. She noted that their meetings are the 
first Thursday of the month. 

Kathy Gleason stated that the map showing the seasonally adjusted Lake Hood DNL contours 
shows her home within the 60 DNL and outside the 65 DNL. She questioned this since both 
float planes and other general aviation planes using the gravel strip fly right over her house, and 
are very low when they do so. She did not feel that the average DNL reflected the reality of the 
situation. Steve Alverson replied that HMMH took both winter and summer measurements at 
Kathy's home and nsed this data to check the DNL modeling. He noted that he could take a look 
at the specific data for her house and see what was measured at that time. Kathy stated that it 
may average out to 60 DNL, but that just points out the problem with averaging. A single noise 
event hurts her eardrums if she does not plug her ears if she is outside. That goes beyond 
annoyance and becomes a health hazard. 

Kathy Gleason asked if it was legal for people using the general aviation area to be flying right 
over homes at that Iowan altitude. Bill Chord replied that the Federal Air Regulation says you 
have to be 1,000 feet over a residential area except when you are landing or taking off. 

Jerry Weaver asked for the definition that relates to the impact of a 60 DNL. Noise inipacts 
people differeiil. Steve Alverson stated that the 65 contour relates to the Schultz CurVe that was 
discussed at an earlier TAC meeting. Schultz took a lot of noise measurements of different 
transportation noise sources, and looked at the relationship between average noise levels and 
community annoyance. At 65 DNL, a significant percentage of the community found the noise 
level to be very annoying. 

Kathy Gleason commented with regard to touch and goes, that when it comes up before her 
community council, she will recommend supporting restrictions. They are a constant noise and 
highly annoying. Her question was whether they can be restricted. 

Steve Alverson stated that it may make sense based on single event basis and annoyance to 
restrict them, but not to put it in the Part 150 for FAA review and approval. Since this restriction 
will not result in a measurable reduction in DNL contours, it would likely not be approved by the 
FAA in the Part 150 study. He noted that by not including it, it provides an opportunity for the 
Airport to work cooperatively with the FAA, Alaska Airmen's Association, and the floatplane 
pilots to do something about it. 

Bill Chord stated that if the traffic load gets too heavy, the FAA will curtail touch and goes in 
order to get people in and out. He did not think they had the right otherwise to tell someone·they 
cannot fly touch and goes. 
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Will Walker stated that in the past he would call the airport manager who said he would call 
FAA and take care of it and suspend them when they got too annoying. He noted that this used 
to work for short periods of time. 

There was a question whether floatplane and tie-down leases included restrictions on aircraft 
operations. Morton Plumb stated there were not any operating regulations tied to the lease 
agreements for float slips and tie-downs. He did not think it could be .done. He did not think it 
would be unreasonable for the Airport to explore restricting timeframes for touch and goes in 
partnership with the Alaska Airmen's Association and other general aviation groups. He stated 
that usually the touch and goes were part of pilot training. He noted that it would help if the 
community could identify certain times when they would like restrictions, such as early morning 
hours. Kathy Gleason did not think that just limiting some time periods would resolve the 
problem. 

Patti Sullivan stated that this could be a component of a pilot awareness bulletin or newsletter. 
She asked if the General A viatioll Pilot Newsletter the Airport puts out contained a column on 
flying friendly. Maryellen Tuttell replied they did. Patti Sullivan stated that Merrill Field at 
their Airport Commission meetings spends time especially in the summertime reminding the 
members and the pilots of the importance of considering your neighbors. Maryellen Tuttell 
stated that she will pursue some of these other measures. 

Laurie Kozisek stated a concern that if touch and goes are curtailed at Lake Hood, they will just 
go to Merrill Field or Birchwood. 

Richard Pennington stated that his observation was that touch and goes were required in order to 
stay current on pilot licenses. Someone else noted that pilots are not required to do any certain . 
number of touch and goes, that it depends on the pilot's own comfort level. Bill Chord stated that 
pilots do have to do three touch and goes every 90 days. Richard Pennington felt that there are 
plenty of places for them to do their touch and goes, such as Goose Bay, Big Lake and others. 
He did not feel it was too much of a restriction to say they cannot do touch and goes at Lake 
Hood between 8:00 in the evening and 10:00 the next morning. 

Morton Plumb stated that the restriction is something that could be done. There are other places 
where it is full stop landings only after 10:00 at night and before 8:00 in the morning. He stated 
he will look at this and see if there is something they can do. 

Will Walker stated that it wasn't just restricting touch and goes. This might mean that they will 
land, stop, and then take off again and do it over and over again. They will still be flying over, 
flying over, flying over. They are always talking about being a good neighbor, but do not tend to 
see that the family in the neighborhood is as worthy as they are. He did not know how you could 
change that attitude. 

Morton Plumb asked for recommendations from the community COl;IIlCils on what time 
restrictions they would like to see. He noted that he would pursue this matter after getting a 
recommendation on the hours to be restricted. 
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Kathy Gleason stated she had looked at the minutes from the April 10 meeting, and she knew she 
had more than one comment at that meeting. She requested that somebody go back over that 
meeting and see that the minutes more fully reflect what she said. 

Richard Pennington stated with regard to Lake Hood there is a lot of non-local traffic. Although 
they have been flying in for the past 30 or 40 years, they do not know anything about the taxi 
rules on it, and they do not read the bulletins. He has observed that they do notice the no wake 
sign on Goose Lake. He recommended putting some signs up on the end of Goose Island or on 
the land side stating there is no step taxi in that area. He also recommended having run-up or 
mag check areas for the commercial fleet some place other than at the end of Goose Lake. He 
felt this could possibly be done with signs. Maryellen Tuttell stated they could look into this 
idea. Morton Plurnb stated they could do the signs, although they do need to be careful about 
changing pilot habits too much. Richard Pennington stated that what they are trying to do is 
change some habits. Maryellen Tuttell stated they will talk to some of the commercial taxi 
operations and see what is possible. Morton Plumb stated they can do an awareness program. 

Maryellen Tuttell stated there were comment forms in the packets and welcomed people to fill 
them out and send them in. 

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
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ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

WestCoast International Inn 
May 27,1998 

7:00 pm 

I. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

II. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE 

III. RUNWAY 6R DEPARTURE - EARLY TURN/NADP MEASURE 

IV. NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS 

V. NEXT STEPS 

VI. OPEN FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS. 

NOTE: Comments from the public will be taken at the end of the meeting. If questions 
arise during the Technical Advisory Committee discussion, please note your 
questions on a piece of paper for discussion during the public comment period 
noted on the agenda. 





ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

WestCoast International Inn 
May 27, 1998 

7:00p.m. 

I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Maryellen Tuttell, Noise Program Managc:lr for Anchorage'International Airport, introduced 
herself and welcomed the public to the meeting. Sh~ then asked the Technical Advisory 
Committee members to introduce themselves and what group they were representing. The 
members did so. 

n. STATUS OF ANC PART 150 STUDY UPDATE 

Maryellen Tuttell stated that the schedule for delivering the Noise Exposure Map documentation 
has changed. They had hoped to have the Noise Exposure Map document completed prior to the 
meeting. The document had some codes in it that crashed HMMH's computer, so the document 
is not available yet. As soon as it is available, it will be sent to all the TAC members as well as 
any members of the public who want it. The plan is to have it out within the next two weeks. 
There will be a 30-day comment period after people receive the document. The original Noise 
Exposure Map document that was completed in 1986 is available to show what type of materials 
are contained in it. 

Ms. Tuttell stated that a Planning & Zoning workshop is scheduled for June 16th to work with 
them on the land use measures that have been discussed at the past few meetings. 

Ms. Tuttell pointed out that there is a schedule inside the meeting packet. After the 30-day 
comment period, the document will be submitted to the FAA for review and acceptance. The 
Noise Exposure Maps will be submitted prior to finishing the Noise Compatibility Program. The 
State will continue to work with the Planning & Zoning Commission on the land use measures. 
The State and the State's noise consultant will continue to work on the Noise Compatibility 
Program over the sururner. There will be an extensive public involvement campaign prior to 
fmalizing the Program. There will be direct mailings to people who live within the noise 
contours, as well as a newspaper insert, and then a final Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
will be held when the State has the whole package together. In conjunction with that meeting 
there will be a public workshop where people can ask detailed questions on how the modelling 
was done, where the noise measurements were taken, et cetera. Then there will be a public 
hearing on the complete document. It is anticipated that the public hearing and final T AC 
meeting will be at the end of September 1998. 
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III. RUNWAY 6R DEPARTURES - EARLY TURNINADP MEASURE 

The last noise abatement measure that was discussed at the seventh TAC meeting was to request 
the airlines to make an early turn and use a Noise Abatement Departure Profile (NADP) when 
they depart off Runway 6R. The consultants have analyzed this potential measure and 
information was sent out to the TAC members showing where it could improve the noise 
situation and where it could possibly result in increased noise. It looks like the measure would 
reduce noise more than it would increase noise. 

Ms. Tuttell reported that the State and the noise consultant met with the chief pilots this morning 
to discuss this measure. The State has also talked to FAA about it. There are air traffic concerns 
regarding an early turn to the north due to potential air traffic conflicts with Elmendorf, Merrill 
Field, and Lake Hood traffic. It does not look like an early turn to the north will work. The State 
is still looking at the early turn to the south. If the State goes forward with this, they would ask 
FAA to do a test period first, evaluate the results, see if it is affecting new people, and measure 
the effect by seeing how aircraft noise has changed on the ground. If it was decided that it is a 
measure they want to pursue, the FAA will have to do an enviromnental process on it, probably 
including an enviromnental assessment with a complete public review. 

Steve Alverson reported that at an earlier meeting they had looked at noise abatement departure 
profiles as aircraft depart to the east. After that meeting Terry Smith from Alaska Airlines met 
with Peggy McNees and suggested that there may be other alternatives to look at, including the 
possibility of early turns. They discussed this with the FAA and other airlines, and there was 
interest in it. They then combined the early turn with the noise abatement departure profile they 
had looked at, using 737-200s and 747-200s (Alaska Airlines and JAL) as representative types. 

Will Walker asked if Alaska Airlines and JAL were aware of the study at the time. Mr. Alverson 
replied that the airlines provided the information to HMMH for them to do the modeling. Mr. 
Walker expressed concerns that the airlines may have done things differently because they knew 
it was being studied. Mr. Alverson indicated that the information collected was performance 
data for use in modeling, not measured noise levels. 

Mr. Alverson stated that comparing the sound exposure level contours with·the single event 
contours. indicated an over-all decrease in "the number of people impacted. The analysis 
indicated that some areas might receive slightly'higher levels of noise. A side benefit is that it 
could reduce the air carrier/general aviation air traffic interactions to the east of Seward 
Highway. Mr. Alverson then went over again the contour maps that had been presented at the 
last meeting. Under the reduced thrust and early turn procedure, the 65 DNL contour pulls in 
toward the airport quite a bit, extending just beyond Minnesota. 

Ms. Tuttell stated that the State had sought TAC and community council feedback on this 
particular measure. She stated that it does seem to have some positive effect. She has talked to 
some people from the community councils. BayshorelKlatt had concerns early on, but she has 
not heard from them since the new noise contours were developed. Diane Etter stated that Tudor 
Community Council was not happy, because they had hoped for the early turn to the north since 
that is the only time their neighborhood is impacted. However, she stated that their 
neighborhood has gotten considerably quieter of the last couple of years, so right now she does 
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not have complaints. She is worried that the NADP will go away or traffic will increase and the 
Runway 6R departure will be used more. If something is not done, she worried that their 
neighborhood would suffer like it used to. Ms. Tuttell indicated that she did not think the impact 
on the Tudor neighborhood would increase. This measure would only change those few 
departures that occur to the east. The Airport will continue to work with FAA and the airlines to 
avoid east departures when they can. 

Will Walker, Spenard Community Council, asked if there will be improvements in the Spenard 
area. Ms. Tuttell replied that the early tum to the south should help some areas of Spenard, those 
that are closer to Minnesota. Mr. Walker pointed out that all ofSpenard is north of International 
Road. Terry Smith stated that the airplane would be turning and leaving the Spenard area 
sooner, reducing sideline noise impacts on Spenard. Mr. Walker asked what runway planes were 
taking off of recently. Ms. Tuttell replied that between 4:00 and 5:00 tonight they were taking 
off from Runway 6R. Mr. Walker stated that a couple weeks ago he went across International 
Airport Road, and planes were very close to or north of International Airport Road. Mr. Smith 
stated that the planes were maintaining a runway heading, not a track. Mr. Chord added that if 
there is a strong south wind as the aircraft depart, they will drift north. Mr. Walker stated that 
the people who live along International were the ones who had talked to him. He added that the 
perception of a number of people he has talked to is that if the airport is going to have a dumping 
ground, it's going to be Spenard. And Spenard has done a lot in the last 10-15 years to improve. 
He asked why the aircraft could not go east of the Seward Highway. Mr. Smith stated the reason 
airplanes do not go east of Seward Highway is that they endeavor to tum prior to Seward 
Highway to climb high enough to make the SID, the 2,000 feet, because the general aviation 
aircraft airspace ends there .. Ms. Tuttell stated that with respect to noise abatement, they are 
looking at numbers of houses and numbers of people, regardless of the neighborhood. They are 
looking at how they can operate and impact the fewest residences and the smallest number of 
people. Mr. Walker stated that people are worried about airplanes flying over residential areas 
when they could be flying over a business area. Ms. Tuttell stated that the early tum to the south 
does look like-it will help Spenard. Mr. Smith stated that they actually try to fly over the 
swamps. Mr. Walker stated that there are residential areas there. Ms. Tuttell stated that if they 
move this forward, they would do a test and do some noise monitoring, so they will be able to 
see if there is a significant change in Spenard. 

Mr. Wince stated he had no comments from Tumagain Community Council. 

Mr. Smith stated that all of Alaska Airlines 737-200s are stage three aircraft as of December. 
This has helped cut the noise. 

Ms. Tuttell stated that they were looking at including the early turnlNADP measure for Runway 
6R departures in the noise compatibility program. They would then test it and see if they can 
document that it actually does improve the noise situation. Then they would ask FAA to go 
forward and do the environmental documentation, including another pUblic review associated 
with that. Ms. Tuttell stated that the particular track has not been nailed down yet. They will try 
to find the best possible track. 
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IV. NOISE EXPOSURE MAPS 

Ms. Tuttell stated again that the Noise Exposure Map docwnent is not together yet. The Noise 
Exposure Maps themselves have been developed and were distributed at the last meeting. Mr. 
Alverson went through the table of contents for the Noise Exposure Map docwnent. He stated 
that a key part of this is the FAA Noise Exposure Map checklist. Mr. Alverson stated that once 
the document goes to the FAA they have up to 180 days to accept the noise contours. Part of the 
reason for separating out the Noise Exposure Map from the Noise Compatibility Program 
docwnent is to get something on the books to begin working with the Municipality to put some 
of the land use measures into effect. Ms. Tuttell stated that the important thing is the maps in the 
back of the room. They show what the noise impacts are from current operations. They are the 
maps they will be using when they work with the Municipality to adopt and implement land use 
measures. 

V. NEXT STEPS 

Ms. Tuttell stated that the Airport will have a workshop with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission on June 16 at 10:00 a.m. at City Hall. Then they will do an extensive public 
information campaign over the sw;mner and into the fall in order to get information about the 
Noise Compatibility Program out to everyone within the noise contours. Then there will be a 
final TAC meeting in September along with a public workshop and public hearing on the noise 
compatibility program. They will take a month or so to work on resolving. the comments they 
receive. The document will then be submitted to the FAA probably in November. After that 
they will move into implementation working with both the FAA and the Municipality of 
Anchorage. 

Mr. Alverson pointed out that the Noise Exposure Map docwnents the current noise enviroument 
and the way it would be in five years if nothing changes. The noise compatibility program will 
put into place.the recommendations for controlling and abating noise through operational and 
land use measures, thereby reducing the noise. The implementation of the measures is a key part 
of the program. 

Ms. Tuttell stated they have already been working with the Planning and Zoning Commission on 
measures that were adopted in the Part 150 Study completed in 1986. There were a number of 
measures that were adopted at that time, many of which were never implemented. The Airport 
has worked with the Municipality over the last few years to try to implement some of those 
measures. 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Jeannie Carpenter, Anchorage School District project manager, stated that five schools are in the 
60 DNL. She wanted to know if that posed a problem as far as noise? Ms. Tuttell replied that 
the federal guidelines consider 65 DNL to be the level at which there is a serious incompatibility 
program. Usually the FAA will not fund a program to do soundproofing or other measures 
outside of the 65 DNL. 
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Andrea Rowell asked if they had said the 2002 noise map is if no changes are made. Ms. Tuttell 
and Mr. Alverson said that was correct. Ms. Rowell asked if they will be putting out a map that 
shows the change if the proposed measures are implemented. Mr. Alverson stated that the 
second volume of the Part 150 Study Update, the Noise Compatibility Program document, will 
incorporate all of the recommended noise abatement measures and land use measures that the 
TAC has looked at. It will include maps showing the abated noise contours. 

Ms. Rowell asked if JAL has also taken the steps that Alaska Airlines has to make their aircraft 
quieter. Ms. Tuttell explained that there is a federal regulation that requires all of the airlines to 
get rid of their older, noisier aircraft and move to quieter aircraft by the year 2000. What the 
regulation requires is what is called stage three aircraft. It includes specific decibel 
measurements the aircraft have to meet to be qualified as a stage three. Alaska Airlines has 
recently completed converting all of their aircraft to a stage three level. She does not have the 
statistics for JAL, but all of the airlines coming into Anchorage are moving towards that goal. 

Mr. Walker stated that in the winter he does not hear many complaints about noise, but he hears 
a lot of them in the summer. He wondered if this has to do with the snow on the ground. Mr. 
Alverson stated that probably the primary difference is that in the winter people are inside more 
and have their windows closed. Also in the winter the Airport operates in the preferential 
runway use mode, landing from the west over the water on Runways 6L and 6R, and departing to 
the north, which is the most noise beneficial runway use available with the current runway 
configuration. During the summer, the winds from the south kick up, windows are open and 
people are outside more, and the aircraft are departing to the east or south more often. 

Peter Gamache asked· if the noncompatible residential areas are expected to grow as the airport 
grows, or will they be diminishing. Ms. Tuttell replied that the Airport will continue to try to 
reduce the noise contours and to prevent additional noncompatible uses from coming in within 
the contours. There are some large parcels in south Anchorage that are s.till vacant that the 
Airport is working with the Municipality to try to make sure that what does develop there takes 
into account the noise level in that area. Mr. Gamache stated that he owns two parcels that are in 
noncompatible areas on opposite sides of the airport. He has had many years of observations 
relating to jets using the north/south runway as well as the use of the Lake Hood air strip. What 
he has noticed is that the biggest variable is the elevation of the· aircraft. When they come over 
his house, it is not the noise that bothers him as much as the vibration. 

Mr. Walker stated that his observation with general aviation has been that no matter where they 
come from, it seems they come across Spenard. There also are some general aviation aircraft 
that make more noise landing than they do taking off. Ms. Tuttell stated they will contllue to 
work with general aviation. They have put together a general aviation coordination group and 
are hoping to use them to keep reminding the general aviation pilots of the need to reduce noise 
impacts. Mr. Walker asked if the G.A. Updates were still being sent out. Ms. Tuttell said that 
they were. Mr. Walker stated that the bottom line is there are too many general aviation 
operations at Lake Hood. 

Tami Powell, Bear Valley area, asked how far south the aircraft would now go before turning. 
She wanted to know what direction they turn and the altitude that the aircraft would tum at. She 
noted that in Bear Valley they get loud reverberations. She asked that they be included in their 
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study of the effectiveness of the new measure, and that someone come out and measure the 
reverberation around her area. She stated that the other day she noticed an inbound aircraft come 
in over her house, zip down, take a look at Anchorage and kept on going. She asked for an 
explanation for why this happens. Ms. Tuttell stated that she has not heard about this before and 
was not sure why that would have happened. With regard to being outside the study area, Ms. 
Tuttell noted that the Part 150 study concentrates on area in the vicinity of the airport within the 
DNL contours. However, the Airport is also working with the FAA on the approach and 
departure paths into and out of the Airport. The main approach runway is Runway 6, which is an 
east/west runway. A lot of the arrivals come in over the Hillside around Bear ValleylRabbit 
Creek area, out over Bayshore/ Oceanview, out over Fire Island, and then tum and come back in 
to the west. They are working to keep those arrivals further south, down by the Potter weigh 
station. Ms. Powell asked on departures how soon the pilots are allowed to tum back east. She 
stated it appears they are following the same pattern as the inbound. Ms. Tuttell stated that she 
has checked when Ms. Powell had called her on this, and found that it has been that they were 
departing to the west on a reverse pattern. She noted that the Airport and FAA are trying to 
address this. The FAA is going to send a new notice to their air traffic controllers specifically 
addressing this. Bill Chord added that they had made an assumption that when they asked them 
to keep the arrivals south that they would realize that the departures also needed to stay south, 
which was a bad assumption. On June 15 they will give them another notice telling them to try 
to keep both arrivals and departures south. The Anchorage Center is also going to tell their 
controllers to keep everything over what they call the Yeska Intersection or south of that. Ms. 
Powell reiterated that she would like to be included in any future studies. 

Darrell Peterson, noted that he lives by Kincaid Park and asked if when the Airport people meet 
with the Planning and Zoning Commission, if they will ask them to increase the noise/vibration 
standards of the homes that are being built. Ms. Tuttell stated that one of the measures is to 
increase the Building Codes to better soundproof the homes as they are built. Mr. Peterson 
stated that it will not be done unless they are educated and then tell the builders it is required. He 
would like to.see them do something to the homes that are built around the airport, so that they 
put urethane foam, triple-pane windows, go to R -70 rating in the ceiling, et cetera. He stated that 
these fixes are simple and inexpensive and they work. Ms. Tuttell stated that one of the 
measures adopted in the 1986 study was to ask the City to change the Building Codes within the 
noise contours. So far that has not been implemented, but they are working on it with the City 
now to make sure that those things do get implemented. Mr. Alverson stated that one other 
remedial measure that is being recommended in the Noise Compatibility Program is sound 
insulation to existing structures within the 65 DNL and higher noise contours to provide some 
relief from the noise impact. Those types of programs have been very successful in other parts of 
the country. Ms. Tuttell added that this type of retrofit program is expensive, and with the 
Federal Government trying to keep the budget under control, the Airport's goal is to make sure it 
gets incorporated into new homes as they are built. Mr. Peterson stated that it cost him less than 
$2,000. Rodney Powell stated that they need to go to the developers and contractors and ask 
them to help to get it done, and then put the pressure on them. Patti Sullivan stated that if it is 
part of the Building Code and part of City ordinance, then the developer doesn't have a choice. 
Mr. Powell stated the problem was the developerslbuilders are a much larger lobby. Ms. 
Sullivan stated that this is why it is important for the public to come to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission meeting, to come to the Assembly meeting. They need to hear from the 
homeowners. Ms. Tuttell stated that the public information campaign will include realtors, 
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bankers and developers, to try to make them aware of the fact that there is a high noise level in 
these areas that needs to be taken into account during construction. 

Mr. Walker asked if the homeowners disclosure form was still being used. The seller is 
supposed to list everything that is a problem on that form. Ms. Tuttell stated that there are still 
real estate disclosure forms. Another measure that is being proposed in the Noise Compatibility 
Program is to push to have it added to the list on the real estate disclosure form. The question 
would be is the property within the Anchorage International Airport noise contours. Mr. Walker 
pointed out that the home can be outside the contour areas and still have noise. 

Belinda Daniels, Lake Shore Drive, was concerned with the Lake Hood air traffic. What bothers 
her is it seems that her home is now the target for float planes and small wheeled planes. She has 
called the airport before about it. It seemed that the traffic used to have some sort of system to it, 
now it seems they go every which way at all hours. Ms. Tuttell stated they try to take most of 
the departures out of Lake Hood to the west. Mr. Chord added that this was true unless the wind 
was unfavorable. Ms. Daniels stated that is has been worse than normal this spring. Mr. Smith 
stated that this spring the wind has been blowing out of the southeast more than normal this year. 
Ms. Tuttell stated they could get together and look at the general aviation flight track to see what 
is going on. Mr. Walker stated there are too many operations going on. 

Peter Gamache stated that the passenger airlines do not seem to be a problem, because by the 
time they get over his neighborhood, they're too high to really be a concern. The concern is with 
the freighters, the heavily loaded 747s. He stated that he could foresee a problem with the 
unlimited growth of the airport. While most Alaskans want to see as much development that is 
job creating as possible, he could see that in the near future they will find tqo many 
incompatibilities with airport growth versus quality oflife issues. He suggested making the 
current airport the greatest passenger terminal and airport welcoming area in the world, but do 
not build an industrial area in the heart of Anchorage. He can see the day coming when the 
Military wilLmove out of Fort Richardson or Elmendorf. Mr. Gamache s.uggested building the 
industrial area out there. There is flat open land there where an industrial park could be built that 
would not have the impacts that building one in the area of the current Airport have. Ms. Tuttell 
stated that this suggestion has come up before. Mr. Smith stated that you could build at the base 
ofMt. McKinley and someone would buy a piece ofland and build a house right off the runway. 
Ms. Tuttell added that there were probably people in east Anchorage who would not appreciate 
everything being moved over there. -

Frank Wince, Turnagain Community Council, asked what effect the various atmospheric 
conditions caused by El Nino has had. He noted that his dog says there is more noise than there 
used to be. Mr. Wince has noticed that when a plane takes off, they can hear the aircraft if they 
can see it. If it goes through a cloud, then you cannot hear anything, but when it comes out of 
the cloud, you can hear it again. He asked if anyone has made a study of what has happened to 
noise due to the atmospheric changes associated with El Nino. 

Andrea Rowell asked if when noise studies are done if noise levels are averaged out over a day. 
She asked because they can be blasted at 2:00 a.m. and then be relatively quiet the rest of the 
day. Mr. Alverson stated that they did the noise measurements in.June and December of 1995. 
They measured at 13 sites, several of which were long-term sites, or at least seven days, 24 hours 
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a day. On the DNL contours, they weight all of the nighttime operations as though each one 
were ten times more noise than you would experience during the day. If there is a high level 
noise event at night, the average noise level for the day stays high. He stated that he had with 
him the graphics of the noise measurements they took in terms of location as well as levels. 

Ms. Rowell stated that the noise level in their neighborhood has been really nice over the past 
three or four years. She was at the meeting because they want it to stay that way. Ms. Tuttell 
stated she was glad to hear that things have improved in some neighborhoods. They will 
continue to try to improve it for more people. 

Elinor Miller asked about the 65 DNL contour, if it was a law. Ms. Tuttell stated that it is the 
federal guideline: If the noise level is above 65 DNL in a noise-sensitive land use, such as 
residences, then it is considered noncompatible, and would be eligible for noise mitigation 
projects funded by the FAA. 

vn ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 
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CAnChorage 
;Ji International 

Airport 

AIRPORT 
BEGINS 
NOISE 
STUDY 
Anchorage International Airport is beginning a 
Noise Study Update. The Study, expected to 
take approximately 18 months, will identify 
areas affected by aircraft noise and outline 
possible improvements to noise problems. 
Noise from Lake Hood and International Airport 
operations will be reviewed. Improvements may 
include changes to airport operations and land 
uses surrounding the airport. 

The public is invited to attend the first Noise 
Study Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
The purpose of the meeting is to: 

* Introduce the FAA Part 150 Noise Study 
process, _ 

* Identify and introduce key study 
participants and discuss their roles and 
responsibilities, 

* Review the planned noise measurement 
program, . 

* Discuss the stu.dy issues, goals and 
objectives. 

For further information, contact Peggy McNees, 
Airport Planner, at 266-2525. 

May 4, 1995 at 7:00pm 
West Coast International Inn 
333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 



TO: Federation of Community Councils 

FOR: Inclusion in Neighbor To Neighbor 

FROM: Peggy McNees, ANC Planner 

Anchorage International Airport is beginning a Part 150 Noise Study Update. The 
Study, expected to take approximately 18 months, will identify areas affected by aircraft 
noise and outline possible improvements to noise problems. Noise from Lake Hood 
and the International Airport will be reviewed. Improvements may include changes to 
airport operations and land uses surrounding the airport. 

The public is invited to attend the first Noise Study Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting scheduled at 7:00 p.m., May 4, 1995 at the West Coast International Inn, 333 
West International Airport Road. The purpose of the first meeting is to: 1) introduce the 
Part 150 Noise Study process, 2) identify and introduce key study participants and 
discuss their roles and responsibilities, 3) review the planned noise measurement 
program, and 4) discuss the study issues, goals and objectives. For further 
information, .contact Peggy McNees, Airport Planner, at 266-2525. 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

State 01 Alaska DOT & PF 
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Anchorage, Alaska 
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FAX (907) 243-0663 

Anchorage Daily News Wednesday, September 20,1995 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

AIRPORT 
NOISE 
STUDY 
MEETING 
Work efforts continue on the Anchorage 
International Airport Noise Study Update. The 
public is invited to attend the second Noise 
Study Technical Advisory Committee meeting 
which will: 

• Introduce acoustical noise terminology,. 

• Discuss ways to measure noise, 
• Review preliminary results from the summer 

noise measurement program. 
The study, upon completion, will identify areas 
affecteq by general aviation and commercial 
aircraft noise, and recommend improvements to 
noise problems. . . 

For further information, contact Peggy McNees, 
at 266-2525. 

September 20,1995 at 7:00 p.m. 
West Coast International Inn 
333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 

State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities. Alaska International Airport System 
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Reno Air Announces Expanded 
Service to Fairbanks and Anchorage 

Reno Air announced this month that it will 
commence twice daily round trip flights between 
Fairbanks and Anchorage with the initiation of 
the carrier·s spring schedule on April 4. As part 
of its Alaska service expansion, Reno Air will also 

. add two daily round trip flights between Seattle 
and Anchorage, for a total of three daily flights. 

This past fall, Anchorage, Fairbanks. and June!!u 
International Airport staff cooperated in a joint 
effort to encourage Reno to increase its service 
between Seattle and Alaska. 

Reno Air operates 24 McDonnell Douglas MD-80 
series jets and wilLtake delivery of two new MD-
90s and two more MD-80s this spring. 

America West Announces Anchorage 
Service Intentions 

America West has announced it will begin twice 
daily Anchorage/Seattle service this summer. 
America West representatives note that. 
coincidentally, the carrier employs many ex-Wien 
Airlines employees. Wien was a long time air 
carrier that operated in Alaska for many years. 

Annual Airport Environmental 
Conference Expands Coverage 

Anchorage International Airporfs third annual 
environmental conference will be expanded this 
year to address operation issues. and include 
hands-on field trips. 

The three-day conference will be held March 28-
30 at the Regal Alaskan Hotel on Spenard Road 
in Anchorage and is free to all Airport tenants, 
tiedown permit holders, and commercial carriers. 
Registration information will be mailed in early 
March to the more than 800 people on tenant and 
operator lists: attendance is expected to range up 
to 200 participants. Individuals other than 
Anchorage International Airport tenants may 
attend on a space-available basis. 

The conference features a wide array of experts 
from industry, state, and federal agencies, as well 
as the airport who will present current 
information about regulations and compliance. 
The education efforts of the conference speakers 
are helped by the fact that all speakers 
participate in the conference in a non
enforcement role. 

Noise Study Meeting Slated for 
March 20 in Anchorage 

Anchorage International Airport is continuing 
work on an update of the 1988 Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study. A second Technical 
Advisory Committee Meeting will be held at 6 pm 
on March 20 at the West Coast International Inn, 
333 W. International Airport Road. in Anchorage. 
A public workshop follows at 7:15 pm. The public 
and interested parties are encouraged to attend 
the Technical Advisory Committee meeting and 
the public workshop. 

The purpose of the Noise Study Update is to 
review current and forecasted noise impacts from 
Lake Hood and International Airport aircraft 
operations and develop recommendations to 
minimize noise impacts to residential areas and 

.................... ................. ~. ····················uu..u..u·.u.uu 



sensitive land uses. The study, initiated in May 
1994, is expected to be complete in early 1997. 

Results of the noise monitoring, draft noise 
exposure maps, land uses affected by airport 
noise, and airport operational information will be 
presented at the March 20 meetings. 

Float Plane Pilot Meeting to Address 
Step Taxiing Issues for Lake Hood 

Anchorage International Airport will hold a 
meeting at 7 pm, Aprll2, at the West Coast 
International Inn to address concerns expressed 
recently by some pilots regarding increased float 

. plane step taxiing. The Airport is specifically 
interested in hearing from pilots and air taxi 
operators regarding step taxiing outside active 
water lanes and step turn departures. 

Airports Receive FAA Funding for 
Runway Extension Improvements 

Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airport. 
have received Federal Aviation Administration -' 
funding to improve or extend runways. 

In Fairbanks, the FAA will provide $3.3 million 
to lengthen the main paved runway by 1500 feet 
to a total of 11, 800. The runway will be 
extended at each end by 750 feet. The north en~
extension will be completed in 1996; the south 
end in 1997. 

In Anchorage, the FAA will provide $2.9 million 
for a queuing taxiway for runway 32. Runway 3 
is in the process of being expanded through a 
$4.8 million extension and repaving project. The 
south end was extended 888 feet in 1995; the 
north end extension and repaving of 200 feet w .. 
be completed in 1996 for a total runway length of 
11,584 feet. 

Alaska International Airport System Reported Activity 

FY96 FY95 % 
December 95 December 94 Cunent YTO PriorYTO IncreaseJ 

Actual Actual (Decrease) 

ACTMTY NOTES: Passengers Anchorage Internillional Airport 
Domestic 

(1) The fiscal year for AlAS is Enplaned 125.300 143.262 1,108,769 1,117.642 (0.8)% 
July 1 through June 30. Deplaned 125,700 137.608 1,076,289 1,088,025 (1.1)%. 

Transft 18,996 17,780 94.646 100,938 (6.0)% 
(2) CMGlW is Certificated International 
Maximum Gross Takeoff Enplaned 1.026 1,257 17,542 15,996 9.7% 
Weight and is measured in Deplaned 1,227 1,743 16,624 17,454 (4.8)% 
thousands of pounds. Transit 40,024 37.106 253,958 208,295 21.9% 
Landing fees are based on Toial Passengers 312,273 338,756 2,588,028 2,548,350 0.8% 
CMGlW. Passenger Aircraft 

Landings . 3.699 4,523 29,732 31,833 (6.6)% 
SOURCE: Certified Activity CMGlW(OOO#) 437,317 460,634 3,283,209 ~,242,758 1.2% 
Reports submitted by carriers. All cargo Aircraft 

Landings 2.362 2.028 13.449 12.278 9.5% 
CMGlW (000 #) 1,195.360 1.078.255 7.295.470 6.696.949 8.9% 

Fairbanks International Airport 
Passengers 

28.144 Enplaned 26.625 202.540 205.511 (1.4)% 
Deplaned 23.906 25.161 195,854 200.058 (2.1)% 
Transit 1.600 2.176 9.716 16.180 (40.0)% 
Toial Passengers 52.131 55,481 408.110 421.747 (3.2)% 
Passenger Aircraft 
Landings 1.650 1.585 11,416 11,659 (2.1)% 
CMGlW (000 #) 73.306 76.964 512.355 581,763 (8.8)% 

AU Cargo Aircraft 
Landings 463 376 3,724 3,059 21.7% 
CMGlW (000 #) 85.152 72.232 591,431 520,477 13.6% 

~, 

~I 
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Neighbor to Neighbor Article 
2/21/96 

Anchorage International Airport 
NOISE MEETING & PUBLIC WORKSHOP 

Anchorage International Airport is pursuing an update of the 1988 Part 150 
Noise Compatibility Study. The purpose of the Noise Study Update is to review 
current and forecasted noise impacts from Lake Hood and International Airport 
aircraft operations and develop recommendations to minimize noise impacts to 
residential areas and sensitive land uses. Study recommendations will 
consider changes in aircraft operational procedures and land use measures 
that can be implemented to prevent increases in the population affected by 
aircraft noise. 

The study, initiated in May 1994 and expected to be complete in early 1997, 
provides for full public participation. Community Councils were invited to 
designate a representative to serve on the Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC), which serves as the steering group for the study. General public 
meetings and workshops will be held in addition to the TAC meetings. 

The first phase of the study, data collection and summer/winter noise monitoring 
at eleven different sites throughout the community, is now complete. Noise 
monitoring was performed to validate the FAA approved Integrated Noise Model 
(INM) and ensure the model accurately replicates the winter and summer noise 
environment found in Anchorage. The upcoming second study phase will 
identify noise abatement alternatives, cost-benefit feasibility, and the 
populationslland use affected. The third and final study phase will present 
recommendations. 

The next noise meeting and workshop is scheduled for: 

WHEN: March 20,1996 
6:00 pm - Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
7:15 pm -Public Workshop 

WHERE: West Coast International Inn 
333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 

The TAC meeting will be immediately followed by a public workshop starting at 
7:15 pm. The public is invited and encouraged to attend the TAC meeting and 
the workshop. Results of the noise monitoring, draft noise exposure maps, land 
uses affected by aircraft noise, a noise video and airport operational information 
win be presented in the workshop. 



If you would like to know the name of your TAC representative or would like 
further information, please contact Peggy McNees, Project Manager, at 266-
2525. The Airport welcomes your participation in the Part 150 Noise Study 
Update. 



~ Anchorage 
::::=~ JIIII International 
~ Airport 

AIRPORT 
NOISE MEETING 
& WORKSHOP 
Data gathering is almost complete. The next 
step in the Part 150 Noise Study Update is to 
explore options to reduce noise. When 
complete, the Noise Study will identify areas of 
the community affected by noise from aircraft 
using Anchorage Intemational Airport, and 
recommend improvements to noise problems. 

The public is invited to attend a workshop to 
review and discuss: 

* SummerlWinter Noise Measurements 
* Draft Noise Exposure Maps 
* Land Uses Affected by Noise 
* Ways to Measure Noise 
* Options to Address Noise Issues 
* How the Airport Operates . 
* Individual Noise Problems 

The public is also invited to attend the 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting to be 
held prior to the workshop. Contact Peggy 
McNees, at 266-2525, for further information. 

March 20,1996 
6:00 pm - Technical Advisory 

Committee Meeting 
7:15 pm - Workshop 
WestCoast International Inn 
333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

AIRPORT 
NOISE 
AL TERNATIVES 
Work continues on the Anchorage International 
Airport Noise Study Update. The public is 
invited to a series of Noise Study Technical 
Advisory Committee meetings to discuss 
options to reduce noise problems. 

The June 6 meeting will focus on: 

* Criteria to prioritize a draft list of 
alternatives. 

* Noise problems associated with jet and 
large turboprop aircraft. 

* AIrport alternatives to minimize jet and 
turboprop noise concerns. 

General aviation noise issues will be discussed 
at future fali meetings. The study, upon 
completion, will recommend airport and land 
use improvements to reduce aircraft noise. 

For further information, contact Peggy 
McNees, at 266-2525. 

June 6, 1996 at 7:00 p.m. 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

AIRPORT 
NOISE 
STUDY MEETING 
Work continues on the Anchorage International 
Airport Noise Study Update. The public is 
invited to attend a Noise Study Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting to refine the list 
of abatement alternatives to reduce aircraft 
noise to the surrounding community. 

The September 25 agenda includes: 

* FAA presentation on Anchorage bowl 
airspace. 

* Pilot presentations of aircraft operational 
issues in the Anchorage area. 

* Committee discussion and refinement of 
noise abatement measures. 

For further information, contact Peggy 
McNees, at 266-2525. 

September 25, 1996 at 7:00 p.m. 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport R~ad 
Anchorage, Alaska 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

AIRPORT 
NOISE 
STUDY MEETING 
The public is invited to attend a Noise Study 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting to 
discuss local land use planning measures to 
facilitate compatible community and airport 
development. This is the sixth meeting in the 
ongoing Part 150 Noise Study Update 
scheduled for completion in the spring of 1997. 

For further information, contact Peggy 
McNees, at 266-2525. Parking tickets will be 
validated at the meeting. 

November 19, 1996 at 7:00 p.m. 
Anchorage International Airport 
Domestic Terminal 
Susitna Room, Concourse C, Gate C-2 



Alaska International Airport System 

-- ----------
Anchorage International Airport 
Morton V. Plumb, Jr., Director December 1996/January 1997 

Fairbanks International Airport 
D.C. Ruff, M?nager 

Era Aviation Announces New 
Service to Whitehorse, Canada 

Era Aviation has announced it will commence 
scheduled passenger service this coming May 
between Anchorage and Whitehorse in the Yukon 
Territory of Canada. Era will operate the new 
service several times weekly with a 50-passenger 
Convair 580 prop jet. The schedule will connect in 
Anchorage to Alaska Airlines and other Era 
flights. Presently, no direct air service exists 
between the two points. 

Era Aviation, an Alaska Airlines Commuter 
Service carrier, is the state's largest regional 
airline and serves Cordova, Homer, Iliamna, 
Kenai, Kodiak and ValdcL from Anchorage, as well 
as 17 villages in -western Alaska from BetheL 

FedEx Leases Additional Land 
in North Air Park ·at Anchorage 

FedEx and Anchorage International Airport 
recently executed a supplement to FedEx' land 
lease in the North Air Park. This supplement 
added the remaining 909,057 square feet of 
property FedEx had under first right-of-refusal, 
bringing the FedEx total land lease to 2,738,954 
square feet. FedEx intends to use the additional 
leased property for the Phase III expansion of their 
sorting facility. 

Municipality Plans Airport Bus Service 

The Municipality of Anchorage Transportation 
Department is conducting surveys and studying 
routing options for planned bus service to 
Anchorage International Airport. MOA will 

e 

conduct or attend several meetings during January 
and February to discuss the new service scheduled 
to. commence in mid-May. 

See the "Calendar of Events" in this issue of 
AIRWAVES for meeting times and places or 
contact Jody Karcz at 343-8294 for more 
information. 

China Southern Advance Team 
Inspects Anchorage Facilities 

A seven-member advance team of China Southern 
Airlines traveled to Anchorage International 
Airport in December from their headquarters in 
Guangzhou, China to review facilities and meet 
with potential ground handlers. China Southern 
will commence nonstop GuangzhouiLos Angeles 
service in the first quarter of 1997. Anchorage will 
serve as an alternate airport if an occasional 
technical stop is necessary. 

Anchorage International Airport has been 
coordinating efforts to recruit China Southern to 
Anchorage with the Anchorage Economic 
Development Corporation (AEDC). In April, 1996, 
an AEDC representative and the Airport's 
passenger marketing consultant from the aviation 
consulting company SH&E visited China Southern 
executives in Guangzhou to introduce Anchorage 
facilities and market potentiaL 

Anchorage could be a technical and/or traffic stop 
for the carrier if China Southern Airlines begins 
service to a midwest or east coast United States 
point. China Southern Airlines is one of three 
airlines from the People's .Republic of China that is 
authorized to conduct passenger service to the 
United States. It is the largest of China's airlines, 
and operates more than 100 aircraft. 



Starbuck's Coffee Plans Mid-January 
Opening at Airport Location 

Starbuck's Coffee will start operations in mid 
January at the head of the B Concourse at 
Anchorage International Airport. In December the 
food and beverage concessionaire, Host 
International, and the Airport signed a supplement 
to the existing concession agreement to add the 
square footage needed for the new business as well 
as to increase the minimum annual guarantee fee 
Host pays the Airport. 

Employees Share Holiday Cheer 

Anchorage International Airport Safety officers 
and employees conducted their ninth annual 
Turkey Drive for the Salvation Army this year, 
donating a generous 1554 lbs of turkeys. The 
group gave 80 turkeys to the Salvation Army for 
its annual dinner at the Federal Building on 
Thanksgiving Day and donated 17 turkeys to St. 
Francis House for food bags for families in need. 

In December, both Airport Safety and Airfield 
Equipment Maintenance employees volunteered to 
play Santa for the young children at the Airport 
this year during the holidays. "Airport Santa" 
visited through December 25th in the main 
domestic terminal at varying hours and distributed 
small candy canes-to young travelers. 

Anchorage Staff Contribute to National 
Environmental Handbook 

The American Association of Aviation Executives . 
(MAE) Environmental Services Committee has 
published a tenant environmental liability 
handbook. Anchorage International Airport 
Environmental Manager Christine Klein served on 
the committee which developed the handbook and 
contributed numerous environmental compliance 
program models from Anchorage. The handbook, 
available through MAE, is designed to assist 
airport managers in bringing airports and tenant" 
into environmental compliance. 

~ 

Calendar of Events 

• 
Me<:tines on. MOA. Pp.onip MOfJ"r Bus Service 

to Anchorage International Airport 

11 am·1 pm and 4 pm·6 pm, January 21, 1997 
MOA Public Meeting at 

Alaska DOT&PF Central Region Headquarters 
4111 Aviation Avenue, Anchorage 

7 pm, February 5, 1997 
Spenard Community Council at 

Spenard Recreation Center 
2020 West 48th Avenue, Anchorage 

7 pm, February 6, 1997 
Turnagain Community Council at 

Turnagain Elementary School 
3500 West Northern Lights Blvd ..• 4nchorage 

5:30 pm, February 19, 1997 
MOA Transit Advisory Boord at 

Public Transportation Department 
3650·A East Tudor Road, Anchorage 

The Municipality of Anchorage Transportation 
Department will be conducting a public meeting 
and will be present at other meetings listed above 
to gather information about routing for new bus 
service to Anchorage International Airport. For 
more information, contact Jody Karcz. MOA 
People Mover at 343-8294. 

• 
Anchorage International Airport 

Part 150 Noise Study 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

7 pm, Thursday, March 13, 1997 
West Coast International Inn 

3333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage 

For more information, contact Peggy McNees, 
Noise Program Manager, 266·2525. 

Anchorage International Airport· P.O. Box 196960 • Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 • Voice 1907) 266-2525 • Fax 1907) 243-0663 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
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AIRPORT 
NOISE 
STUDY MEETING 
The public is invited to attend a Noise Study 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
Anticipated discussion topics include: 
• Operational analysis update for the preferred 

noise abatement alternatives. 
• Recommended land use measures 
• Review of draft noise exposure map 

documents. 

For further infonnation, contact Peggy McNees, at 
266-2525. 

March 13, 1997 at 7:00 p.m. 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333West International Airport Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 
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Fire. officials .laurIch home inspections., Moose. 

pretect themselves, be pre- Continued trom Page 1 
pared if a fire dees eccur and Permit winners weuld be 

-., 
'.," The Ancherage Fire Depart

ment will Institute a residential·, 
occupancy Inspectlon,1'[.o- . 
gram In !l;prll 1997, Residential 
eccupancies include single
famlly residences, aPartment 
buildings, mobile homes," ' 
hotels, metels and bed. 
and-breakfast establish

reduce the chance ef a fire . allewed to bag ene moPre. . 
, starting in the first place. Most Menday, Tu$Sday;. Wednesday." , . 

of us have smoke detectors,. and Thursday only, Sept.,,] to 
but de we have an exit plan? Nev. 15 .. Hunters w,ould be. 
Better yet has the exit plan , assigned specific weeks in 

ever been practiced? Does which they hunt,.as to. limit the 

ments, 
Ancherage fire ' 

deaths and injuries' 
eccur within these· 
occupancies. This 
pregram Is de
signed to. premete' 

it work? A smoke defectar, number ef hunters In the areas 
is the first line ef defense; 'at one time. Hunting would be 

your exit plan Is the ,~astricted between sunrise and 
offense. ~ne wen t ,:.:2 p.m. 'each af the mid-week 

. ~ ~ work withaut the , days. Shooting within 200 yards 
. ~ ~...::; ether... ef a road ar.dwelling wauld be 
~ ~~. Homeflresatety prehlblted. "'"'" == is parameunt to. Pramptlng.the hunt, ac-

a joint effert 
between the 
Anchorage Fire 
Department and 
the CltiZensef 
Anchorage to , 
slgnlficantly'reduce 
fire deaths. injuries 
and·lire occurrences 
threugi:teut th.s area, 
Several, MOA';' dOte and,loCal.' 
cemmunityagericies alsO villi . 
particIpate, 

. reducing fire. cerdlng to Proposal 224 Issued 
loss in eur by the Game Board,ls 'preb-
communfty. lem moose" ·In Anchorage. 
There are more thraughout the. winter. Propos-
than 90,000 '" Ing the hunt Is the Alaska State 

. "'" ,heuslng vrlts , ,. Muzzle Laadlng Asscciatlen. 
~~ . within the Mu- Earlier praposals en Ancher-

nlcipalfty. We agC3-area moose'hunts'ha..,e 
should all be safe focused en archers. The 

within our ewn hemes. current plan weuld permit 
.... :"'.:!Jrifortun~f:!?1Y;;tt)e,~re . ,. archer hunts In September, 
steitistics speak etherwlSe. ", .. ,,: The Game,:Board,begins 
Alaska ht;:lS ~re fire. qeaths per. meets from March 13 to 23 at 
capita than any etner stafe, the Sheraton,Ancherage Hetel. 
The Anchora~ Fire Depart- .. " If yeu plan to, testffy,. a.wrttten 
ment is determmed to change.. copy is helpful. -The Boqrd:osks '. 

. these statistics and working for 25 ceples, Public testimony 

. tegether wi!h the community begins at l' p.m. en March 14; 
this goal can be:acc.orol?lIshed.. .addltienal testimony perleds 

" '" can be added by t/')e chair. 
,. Bridget Bush~: 

One vital cempenent eUhJs 
program is the "Home Fire 
Inspectlen." tocaffire stations ., . 
will perform courtesy'heme '. .' 
Inspections. These Inspections 
are free ef Charge and strictly 
voluntarY; Each fire crew will 
carry a slFi1plecheckllst to .. ".\ 
advise homeowners and ' ,,(.,. _ . Fire Inspector 
eccupants en h?\¥'theiy'cann~-= >'~2.'!' .. ,~~_ :... -:''''"''',,343-0281'' L."t't· '. 
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Anchorage 
Int.ernational 
Airport 

AIRPORT NOISE 
STUDY MEETING 
The public is invited to attend a Noise Study 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 
Anticipated discussion topics include: 
• Operational analysis update for the preferred 

noise abatement altematives. 
• Recommended land use measures 
• Review of draft noise exposure map 

documents. 

For further information, contact Peggy McNees, at 
266-2525. 

April 10, 1997 at 7:00 p.m. 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport Road 
Anchgrage, Alaska 



PageS Neighbor to Neighbor 

Creek Cleanup, Celebration May 17 
'.;, The annual Creek Cleanup and Celebration Is 

scheduled for May 17. That Saturday moming, 
volunteers will spread out over our waterways, 

picking up trash from the creeks and along the 
banks. Afterwards volunteer gather at 

valley of the Moon Park to celebrate 
their eff9ris, the creeks and spring. 
Food; entemainment and awards 
are provided. 

Local civic groups and busi
nesses are encouraged to adopt a 
particular reach of a stream and to 
recr!.lit their members for the 
Cleanup. Anchorage residents can 
join in at a number of sites, where 

they receive garbage bags, rubber gloves and directions to locations 
where their help is needed. . 

Funding comes from the Municipality of Anchorage and busi
nesses. 

For more information. contact the Anchorage Waterways Council at 
277-9267. 
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AIRPORT 
NOISE 

. Anchorage 
International . 
Airport 

STUDY MEETING 
RESCHEDULED 
The public is invited to attend a Noise St.udy Technical 
Advisory Committee fl)eeting. 
Anticipated discussion topics include: 
• Operational analysis update for the preferred 

noise abatement alternatives. 
• Recommended land-use measures. 
• Review of draft n'oise exposure maps. 

For further information. contact Peggy McNees. at 266-
2525. 

April 10, 1997 at 7 p.m. 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport Road .. 
Anchorage, Alaska 

, .April1997 

HALO, Councils' 
host areawide 
candidates' . fair 

At 7 p.m. on April.3 at Amaz
ing Graca Lutheran Church 
(O'Malley and Elmore), a Candi
dates' Fair will be sponsored by 
the Home And Landowners . 
Organization Inc. and area 
Community Councils. 

Times will be provided for 
presentations by candidates for 
mayoral (7~8 p.m.) and school 
board (8-9 p.m.) and speakers on 
bond issues (9-9:30 p.m.). 

All will address issues and 
concerns of specific importance to 
those who live in south Anchor-
age. . 

Sponsoring Community 
Councils are: Abbott Loop, Bear 
Valley. Glen Alps. Hillside East, 
Huffman/O'Malley, Mid-Hillside 
and Rabbit Creek. 

For further infoomation, call 
Judy Moenein at 348-3784. 



• ANCHORAGE 
INTERNA TlONAL AIRPORT 

NOISE STUDY 
MEETING 

The public is invited to attend a Noise Study Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting to discuss the status of 
the on-going Noise Compatability Study. For further 
information, contact Maryellen Tuttell, at 266-2525. 

January 22, 1998 at 7:00 p.m. 

WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport Road 

Anchorage, Alaska 
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Noise Study Meeting on 
Airport Noise Exposure Maps 
The ninth (9th) meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee for the 
Airports ongoing Part 150 Noise Study will be held on Wednesday, May 27, 
1998. This meeting will cover the status of the study. discussion of a final 
noise abatement measure and 1he Airport's Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs). 

The Airport NEMs show average annual noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Airport. These documents also include information on Airport Layout and 
Operations. as well as non~compatible land uses within the Airport's noise 
contours. The Airport noise contours include areas within the following four 
Community Council boundaries. 

Sand Lake Community Councit 

Spenard Community Council 

Taku Campbell Community Council 

Turnagain Community C,?uncil 

The Airport Noise Exposure Maps are avaifable for review and coml11ent, 
prior to their submittal to the Federal Aviation Administration. Copies of the 
Airport NEMs are available in the Airport Directors Office at the north e;nd 
of the C Concourse at Anchorage International Airport, or by calling the 
number below. 

'For further information, contact Maryellen Tuttell, Noise Program Manager, 
at 266-2525. 

7:00 pm, Wednesday, May 27, 1998 
WestCoast International Inn 
3333 West International Airport Road 
Anchorage\ Alaska ". 
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ANC NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

May 4, 1995 

Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 
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Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
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Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1 , 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 
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Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 
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May 4, 1995 

Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 
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Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 

{{ : ~~ __ - A£tAL?,J) rh';l4v 
, -----1. 

~ leA ~Ivit/ ~(q q.,M:I~cC Cttf'y? fa elf 7 
;raM j/?t --J1~t/~ ::fc;{./~~ ? 
fJ1 dJ.u.' -;/{~6i flYJ {);';j ak.%!"d 
J' ' J <..L· " 

d.£?vc.Acq A.·CJ7 (/1-h7 ' 

J J 



-~ --=, Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

Attn: Peggy McNees 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



--~ --=. Anchorage 
International 
Airport ~11W,d:I. '~~/ 

ANC NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

May 4,1995 

5/5/'15- ./iCL I"~ 

Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. , / , 
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Do you have issues or concerns regarding aircraft noise or noise abatement measures 
you would like addressed in the Noise Study? If so, please identify those concerns and 
mail them back to the Airport by June 1, 1995. Thank you. We look forward to 
receiving your comments. 
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ANC NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

March 20, 1996 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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ANC NOISE STUDY UPDATE 

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
March 20, 1996 . 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
, aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 

identify those concems and mail them back to the Airport by April 1 0, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. . 
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Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
March 20, 1996 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

March 20,1996 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures or ways to reduce 
aircraft noise you would like addressed in the Noise Study Update? If so, please 
identify those concerns and mail them back to the Airport by April 10, 1996. Thank you. 
We look forward to receiving your comments. 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

REFINEMENT OF NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 
September 25, 1996 
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Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures you would like the 
Airport to address? If so, please note your suggestions or other comments on this form 
and mail them back to the Airport. If your comments are specific to topics dis£..uf)sed at 
tonight's meetin'g, please mail them back to the Airport by~ctober 18,1996. Thank 
you. 

Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip Code: 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

REFINEMENT OF NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 
September 25, 1996 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures you would like the 
Airport to address? If so, please note. your suggestions or other comments on this form 
and mail them back to the Airport. If your comments are specific to topics discussed at 
tonight's meeting, please mail them back to the Airport by October 18, 1996. Thank 
you. 
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~ tN £-.'1, Anchorage Intemational Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

REFINEMENT OF NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES 
September 25, 1996 

Do you have suggestions regarding noise abatement measures you would like the 
Airport to address? If so, please note your suggestions or other comments on this form 
and mail them back to the Airport. If your comments are specific to topics discussed at 
tonight's meeting, please mail them back to the Airport by October 18, 1996. Thank 
you. 

Name: 'f1-' 

A?dress: Bf5 SA "16 LAKE 
City, State, Zip Code: f2Z)U A~, 
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Attn: Peggy McNees 
Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. o. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 



~) Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

OPERATIONAL MEASURES 
April 10, 1997 

Do you have comments regarding the operational measures presented in the 
informational packet or do you have suggestions you would like the Airport to address? 
If so, please note your comments or suggestions on this form and mail them back to the 
Airport. If your comments are specific to topics discussed at tonight's meeting, please 
mail them back to the Airport by May 8, 1997. Thank you. 

Name: L ex.. u. (i €..- Ko Z-;5ek T/T-C-~ 
Address: 
CitY,State, Zip Code: 
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Attn: Peggy McNees 
"Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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~ Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

OPERATIONAL MEASURES 
April 10, 1997 

Do you have comments regarding the operational JT1aasures presented in the 
informational packet or do you have suggestions ycu would like the Airport to address? 
If so. please note your comments or suggestions on this form and mail them back to the 
Airport. If your comments are specific to topics discussed at tonight's meeting, please 
mail them back to the Airport by May 8,1997. Thank you. 

Name: 0 j(Jl u/JlkJ't 
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City, State, Zip Code: Maio tJ7", It/as/,Ja 9Zf/7 

e51f!tn1A..cfo~C'1 '1,/9i7 Mp-,th¥r ;dJT,-z,..p 70 A ;/-1 p ,-- - -- - --- y 

PI J-.rr.o1~ Md I 4114/'~~ exll /tn.qLh~ .,do'iSJ-!J.."e i' - -I --, - - f' 

To ,(' 3, Mg ~/, is tv td /s;e ~ <71 at 01 ihNI u_J." 2C .:J-,.,.,( / ~ 

fI;t '*! SAw'1'i< ~ )ia 5 t ?uP /te LI tq.e d?Za:;) ! 0 (leg 

~ dd._ t2vr ¥ A/A 0':t1. t'kv;/ /Jrl& M/#S5 
v 

T 6.2~~a(v. ~ l./i4p-~ (-,La)&,< t I", (?iN'/,-z..-b &--f 
v 

-ItA> J'Jd to til' r.ptdr/~ )'f.A<il Y/- fI",W fo!~--'7 &-

S~j~~tPL ~p~f~~~~~~~/_7~/~7~)~ __________________ _ 
--.,.------------------y-----

\: 





· Anchorage International Airport 

'ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

January 22, 1998 

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

Name: to t, te ;;r fe)~ 
Address: 01- ate, ,A/()tP/twrMr:! Au-?flri70 /tk 99's/7 
City, State, Zip Code: 

.fA ~ .. I,QE .l-... i: iF' . 

Mail to: -Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 
/f-vld r.P9 f: 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
5i.JbjPif: i&si'~ J-d (tIA f.Jd-J5 v J1)p'~ ----s J i/ I-ff f/ P cb~..p T J'1!./I. -7!X"'p ;4c1 IH 5c.1( {! V'??'7 4'11 f- fl..u J J 3ff.::q 17 p<{ 





January 29, 1998 

Anchorage International Airport 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Subject: Response to AIA Part 150 Noise Study Update 
~echnical Advisory Committee, January 22, 1998 

The Part 150 Noise Study and R~commendation to reduce noise at 
Spenard-Hood Lake and over residential areas east and north of the 
lake refuses to deal with reducing the number of operations. It 
makes the Part 150 a part not the whole that needs to be done. 

Most all of the operations take place during the warm summer 
months when residents are at home, including parents with children, 
pre-teen and teens, outdoors on the private property of private 
individuals, or indoors with the storm windows off and the regular 
windows up for fresh air. 

I live in Spenard, a neighborhood in the city of Anchorage, 
Alaska in an uncivilized aviation state because of the Spenard-Hood 
situation. It is situated in close proximity to AIA and 
residential areas. The lake is said to be the largest and busiest 
seaplane base in the world. It has too many operations on the 
waterways at the lake and too many prop driven aircraft in the 
airways over residential areas. There can be too many of any kinds 
of noise-s-, i.e., prop rap, acid rock, Beethoven, -Bach, etc. Some, 
maybe all, general aviation leaders (prop rap lovers) deny it. 

The general aviation leaders and followers do not want 
residents to complain about the too many operations but only one 
operation at a time to overwork the complainant and get him/her to 
leave Spenard or Turnagain. . 

One operation over residential area is not necessarily the 
primary problem. The primary problem is the 10's of 1000's of 
operations which compromise the safety and comfort of family and 
others in residential areas. 

v»IZ1J~ 
Will J. Walker 
Spenard CC Rep of Civility 
Friend of Residential Neighborhood 
Friend of Family 
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State of Alaska 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Attn: Peggy Mc Nees; 

November 15, 1994 

~ECEIVED 
HOV 171994 
DOT&PF-AIA 

A1~ORI LEASING 

I am writing in regard to your request for comments on the Anchorage International 
Airport Noise Study. I appreciate this opportunity to express my opinions. I realize the 
program was set up as a means for those living near the airport to express their 
concerns regarding noise generated by the airport, and I'm glad that those of us who 
are not in what is considered an impacted area get a chance to voice our opinions. 

Where to begin? I guess my first concern is why we as taxpayers are spending our 
money to study the noise levels at the airport. It would seem obvious that an airport, 
especially one that is serviced by large commerical jets, would in fact be a noisy place. 
I've been amazed from the onset of the first publicity on this issue that people living 
near the airport would complain about the noise. Are they not responsible for their 
own choices? Are they not the ones who chose to live there? I doubt very much there 
are still many people living in close proximity to the airport who lived there prior to the 
airport being constructed. For those people I can have a bit of empathy. But not for 
those who chose the location when they could see that an international airport was 
near by. 

So, as a result of· their whining some changes in arrival/departure runway uses have 
apparently been instituted. Now, I, as a person who chose NOT to live near the airport 
because of the potential for aircraft noise, seem to be affected by the change in 
departure patterns. Certainly the amount of noise over my hillside home is not 
anything that could be construed as "ruining my quality of life", "r causing me "stress", 
or any of the other commonly used 90's terms, but there is a noticeable change in the 
number of jet aircraft that cruise over the house. 

I don't know what the answer is ... maybe this noise issue is something that doesn't 
need an answer. It's just a fact of life that if we live in a metropolitan area that there will 
be noise from the airport. It Should be an irritant we can bear if we are also willing to 
accept the convenience of being able to hop on a jet at our leisure to go virtually 
anywhere in the world. 

It is my philosophy that we all need to take personal responsibility for our actions--if we 
choose to live in close proximity to the airport, for whatever reason, we must be willing 
to accept the fact that noise is part of the equation. 

Sincerely, 
Unda D. Ewers 
13201 Ridgewood Circle 
Anchorage, Alaska 99516 



2701 Aspen Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99517-3250 

May 1, 1995 

Peggy McNees, Airport Planner 
Anchorage International Airport 
P.o. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 

Subject: Noise Study 

Dear Ms. McNees: 

We are unable to attend the Noise study Technical Advisory Commit
tee meeting May 4, 1995, but would like to "voice" our concerns. 

First, we are well aware that Lake Hood/Spenard and International 
Airport operations were here before we were; although we have lived 
on Aspen Drive o~f Spenard Road for 27 years. The noise from 
aircraft activity has" increased significantly during the years 
particularly from larger small aircraft and jumbo cargo jets. 

The larger small aircraft (185s, 206s, Beavers, etc.) traffic is 
extremely loud at times and has increased significantly the past 
several years. When these heavily loaded aircraft takeoff from the 
lakes to-the east it is deafening and at time frightening because 
they are so low (aircraft have crashed very close to residences in 
our area). 

The cargo jets are usual~y very heavily loaded whenever they take 
off and are especially noisy during the early (4:00 am on) morning 
hours. The takeoffs "to the east seem more frequent than winds 
would dictate for such a departure. 

We requested a noise meter be placed in our neighborhood a few 
years ago and was told all the meters were in use at the time. We 
believe including our neighborhood in your study area is necessary 
with increased aircraft traffic from both operations, and particu
larly for the approaching summer months with increased floatplane 
activity. 

We would appreciate your including this area in the study. Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~~yY)40~ a&H 7; ak-----
Kathryn G. Olson Alan G. Olson 



t{Gt.~ -Dd i.1J <: v,,-J. 
10'1- T c;lo '1 .:; T" ,,",, 10 e. ~ ~ v-

6:.5,Sr"'-\, sl'1l'75 

The Noise Committee of the Sand Lake Community Council requests 
that the Anchorage International Airport consider the following when it conducts the 
Part 150 noise study: 

1. Study whether air carriers are complying with the Apri11994 Noise 
Abatement Bulletin. 

2. Provide altitude tracks for departures to the South and to the East. 

3. Study what departure routes to the Sout]:l and to the East will over-fly 
the least densely populated areas when flying at low altitudes. 

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

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

6. Study the number of departures of Stage 2 aircraft between 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

7. Study whether any Stage 1 aircraft are departing between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. and study the banning of Stage 1 aircraft departures from 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.ni:- . 

'oby N. Steinberger 
Co-chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 

~~\.~~ 
S::/7S.}q5, 

Peter M. Bradshaw 
Co-chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 
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ALLEN BROWN 
"', A", .' 1'." "2L' 

2567 Loussac Drive ,': 
Anchorage, Alaska 99517 >: 

Tel: (907) 243-7753 
Fax: (907) 248-9777 

MAY 1995 
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May-s,-1995------------------------------------+ ~: :~;:-:-C.:;~"':'-----

Anchorage International Airport 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Attn: Peggy McNees 

Sub: ANC Noise Study 

I attended Thursday evening's ANC Noise Study Update at International Airport 

Inn. My interest and attendance at this meeting was because of small aircraft 

noise problems that have been occurring every summer over my neighborhood 

with increasing intensity and frequency. 

I live at 2567 Loussac Drive in the old Turnagain subdivision. The aircraft noise 

problems we hear on a daily basis during the summer months, but often more 

frequently on weekends, are probably 90 percent attributable to incoming Single 

engine float planes as they are commencing their approach pattern for landing at 

Lake Hood. In my view, the biggest noise problems are related to the more 

powerfuL airplanes, such as the souped-up 180, 185, and 205's and others. 

Often these airplanes increase their engine rpm's as they approach lower 

altitude. Conversely, the smaller airplanes such as the 170's, small 2 or 3 place 

Pipers with much less powerful engines are not nearly so noisy and their 

presence reminds me of the quieter times from the past. As pointed out in the 

May 4th meeting, guide and tourist float plane activity using Lake Hood is 

increasing each year. I believe the increase in guide service is causing most of 

the higher noise problems we are experiencing over our neighborhood. The 

guide businesses begin flying their customers (mostly fishermen) continuously in 

and out of Lake Hood everyday of the week - weather permitting - starting in late 

June and continuing until late September. As business people, they utilize the 

largest and fastest airplanes available that will haul as many passengers as they 

can and still be able to land on and take off from small rivers and lakes. In 

essence, the most money is made using higher passenger capacity aircraft 

needing powerful engines, which results in higher and higher noise levels. In 



addition, the guide businesses, because of the short tourist and fishing season 

and long days, operate all day long. There is little respite from the noise. I am 

sure there are a few privately owned, personal-use aircraft that are quite noisy as 

well, but, in my view, they are in the minority. 

What are my ideas to possible solutions? 

1. IDENTIFY THE NOISE MAKERS. Place a nOise monitoring device, in my yard if 

needed, starting sometime during the salmon season, not the 1st week of 

June as is recommended in YQur study time table. High traffic time does not 

commence the 1st week of June. Also, ·for obviOUS reasons, the noise 

monitoring should be acquired during unannounced times. 

2. FLIGHT PATH CHANGE. Currently most incoming float plane landing at Lake 

Hood use the "Marston Ball Diamond" as landfall identifier which results in 

most incoming aircraft setting up for landing as they travel down Lord Barnoff 

Drive in the densely populated old Turnagain Subdivision. ·1 ask you to 

consider moving the incoming flight path eastward approximately 1/2 mile so 

the planes will fly over Fish Creek, which is a mostly undeveloped green 

belt. Also, by utilizing the Fish Creek corridor there is much less risk to people 

living under the flight path should an aircraft have a problem. 

3. LIMIT AIRCRAFT SIZE. Unless something is changed fairly quickly, there 

could be twice the number of aircraft flying in and out of Lake Hood in the next 

ten years, particularly when c.onsidering the two expansion programs that are 

planned for Lake Hood. I ask you to consider limiting the aircraft size and 

horsepower ratings that may operate in and out of Lake HOOd. 

4. REQUIRE PROPELLER MODIFICATIONS. I am told most of the noise is 

generated from the tips of the propellers after the tip speed exceed the 

speed of sound. This creates intense noise that is very offensive. I believe 

aircraft engines and/or propeller combinations that have the capacity to 

exceed the speed of sound be prohibited. A simple requirement would be to 

have all single propeller aircraft that have capacity generate this type noise 

be required to replaced the single-bladed props with much shorter treble 

propellers. 



5. REQUIRE HIGHER APPROACH ALTITUDE. I strong recommend requiring a 

minimum 1000 feet approach altitude when flying over the Turnagain 

Subdivision. This is a very simple requirement and would reduce much of the 

offensive noise. The incoming aircraft would have an extra 500 feet or so of 

altitude and perhaps higher engine rpm's woul(l not be needed during this 

part of the aircraft approach to lake Hood and it would be a much safer 

approach altitude. 

It is stressful to have stop a back yard conversation until a noisy aircraft has 

passed and be left with ringing in your ears as you see another plane approaching 

on the horizon: Also, noisy airplanes paSSing overhead can be easily heard 

inside my own home. I do not have cable TV, and I can assure you that the TV 

screen also indicates overhead aircraft. Given the ever-increasing noise level 

from larger and more planes, I believe something must be done to address the 

increasing summer noise levelS that are occurring over the populated Turnagain 

Subdivision. 

I respectfully submit the above information for use in the ANC Noise Study. If 

their is some doubts as to my observations, a questionnaire sent to all home 

owners in Turnagain should be quite revealing. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Allen Brown 

Note: A courtesy copy has been mailed to Rick Mystrom, Mayor. 
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Municipality 
of 

Anchorage 

800 Merrill Field Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-4129 
Telephone: (907) 276-4044 
Fax: (907) 276-8421 

Rick lVIystrom, Mayor 

)[ERRILI. FIELD )n-XICIPAL AIRPORT 

August 17,1995 

Peggy McNees, Project Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99501-6960 

Subject, Part 150 Noise Study Update 

Dear Ms. McNees: 

~ 
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Thank you for your invitation to include a member of the Municipal Airports Aviation Advisory 
Commission on the Noise Technical Advisory Committee. Bruce Erickson has volunteered to 
serve as the liaison between Anchorage International Airport and the Commission. His address, 
phone and fax numbers follow. 

Bruce Erickson 
1715 Orca Place 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Home: 274-2731 
Work: 1-907-376-5038 
Fax: 1-907-376-2382 

Mr. Erickson has been informed that he will be receiving copies of Noise Study materials prior to 
the next scheduled meeting on September 20, 1995. If you have any questions or would like 
additional information, please call me at 276-4044. 

Sincerely, 

M/~ 
David A. Lundeby, Manager 
Merrill Field Airport 

:DCS 

cc: Bruce Erickson 
James T. Stanley, Chairman, MAAAC 

ds\COnim\mcnees 



Municipality 
of 

Anchorage 

800 ;\Ierrill Field Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-4129 
Telephone: (907) 276-4044 
Fa,,: (907) 276-8421 

Rick Nlystrom. Nlayor 

~IERR!LI. FIELD ~r("XICIPAL .·URPORT 

November 3, 1995 

Peggy McNees, Project Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99501-6960 

Subject: Part 150 Noise Study Update 

Dear Ms. McNees: 
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The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Bruce Erickson has resigned from the Municipal 
Airports Aviation Advisory Commission. He also informed the Commission that he can no longer 
be on the Noise Technical Ad\;sofY Committee, As a result of this information, Clarissa Quinlan 
has volunteered to serve as the' liaison between Anchorage International Airport and the 
Commission. Her address, telephone and fax numbers follow, 

Clarissa Quinlan 
821 Dogwood Street 
Anchorage, Afaska 99501 

, Home: 279-7136 
Work: 344-2631 
Fax: 349-8764 

The Committee materials that Bruce had acquired have been given to Clarissa. Please send her a 
current meeting schedule and ensure that all correspondence is sent directly to her. If you have 
any questions or would like additional information, please call me at 276-4044. 

S~(l~ 
David A Lundeby, Manager 
Merrill Field Airport 

:DCS 

cc: Clarissa Quinlan 
James T. Stanley, Chairman, MAAAC 
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December 19, 1995 

Ms. Peggy McNees 
Airport Planner 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

Dear Ms. McNees: 
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Air Transport Association 
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As you know, there has been considerable discussion lately about Heavy Jet departures 
off Runway 06R at Anchorage International and the air traffic transiting North/South, East 
of the Seward Highway. The Air Transport Association, as representatives of the Major 
U.S. Carriers serving the Anchorage area, would like to provide our comments on this 
subject. 

Heavy Jet departures, with their nose-up attitude and limited maneUvering capabilities, are 
particularly vulnerable to other traffic, particularly those who are not in communication with 
Air Traffic Control: These departures, many of which are wide-bodies traveling long 
distances, are equipped with Terminal Control Alert Systems (TCAS) which indicates to 
the pilot that there is other traffic in the aiea. Unfortunately, the information is not as 
specific as we would like, and the pilot is provided the Traffic Alert, but little other 
information. Our Flight Crews are very concerned about this situation and would like to 
be provided with some means to avoid the area East of the Seward Highway. At the 
present time, the instructions received by the pilot are to remain on runway heading until 
leaving 2,000 or reaching a point 9 miles east of the airport prior to turning south, heading 
190 degrees. In the case of the Heavy Jets, reaching 2,000 usually occurs at or East of 
the Highway. 

Air Trausport Associamn of America 
Western Regional Office 

8939 S. Sepulveda Boulevard - Suite 408 • Los Angeles, CA 90045-3690 
310/670-5183 • Fax: 310/337-7326 



Ms. Peggy McNees 
December 19, 1995 
Page Two 

The AT A Member Carriers are aware that these departure procedures are part of our 
Noise Abatement efforts with the surrounding community and we want to cooperate in 
that effort. We do, however, consider this situation to be extremely undesirable and we 
need immediate action. Since your office has been representing Airport Management in 
the ongoing Part 150 Noise Abatement Study update, the attached letter to the FAA is 
being provided for your information. 

As you know, geographical considerations prevent me from participating in the Part 150 
study as much as I would like. In my absence, would you please review our request 
during your update discussions. Would you also convey to the group that this is a safety 
issue, that we need relief from this procedure, and that this request should not be 
construed as an abdication of our noise mitigation obligations to the community of 
Anchorage. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

cc: Anchorage International. Chief Pilots. 

Sincerely, 

,uLJ 
Neil F. Bennett 
Regional Director 

.~ 



Air Transport Association 

December 19, 1995 

Mr. Willis C. Nelson 
Manager, Air Traffic Division, AAL-500 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Alaskan Region Headquarters 
222 West 7th Avenue, #14 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513· 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

As representatives of the major U.S. Air Carriers serving Anchorage International Airport, 
the Air Transport Association would like to address a procedural issue at the airport that 
gives us cause for concern. 

As you may know, there is a conflict between Air Carrier departures, primarily Heavy Jets, 
off Runway 06R and VFR traffic proceeding North/South, East of Seward Highway. IFR 
departures-presently are instructed to maintain runway heading until reaching 2,000 or the 
9 mile DME fix prior to turning a heading of 190 degrees. Our Heavy Jets, with their 
limited climb rate, very often proceed East of Seward Highway. before reaching 2,000. 
Unfortunately, there is a VFR flyway at that point, with numerous light aircraft proceeding 
north and south, not in communications with Air Traffic Control. These departures have 
limited maneuvering capabilities and limited visibility due to their nose-up attitudes. 

We understand that these restrictions are designed to minimize the impact of aircraft 
generated noise on the community east of the airport, and we have written to Airport 
Management to ask that they look at other options to protect that community. 
Realistically, however, we expect any changes in these procedures to be initiated and 
supported by the FAA. 

Air Transport Association of America 
Western Regional Office 

8939 S. Sepulveda Boulevard - Suite 408 • Los Angeles, CA 90045-3690 
310/670-5183 • Fax: 310/337-7326 



Mr. Willis C. Nelson 
December 19, 1995 
Page 2 

The Control Tower at Anchorage is in the process of distributing a Letter to Airmen 
describing this situation, unfortunately, even prepared with such information, our Flight 
Crews have few options, TCAS notwithstanding. It is, therefore, our request that you look 
into this issue to see if we can be positively separated from the transient traffic or be 
allowed to turn prior to reaching that point. As you know, our office is in Los Angeles, 
but if we can put a group together to seek a remedy to this extremely undesirable 
situation, we will make every effort to participate. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

cc: Anchorage International Airport Chief Pilots 

Sincerely, / / 

---J~;a;.--
Neil F. Bennett 
Regional Director 
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BAYSHORE-KLATT COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
Minutes of the Membership Meeting 

February 1, 1996 

The meeting was called to order at 7:35 p.m. by Council President Doug 
Perkins. A quorum was present and a register was provided for members and 
guests to sign in, a copy of which is attached to these minutes. The agenda was 
approved. 

Legislative Teleconference 

Legislators and staff members participating from Juneau included the following: 

Senator Judy Salo along with Andy Mack of her office 
Melinda Gruening for Representative Joe Green 
Rich Vitalle for Representative Sean Parnell 
Dimone Sanders for Senator Steve Rieger 

The Juneau delegation was briefed on current issues of the Community Council. 
Of special interest to them, as of the Council, was the subject of the increased 
noise from cargo jets flying over the Council's neighborhoods. The legislative 
delegation expressed interest in finding out what the FAA would be reporting to 
Council members later in the meeting. They requested minutes of the meeting 
and pledged to follow-up from Juneau. 

New Business - FAA Presentation 

Guest speakers who were in attendance included: 

.WiII Nelson. Manager Air Traffic Division, Alaska Region FAA 

.M Gumtau. Anchorage Hub Manager, (Tower Manager) FAA 

.Douglas C. Thompson. Alaska Region Representative of the National Air 
Traffic Controllers Association 

Council Vice President Dave Adams led off the discussion by introducing the 
guests and by reporting on the current Noise Abatement Program for the 
Anchorage International Airport. that began in May 1995. Previous to the 
current noise survey being conducted as part of the noise abatement program. 
the last time a major noise study was done was in 1987. Long before the 
dramatic growth in air cargo operations. Some of the more pertinent information 
discussed has been summarized as follows: 

-Winds allegedly favor Runway 6, which'is the runway that departs in an 
easterly direction and causes the heavily loaded cargo jets to pass over 
reSidential neighborhoods within the Council area at all hours of the day and 
night 

1 
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*Runway 6 slopes downhill, which is desirable to the cargo aircraft as it allows 
them to be loaded with more cargo, closer to maximum levels, than when 
departing from the other runways. However, the heavier weight affects their 
ability to climb to altitude, thereby causing them to fly lower overthe Council's 
neighborhoods when traversing the area. 

*In conjunction with the current noise survey, noise sensors have been placed at 
several locations around the Anchorage bowl. However, not a single sensor has 
been placed within the Runway 6 departure area, i.e. within the Council 
geographic boundary. 

* The noise sensors apparently only tract high pitched audio frequencies versus 
the low level noise that typically cause houses and their contents to rattle, which 
often are the most objectionable to area residents, especially at night. 

*In the last 18 months there have been three documented near misses reported 
to the FAA from aircraft departing Runway 6. This has apparently caused the 
FAA to become quite concerned and is one of the reasons the north-south 
runway was recently extended in length. As well as why other improvements 
have been scheduled for this spring to the instrument landing system for the 
same runway. The FAA personnel indicated the agency is also exploring other 
ways to lesson the amount of departures from Runway 6. 

-In many areas of the country older, less powerful and nosier jets have been 
restricted from night time flight activity. However, according to the FAA 
representatives. apparently the Alaska Congressional delegation has obtained a 
waiver for-these aircraft in Alaska. The most common of these.noisy aircraft is 
the Soelng 747-200. which is flown regularly in Anchorage by Northwest Air 
Freight and Korean Air Lines. 

-All airplanes departing Runway 6 must begin a right hand tum to the south as 
soon as they reach 2.000 feet in altitude or no later than when they 'cross the 9 
DME, located near International Airport Rd and Old Seward Highway. The older 
Jets climb slower and therefore make the tum to the right over the Council area 
at a significantly lower altitude than the newer jets, This substantially increases 
the nOise levels due to the fact that the older jet engines are also significantly 
nosier than the newer engines. 

-Before the FAA can change flight procedures that affects traffic below 3,000 
feet they are required to file an environmental impact statement with the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency, EPA. 

-Seginning in early May 1996 for a 45 day period, all departing jets will be 
reqUired to use Runway 6. due to construction on the other main north-south 

2 
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runway. During this time period it is likely that the noise factor from aircraft will 
become a much larger issue to area residents. 

*Overall all flight operations at the airport are lower than the peak years of the 
early 1980's, even though the mix from predominately lighter passenger aircraft 
to the heavily loaded cargo aircraft has changed dramatically. 

*Neither the FAA nor the Tower personnel can order a pilot not to use Runway 6 
or any other runway at the airport, as it is entirely up to the pilot of each aircraft. 

*At the meeting many longtime Council members and residents complained that 
the noise levels have continued to increase substantially during the past year or 
so. 

-The guest speakers were asked to inform Council members of what the process 
was to change the flight procedures for Runway 6. However, they said they were 
not sure of the process as it was not their area of responsibility. They did 
indicate their willingness to request the FAA to send a representative from their 
Flight Standards Section to our next meeting. Hopefully, they will know the 
answers to our questions. 

A motion was made, seconded and passed to request the assistance of area 
legislators in Juneau and in addition, Assembly members Abney and Bell to help 
with monitoring departing air traffic on Runway 6 at Anchorage Intemational 
Airport. The motion included a request for the implementation of a multifaceted 
mOnitoring system to: (1) gauge the noise levels of aircraft flying over the 
CounCil an~a: (2) to correlate the information with the altitudes 9f departing 
aircraft: (3) to record the time of day of departing flights; (4) to record wind 
pattems at the airport; (5) to compare flight data records to determine the type of 
aircraft flown and (6) to record the names of the cargo or passenger air carrier, 
as well as any other pertinent information. 

Furthermore. the Council believes it is imperative to have the noise sensors in 
place and monitoring system fully operational prior to May 1, when all departing 
flights will be using Runway 6 for a 45 day period. 

Old Business 

The Anchorage Planning & Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing March 
4. to consider what conditions to recommend to the Assembly be placed on 
proposed race tracks located on parcels zoned 1-1 over 20 acres in size. The 
Council is on record opposed to the race tracks on 1-1 parcels and 
representatives plan to testify at the Commission meeting. 

Other items scheduled under Old Business were tabled until the next meeting 
due to time constraints. 

3 



Information was provided to Council members on the planned completion of 
construction of Klatt Road this summer. The paving including construction of a 
bike trail and landscaping is due to be completed by September '96. 

Several topics were discussed for inclusion in next months agenda. There being 
no other business, President Perkins adjourned the meeting at 9:50 p.m. 

~'~~ 
Rob Gamel, 
Secretary 

4 
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RESULTS OF BAYSI!ORE/l\LA'I"I' CC!o!MUNI'I'Y COUNCIL SURVEY 
MAILED OUT BY FCC ON MONDAY, APRIL 9, 1996 

(Total surveys mailed: 3010; 11% response rate) 

ISSUE 1#1: The Prison (proposed to be built at 100th and King) 

1. Are you in favor of a prison being built in your community council area? 
Yes: 21 (6%) No: 298 (91%) Undecided: 10 (3%) 

2. Are you in favor of a prison being built anywhere in Anchorage? 
Yes: 37 (11%) No: 261 (80%) undecided: 29 (9%) 

3. Are you in favor of a prison being built outside of Anchorage, in a more 
remote location? 
Yes: 271 (83%) No: 26 (8%) undecided: 30 (9%) 

4. other thoughts: __________________________________ ___ 

P) 
if 
~ 

The Coastal Trail: There ,1ans to extend the Ton' 
- , 

oae p~=eQ 2 I 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Coastal Trail to connect 
comments will affect the 

tensi.on. 
~ 

n extension of the Tony Knowles 
connecting Kin·.i Pa to Potter Marsh? 
Yes: 212 (66%) • .oil£.. (25%) undecided: 

*-3 '''W'~ If the exten of t~~~ trail is fu~d, do you favor the trail 
being bui bel blu~ o~on the tideflats which extend southeast 
from Kincaid Park tter~Mar~~ 
Yes: 142 (46%) No. 2%r~~, ndec\ded: 67 (22%) 

• ..o;.:.~, 

If the extension of the c~l-.l t;~~t;PbUilt below the bluff down on 
the tideflats, do you favor~~e~~b~.~: (a) along the bottom 
(toe) of the bluff, or (b) alon route-"" further out into the 
tideflats? ~ """.~ 
Check-~ne: (a): 1 toe of bluff) (~ (b)~ 31 (~n tideflats) (12%) 
(c): 100 (Unde ell (37%)' ~., 

building the trail below the ~l(~ 'd~~u favor building 
on interior, existing and future bike trail~~.alOng existing 

streets ?tb T ~rage? 
!,es: 1;.18 t No nb (~~Cided:",\ 70 (23%) 

Other thoughts: ________________ ~ ________________ ~_ 

.~~~~ #3: Airport no~se 

11. 

Are you unreasonably bothered by the noise of commercial aircraft which 
depart the Anchorage International Airport using an easterly or 
southerly route over South Anchorage? 
Yes: 68 (22%) No: 234 (76%) Undecided: 7 (2%) 
other thoughts: ____________________________________ _ 

Are you interested in rece~v~ng future mailings, notifying you of such issues? 
Answer: Yes: 306 (93%) No: 24 (7%) 

Number of surveys sent: 3010; Number of responses: 330; 11% responding: 

>-
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George J. Mever 
430 E 56TH Ave F Anchorage, AK:,99518 ; (~~7) 563·9117 

/. ..~ 

Peggy McNees 
Anchorage International AiIport 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK. 99519-{)960 

Dear Peggy: 
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Once again it is almost spring and soon residents to the east of the airport will be able to open 
our windows or will we? 

'I1linss have been very quiet over the winter except for ground noise which I can't believe I can 
hear :five miles from the airport. r haven't noticed more than a flight or two a month in violation 
of the night flight hours and the amount of daytime traffic has been tolerable. I cOmmend you 
and your staffon this. 

I am curious about a couple ofthi.tJgs, how is construction on runway 32 going and are there any 
public meetings coming anytime soon? I was out of town last year when you sent me a notice of 
a meeting and haw not heard of anything in the media so I thought I would drop you a line and 
see what was in store for this busy season. 

Another thing that has my curiosity is whenever they are launching to the east the attis phone 
number is busy, why is that? 

Let me know if anything is coming up and again keep up the good work. 

Sincerely, 

A/k 
George J. Meyer 
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GeorgeJ. MCJ:er 
430 E 56mAVEAllchorageAK. '9518 (907) 563-9117 

Peml,Y McNees 
.Anchorage T"ter",ttionaJ Airport 
P.O.Box 196960 
Anchm-age.AK. 

DcarPeggy: 

June 12, 1995 

I et!i ayed talking to you this maming. The solDtion toth.e noise problem bas no ea$Y answers 
enclosed:fu£ you'rc paual are some c;QJlIDlents froDl my point ofviePr. 

1l:J.c;li!t of "Suggested Noise Abatement Measures" COIIIains ideastbaI would work: for eveIYanc 
ooncemed and cause no hardships to any of the cao:iers. 

1 will list idc:a$l think would workby nutnber and add comments. 

# 11 IsD. 'I: this being phased in aJxeady? . 
#4 [This might help o:lt:pcndiDg on wh.re they conside.r fidal. 
'"'11 [ Use nmways 24 and 32 fur departures. 6 left and 14 for mivaJ.s. 
# 14 / Eofun:ed during mainteDanCfl also . 
# IS/No south or east depatnncs exc:ept during high winda. 
# 161 Itismy understandmgtbis istheIUlefor general aviation and shonldapply city wide. 
#20 I Loose 24R. 
#12 1 Enfurce.Inent. 
#231 ~'t this being done within the parameters oftbis sL1Wy? 
#241 And cn:fbn;e them. 
#26/ Implerneatthem. 
#27Ihavenoticed some carriers rednce tInust at some point howev-er. it sounds goodftomLakc 
Hood but doesn't do much from. underneath. 
#29/More studies will get us nowhere. 
#34/Use 32 and24 asihcmain departureTUnwa,yS. 
#35+ 36/ This wwldworkh.owt=r,IWlluld Ii1a::tomake it 7:00 PM. Wcatherpcrmitting. 
#39 I FallJling starting at Minnesota. 
#4011 dan't know what FMS is. 
#441 A main otfenderwould be the 1il!ht bluejets. They are so Iowan takeoff or landingmy 
whole <;QJlOO alJake;s and the noise is lIIIbearable. 
#491 ~wonld have to be in severa11anguages and would probably be ignored. 

The Lak:eHood suggestions # 46 + 47 are very extreme and would cost people a. fortune to 
comply. Some of the other soggestiClllS are extmn.e and would cause 'Wll'ellSOII3b1e hardbps on 
the cmiers as well as cost revenue to the airpott. Launcbillg traffic: to tile north and west and 

If9 uu~ 
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landing ftom the north and wc:st would solve 90"/0 of the probIems. I have adled the attis and it 
seems the wind ~onim't as much ofaproblem as the toW!:!' or pilots wonld tell you.. 
8aInrday eveDingfor~lethewindwas23d'at 10 knots the designated runway was 24 and 
jets were still departing on 6 to th!: cast. 
We need some guidelines forth!: pilots to foUowbut we also need thctowerto enforce them. 
The 1l!t.x the tower \liIllland and takeofftraflic in the same direction (the east) when they want 
brings up the question ofwhy can't they do it to the wesf.-? 

lfthepilots \liIll choose theirmuwayprefcrmcewhat good would any rules do? I can UlIderstaDd 
some of the pcrf<>m1ance issues for the diifcrent airaaft however, if they depart to the north and 
west they would have plenty of space to attain altitude and move safi:Jy out of controlled 
airspace. 

If 5% ofttaffic effects tbc south and 15% the east does this include both arrivals and departures? 
I :realize these numbers do not re:flect our curn:nt situation. The numbers now probably are 75% 
totb.e ea.!£. 1bc lIoise:frt>m traffic miviJIg and depallmgeast of the airport duringthis 
COIIlltn1dionllasbeen unbearable: . .Airaaft depmbAeS late at nigbt as well as 5:30 AM. on a 
Sunday motninga:te ridiculous and there must be a better wa;y forthe tower to handle this 
situation if1hcy care aboUt the people aifected by their actions. 

The Pan 150 study is a good idea but I don't see any changes coming out of it for a longtime 
aM certainly not during the: cc:msttu.ction period. 

I started woOOngon this IcUcr at 6:30 A.M. Tuesday and have hadahnost non stoptraflic for 
1fKo; past hour. I am S\II'C it will. continue all day andnigbt. Please calhne aftet Y{)11 have had a 
chance to reviewmy commell1S. 

SiD7£ 

~;f 
Geciige J.Meyer 
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file: Noise 

Pax To: peggy McNees, ArA 243-0663 
From: Frank Wince, TUrnagain Community Council 

Sept. 26,2996 

The June ~eeting of TAC coincided with the Turnagain Council 
last meeting before summer break. The first fall meeting caught 
me in the hospital. r believe the Turnagain Area is of the same 
feeling as previously mentioned. Aircraft noise of concern is for 
GA operations on Lake Hood only. 

p_o~ 

The most critical problem is departures from R/W 13. The problem '.1 
has not been mentioned during this study because the just \Vi 
completed Kaster Plan update provides for the purchase of the .~ 
residential properties at the South end of Wendy's Way. ~t < 

The suggestion to increase the altitude to a minimum of 1000 feet _ *' ) 
,,\ 

for Lake Hood traffic over the Turnagain subdivision has a lot of ~{~~ 
support. " II 

The suggestion to move Lake Hood arrivals over Fish Creek may 
deserve consideration. However; the winding nature of the green 
belt and the required width of "abreast approaches" probably 
would not improve the present approach over the athletic fields 
and Lyn Ary Park. 

~~,~ 
;s~ " 
'\{ 
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Cynthia Parker 
Member of Mayor's Museum 
Task Force (MMMTF) 

, 
Ms_ Parker, 

September 23, 1996 

I have concerns about the Aviation Museum because of its admiration 
and support of the busiest neighborhood and family abuse seaplane 
facility and operation in the world. During tourist visits and at 
other times it' hands out and speaks out to tourist and local 
residents information about Hood being the busiest and biggest 
seaplane facility and operation in the world and seems to be happy 
about it. This causes local residents and local elderly (elderly 
like a more civilized city too) to' encourage tourists and the 
tourist industry not to support the museum. 

Some information besides my own personal observation of Lake 
Spenard-Hood aircraft flyovers that indicates the size of the 
facility and the numeration of.the operation are these. 

1. A hand out by the museum says the facility is the biggest and 
the operation is the busiest in the world. 

2. The AlA Master Plan Update indicate it to be the busiest 
seaplane facility in the world. 

3. A sign along the Spenard-Hood canal indicates it to be the 
busiest in the world. 

4. Daily News 6-9-96: The FAA indicates that Alaska has about 
six times as many pilots and 14 times as many airplanes per 
capi ta than any other state i.n the. Union. 

5. Thousands of local residents say they have been to the Kenai 
to get their picture taken with a fish and rode a wheeled 
aircraft from AlA, which abuses mothers, fathers, children, 
and the elderly in the surrounding neighbors less than 
floatcraft do. Museum personnel seem to support the more 
abusive floatcraft way which is a more abusive way to get a 
picture taken with a fish, a dead goat, a SUffering moose with 
an arrow in his shoulder or get a view of Alaska's landscape. 

The above raises some questions. 

1. Would a civilized city want to lease to help or provide a 
location for a museum which idolizes the most neighborhood and 
family abusive seaplane facility and operation in the world? 



Letter to Cynthia Parker 
September 23, 1996 
Page 2 

2. Should the museum be one of history which reveals the history 
of floatcraft barbarianism to the elderly and family? 

3. Should it be a museum which attracts more civilized people to 
live in Spenard-Turnagain and Anchorage or more people to 

, assume that Alaska is wild and anything is okay in Anchorage? 

LV w w{).)!Jb-
will Walker 
Spenard CC AIA Watch 
Friend of Civility 
Member of CIP 

cc: Pat Fullerton, Spenard CC President 
Peggy McNees, AIA Noise 
Diane Barth, AIA Leasing 
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Peggy McNees 
Project Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT & PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

4139 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 
September 24, 1995 
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Re: Sand Lake Community Council Noise Committee Recommendations 

Dear Peggy: 

Enclosed is a copy of the Noise Committee's September 1995 recommendations as well 
as its May 1995 recommendations. Please let me know when these will be distributed to the 
Technical Committee. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. I look forward to hearing from you 
soon. 

Sincerely, 

~C/I~ 
l'oby N. Steinberger 



• 

In addition to its earlier recommendations of May 3, 1995, the Noise Committee of the 
Sand Lake Community Council requests that the Anchorage International Airport Technical 
Advisory Committee consider the following while it conducts the Part 1 50 noise study: 

1. Provide reduction in landing fees for carriers who comply with the Airport's Noise 
Abatement Bulletin. 

2. Ensure that the number of Stage 2 aircraft departures from the Anchorage 
International Airport does not increase. Plan for the gradual elimination of Stage 2 aircraft from 
the Anchorage International Airport. 

3. Allow for voluntary condemnation of residences of homeowners, who are both 
impacted by noise and have resided at their properties prior to the building of the N/S runway. 

~~~~}s~ 
'fOt)y:stJnt;ergef 
Co-chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 

~vJ~l~ q=n~qs.. 
Peter M Bradshaw 
Co-Chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 
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The Noise Committee of the Sand Lake Community Council requests 
that the Anchorage International Aitport consider the following when it conducts the 
Part 150 noise study: 

1. Study whether air carriers are complying with the April 1994 Noise 
Abatement Bulletin. 

, 2. Provide altitude tracks for departures to the South and to the East. 

3. Study what departure routes to the South and to the East will over-fly 
the least densely populated areas when flying at low altitudes. 

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

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

6. Study the number of departures of Stage 2 aircraft between 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. . 

7. Study whether any Stage 1 aircraft are departing between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. and study the banning of Stage 1 aircraft departures from 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. 

'oby N. Steinberger 
Co-chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 

~nn.\.~ ..... ..) s:/-:t}qs. 
Peter M. Bradshaw , 
Co-chairperson of the Sand Lake 
Community Council Noise 
Committee 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14CFRPa~91 

[Docket No. 28213: Notice No. ~ 

RIN 212O-AE83 

Stage 2 Airplane Operations 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: This document proposes 
revisions to the airplane operating rules 
to provide reporting requirements for 
operators of Stage 2 airplanes in Hawaii. 
These revisions would require any U.S. 
operator or foreign air camer that 
operates Stage 2 airplanes in Hawaii to 
include certain information in its 
annual progress reports to the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA). This 
action also proposes a change to clarify 
that certain operations of aircraft 
(otherwise restricted from operation in 
the contiguous United States) are 
allowed, and proposes a change to 
correct an oversight made when the 
regulations were adopted. These 
revisions are intended to implement the 
amendments to the Airport Noise and 
Capacity Act of 1990 and clarify existing 
regulations and FAA policy. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before August 9, 1995. 
ADDRESSES: Comments on this notice 
should be mailed. in triplicate, to: 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office 
of the Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules 
Docket (AGe-10), Docket No. 28213, 
800 Independence Avenue, SW .. 
Washington, DC20S91. Comments 
delivered must be marked Docket No. 
28213. Comments may be examined in 
Room 915G weekdays between 8:30 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., except on Federal holidays. 
FOR FURTI:IER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Alan V. Trickey, Policy and 
Regulatory Division (AEE-300), Office 
of Environment and Energy, Federal 
Aviation Administration, 800 
independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591, telephone (202) 
267-3496. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 
Interested persons are invited to 

participate in the making of the 
proposed rule by submitting such 
written data, views. or arguments as 
they may desire. Comments relating to 
the environmental, energy, federalism, 
or economic impact that might result 

. from adopting the proposals in this 
notice are also invited. Substantive 

comments should be accompanied by 
cost estimates. Comments should 
identify the regulatory docket or notice 
number and should be submitted In 
triplicate to the Rules Docket address 
specified above. All comments received 
on or before the specified closing date 
for comments will be considered by the 
Administrator before taking action on 
this proposed rulemaking. The . 
proposals contained in this notice may 
be changed in light of comments 
received. All comments received will be 
available, both before and after the 
e10sing date for comments, in the Rules 
Docket for examination by interested 
persons. A report summarizing each 
FAA-public contact concerned with the 
substance of this rulemaking will be 
filed in the docket. Commenters wishing 
the FAA to acknowledge receipt of their 
comments submitted in response to this 
notice must include a self-addressed, 
stamped postcard on which the 
following statement is made: 
"Comments to Docket No. 28213." 
When the comment is received by the 
FAA, the postcard will be dated, time
stamped, and returned to the 
commenter. 
Availability ofNPRM's 

Any person may obtain a copy of this 
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) 
by submitting a request to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of 
Public Affairs, Attention: Public Inquiry 
Center, APA-230, 800 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591, or 
by calling (202) 267-3484. 
Communications must identify the 
notice number of this NPRM. Persons 
interested in being placed on the 
mailing list for future NPRM's should 
request from the above office a copy of 
Advisory Circular No. 11-2A, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking Distribution 
System, which describes the application 
procedure. 

Background 
The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 

1990 (49 U.S.C. app. 2151 et seq.) . 
(ANCA) placed a ban on the operation 
of Stage 2 airplanes with a maximum 
weight of more than 75,000 pounds In 
the contiguous United States after 
December 31. 1999. To achieve an 
organized transition to this goal, the 
FAA was charged with establishing a 
schedule of phased compliance with 
that requirement. On September 25, 
1991, the FAA amended Subpart Iof14 
CFR part 91 (part 91) to add new . 
§§ 91.801(c) and 91.851 through 91.875 
that implemented the Stage 2 _ .. ' 
nonaddition rules of the ANCA and 
adopted various transition criteria (56 
FR 26433). The regulatory scheme 

established In 1991 requires all 
operators of Stage 2 airplanes (including 
foreign air camers and operators) to 
establish a starting base level of Stage 2 
airplanes from which they will 
accomplish the required reduction. The 
regulations give operators a choice of 
how they will achieve this reduction. 
and require that each operator report its 
actions toward compliance on a yearly 
basis. 

Neither the ANCA nor the 
implementing regulations affected the 
importation or operation of Stage 2 
airplanes in the States of Alaska and 
Hawaii. On October 21,1991, Congress 
amended Section 2157 of the ANCA to 
add a new subsection (i) that placed 
limits on the operation of Stage 2 
airplanes in Hawaii. The amendment 
sought to prevent the proliferation of 
Stage 2 airplane noise In Hawaii by 
limiting the number of Stage 2 
operations allowed between Hawaii and 
points outside the contiguous United 
States, and by restricting "turnaround" 
service within the State of Hawaii with 
Stage 2 airplanes. In effect, this 
amendment creates a kind of 
nonaddition rule for the State of Hawaii, 
although it differs significantly from the 
nonaddition rule that applies to Stage 2 
airplanes eligible to operate in the 
contiguous United States. 

Synopsis of the Proposal 

Stage 2 Operations in Hawaii 

Since the ANCA was amended after 
the transition regulations were 
promulgated, the requirements of 
§ 91.875 do not include the reporting of 
the ip.formation necessary for the FAA 
to ensure compliance with the statutory 
restrictions added by the 1991 
amendment. This proposed rule would 
add a new paragraph to § 91.801 and 
add a new § 91.877 that would contain 
the reportIng requirements for airplanes 
operated within the State of Hawaii or 
between the State of Hawaii and points 
outside the contiguous United States on 
and since November 5, 1990. 

As proposed, each affected operator 
would need to report the number of 
Stage 2 airplanes it operated In either 
described operation on and since 
November 5, 1990, and any changes In 
the number since that time. This 
proposed reporting requirement is 
needed to ensure compliance with the 
1991 amendment to ANCA. The 
specificity of the amendment and the 
limited nature of its provisions require 
more detailed reporting by certain 
operators than is currently required. 
Moreover, the applicahility of -current 
§ 91.875 does not include some of the 
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operators from which the FAA needs 
the information described. 

Other Stage 2 Operations 
As currently written, § 91.857 applies 

to Stage 2 airplanes imported into a 
noncontiguous state. territory, or 
possession of the United States on or 
after November 5, 1990. That section 
was promulgated to provide a means by 
which airplaoes purchased after the 
date of the statutory nonaddition rule 
could be included on the operations 
specifications of operators, but 
restricted from operations in the 
contiguous United States. Paragraph (b) 
of that section allows for these same 
airplaoes to obtain a special flight· 
authorization to enter the contiguous 
United States for maintenance. 

Since the regulations were 
promulgated, the FAA found that the 
same restricted operations specification 
arrangement was the most effective 
means for some operators to comply 
with the phased compliance regulations. 
As an example, an operator that 
operates exclusively in Alaska is, by 
law, suhject to the phased compliance 
regu1ations because it is a U.S. operator 
and could operate into the contiguous 
United States. However, because the 
phased transition rules do not apply to 
operations wbolly within the State of 
Alaska, there is no reason to force such. 
an operator to phase out any of its Stage 

.1. airplaoes. Accordingly, such an . 
operator may comply with the phased 
transition regu1ation by restricting the 
operation of certain airplanes to points 
outside the contiguous United States 
oniy. An airplaoe restricted in this 
manner would have a ~\!!l.!lS similar to 
that of a Stage 2 airplaoe purchased 
after the date of the nonaddition rule, in 
that it wonid be eligible for operation
only outside the contiguous United 
States. The same operational restriction 
could easily cover both situations. . 

Accordingly, the FAA is proposing a 
~ge to the introductory text of 
§ 91.857 that would remove the 
reference to ',!!!!ported" airplanes; the 
proposed revision would include a 
reference ouly to Stage 2 airplaoes 
"operating between points outside the 
contiguous United States." This 
language is intended to include both 
"imported" Stage 2 airplanes covered by 
the nonaddition rule, and Stage 2 
airplanes removed from operation in the 
conti~ous Ornted States as a me~f. 
complying With the phased transition 
regq!ations. 
-. This Change is consistent with 
guidance that the FAA has given 
operators since § 91.857 was 
promulgated in 1991. This cbange does 
not represent a change in policy toward 

these airplanes. but seeks only to 
incorporate current agency practice into 
the regu1ations as experience with the 
phased transition regulations is gained. 
This clarification and the FAA guidance 
that has been disseminated is fnlly 
compatible with the provisions of 
ANCA and the phased transition 
regulations as originally promulgated. 

Correction of New Entmnt References 
As part of the required transition to an 

!Ill Stage 3 fleet, the AIrport Noise and 
Capacity Act instructed the FAA to 
consider the impact of any regulations 
on a "new entry into the airline 
indu~." in adopting the regu1ations, 
the F made special provisions for 
new entrant air carriers under § 91.867. 
in that regulation, and in the definition 
of new entrant in §91.851, the FAA 
inadvertently included operators 
operating under 14 CFR parts 125 and 
135 (part 125, part 135). The inclusion 
of each of these parts was in error. First, 
by definition, air carriers operate under 
14 CPR parts 121, 129 or 135; there can 
be no air carriers certificated under part 
125. Second. since the noise transition 
regulations affect only jet airplanes over 
75.000 pQ.unds, the aircraft size 
limitations of part 135 mean that there 
are no part 135 operators affected by the 
rules, and thus there can be no part 135 
new entrants. 

Accordingly. the FAA is proposing to 
eliminate the references to "new 
entrants" under parts 125 and 135 since. 
as explained above, such status is not 
possible given the limitations of the 
statute and those of parts 125 and 135. 
This eJimination should not be 
construed as changing the applicability 
of the transition rules-all jet airplanes 
over 75.000 pounds remain subject to 
the transition and nonaddition rules. 
regardless of the part under which they 
are operated. The FAA does not 
anticipate any effect, positive or 
negative, on any operator as a result of 
this change since it is impossible for an 
operator to be a "new entrant air 
carrier" subject to the transition rules 
under either part 125 or 135. 

Airplanes With Nonstandard 
Certificates 

By its terms. the ANCA applies to
and requires the phaseout of-"any civil 
subsonic turbojet aircraft with a 
maximum weight of more than 75,000 
pounds unless such aircraft complies 
with the Stage 3 noise levels '* ,. .... u 

This definition does not distinguish 
between airplanes that operate under 
standard category airworthiness 
certificates, and those that operate 
under an experimental or other 
restricted category certificate. Since the 

statute did not make the distinction, the 
regulations in § 91.801(c) apply to all jet 
airplanes over 75,000 pounds. Since the 
regulations were promulgated, the FAA 
has received inquiries concerning this 
applicability, particularly in the case of 
the phaseout of experimental airplaoes 
used for research and development, and 
special pU1pose airplanes such as those 
used in firefighting. Accordingly, the 
FAA is seeking comment and 
information about the continuing 
coverage of airplaoes that operate under 
nonstandard airworthiness certificates 
but are included in the applicability 
section of the phased transition rules. 
This same guidance has been given by 
the FAA since the oversight was brought 
to the agency's attention. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

Infonnation collection requirements 
currently contained in part 91 have been 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) under the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) and bave been 
assigned OMB control number 2120-
0553. Revised reporting and record 
keeping provisions resulting from this 
proposal are being submitted to OMB 
for approval as an amendment to the 
existing OMB approval for part 91. 

Economic Summary 

Proposed changes to Federal 
regulations must undergo several 
economic analyses. First. Executive 
Order 12866 directs that each Federal 
agency sball propose or adopt a 
regulation only upon a reasoned . 
determination that the benefits oithe 
intended.regulation-ju$t;fy.its.co&ts. 
Second, the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the 
economic effect of regulatory changes 
on small entities. Third, the Office of 
Management and Budget directs 
agencies to assess the effect of 
regulatory changes on international 
trade. In conducting these analyses, the 
FAA has preliminarily determined that 
this rule: (1) Would generate benefits 
that justify its costs and is not "a 
significant regulatory action" as defined 
in the Executive Order; (2) is not 
significant as defined in Department of 
Transportation's Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures; (3) would not have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities; and (4) would 
not constitute a barrier to international 
trade. Since the impacts of the proposed 
change are relatively minor, this 
economic summary constitutes the 
analysis and no regulatory evaluation 
will be placed in the docket. 
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Costs 
There are four new provisions of the 

proposed rule. 

1. Su;ge 2 Operations in Hawaii 

The CUlTent fiiatrirements of the 
ANCA do not iII uae the reporting 
necessary for the FAA to ensure 
compliance wulijhiu;latulory 
restrictions added by the 1991 
amendment. This proposed rule would 
add a new paragraph to § 91.801 and 
add a new § 91.877 that would contain 
the :reporting requirements for aircraft 
operated within the State of Hawaii or 
,between the State of Hawaii and points 
outside the contiguous United States on' 
and since November 5, 1990. As 
proposed, each affected operator would 
need to report the number of Stage 2 
airplanes it operated in either described 
operation on or since November 5, 1990, 
and any changes in the number since 
that time. This proposed reporting 
requirement is needed to ensure 
compliance with the 1991 amendment 
toANCA. 

The FAA estimates that this provision 
would require for each carrier no more 
than two hours per year of a Flight 
Operations Manager's time to collect the 
necessary information. The FAA further 
estimates that there will be a one-time 
agency cost expended in the first year of 
implementation as a result of this 
proposed rule 
pproxiIn.Jltely 10_!1.~ 

Thel'AA assumes 'iiiat reporting the 
information required by this proposed 
action would be perfmmed by a Flight 
Operations Manager at a loaded hom:iy 
wage (which includes benefits) of 
$26.74. Two hours at this rate times 10 
carriers yields the total annual cOst of 
$535.00 to affected carriers. 

The FAA estimates that it will also 
take a total of two hours for the FAA to 
review and approve the initial 
information submitted. (Time spent in 
review thereafter will be insignificant 
because it will be included in regular 
reviews of reports.) Given a loaded 
hourly wage rate (which includes 
benefits) of 538.87 for a government 
worker. GS-13 step 5. the FAA 
estimates that this provision will cost 
the FAA 538.87X10x2=S777 dollars to 
process this information. The total 
annual cost of this provision is. 
therefore. $1.312. 

2. Other Stage 2 Operations 
Currently § 91.857 applies to Stage 2 

airplanes imported into a 
noncontiguous state, territory. or 

possession of the United States on or 
after November 5. 1990. That section 
was promnigated to provide a means by 
which airplanes purchased after the 
date of the statutory nonaddition rule 
could be included on the operations 
specifications of operators. but 
restricted from operations in the 
contiguous United States. Paragraph (h) 
of that section allows operators to obtain 
a special flight authorization to enter 
these airplanes into the contiguous 
United States for the purpose of 
maintenance. 

Since § 91.857 was promulgated. the 
FAA found that the same restricted 
operatinns specifications arrangement 
was the most effective means for some 
operators to comply with the phased 
compliance regniations. Accordingly, 
the FAA is proposing a change to the 
text of § 91.857 that wonid remove the 
reference to "imported" airplanes; the 
proposed revision would include a 
reference ouly to Stage 2 airplanes ' 
"operating between points outside the 
contiguous United States." This 
Iangusge is intended to include both 
Stage 2 airplanes covered by the 
nonaddition rule and Stage 2 airplanes 
removed from operations in the 
contiguous United States as a means of 
complying with the phased transition 
regulations. 

This changes does not represent a 
change in policy toward these airplanes. 
but incorporates current agency practice 
into the regulatinns as experience with 
the phased transitions regulations is 
gained. There is. therefore. no cost 
associated with this provision. 

3. Correction of New Entrant References 

125 and 135 since. as explained above. 
such status is not possible given the 

, limitations of the statute and those of 
parts 125 and 135. This elimination 
should not be construed as changing the 
applicability of the transition rules. The 
FAA does not anticipate any effect on 
an operator as a result of this change 
since an operator cannot be a u new 
entrant air carrier" subject to the 
transition rules under either part 125 or 
135. There are no costs associated with 
this proposed change. 

4. Airplanes With Nonstandard 
Certificates 

The current ANCA definition does not 
distingnish between airplanes that 
operate under standard category 
airworthiness certificates. and those that 
operate under an experimental or other 
restricted category certificate. Since the 
regulations were promulgated. the FAA 
has received inquiries concerning this 
applicability. the FAA has received 
inquiries concerning this applicability. 
particularly in the case of the phaseout 
of experimental airplanes used for 
reseaIch and development. and special 
purpose airplanes such as those used in 
firefighting. 'The FAA is seeking 
comment and information about the 
continuing coverage of airplanes that 
operate under nonstandard 
airworthiness certificates but are 
included in the applicability section of 
the phased transition rules. This request 
for information has no consequential 
costs associated with it. 

Benefits 

The ANCA. as amended. when 
properly implemented. will ensure that 
noise levels in Hawaii from Stage 2 ----, 
airplanes will pot eXCeed 1990 noise .-' 

_levels. This proposed rule would allow 
ilie FAA to obtain the Information 
needed to enforce the ANCA. thereby 
giving the agency the ability to ensure 
implementation of the lew. which in 
turn will ensure the ultimate benefit of 
controlled noise levels to be realized. 

As part of the required transition to an 
all Stage 3 fleet. the Airport Noise and 
Capacity Act instructed the FAA to 
consider the impact of any regniations 
on a "new entry into the airline 
indilstry." In adopting the regulations. 
the FAA made special provisions for 
new entrant air carriers under § 91.867. 
in that regulation. and in the definition 
of new entrant in §91.851, the FAA 
inadvertently included operators 
operating under parts 125 and 135. The 
inclusion of each of these parts was in 
error. As outlined in the synopsis of the 
proposal. air carriers operate under 
parts 121. 129 or 135; there can be no 
air carriers certificated under part 125. 
Also. since the noise transition 
regniations affect only iet airplanes over 
75.000 pounds. the airplane sjze 

limitations of part 135 mean that there 
are no part 135 operators affected by the 
rules. and thus there can be no part 135 
new entrants. 

The FAA is proposing to eliminate the 
references to "new entrants'" under part 

Environmenlai Analysis 

This proposal would ensure 
implementation of the amended ANCA 
by adding a new § 91.877 that would 
contain new reporting requirements for 
Stage 2 operations conducted in the 
State of Hawaii. The proposed reporting 
requirement refines existing reporting 
requirements in part 91. and is not 
anticipated to have a significant effect 
on the quality of the human 
environment. Any environmental 
impact associated with this regulation is 
the result of the amendment to the 
statute made by Congress. This action. 
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the addition of a reportiog requirement, 
in itself, has no environmental impact. 

The other p",posed amendments, the 
change to § 91.857 that acknowledges an 
acceptable means of compliance with 
the Stage 3 transition and the 
elimination of two drafting errors, also 
are not anticipated to have a significant 
effect on the quality of the human 
environment. These proposed changes 
do not in any way change the 
substantive effect of the transition 
regulations, but only reflect the 
practices of the FAA since the 
regulations were adopted in 1991. 

Prior to issuing a ffuaI rule, the FAA 
will complete a review of the . 
environmental impacts associated with 
rule compliance in accordance with 
Department of Transportation "Policies 
and Procedures for Considering 
Environmental impacts" (FAA Order 
1050.1DJ. Comments relating to any 
environmental impacts that might result 
from adopting this proposed rule are 
invited. 

Regnlatory Flexibility Determination 
The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 

(RF A; 5 USC 601 et seq.J was enacted 
by Congress to ensure that small entities 
are not unnecessarily and 
disproportionately burdened by 
Government regulations. The RF A 
requires agencies to review rules that 
may have "a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities." Small entities are 
independently owned and operated 
small businesses and small not-for
profit organizations. According to the 
FAA's Order on Regulatory Flexibility 
Criteria and Guidance~. small operator 
of airplanes for hire is one that owns, 
but does not necessarily operate, nine or 
fewer airplanes. The Order also defines 
a substantial number of small entities as 
a number that is not less than 11 and 
that is more than one-third of·the small 
entities subject to the rule. The small 
entities that will be affected by this rule 
are the operators of Stage 2 civil 
subsonic airplanes with maximum 
weights oimore than 75,000 pounds 
that operate in Hawaii. 

The costs of this proposed mle are 
negligible. For this reason the FAA 
concludes that the proposed mi. wonld 
not significantly affect a substantial 
number of small air carrier entities as 
defined in the FAA's Regulatory 
Flexibility Criteria and Guidance. 

International Trade Impact Assessment 
The proposed mle is expected to have 

little or no impact on trade 
opportunities of U.S. firms conducting 
business overseas or for foreign firms 
conducting bUSiness in the United 

States. The proposed role would impose 
the same requirements on both domestic 
air carriers operating under part 121, 
125, or 135 of the regnlations and 
foreign air carriers subject to part 129 of 
the regulations. The cost of compliance 
to foreign air carriers flying into the 
United States and domestic operators 
are similar and negligible. Therefore, it 
will not cause a competitive fare 
disadvantage for U.S. carriers operating 
overseas or for foreign carriers operating 
in the United States. 

Federalism Implications 

The regulations proposed herein will 
not have substantial direct effects on the 
states, on the relationship between the 
national government and the states. or 
on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. Therefore, in 
accordance with Executive Order 12612, 
it is determined that this proposal 
would not have sufficient federalism 
implications to warraot preparation of a 
Federalism Assessment. 

Conclusion 

The provisions in these proposed 
amendments to part 91 would resnlt in 
no substantial costs or savings in terms 
of regulatory evaluation requirements. 
They would not result in an annual 
effect on the economy of 5100 million 
or more. a major increase in costs to 
consumers or others. or other significant 
adverse effects. In addition, this NPRM 
would have little or no impact on trade 
opportunities for U.S. firms doing 
business overseas. or on foreign firms 
doing business in the United States. 
Accordingly, the FAA has determined 
that, if adopted, this proposed 
amendment: (lJ Is not a significant 
regulatory action under Executive Order 
12866; (2J is not a sigoilicant regulatory 
action under DOT Regulatory Policies 
and Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 
26, 1979J; and (3J will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 91 

Aircraft, Noise control, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

The Proposed Amendment 

Accordingly, the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend 14 
CFR part 91 as follows: 

PART 91-GENERAL OPERATING AND 
FUGHTRULES 

1. The authority citation for part 91 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1301(7), 1303. 
1344,1348,1352 through 1355, 1401, 1421 
through 1431, 1471, 1472. 1502, 1510, 1522, 
2121 through 2125, 2157. 2158; Articles 12. 
29.31. and 32(a) of the Convention on 
International Civil Aviation {51 Stat. 1180}; 
42 U.S.C. 4321 at. seq.; E.O. 11514: 49 U.S.C. 
106(g). 

2. Section 91.801(cJ is amended by 
removing the reference to "91.875" and 
adding the reference "91.877" in its 
place. 

3. Section 91.801 is amended by 
adding a new paragraph (dJ to read as 
follows: 

§ 91.801 Applicability: Relation to part 36. 

* * '" '" '" 
(dl Section 91.877 prescribes 

reporting requirements that:!i:ply to any 
ci~!~bsonic turbojet ritZ e~a 
mruomiim weight ofm han 75,QgO 
pounds operating within the State of 
Hiiwaii. or operating between the State 
orHawaii and any point outside of the 
48 contiguous United States and the 
District of Columbia, under this part or 
part 121, 125, 129, or 135 of this chapter 
on or after November 5, 1990. 

4. Section 91.8551 is amended in the 
defioition New entrant by reviSing the 
phrase "part 121, 125, 129, or 135" to 
read "part 121 or 129". 

5. Section 91.857 is amended by 
revising the heading and introductory 
text to read as follows: 

§91.857 Stage 2 operations outside of the 
48 contiguous United States and 
authorizations for maintenance. 

Au operator of a Stage 2 airPlane that 
is operating only between points .outside 
the coo.tiguous United States on or after 
November 5,1990, shall-
• • • • • 

6. Section 91.867(a)(lJ is amended by 
revising the phrase "part 121, 125, or 
135" to read "part 121". 

7. A new § 91.877 is added to read as 
follows: 

§91.S77 Annual reporting of HawaIian 
operations. 

(aJ Each operator subject to § 91.865 
or § 91.867 that conducts operations 
within the State of Hawaii, or between 
the State of Hawaii and a point outside 
the contiguous United Statest on or 
since November 5, 1990, shall include 
in its annual report the information 
described in paragraph (c) of this 
section. 

(b) Each operator not subject to 
§ 91.865 or § 91.867 that conducts 
operations within the State of Hawaii, or 
between the State of Hawaii and a point 
outside the contiguous United States, on 
or since November 5,1990, shall submit 
an annual report to the FAA, Office of 
Environment and Energy, on its 

-* 
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cumpliance with the Hawaiian 
operations provisions of section 2157(i) 

(i\ of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 
l2Y 1990,49 U.S.C. 47528. Such reports 

, shall be submitted no Jater than 45 days 
after the end of a calendar year. All 
progress reports must provide the 
information through the end of the 
calendar year, be certified by the 
operator as true and complete (under 
penalty of 18 U.S.C. 1001), and include 
the following information-

(1) The IllIlJle and address of the 
operator; 

(2) The IllIlJle, title, and telephone 
number of the person designated by the 
operator to be responsible for ensuring 
the accuracy of the information in the 
report; and 

(3) The information specified in 
paragraph (c) of this section. 

(c) The following information must be 
included in reports filed pursuant to 
this section-

(1) For operations conducted within 
the State of Hawaii-

(i) The number of Stage 2 airplanes 
used to conduct such operations on 
November 5, 1990; 

(ii) Any change to that number during 
the calendar year being reported. 
including the date of such change; and 

(iii) An air carrier that provided 
service within the State of Hawaii (i.e., 
"turnaround service") on November.5. 
1990, may include in the number 
reported under paragraph (c)(lj(i) of this 
section all Stage 2 airplanes with a 
maximum certificated weight of more 
than 75,000 pounds that were owned or 
leased by the air carrier on November 5, 
1990. regardless of whether such 

airplanes were operated by that carrier 
on that date. 

(2) For operations conducted between 
the State of Hawaii and a point outside 
the contiguous United States-

(i) the number of Stage 2 airplanes 
used to conduct such operations on 
November 5, 1990; and 

(il) Any change to that number during 
the calendar year being reported. 
including the date of such change. 

(d) Reports or amended reports for 
years predating this regulation are 
required to be filed by 90 days after 
publication of the final rule. 

Issued in Washington. DC on May 2. 1995. 
James D. Erickson, 
Director, Office a/Environment and Energy. 
IFR Doc. 95-11273 Filed 5-1D-95; 8:45 am) 
BILUNG CODE .. 910-1"-M 
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3. ContraCt with. Mattix Management, me., '20590. (2Q2J 366-9721.. '. 
to support. TV /l.'s Chief Opemling Officer .' . : 
organizations. in strategi.c prog;rammatic areas .Dated. Septem~x: 10. ~9~. -
and management processes .. ' " \,." ... CJ:aaries~.H~cutt,: "., ':', .' 

.... 

DEPAR,""ENT OF TRANSPoRTATION 
4. Amendments to the Rules and . . Assistant SecretaryjorAviation.and- :. 

Regulations of the TVA Retirement ~ystem to . IntemationOl Affairs, ". ..'. ."" .. Federal Aviation Administration 

[Docket NO:,28683] allow vested members who ~IUDtarily leave IFR Doc. 96-23518 Filed g.:13-96; 8:45 am]' 
TVA employment between September 1. . '. " . 
1996. and September 30. 1991. to receive 
immediate retirement benefits, tegardless of 
age. '. , -" : 

5. Approval for the Chief Administrative 
Officer, or that officer's delegate. to negotiate 
and enter into a cooperative agreement with 
the University of Virginia." .-.' .. ' 

6. Approval ,for the Chief Administrati,:e 
Officer, or that officer's delegate. to neg~tiate 
and enter into Amendment No.1 to Contract 
No. TV-96619Vbetween TV/I. and the . 
University of Kentucky Research Foundation. 

For more information: Please call 
TVA Public Relations at (423) 632-'6000, 
Knoxville. Te~essee. Information is , 
.!so """.Hable at TV A's Washington 
Office (202) 898-2999. 

Dated: September '11.1996. 
Edward S. Christenbury. 
General COUnsel and Secretary. 
IFR Doc. 96-23753 Filed 9-12-96; 12:i3 pm! 
BlLUHG CODe 812()..08-M_--:; 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAnpN 

Office of the secretarY- .. , '~ , 
[Docket OST -96-1400; Order 96-9-13] '. 

Application of Maverick Airways 
Corporation for Issuance of New 
Certificate Authority . ," "." 

AGENCY: ~partment ofTransportation. 
ACTION: Notice of orde, to show cause., 

SUMMARY:Tbe ueparinient of "", 
Transportation is directing all'interested 
persons to'sliQw ceuse ~hy it sliou1ci '. 
not issue an order(lJ finding Maverick . 
Airways Corporation fit, willingiinid ' .. 
al;>le, and (2) aW,,!,ding it a, cel;tificate to 
engage in interstate'scheduled afr .. 
.transportation 'ofl'er~ns: PI9perty. and 
mail .. 'c.'" ". ;.' .. " .. .-.' .;, .... 

DATES: Pern.;'nsWishlng to file':" -' '-', . 
obje¢ons should do so no later than . - , 
September 20.;1996;""''':;'''' ':,<",-" : ~ 

,ADDRESSI;S: bbj!;.;ti9Jisand answers to',;' 
objections should be filed in Docket ". . 

'. . .: 

BlLUN? CODE 491~, 
Policy 'on Funding of Combined Part 
150 and Part 161 Studies and Analyses 

DEPARrMENT OF THE TREASURY 

[Treasu.'Y Order. Number101-07j 

'AGENCY:Federal Aviation 
Administration. DOT. 
ACTION: Policy statement . 

Delegation to the' DIrectOr. BUn)au of' SUMMARY: This document states the 
Engraving and Printing, for tile . -- Federal. Aviation Administration (FMJ 
Productlo!l of Currency Notes To Meet policy concerning the analysis of 
the Demands ~f the Federal Reserve proposed airport noise and access 
Banks; Alltit0rtty Del.egatlon restrictions under the req~ments of ' 
Dated: September 6.1996, . 14 ere part,161 and the eligfb!lity of . 

1. By virtua of the authority vested in such :malYSI~ for.Federal ~ding when 
the SecretaIy of the 'l)easnry. including com~m~~ :",th lalIJl?rt'noIse .. ' , 
the authority vested by 31 U.S.C. cem"atibility p!anlll1lg under 14 CFR 
321(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C. 416-420. I part.150. . " " 
hereby delegate·to the Director, Bureau. DATES: Yrus policy IS effective 
of Engraving and Printing; ("the . September 16. 1996 .. 
Director"): '" FOR FUR1IiER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

a. The authority and responsibility Mr, William ~: ~lbee~ Policy ",!d 
vested in the Secretary of the Treasnry Regulatory D'VlSIon (AEE-300), Office 
under 12 U.S,C. 418. through 420.. of Environment and·~~rgy. telephone 
related to the production of Federal (202) 267-3553, facsumle (2?2J 267- . 
Reserve notes. including the engraving ~594; or Ms. Lynne ~parks PlI::kard. 
of plates and dies, the printing of' ~n:u:'unity and En,,?,onmental.Needs 
Federal Raservenotes in such quantities DiVlSl?n (APP-<lOOJ, Office of Allport 
as may be required to supply'the' .... Planmng and Pr9~g. telephone 
Federal Reserve Banks, and the delivery (202) 267-3263. facsimile (202) 267- .' 
of Said notes to the Federal'Reserve . 8821. The address for both contacts is :. 
Baiu:s: SUch riotes are to·btl retained in FAA, 800 Independence Avenue, SW. ;: 

. the cnstody of the Birreau'ofEngraving' Washington. DC 20591. '.... . ... 
and Printing:,("the BureaU") while : ., SuPPLEMENTARY INFORMA';ON~ ; :. 
awaiting cinTeiicy shipment orders from ' .. --. , 
the Board of Governors of the Federal BackgJ;oWl,d 
Reserve System; and." .. ... , Titl.d4 CFR part 150 (part 1.50),' .. ," 

b. The Director sha)l.performthe ;. issued as an interim rule in 1981 and a:"· 
. function 6fverif'ying the inventory of. " final rule in 1985, implements the 
unissued stocks of Federill Reserve" '. former Aviation Safety and Noise , 
.notes each fiscal year and shall furnish-- , Abatement Act of 1979 (49 U.S,C. 4750i 
certified copies 'of th~ resultstci the "';' through 47509, hereinafter referred to as 
Boai:d of-GOvernors of the Federal' "' .. ,. ASNA).·Part 150 promotes', " '. " .. ,., 
Reserve System, the Co.miirlssioner of Coinprehiuisive·nciiSe. evaluation and 

. theFinancial Managemerit ServiCe, and mitigation and is. thel'rimaryp~ . 
th,j:Secretaiy;:· : ':.':;::". '. ""~'::' '. ':", .'.- : : under wbich.theFAA supptirts'lo,aU -." 

2. Th,;'Directqr may redelegat~ the·...· airport noise, compatibility pl~ and 
.authority·and ~$ponsibilitY delegatea.;: projects. Part 15Q is .: voluntliry'program 
h~rein ~ writing to 'an Ass~cia!e, _", :',-:', ')h~t an.ows8irj>ort ~erato':',t~>:p~p.are· 
Director of the 13ureau. '" :: ,: ,,;, " -- . nOIse exposure maps and to recomniend 

, ":'-' '.. '. ",. . , , ' ,-

~!.' ..••. _. 
":'.-



"~'._.:.:":' ;- -: .. - _ .; .• ~:.~:_,,~.::':~::':'" -.- .:' _ ":";"'-\r,;;~~,;,;::,;":-":"'~ ;--'.:::-~":'~'~J"",,,,::::=t..,-",:-'~~;!",,;':::;':.:.,..:;::;,. -;?":'.-:.\- ";'.j,~_\:: "'; .. ';' . .;:., : .;:.... "';~:.,;.;: •.• .::."':'-~ ·''''''i·,;.yr:;~i.~t:: .. ~: •. -:~.:,-·: ... '";:.~ 
/: ': '!!~728 ,;,.< .... c .. <F:~er:al ~er:,',:t.yok;,61dS·o?g"'P,,,1i{MOJlaay,~,sep.teI!'Qer:16,::i19.!l9;!l;1..~Q1i!<~!';;:~,.cil!:,."''',''; ';;';"'1;: .. ~-- :.-. -. ... '. .. ..... ...• .. .'.- . . . , ." 

". 

;,;i:d~:~:=ci~~i;i~2.~··~7:t:~~i!.~ii;;t:::;:>;§· ::~r£~i~~::!%S~~ 
compatible land uses. Airport·onei'ators·· ....... ""· .. ~~'.,...;.I ... ; ~ ~..r.:::~=:"'l~ :.._.:_u_ ...... .l._ ~ nrescribed for an initial studv in . .' .: ::-. C! 

. lin ",..."..~ '(Alp' ,\. ---------. ---- '----J ----. . h" ed th . .3D;aIYsi';' .. 
AiIp?r; p,?vement~ '~"'-. . . J, .,.::, ; .un!:liaijged, AniStriCtion should m; .. ' .. " w en .mtegr,it .. lI(i a part 150 ., '"""'!? 
fu-ndi,;,g fo~ lll!Porl nOIse ",?",patibility. "' .. considered owy as .. ~hist resort whil!t all . planmng study m no:way n;p~sents an 

. pl'?"'ll'g ( •. e., the .pre~ti'!l1;()f;th.e~ .. c,".,. otherniitigatiOiJ..~easures are'.;::, .::,.. :.. F M elldo~ment of a .restri~on or of., 
nOlse-."'fP!'~ maps and !he lJ.1!lSfJ ;.,':_:' 'ciinadequate--to .satisfactoPly address the any ~si!1ts of suchan _1,Ys!s. All'. .: ".': 
. co~patib!lity programl."!ld.for l)0l~.·., . problem and a'restriction is the only _ \ . fu,;,ding ~pports the FAIl; s mtex:est''!-T
pro~ (l.e.! ~easures.aI!I!roved byfueremaining option that conld provide- ... a.ngorous part 161 analysIs! ",hen an. ' 
F~ m a nOIse compatibllity program). '. noise relief. With. limited statUtory'- . auport operator.h;>s de~ennmed to. ,c.,. 

'. T.t1eYH;FR part ~.61 (part 161), ... ,.: exceptions, all airport use restric;tion " prepare such an analys~s; supports th~ 
.lSsued: asa final rule SeJiltember ~5, . 'proposals muSt comply with the : ,.... cOl;cept of <:<>mprehe,,:,,!ve ~d ~anced 
. 1991, ~.~ellts the AiIpqrt ~OlS!, 8l).d requirements "fpart 161, including a.-. nOls~.p}annmg and ml!lgation, Wlth,-·. 
Capacty A~ (49 U.S.c.. 47521 t!!fough, rigorous analysi ... ·' ..... ':: . " .'. .... restrictions ~ last resort measures; and 
47533; h~remafter ref!>rred to a~ ANCA);,' . When an airport operator deCides to suppo>:s Ih:e lSSU.ance of part 150 
ena~edllq990. p~ 16~ .co~!ams.-:. ~"'. propose an airport noisirand access' .,,' de~ennmatiolls as a facet .of .FAA ." 
requrrementsgoy.~nll~g mrp~~.nolSe ':'. restriction subje~t!o the requirements of gUl(iance.on Stage 2 restriction.. . 
and ~c~ssr:;Stri~ons (~so ~~ "!!se part 161, the FAA encourages that proposals. . ...... .... . 
restrictions, !,r sunply :restriction~ .).. airport.operatorto iIitegrate its part.161 Theabove elill'b.~ty.cntena do not. 
Pax: 161 req?-""s analYSlS.and-Jilublic analysis into a co.Dl'prehensive part·150. ·gu:mmtee AlP fun~g: If a proposed . 
. notice ofnOlse and access re~trictions.... . study which firstaruuyZeS in detail' .'- .- no.se ~raccess.re~ction wonld,on.ts 
propos!"i to be~ adopted by auport-· ...... . nonrestrictive measures to niitigate:.. ~ace, ",;olate ""!sting law or be . 
operato~ .. Sections 161.211 an? 161.321 noise, and then anaIyze$ the proposed.. mC':>USlstent WIth other.p?w~rs an.d .. 
allow auport'operatars the optlon'of .' restriction as'a IaSt.reSorl to address a: duties of the FAA Admm'strator, .t 
iIitegrating a p:m.161 analysis fora .,' . no~se probleni'not mitigated by iIle ._. would ,,:ot be!=ded.f?r study in 
proposed restriction on Stage 2 and ... ' other measures;' . ...... ."". ..... connection WIth a part. 150 study. . 
Stage 3 ~ft, res!""'lively, with'a part . For Stage 2 reStricti.o;is,whlCh are riot Additi~nallY' all till' ~ding ~ec~sions 
150 planmng study. In th?, p!'P.amble to . 'subject to FAA approval under. part.-161, . are subject to an est?blis~e~ p,?-Gnty 
Pax: 161, FAlfstates that the p~ 150' the FAA strongly encourages airport system and to p~ctical ~.tations ~n . 
op~on does m~ Fede~l financal . '. operators who have .elected t9 iIitegrate , the amounts of l1)one~ ,,-vallable dunng 

. assIstance aVallable te 3lrp?rt:opera!o,:" a part 161 analysis intG a part 150 ~udy the fiscal year. .... '.. '.. . 
to analyze a proposed restriction." This to await the F AA:s determinations. . 'Issued in Washington, DC on September 6, 
statem?n~ ",,:o~ that a part.16~ .,:. underpart 150 bE!fore adopting a Stage. 1996.'- . .-~ .. , -.' . . 
.~alysls,s ~Ii!!,ble forAIP funding.f ., 2 restriction. The FAA's part 150·.. David R. Hillson, .. , ....... . 

, mcluded Wlthin· the scope of a part 150 deterniinatiolls may provide valuable Administrator: ,_ 
planning st;udy. f\.part 161 analysis is .. iIisight to. the'a!rPort operator regardbig . [FR noc: 9&=23579 Filed !H3-96: 8:45 am] 
not otherWIse eliglble.ior Federal the proposed restri'ction's coDSl'stenc:y ..... . 
'. - _ . - . BlWNG CODE 491o-13-M 

funding:.: . . .. ·with existing laws and·the pOsition of . .- . 
In 1995, an airport first proposed to the FAA witll Il'Spect to. !he restriction. 

iIiclude'a 'part 161 analysis of proposed This <mcou,ragement was explicitly . . 
use restrictions a part'of an update to'its stated in the preamb.ie t9. part.161 (~ 

'. ~-

Aviation RUlemakin!IAd;,;sory 
Committee Meeting. '. " 

· part ~5? study. The ~AA A:>sociated-,:" !'i6 FR 48669, September.25;19.91). . • . . . 
Admlnlstrator for AiIports .ssued a :. Federal fun,ding through the AlP . . -AGEN?~.l'ed:eral AVla.?on .... 
letter' on December 14, 1995, to explain conforms to the.legal authorizations'. Admm.stration, DOT .. 
when a part 161 analysi~ may be eligible established·by AS/IIAandsupports the ACTl.ON: Notice of public' meeting .. 

c';' 

for AlP. funding through optional use of. FAA:s.objectives underANCA: In order . . .. :".... ..... ,. ". ..' 
part 150. This.letter has been" ,':,,:,:'. .:' to be,eligible for. AlP funding, a part i61 S~ARY. T!"s notice ann~unce.s ": _ 
niisinterpreted l;ly so~eparti8\' as ..analysis must be prep....,d within tl!e .'. public m?"ting o~the FAA s 1'v.atio~ 
announcing a ~ge m FAA policy comprehensiveno.i~ planning .. ",- R!11emaking AdVl~ory C,?mm.ttee to ,: 
<:oncerniIig imp?s~tion of airport noise framework established by part 150 .. ft . .- __ ;. discuss ,:"to~,-"~'lUes, curre~t --:--.. ' 
?"d.acces;; resll?-ctions.Jhe.FAA is: . p.art 161 "!'alysis ,ma!.~ eligible:w.,. / :~ml=-~ ~~:?Il~' -?"d ~tUf" a,~~tiecs 
~um~. ~lSpO!'CY statementto ~fy ,:. 8lrportnOlse .compatib.lity p}~nl:!illg Iht . ·P.·f "., .",.,". c,: ' --;. .... .. ...... ' 
lts pos.tion.;. ..... . . , . ;,' '. is included within,the scope of worK of . DATES •. The meeting wIll be held on .. ,,--, 
Nolice'ofFAAPolic' , ...... :,........ , .a part 150 plaruiiug'sllldy, Alternatively, October 3, ~ll96, 9 a.m.-1~ noon: ". ',' 
". <.CC., .; ... , r .... :_ ,"".' :." .", .. ';' :.'.:,. '" . a part.161.anaIysis.may jJe eligible as a.' Arrange,!"r oral p!'e-5~n~",.oll.~ .bYf."" 

·.Accordingly,the FAAjsJ'0.rmalIY0,.,· . .- noise projectiQt'l!!ee~,theJol\o~in.ll.:':' '1leptemDeq~,}:9?~< .. ,:. :i""': .~, :); 
nabIying airport .. o~rators, airport .'.J .. ~ c~,:ul~tionS:. m !(is. recomipe'lded,' ADDR~:r)le. meeting ",m be held,J.ri 

· users,. aDd;>!!. otl!er lD:te~stedi.'eE"0'ls.of . mp.e. aup0!1.fl~rato(s.part.150: .: '.' . '; the !Da!!! ~9nferep.ce room_of the .. .:::.-3CO 
· th.e~~,pol!cy,~Ii.cemmg tf-e;,'" .... ;"ii" -.. program as fjl,rt!J.~r:.st"-c:Iy..nec~ to:Helicop~er Association,}ntemationa], :,;, 

elill'b.lity"f,II!l!\lys's .of!"stnct'!,n~,,,,:,,, . address a noise<;ompati~i~ty p\"!,~lem:; ; .. ' ,1635 p~"",.~b~~.~!ip:~~ y'1).:2.~?!<1: . 
. 'Il,Ilde!:parJ;}61.fq~.F,:dl!Ial. !"=~g,,,!:,,,, .. beyo!,d j:h~~~ ()!!he.'l1~ti~I,p,!",: 150 2811,1,,5:"':";;':'''''' :""""".'::'."'> . ,...: .... "< 
when accomphS,b.-edlll,<;,-,nJullt:l!Qn)~I,~h': study; (2) .t meets part 150 appro~aL" _ . FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr: 
prepara~,?~ flf!"', ~iFP()i1..",oise,;;:,:,~.;,,!, ·Criieriaana..J~.iipp.mved jliii1er pai-fi5,O.;. ·.~i4 !figgH\bpth~~qW~' ()G~~;· :;,:'-:~: 

· compatI~iJ,i,tx p'!'~,~a.~r.p~~_~I!';:'i':.for further.s~)l~y;"":"U~Lth.tp.ar!}151~~:i,;;Il:i)lelll~g'~4P:sr.af't,~.~ifpo~:R,iP-~s..::~ . .' .'. .. .. .' '. . - --. .,' ....... , '-, •... '-~~.-" 



{"~' 
Fe~ei:aI.~egister I.Y.~_1: _ 61, No:_180. (Mon&y,September :i6;\9~6 '/. Notfri~r . . . '. '.' .... . -~87~9~ 

,.:-.-----, ...... ~.~ ..... ~-'.- •...... --.. ---".- ......••.. , '.' .- .... ~- •. ~,.<.,. - .... -
:Division, A-RM':200, -800 Independence:'": 158 of tlieFederal A ~':tion Regwations . seiVJ,cing-Bernn:gharii-Internatiil~al;:" .', 
'Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591.: -- ,(14 CFR Part 158). - -, -Airport with aircraft with less than 10-
.telephone (202) 267-3498.-',._ _ DATES:'COImllentsmust be received on 'seats, aild not exceeding '1 % oftheitotal,', 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATIoN: The .. ' or before October 16, 1996. passengers.' --: ,- ." ',' " ,'-

_ referenced meeting is announced '_ 'ADDRESSES: Comments on this - •. ; Ally person may inspect the- ' "; ,', 
pursuantto section'10(a)(2) of the, -. _ ,'>Pplicaiion1l\ay be mailed or delivered _ applicatiOn¥> person at the FAA ~ffiCe', 
Federal AdvisoryCommittee_At:!., __ ', _ in tJ::i-plicate to the I'AA,a! the ~ollowing listed above ,under FOR FURTHER 
(Pub. L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. m.,Tbe address: J. Wade Bryant, Manager; , INF?RMATI~N CONTACT and at the F AA-
agenda will include:, ' _ Seattle Airports_ Dislrict Office, SEA- - ,. reglOnai ~?rts offic~ I?"ate?- at: 
1. Presentation of the s.tatus""repohs on each ADO; ~ederal Aviation AdJ:rinistration; Federal A Vlation-A.dmini~tration •. - -

of the tasks listed below: ' ' - 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Smte 250; N?~west Mountain RegIOnal, Airports , 
a. Harmonization of MiscellaneOus Renton, Washington 98055-4056. . DiVlS10~. ~-60Q, 1,,01 Lind Ave~ue . 

RotorcraftRegulations. _ ,In addition, one copy of any " SW, Swte 540, Renton, WA 98055-- ' 
b. Critical parts. comments submitted to the F AA"must' 4056. 
c. Perfonnance and Handling (Nalities -' be mailed or delivered to Larry In addition; any person may,upon 

Requirements. Woodbury, Director of Aviation, of the request, inspect the application, notice 
d. Class D Extemal Loads ,:. -' Port of Bellirigham althe following , and other documents germane to the 
e. Normal Category Gross, )ATe1gbt and' address: Port of Bellingham, Bellingham ,application in person at the Port of 

Passenger issues In . al Airp' Mi ch 11 Bellin h' -' 
2: Introduction of Mr. John D. Swihart, Jr.. ternation,. ort,4255 t e g am. ',.- : 

who will assume the position of the .' Way'. #2. ~ellingh·am. vyA 9.8226.. Issued in Renton. Washington o~ 
ARAC Assistant Chair-for Rotorcraft . Air earners and forel~ 8ll' cam.ers September 6. 1996. . 

'Issues·on October 4.1996. may submit copies of written com.m~nts : David A. Field, 

AttendaD.ce is open to the public but 
will be limited to the space available. 
The public must make arrangements by 
September 18, 1996, to p;-esent oral 
statements at the meeting .. Written 
statements may be presented to the __ 
committee at any time by prc.:ding 16 
copies to the Assistant CIutir or by 
providing the copies to him at the 
meeting. In addition. sign and oral 
interpretation. as ~ll as a listening 
device. can be made available at the 
meeting if requested 10 calend-ar days' 
before the !Deeling. Anai"lgements may 
be made by contacting the person listed 
under the heading FOR FURTHEF! 
INFORMATION CONTACT.' , 

Issued in Fort Worth. Texas, on September 
6,1996. 

Thomas E. Archer,' 
Acting Assistant Executi~ Director for 
Rotorcraft Issues. Aviation Rulemaking 
Advis01J' Committee. ',.', . 
[FR Doc. 96--23580 FlJed 9-13-96; 8:45 am] 
BlLUHG CODE 491D-13-M . 

- -
Notice of Intent To Rule on Application 
(#9EHl~O-BLi) ToJmpese and Use 
.theRevenue From a Passe"ger I'acility 
Charge (!,FC) at Bellingham _ 
Intematlomil Airport, Submitted by the 
Port of Bellingham, Bellingham, VIA -

AGENCY: Federal Aviation, 
Administration (FAA). DO,],. 
ACTION: Notice of intent to rule on 
application. 

SUMMARY: The FAA propoSes t~ rule and 
invite~public comment on the· 
application to impose and use ~e' 
revimue from a PFC at Bellingham 
International Airport,under the ' 
'provisions of 49 U.S.~,,40117 and Part 

pre,?ously provided to. the Port of . Manager .. Planning, Programming and 
Bellingham under section 158.23 of Part Capacity Branch. Northwest Mountain 
158.-.' Region. '. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: [FR DoC. 96-23672 Filed 9-13-96; 8,45 am] 
Ms. Mary Vargas, (206) 227-2660:
Seattle Airports District Office, SEA-

BlUING CODE 491G-13-M 

ADO; Federal Aviation Administration; _ _ 
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Suite 250; , Notice of Intent To, Rule on Application 
Renton, WA,98055-4056. The ' (9fHl2~SP) To Impose and Use 

'-.applicationmay be reviewed in person the Revenue From a Passenger Facility 
at this same location. Charge (PFC) at Long Island 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA MacArthur Airport, Islip, NY 

AGENCY:"Federai Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of intent to rule on
application. 

proposes to rule and invites public 
comment on the application !#96-03-C
OO-BLl) to impose and use the revenue 
from a PFC at Bellingham International 
Airport under the-provisions of 49' 
U.~.C 40117 an~Part 158 'of tjle l'ederal SUMMARY: The FAA proposes to rule and 
AVlation Regulations (14 CFRPan 158). invites public comment on the 

On S~ptember 6, 1996,.the. FAA application to iinpose and use the 
?etennmed that the application to revenue from a PFC at Long Island -
llllpO~ and use the, reve~ue from a pFC MacArtburAirport tmder ,th6 provisions 
sub~tted by Port ?f Bellingham, of the Aviation Safety and Capacity 
Bellingh~, Washington,. w~s Expansion Act of 1990 (Title IX of the 
substantially complete.W1thin the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
requirel;!1ents of ~ction '158.25 of Part 1990) (public Law 101-508) and Part ' 
1?8. Tbe FAA will a.I'pr~ve?r 158 of the Federal AViation Regulations 
pisapprove the application, lD whole or (14 CFR Part 158). " 

,lD part, no later than December 14, ,- '- - ' . -, '. 
1996. '. DATES: Comments mllst be receIved on 

The following is a brief overview of or before October, 16, 19.96. . 
the application.' _ ' , ADD~ESS.ES: Comments: on thIS, : 

revelo/the proposedPFC: 53-.00. ~pp~ca.tion may be mailedor dehve,:"d; 
Proposed charge effective date: ..--' lD lriplicate to the FAA at the followmg 

January 1,1997.' '- - , address: Philip Brito, Manager New' 
Proposed charge expiration date: York Ajrports District Office, 600 Old 

December 31,,1998. - Country Rqad, Room 446, Garden City, 
Total estimated PFC revenue: New York 11530. -- ' 

$734,136.00.' In addition, one copy pf any . '" 
. 'Brief description of proposed comments submitted to the FAA ,must· ',' 

project{s): Part'150 Land AcquiSition be mailed or delivered to Mr. Ralph L., 
Program; aild Alpha Taxiway,Pull-Out " Hensel, Airport Manager for the County -
onNortb (Construction and design). ' of Clinton, New York; at the following 
.- Clciss ,orclossesof <iir carriers which : addreSs: q:unton Cqunty Airport, 198 
the public agency hos requested not be, AirpPrt ROad; Plattsburg, New York' -,' 

._,requiredtocollectPFCs:Carriers ,,' - 12901 .• -- • : .. '-, , ... --
. . _.? - ...•• --





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

Re: 9-25-96 Noise Meeting 

Ms. McNees, 

October 9, 1996 

1. There is doubt that jet pilots will consistently abide by suggested 
operational procedures. 

2. There is doubt that floatcraft operators are capable to use or will 
use operational procedures to effectively reduce flyover noises. 

A) They may compromise pilot safety or alleged pilot safety. 
B) Following operational suggestions are only suggestions. 
C) The FAA training and policy are geared to quantity of 

operations, not quality (quieter) operations. 
D) GA floatcraft pilots have not abided by the very numerous (too 

numerous to monitor) suggestions in GA Update Bulletins handed 
out during the last 7 years by AlA that relate to GA 
operational procedures to reduce noise. 

E) GA floatcraft pilots often justify noise abuse based upon 
longevity of abuse (how long they have been flying over family 
abusing with their own 'family or their trophy hunter buddies 
masked by the cockpits). 

F) GA floatcraft pilots tend to justify abuse on the GA 
statement, "We were here first" (i'.e., being here first 
justifies current abuse and addition of more instruments of 
abuse to fly over and abuse family and elderly). 

G) Spenard-Hood was deemed to be an airport. Therefore AlA is 
deemed to continue current abuse and add more abuse by adding 
more on base parking, more lease lots and more ramps, etc., is 
airminded thinking. 

H) Floatcraft flying is a sport! Therefore neighborhood needs, 
family parenting time during summer outdoor time is 
insignificant or zero is airminded thinking. 

I) A jet makes more noise than a floatcraft, therefore a 
floatcraft noise is insignificant or zero in airminded 
thinking. 

In the 9-25-96, Noise Committee meeting a topic discussed was 
operational procedures to reduce noise. I believe that a plan to reduce 
floatcraft noise based on operational procedures will be no more than a 
trial or experimental plan that will not achieve what is needed because 
there are too many summertime operations, too many larger small 
aircraft, and a floatcraft airmen mind set that will keep it from 
working. 

1eJ.-dP /l.v~ 
Will Walker 
Spenard CC Airport Watch 
4206 Northwood 
Anchorage, AK 99517 



October 4, 1996 

Ms. Peggy McNees 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Ak 99519-6960 

Dear Ms. McNees: 

In regards to our conversation the other day, I am very concerned about the degree of aircraft noise over 
the Eagle River'area that is originating from Anchorage International Airport. I have lived in this area 
for 22 years and it used to be a much quieter community. The reason most people move to this area is for 
the quiet atmosphere. Why else would people chose to commute at least 30 minutes to emplayment? I 
have actuaily been using ear plugs at uight to get a decent night's sleep lately in my own home. r think 
there is something wrong with this picture. I am primarily aware of aircraft at 10:30 and 1l:00 P.M and 
again at 2:30 and 3:00 A.M. periodically through 7:30 A.M. Yesterday I was aware that at 7:00 A.M. 
there was one aircraft after another for about four flights. The noise was practically continuous and one 
would have had to be in a coma to sleep through it. 
I realize that the airport has had increasing traffic volume over the years. However, I question the 
necessity of present flight patterns. Most flights take off to the north. I understand that many then angle 
east to go through a flight corridor between Eagle River and Peters Creek. Why do they redirect over 
residential communities? And at very inconvenient times when the majority of people would be trying to 
sleep? I am not happy with this situation and would request that the management at Anchorage 
International Airport rethink these times and flight patterns to accomodate people who have invested 
money in a community for peace and quiet and the ability to relax. Is it really necessary or have you just 
not had sufficient complaints yet? I would be happy to petition. Please respond. 

Sincerely, '-

C:. ''\.\;~K~\'~"\;~ 
Chris Anderson 
19220 McCrary Rd. 
Eagle River, Ak 99577 



November 21, 1996 

Ms. Peggy McNees 
Development Director 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT/PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 

l)eW ;1I#.19/19fb 

//MJ tiLt~cI@ 
4211 Bridle Circle f7tc. lW., 
Anchorage, Alaska 99517 

RE: ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT JET NOISE LOG 

DearM~s: fe'J~ 
Attached is the information I logged regarding Anchorage International Airport (AlA) following 
our phone conversation on August 1, 1996. If you'll recall, after I expressed to you that my 
neighborhood was experiencing jet noise at an unprecedented leve1- in frequency, loudness 
and vibrating rnmble - you suggested that I keep a log for a two-week period, noting when I 
heard loud jet noise at my home (4211 Bridle Circle). 

Many apologies for not getting this formally submitted to you until now. While I diligently 
started the attached log the evening after we talked over the phone on Aug. 1, 1996, and contin
ued until August 17, 1996, I wanted to write a cover letter to clarify or expound on the attached 
information before turning it in. 

Items t~ Note With Regard to the Attached Noise Log: 

.. The dates and times noted when jet noise occurred is NOT INCLUSIVE of the total amount 
of jet noise experienced in this neighborhood between August 1 and August 17, 1996, and is 
not meant to be a total representation in any way. 

.. Jet noise that occurred at 4211 Bridle Circle between August 1 and August 17, 1996, but was 
not logged, is due to a number of practical reasons: 
- I did not log jet noise every time I heard it; I only logged jet noise I considered highly 

annoying/disturbing in terms of length, noise level and vibrating rumble. 
- I was not home at the time the noise occurred; 
- I was asleep at the time the noise occurred; 
- It was not convenient for me to log the noise (did not have paper andlor 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.) 

- I experienced a certain amount of disorientation during those times when I was woken up 
by jet noise and/or gunshot noise and may have logged an inaccurate time, but at the 
most, the difference would only be by a matter of minutes. 

.. Although there were differences in the characteristics of the jet noise noted in this log, the 
noise most typically had the following traits: 
- The fITSt part of the jet noise had an intense high-pitched scream/roar that lasted approxi

mately 20 to 25 seconds. It was followed by up to approximately 40 seconds of a lower, 
prolonged thunder/rumble. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this log. While I do not expect you or other AlA staff to 
look up every noted rime and date and coronate 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 n(lwly completed extension of the North-South run
way are the cause of this unprecedented jet noise in west Turnagain. Whatever the conclusion, 
AlA 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, 

/a1<-~c1~ 
Cathy Gleason 



ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT JET TAKEOFF NOISE LOG 
by Cathy L. Gleason (Request for log documentation by Peggy McNees August 1. 1996) 

All recordings were made at 4211 Bridle Circle in the Turnagain Neighborhood 

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug. 1 8:13 p.m. insidelwindows closed Aug. 2 8:45a.m. outside 

10:00 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:00 a.m. outside 

10:58 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:15 a.m. outside 

Aug. 2 12:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:30a.m. outside 

12:34 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:45a.m. insidelwindows open 

12:50 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:55 p.m. insidelwindows open 

12:58 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1:00 p.m. outside 

1 :02 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :05 p.m. outside 

1 :04 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :10 p.m. outside 

1 :09 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1:30p.m. insidelwindows open 

1:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :32 p.m. insidelwindows open 

1:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :35 p.m. insidelwindows open 

1 :22 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:10 p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:10a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:30p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:21 a:m. in bedroomlwindow open 3:20p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:25a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 3:21 p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:29 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 3:32p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:36 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 4:00 p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:39a.m. in bedroomlwindow operi 7:18 p.m.' outside 

7:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 7:23p.m. outside 

7:48a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 7:23p.m. outside 

7:56a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:05p.m. insidelwindows open 

7:58a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 11 :38 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug. 3 12:21 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:02a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:06a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:30 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:08a.m. in bedroom/window open 12:36 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:50 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:15 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:18 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :05 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:21 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :10 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:24 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :24 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

8:30 a.m. outside 1 :26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:33a.m. outside 1:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:36a.m. outside 4:50a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

8:38a.m. outside NOISE WOKE ME UP 



Gleason Noise Log - page 2 

DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug.3 4:52a.m .. in bedroomlwindows closed Aug. 4 9:43a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

5:00 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:46a.m. in bedroom/window open 

5:56a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 9:49a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:51 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 9:59a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 10:05 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:25a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:27 p.m. insidelwindows open 

9:32a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:30 p.m. insidelwindows open 

9:37a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 2:51 p.m. insidelwindows open 

2:52p.m. insidelwindows open 3:02 p.m. insidelwindows open 

2:59p.m. insidelwindows open 3:07p.m. insidelwindows open 

Aug.4 12:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:30p.m. insidelwindows open 

12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:42p.m. inside/Windows open 

1 :07 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:44p.m. insidelwindows open 

1 :41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 3:45 p.m. insidelwindows open 

1:45 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 5:46p.m. insidelwindows closed 

1:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:19 p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:35 p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:04a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:28 p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:32p.m. insidelwindows closed 
2:12 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:34p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:16 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:37p.m. insidelwindows closed 

~:44a.m. in. bedroom/windows closed 9:02p.m. insidelwindows closed 

2:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:22p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:04a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:58p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:31 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 10:01 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:39 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:03 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
3:43 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:16 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
8:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:20 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
8:56a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:24 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:03 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:44 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 11 :06 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:24a.m. in bedroom/window open 11 :17 p.m. insidelwindows closed 
9:35a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug.S 12:25 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
9:37 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:49 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
9:40a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
9:42 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 1 :02 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 
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DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug. 5 1 :04 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed Aug. 7 3:02a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:09 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:19 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed NOISE WOKE ME UP 

9:21 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:27a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:35 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:31 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:46 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:34a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 12:52 p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:22 a.m. insidelwindows open 3:06 p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:45 a.m. insidelwindows open 11 :19 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :57 a.m. insidelwindows open 11 :27 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

1 :18 p.m. insidelwindows open 11 :42 p.m .. in bedroomlwindow open 

1 :21 p.m. insidelwindows open Aug. 8 12:13 a.m. in bedroom/window open 

7:13 p.m. insidelwindows closed 12:37 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:28 p.m. insidelwindows closed . 6:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

Aug. 6 6:14a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:47a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:27a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 8:07a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:29a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:54 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11 :08 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:43a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11 :11 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:48a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:25p.m .. insidelwindows closed 

8:52a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 11 :55 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:55a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed Aug. 9 12:03 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

12.48 p.m. outside 4:01 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

1 ;11 p.m. outside 5:38a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

1 :18 p.m. outside 5:45a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

1 :40 p.m. outside 7:00a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:00p.m. outside GUNSHOT NOISE 

2:55p.m. insidelwindows open WOKE ME UP 

3:13 p.m. insidelwindows open 7:14a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

3:26p.m. insidelwindows open 8:49a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

3:37p.m. insidelwindows open 10:42 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

4:15 p.m. insidelwindows open 11 :48 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:22p.m. inside/windows closed 1 :23 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:24p.m. inside/windows closed 6:40 p.m. insidelwindows closed 

10:22 p.m. insidelwindows closed 7:53p.m. insidelwindows closed 

Aug. 7 1:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 8:32p.m. insidelwindows closed 
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DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug.9 8:50p.m. insidelwindows closed Aug. 12 6:46 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

11 :41 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:52 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

Aug. 10 3:11 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 6:57a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

4:24a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 7:07a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

5:06a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

5:25a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 7:26a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

5:32a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:46p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

5:38 a.m.· in bedroomlwindows closed 2:56 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

5:41 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 3:01 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:06 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:21 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

9:40a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:15 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

1:08 p.m. insidelwindows open 11 :16 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

1 :33 p.m. insidelwindows open Aug. 13 12:31 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

1 :59 p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :37 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:01 p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :40 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

2:55p.m. insidelwindows open 1 :47 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

3:13 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :53 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

3:28 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :58 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

3:49p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

3:59 p:~ in bedroomlwindows closed 2:17 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

4:19 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:48a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

4:24p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 2:51 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

4:43p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 5:13a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

4:48 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 9:59a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

5:10 p.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 10:04 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

5:52p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1 :42 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

5:55p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1 :28 p.m. outside 

9:24 p.m. insidelwindows closed 1 :57 p.m. outside 

9:37p.m. insidelwindows closed 11 :52 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

Aug. 12 12:20 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed Aug. 14 12:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

12:53 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 12:39 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:14 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 12:41 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

NOISE WOKE ME UP 12:58 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:24a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1 :15 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:40 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 1 :26 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:43a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 1 :28 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 
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DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. DATE TIME ADDITIONAL INFO. 

Aug. 14 1 :32 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug. 16 4:56 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

1 :36 a.m. in bedroom/window open 7:16a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

1 :41 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open GUNSHOT NOISE 

1 :44 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open WOKEMEUP 

2:03a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 4:57p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

2:07a.m. in bedroomlwindow open Aug. 17 12:06 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:08a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:18 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:14a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 12:20 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:49 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

2:52a.m. in bedroomlwindow open I END OF LOG 

2:55p.m. insidelwindows open 

10:44 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:46 p.m. in bedroomlWindow open 

10:48 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

10:59 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :06 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :09 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :12 p.m. in bedroom/window open 

11 :49 p.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

Aug. 15 2:58a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:05 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

NOISE WOKE ME UP 

6:07a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:10 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

6:13 a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:46a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:55a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

8:58a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

9:06a.m. in bedroomlwindow open 

11 :06 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

11 :52 p.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

. Aug. 16 12:04 a.m . in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:19 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:23 a.m. in bedroom/windows closed 

12:26 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 

12:38 a.m. in bedroomlwindows closed 





Peggy McNees, Noise/Planning 
Diane Barth, Leasing 
Anchorage International Airport 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 

Ms. McNees and Ms. Barth, 

November 19, 1996 
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The purposes of this letter are to clarify my concept of bundling, 
mentioned to Peggy McNees following the 11/13/96 GA workshop, and 
some concepts about floatcraft leasing. 

The floatcraft noise is bundled into a 3 to 5 month season. The 
operations rob the prime outdoor time (warm summer days) from the 
elderly who are closed in during the winter. Also the float 
operations are abusive to the family parenting process during prime 
parenting time (every summertime weekend day and holiday 7AM to 
10PM and every evening hour 5PM to 10PM) during the summertime 
season which is prime outdoor time for summertime parenting at 
home. The number of weekend and eveningtime prime parenting time 
hours (when parents are home with children) per week may total more 
than 55 hours. The pilots are disruptive during these hours when 
they wish, how they wish, where they wish, with what they wish, as 
many times as they wish without accountability to anyone because 
they can say the magic word, safety, and that settles the case 
whether the magic word is truth or lie. The magic word discourages 
complaints because complaining does no good and causes persons who 
work for a more civilized city (one where accountability is used to 
civilize) to move out of low income areas of a city and others to 
move in and out. This is called neighborhood turnover. It causes 
turnover in elementary school classrooms which reduces 1) 
achievement test scores and 2) diversity, which includes children 
reared by family controlled environments. The parents of these 
children and their Owll children are very impori:ant relative to 
development of learning skills, personal and social relationship 
skills, voluntary compliance and ci viIi ty , which includes 
accountability. 

Having covered the topic of bundling, which mayor may not relate 
to Part 150, and since Part 150 is a part not a whole, I will 
present some alternatives which are not related to Part 150. 

Some alternatives for consideration to reduce noise, improve human 
comfort and child development needs in low income areas, i.e., 
Spenard and part of Turnagain. 

1) Raise floatcraft permit leases to increase pilot withdrawals 
from leases. Do not re-lease them. 

~ 
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2) Cause the rate of turnover in permit leases and the rate. of 
turnover in Spenard to approach equality. The turnover in 
Spenard is more than 50% every 5 years. 

3) When there are lease turnovers, lease to smaller small 
aircraft. 

4) Given that a two-~eated aircraft permit costs $1080 ($540 per 
seat per year) then $540 per seat could be the base line for 
permit holders who park larger aircraft (a socio-economic or 
city way of thinking that relates to asset value to produce 
revenues to serve the abused neig~horhood). 

5) When 
a) 
b) 

a person drops his permit lease, consider the following: 
Don't re-lease it until year 2012. 
No person should hold a permit longer than 5 years so 
more pilots could have a spot on the lake during their 
lifetime (share fairly). 

6) No charter leasing could reduce the size of aircraft which fly 
over residential areas. 

7) Relocate repair shop leasing outside of Anchorage. Repaired 
aircraft do circular and touch-and-go operations over 
Anchorage to test the aircraft after repairs. 

8) Competitive leasing to get more money to regenerate values of 
property in low income areas degenerated' by larger small 
aircraft, too many operations, excessive summertime floatcraft 
bundling, and too little turnover in leasing. 

9) Consider shorter leases and less area on lease lots. 

(Civility is based on voluntary compliance and accountability in a 
municipali ty. ) 
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will wg~ker 
Spenard CC Airport Watch" 
Spenard CC Representative 
Friend of the civilized 
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January 17, 1997 

Diane Barth 
I //1 7' <-
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Chief of AlA Leasing 
Anchorage International Airport 

Ms. Barth, (jxja-,.L;'1 /I1Y5'J,;ddM'P"-' "':}" FCdl-t" rd~t Lns ~ IJfulcJt!"(f'-~..) 
Response to January 7, 1997 Floatcraft Tiedown Workshop. I here 
remind DOT/AlA that: 

1. There are too many permit leases (wet dock, dry dock or any 
other name given to permits). 

2. There are too many acres leased out to lot holders to park 
floatcraft on. 

3. There are too many ramps to facilitate floatcraft movement 
into the water and into the air to abuse with noise. 

4. ,There are too many floatcraft airmen who evidently think there 
are not other flight alternative. 

5. There are too many larger small floatcraft at Spenard-Hood. 

6. There are too many lifetime permit holders. 

7. There are too many lease lots that were let too long (beyond 
10 years). 

8. There-are too many floatcraft operation in and-out of Spenard
Hood and over residential area during prime parenting time in 
the summer and prime outdoor time for the elderly during the 
summer. 

Current Leasing 

The current leasing system re-leases permit tiedowns when they 
terminate. We need a leasing system that doesn't do that. We need 
to subtract to reduce on base floatcraft p~ r j(.ing, not add. During 
the year permits expire, the airport should have the power to not 
re-issue permits and leave some spots vacant whether they are on 
water or land. (There are alternative uses for water and land that 
are less abusive than floatcraft.) 

The DOT tAlA Should Have a Goal 

Through leasing reduce the on base floatcraft parking, and/or 
the number of floatcraft operation to what they were before the 
five fingers were put in. The residential population is up. Get 
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the floatcraft operations down. Throughout about the last half
century the DOT/AlA outcry has been. The population is up. Get 
more instruments of abuse up and dumb down and dominate persons in 
the neighborhood, i.e., mother, civilized father, children and the 
elderly. Goal: The popUlation is up compared to the 1950's and 
1960's. Get the too many operations down. 

Pontius Floatcraft Pilotry 

1. Keep the lifetime lease. Keep the current abuse. Keep on 
sprouting- short term residents with no vested interest in 
Spenard's future, i. e., the best way for you to be a good 
neighbor to the airport is to move out. Call up FAA and tell 
them to buy (your house) you out. 

2. We were here first. Being here first gives us the right to 
abuse. I don't care what the law says. 

3. We have been flying out of here for 40 years. Longevity of 
abuse is an excuse to continue the current abuse and add more 
to it. 

4. I am a floatcraft pilot. I do what I want to unconditionally, 
when I want to, how I want to, where I want to (on your 
private property, on your private parts, Le., auditory 
nerves, and CNS). I do it with what I want to (my favorite 
insEfument of entertainment and abuse). I do it as many times 
as I want to. I AM the pilot, the DOT/AlA appointed supreme 
judge as to what is good for you and what is good for me, I 
AM, in-the sky. 

5. Wheel equipped aircraft provide products and services to towns 
and villages in Alaska. That is not important. What float 
equipped aircraft do is important. They give airmen a spine 
tingling experience taking a person out to get his picture 
taken with a fish. 

6. I make a living abusing with my floatcraft. What's wrong with 
that? 

civility 

Within a city, conditional use must be applied and enforced to 
achieve and maintain civility. 

The Spenard-Hood facility is too close to the airport and is 
within the city. 
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AlA state Regulations 

AlA needs new and stronger powers to regulate leasing at Lake 
Spenard-Hood. The current regulations are Alaska Territorial. We 
need Alaska state regulations to civilize the privilege to fly in 
a large City. Anchorage is not a Territorial wilderness. It is a 
city, the l~rgest in the state of Alaska. 

/lVfle ~/[u~J-f 
will J. Walker 

'? «: forfi 11/~/Jp/i"" /tJ&~ 

Spenard CC Airport watch 
Spenard CC Rep. 
Spenard Friend of Civility 
Friend of civilized privilege to Fly 
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SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE AIRPORT T~OiSE 
TOLERA],;CE 

I.LIMIT AIRCRAFT TAKEOFFS BETWEEN BorRS OF 1 0:00 P~\l "~.;.:r: 
07;00 AM. ON A VOLUNTEER BASIS. 

2. SUGGEST THE CONTROL TOWER KEEP A RECORD OF AIRLINES THAT 
TAKEOFF BETWEEN THESE HOURS. 

3. PUBLISH A LIST OF AIRLINES THAT COOPERATE. AND THE ONES 
THAT DO NOT. 

IN THIS WAY WE CAN APPLAUD THE AIRLINE..';; THAT C()O?EL4Tt: 
AND POINT THE FINGER AT THE ONES THAT DO NOT. 

AN AIRCRAFT LANDING GENERATES MUCH LESS 1·.;orSE THAN .~~r 
.-\IRCRAFT TAKING OFF. IT IS THOSE HIGH POWER TAb:EOFFS THAT GET 
YOUR ATTE.:\;TION. 

7241 Bailey Drive. 
Anch .. Ak"..99')02 
243-1865 

7 w: K"on'ale'''~''; ....... 'I....., .. ,.Z~ .. 
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of Transportation 
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Anchorage ATCT 
5200 W. Intl. Airport Road 
Anchorage. AK 99502-1036 
Phone: (907) 271-2700 
Fax: (907) 271-2960 
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.> Anchorage Intemational Airport 

State of Alaska DOT & PF 
ATTN: Ms. Peggy McNees 
P.O. Box 196960 

• -r-* ~.,t.\ 
't~" ~ ~,\ 
~ Wfl\'- :;; \ 

--_.-Anchorage. AK 99519-6960 
. :!.: r· 

'.;) i 
.. " i 

\".:.~.~/ 

Dear Ms. McNees: 
,~~/ 

. \.'~ ::>-' 
FAR. Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update: ANC ATCT Comments 

Anchorage ATCT is providing the following work task infom1ation and comments to the measures 
presented in your May2. 1997, letter. 

1. Enhance Nighttime Ruriway Use Program 

While runway capacity appears to be adequate to support the Arrive 14, Depart 24 configuration, 
factors such as complexity. controller workload, and staffing issues do not support the use of this 
configuration before 2:00 A.M. during summer months. 

Complexity and controller workload. With its mountainous terrain and the close proximity of 
Elmendorf AFB to Anchorage Intemational Airport, the Anchorage Bowl airspace is well suiled to 
the Runway 6 Arrival/Runway 32 Departure configuration. In addition, traffic flows in this 
configuration minimize conflict and allow for a balancing of controller workload. It is well suited to 
a single controller operation (see staffing below) with moderate traffic for short periods of time. 
Anchorage_IRACON supports a wide range of aircraft operations. from small, single engine 
aircraft to Heavy Jets. Sequencing this mix to a single arrival runway is more complex and 
workload intensive than sequencing to two arrival runways (e.g., RWY 06R16L). During VFR 
conditions. arrival traffic delays are minimized when landing on two arrival runways with dual 
downwind capability. Departure separation is also easier to achieve with departures off a single 
runway than to maintain separation on a single final approach course with a diverse mix of aircraft 
types. The Arrive 14. Depart 24 configuration is a complex operation. Not only is it not the "nom1" 
for TRACON controllers, the configuration is completely opposite from that used in nOm1al 
daytime operations. 

Complexity is increased if traffic is also inbound to Elmendorf Runway 5 at the same time arrivals 
are inbound to Anchorage Runway 14. The potential for conflicts between the Anchorage and 
Elmendorf arrival traffic can occur twice, once while traffic is on downwind or base leg for Runway 
14 and again on the final approach course where the Runway 5 and Runway 14 final approach 
courses intersect. Downwind legs for arrival aircraft can be extended as far north as Big Lake 
when Runway 14 is the Arrival Runway. In addition, arrivals from the southern and southwestern 
arrival gates have great potential to conflict with Runway 24R and RWY 24L departures. Slow 
climbing north and northeastbound departures may be delayed turning on course or climbing to 
altitude during periods of heavy arrival traffic. 

Staffing. Midshift (11 :00 P.M.- 7:00 A.M.), staffing in the TRACON consists of one controller. An 
Arrive 14. Depart 24 configuration is manageable during periods when staffing consists of more 
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than one controller. It is not an optimum configuration during busy periods of traffic when one 
controller is not only handling all the aircraft separation responsibilities, but also required to 
answer telephone and land line calls and coordinate with adjacent facilities. The current traffic 
during summer months on 'the midshift ranges between 160-180 operations. The bulk of this 
traffic occurs before 2:00 A.M. The low traffic volume and distribution of traffic for the 8 hour 
period does not warrant additional staffing on the midshift simply to accommodate an Arrive 14, 
Depart 24 configuration. In addition, most controllers are scheduled for a midshift once every 3-4 
weeks. Maintaining proficiency on this configuration is therefore difficult. 

3. 'Extending Runway 24L to the West 

Anchorage ATCT anticipates that any extension of Runway 24L would have substantial impact on 
its operations and may even reduce airport capacity. Impacts may include increased frequency of 
opposite direction departures, safety issues generated by opposite direction departures, controller 
workload/complexity, and the resulting impact to other air traffic facilities and users. 

Frequency of Opposite Direction Departures and Safety Considerations. It is anticipated 
that if Runway 24L is extended more aircraft will request the Runway for departure when the 
Arrive Runway 6, Depart Runway 32 or Arrive Runway 6U6R, Depart Runway 14 configurations 
are being used. This results in an opposite direction departure which is against the normal traffic 
flow. Opposite direction operations are complex. The aircraft that request opposite direction 
departures are most often heavy jets carrying maximum fuel and cargo payloads. Wake 
turbulence created by such an opposite direction departure may be a safety issue for the incoming 
arrival. Complexity and controller workload is greatly increased as the controllers and pilots must 
focus on opposite direction operations at high rates of closure during the critical landing and 
departure phases of flight. 

Controller Workload/Complexity and Effects on Other Facilities and Users. The request for 
an opposite direction departure results in extensive verbal coordination. This coordination occurs 
between the pilot and tower controller, tower controller and radar controller, and tower controller 
and center traffic management coordinators. This process can involve numerous landline calls to 
effect all ne.c;essary coordination, increasing controller workload not for just the Tower, but" for the 
TRACON, and Anchorage ARTCC. (Under normal configurations, departures complying with the 
advertised flow require zero landline coordination.) 

To maintain required Air Traffic separation between aircraft, a minimum of 20 miles is required 
between a heavy jet to depart Runway 24L and a Runway 6R arrival. To obtain that spacing 
users.who comply with the existing flow are penalized with airbome delays. During busy arrival 
periods, a single Runway 24L opposite direction 'departure may require that several inbound 
aircraft hold at outer fixes. In addition, speed reductions may also be necessary for other inbound 
aircraft to provide the interval needed to accommodate the departure. Anchorage ARTCC traffic 
can be affected as far out as 700 miles for southeast arrivals, 800 miles out for southwestern 
arrivals, and 500 miles out for northern arrivals. Ground delays may be necessary for departure 
traffic anywhere in the state destined for Anchorage Intemational. VFR arrivals must be 
sequenced to altemate runways or held at VFR reporting pOints. In addition to affecting arrivals, 
the departure also has the potential to affect the normal taxi flow for the airport. This increases 
the complexity for the local and ground controllers. Because the impact to other aircraft and air 
traffic personnel is so great, timing is critical. Any delay in departing the departure off at the 
planned time results in additional delays for not only the departure but every other user in the 
scenario. 
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5. Shift Runway 32 Knik Departure/EMS Elight Track to the North 

Anchorage ATCT is reluctant to provide written language that could be included in the FAR. Part 
150 Noise Compatibility Study. The area this measure addresses is outside the DNL contours 
normally used to assess compatibility in FAR Part 150 studies. Anchorage ATCT will actively 
support the efforts of the state to mitigate noise caused by the Runway 32 Knik departures during 
nighttime operations. 

6. Shift Rynway 6 Downwind Leg Southward Oyer Water 

Anchorage ATCT is reluctant to provide written language that could be included in the F .A.R. Part 
150 Noise Compatibility Study since the area this measure addresses is outside the DNL contours 
normally used to assess compatibility in FAR Part 150 stUdies. Anchorage A TCT will actively 
support the efforts of the state to mitigate noise caused by the Runway 6 downwind leg. 

Sincerely, 

Cu: .~~ 
Arthur E. Gumtau 
Air Traffic Manager, Anchorage ATCT 





Mary Ellen Tuttle 
Noise Program Manager 
AlA 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 

october 21, 1997 

subject: DOT Pioneer, Frontier, Territorial Mentality 
Manifested within a Municipality 

The Alaska is a Frontier state (1) declaration has been seen 
on th.e lips and heard in the ears throughout the last half century. 
It is still being heard from the state Department of Transportation 
(DOT) as they 21st century arrives. At some time within the last 
half century the frontier-minded DOT added a new (2) declaration. 

west Anchorage is a Frontier state. 

DOT put the City of Anchqrage and the state of Alaska in a 1 
to 1 correspondence. The declaration should not have been made 
because the city is primarily a human habitat and the Frontier 
state is primarily an animal habitat. 

I know and feel they should not be in 1 to 1 correspondence. 
I live east of Lake Spenard-Hood. Lake Spenard-Hood is now a 
Frontier-state prop rap facility bordering two residential areas of 
the Municipality, Spenard and South Turnagain. 

The City of Anchorage declared families residential zoning for 
family shelter. I believe that the city declaration was civil. 
DOT (3) declared that the nuclear families and the elderly in the 
residential areas will never be sheltered from the tens of 
thousands too many operations at the prop rap facility and the tens 
of thousands too many prop rap operations over residential areas. 

In about 1970 the DOT came to the city and (4) declared: Low 
and behold the population is up in the neighborhoods east and north 
of the prop rap facility. DOT (5) declared that about five fingers 
be added along the north shore for more prop rap instruments to be 
added on water and land to generate more prop rap at the facility 
and more prop rap our residential area. (There was an outcry 
against DOT but they did it anyway.) 

DOT and FAA never have come up with and implemented a noise 
reduction plan to reduce the too many operations at the facility 
and the too many operations over residential neighborhoods. All 
they have done about it is drag their feet and butts. 
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An FAA 271.-5887 declared on Oct. 9, 1997 that there were 
91,000 operation at Spenard-Hood in 1996. 

I know and feel that DOT/FAA thinking is dumb or illogical, 
i.e., If noise event 0 (jet) is greater than noise event P (prop 
rap), then noise event P is insignificant or zero, no matter how 
many P raps there are on the auditory and central nervous systems 
of the families in the human habitat. It appears that DOT/AlA 
averages the numbers and believes that there is no problem. The 
frontier state is primarily the animal habitat. The City of 
Anchorage is primarily the human habitat. Humans are more delicate 
than animals and the alleged delicate prop rap instrument. DOT/FAA 
should treat children, mothers, civilized fathers and elderly more 
delicately than animals and prop rap instruments. DOT should get 
away from its feet and butt dragging, i.e., Hush my children, Don't 
you cry, There will be quiet in the sky, by and by, 20 years down 
the road. maybe, when we may implement a part 150 plan which may 
work. 

I know that there are mgny alternative uses for the on-land 
permit parking spots and on-water permit parking spots that are 
less abusive to the .auditory and central nervous systems of 
mothers, civilized fathers, children and elderly in spenard and 
South Turnagain. 

Throughout my life experiences I know that too many noise 
events below 65 DNL annoy many infants, children, mothers, 
civilized-fathers, teachers and voluntary parents who work with 
youngsters outdoors in the city on private and public property. 

Evidently the DOT worships the prop rap pilot with his family 
or fishing buddies going outdoors over residential areas headed for 
Frontier State Wilderness abusing families and the elderly outdoors 
on private residential property or public activity grounds and 
indoors with windows up and storm windows off. DOT has made the 
prop rapper with his family or other in the prop rap instrument -
prop rapping over families and elderly in Spenard and South 
Turnagain - an icon on stained glass windows in the Aviation 
Heritage Cathedral. DOT-FAA has declared private persons on their 
private property in the neighborhoods round about to be ants of the 
tourist boardwalk leading up to the icon. The high respect for 
prop rappery and the put downs of families at their private homes 
(indoors and outdoors) is uncivil, i.e., frontier minded. 

South Anchorage did not need a prison. It didn't get it. 
Spenard-Turnagain does not need a prop rep facility but it has it. 
DOT screwed up by generating too many operations. stop the feet 
and butt dragging and subtract to unscrew during the 20th century. 
We had a noise problem before the international freight carriers 
came to town in 1989. (See attachment 1.) 



Letter to Mary Ellen Tuttle 
October 21, 1997 
Page 3 

There are many lakes in the, so called, Frontier state where 
pilots can park and fly in and out unlimited. Where are the lakes? 
That's their problem. How will they get their aircraft out to the 
lakes to park them there? That's their problem. How will they 
personally get themselves out to the lakes to fly in and out 
unlimited? That's their problem. (Maybe via the commuter 
terminal.) When will they begin to start solving their problems? 
When they can no longer park and fly too many times in and out of 
Spenard-Hood Lake. Too many is defined here as 10's of 1000's. 

The last three airport directors have been working with the 
prop rap fraternity for 7 or 8 years suggesting in writing in GA 
Update handouts, etc. that pilots fly friendly. The suggestions 
are numerous and specific. The numerous suggestions do not reduce 
the (1) number of operations during outdoor times for parents, 
children and the elderly on the private property of the private 
individuals. Nei ther do they reduce the number of operations 
during indoor times, (some summer days) when private individuals 
are in their-private homes with their storm windows off and regular 
windows up. 

In 1987 DOT-FAA and Coffman (see attached Feb. 19, 1987) put 
together two noise reduction plans. 

1) The Interim Plan was an operational procedures plan which 
consisted of an effort by FAA and DOT to get the pilots to come 
across the Arm at 1000 feet, trailing more, fanning out less, 
gliding more and rapping less. It was to reduce.the noise of the 
too many base logs and finals east of the lake, i.e., more of them 
were to be shorter and more of them were to be higher. The plan 
was implemented-for an FAA test and FAA declared it didn't work. 
I viewed and heard the procedures and I agreed. The Interim Plan 
failed. In the early 1990s FAA stopped taking noise complaints 
from me and others relating to prop rap noise. DOT started taking 
the complaints at AlA and declared the Fly Friendly Plan - a plan 
comparable to the Interim Plan. Throughout the last 7 or 8 years 
many suggestions have been made to pilots in the GA Update bulletin 
and other writings by AlA but the base leg and final operations are 
still too many, still too long, still too low to glide through the 
90-180° turn. The pilot has no hard fast rules in the situation, 
only guide lines, and no accountability. Even photo-radar or cops 
could be effective to reduce base leg and final noise. The Fly 
Friendly suggestions have not worked. 

2) The 1987 Noise Master Plan was to extend the lake much 
farther west to reduce all kinds of operations over spenard
Turnagain. It, like the Interim Plan, failed. The state of alaska 
should stop playing games and start working with hard data. 
Subtract water and land tiedowns. Subtract water operations. 
Subtract air operations near and over family. In 1996, there were 
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about 14 parking spots vacated but added back. In 1997 another 
ramp was added. Don't add. Subtract many of the too many before 
the year 2000. 

The following are some complaints made about prop rap in 
September and October 1997. They are some examples. There are 
other examples. The big example is too many operations over 
Spenard-Turnagain. 

September 16, 1997 

Propeller driven aircraft operations over residential area 
east and north of Lake Spenard-Hood should be reduced by tens of 
thousands during summertime (June, July, August). 

september 17 or 18, 1997, 10:06 AM 

Within about the last 2 hours too many prop rap instruments 
have been taking off east of the lake and turning north over 
residential area or continuing east. The last event was 10:06 AM, 
September 18, 1997. It banked north. (Reducing noise relates to 
too many prop rap instruments over residential area, not just to 
the single event or the averaging of the sum of the single events.) 

September 18, 1997 

The prop rap instruments with families, customers, friends, 
etc., in the aircraft flying over residential areas assault the 
auditory and central nervous systems of the families in the 
neighborhoods during the good summer time on the private property 
of the families. There are 10's of 1000's too many prop assaults 
on families east and north of Lake Spenard-Hood during the summer 
months, outdoors and indoors, on their private property with their 
windows up and storm windows off. 

September 24, 1997, 12:05 PM 

There is too much prop rap in West Anchorage. 
1) Discontinue using the Lake Spenard-Hood facility as a prop 

rap base. 
2) There are alternative uses for land and water at the lake 

which are less abusive to families in the neighborhoods and less 
abusive to the auditory and central nervous systems of private 
individuals on their private property. Reduce operations by 10's 
of 1000's. 
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October 8, 1997, 7:30 PM 

A prop rap pilot as a role model of very many prop rap pilots 
extended his down wind east of Northwood street doing rapid prop 
rap. There are too many prop rap instruments parked at the 
facility and too many prop rap pilots who choose not to do a quiet, 
short base leg over Spenard Lake or between the east end of Spenard 
Lake and Spenard Road. 

The Spenard-Hood facility is too conveniently located for prop 
rap instrument parking and operations. 

~;;v 0J teYw-.-
will Walker 
Friend of Human Habitat 
Friend of Civility 
Spenard C.C. Rep. 





EVE COWPER 
GOVERNOR 

Mr. will Walker 

STATE OF ALASKA 

OFFICE OF THE GOYERNOR 

JUNEAU 

March 9, 1989 

Spendard Community Council 
4206 Northwood 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Dear Will, 

.,~ 

Because of your interest in the commercial development of 
Alaska's airports, I am sending you this letter to update 
some of the recent events concerning international aviation 
in the state. 

We are particularly concerned about the anticipated 
reduction in passenger flights caused by the availability of 
alternate routes through the Soviet union and by aircraft 
capable of flying nonstop between Asia and Europe. To help 
compensate for this loss in traffic, the State of Alaska has 
been conducting an aggressive campaign to strengthen 
passenger traffic and increase air cargo operations at 
Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports. 

As Y0.E~:fi' .. _~~ll.J:"!:'!. ,.5,,"!!!a..:i9.!": .v i<;:!9.~'y''''.90 ~.9-c h~,,-,y\,!q.. :I."~s.:S .. 'y'~_~r 
When Federal Express agreed to build a large international 
cargo hiuidUng-facT1:nY"'.i.:"iiAAcno"iage:" Since""E'edei'-al'Express 
has 'acqufied'--FiYixlej -Tigers, . another' maj or tenant at the . 
airport, ~l.e.s~~._t~"._.E9.!L ii_S.sur7Cl_ a. c"'.I),:t;:.:-alrple"in. the .f1,lture 
of the expanchng wor:I.dwide ~ur ca.rgo l.ndus .. ~ry. 
-.-~. --. . - ,~ . - .- - . 

Federal Express/Flying Tigers should provide hundreds of 
jobs to Alaskans both directly through its cargo handling 
facilities and indirectly through increased services that 
its facilities, flight crews, and other personnel will need. 

Direct flights from our Pacific Rim neighbors such as Japan, 
China, Korea, and Hong Kong are of vital importance to 
Alaska. We are working closely with the u.S. Department of 
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Anchorage International Airport 

ANC PART 150 NOISE STUDY UPDATE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

January 22, 1998 

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

Name: 

Address: 
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Mail to: Anchorage International Airport, Noise Program 

P.O. Box 196960, Anchorage, AK 99519-6960 
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Mary Ellen Tuttell 
Airport Noise Program Manager 
Anchorage International Airport 
State of Alaska DOT &PF 
P.O. Box 196960 
Anchorage AK 99519-6960 

l: 
./ 

Laurie Kozisek 
T AC representative, 
BayshorelKlatt Community Council 
12220 Skyway Drive 
Anchorage AK 99515 

I have reviewed the Draft Noise Exposure Map Document and have discussed it with 
members at the BayshorelKlatt Community Council meeting on September 3, 1998. We 
are concerned with the misrepresentation of BIKCC interests, and would like to clarify 
our position. 

Page 2 of the May 27"',1998 TAC minutes states: 

"BayshorelKlatt had concerns early on, but she [Ms. Tuttle] has not heard from them 
since the new noise contours were developed" 

This is simply not true. When the Runway 6R Early Tum/Noise Abatement Departure 
Profile (EI'/NADP) was proposed it was clear that there would be increased traffic over 
BIKCC. Though I was initially relieved to see that the proposal was listed as a "measure 
not recommended", I still conveyed the proposal the BIKCC. Based upon their response, 
I submitted a written comment (see appendix E) stating that the BIKCC members 
"strongly reject the measure". Our opposition has not changed, even with the decision to 
recommend the measure as "most preferred", and the development of new contours to 
support the recommendation. Our continued opposition has been conveyed to the TAC 
both by myself and by my alternate, Dave ;\dams. 

It is a fallacy to say that since the current path affects X people, and the proposed path 
would affect slightly less than X people, the new path must be of net benefit Here is a 
reiteration of the reasons we oppose the EI'/NADP measure . 

• None of the houses or schools in the proposed flight path were built with the special 
construction techniques used for buildings under flight paths . 

• None of the people who bought houses in the proposed flight path knew of this 
proposed impact on their quality of life. Most of those in the existing flight path moved 
there with the full knowledge of what they were doing. 



• Klatt School requires open windows on warm days to have proper air circulation. This 
makes airport noise attenuation difficult. 

• The Dimond Estates Trailer Park at the comer of Minnesota and Dimond will be 
particularly hard hit, as the trailers are older and poorly insulated against noise. The 
original contour map showed this area receiving SELs of over 90 from 747s; the revised 
map predicts about f57 decibels. 

• Since the proposed Ef/NADP has tighter, more difficult turns, pilots may end up using 
the old flight path or some new path in-between during periods of adverse weather or 
when their planes are heavily loaded, thus affecting a much wider group of people over 
the course of the year. 

• If some pilots are already practicing some of the noise abatement measures of the 
proposed EfINADP, then the net change in number of people impacted may be even 
smaller than predicted. 

Please keep us informed of any further changes to the EfINADP proposal. If you plan to 
test the new route, please give us warning so that we may be able to notify our council 
members and fairly evaluate the impact. 

Sincerely, 

(Mrs.) Lauri~ozisek 
TAC representative for BayshorelKlatt Community Council 
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Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

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

Mrs. Laurie Kozisek 
TAC Representative 
Bayshore-Klatt Community Council 
12220 Skyway Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99515 

Dear Mrs. Kozisek: 

September 28,1998 

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Noise Exposure Map Document. I would like to 
clarify that the Noise Exposure Map Document is not intended to document the noise 
compatibility program measures to be proposed by the Airport. These measures will be 
identified in the Draft Noise Compatibility Program Document, which should be available for 
review in October. 

I would also like to provide some additional information on the Runway 6R Early Turn/Noise 
Abatement Departure Profile, based on the comments in your letter. There were two early turn 
measures that were reviewed during the Part 150 Study Update. The first measure was simply 
to require aircraft departing to the east to turn prior to reaching the Seward Highway. At the 
April 10, 1997 meeting, this measure was discussed as a measure that was not being 
recommended; however, it was also noted that a new measure consisting of an early turn with a 
noise abatement profile may be beneficial and would be studied further.· 

The Runway 6R Early Turn/Noise Abatement Departure Profile measure was then analyzed and 
discussed at the January 22, 1998 meeting. At that time, it was recognized that there were 
benefits to adopting this measure, but that we did not have enough information to make a 
decision on whether or not to recommend this measure. It was agreed that additional analysis 
would be conducted and provided to all TAC members to review. 

I n February 1998, I received a call from Dave Adams of the Bayshore/Klatt Community Council 
expressing concerns that this measure could increase impacts on South Anchorage and 
expressing the Community Council's opposition to this measure. In late March 1998, the 
additional analysis on the Runway 6R Early Turn/Noise Abatement Departure Profile was 
completed and mailed to TAC members for comments. My statement in the May 1998 meeting 
referred to the fact that I had heard from your community council prior to the additional analysis 
being completed, but had not heard from your community council after the additional analysis 
was provided in March 1998. I am sorry if there was any confusion on this. 

State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities· Alaska International Airport System 
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September 28, 1998 
Page 2 

As noted in your letter, the benefits and costs of any proposed measure include more than a 
simple count of the number of houses and people within the noise contours. However, this is 
one of the important considerations and is one of the criteria that the Federal Aviation 
Administration considers when deciding whether to approve the measures recommended in the 
Noise Compatibility Program. The Airport is interested in reducing the overall noise impact on 
the Anchorage community, but is not attempting to shift the noise impact from one neighborhood 
to another. 

The decision at the May 1998 TAC meeting was to recommend the Runway 6R Early 
Turn/Noise Abatement Departure Profile measure be included in the Noise Compatibility 
Program, recognizing that a study would be required prior to implementing the measure to 
ensure that the benefits of the measure were sufficient to move forward with implementation. 
The study will take into account the concerns from the Bayshore-Klatt Community Council and 
the Klatt Elementary School regarding the potential for increasing noise in these areas. 

I hope information has addressed some of the concems expressed in your letter. If you have 
any further comments or concerns.on this or other issues or would like to discuss this in more 
detail, please feel free to call me at (907) 266-2543. 

lh:~~f1,!Jau 
( ~a=~ICP 

ANC Noise Program Manager 



Maryellen Tuttell 
Noise Program Manager 
AlA 
P. O. Box 196960 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6960 
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September 2tr, 1998 
~ 

Subject: Spenard response to August 3, 1998 cover 
letter and "Draft Noise Exposure Maps" 
that were sent about that time. 

The comparison of "Existing 1997 and Forecast (2002) 
Noise contours Figure 6.3" appear to be a step in the 
right direction to reduce jet noise in Spenard area. 
However, I will say what I have said many (too many?) 
times before and I still say it. We had a GA noise 
problem over" Spenard area before the international 
carriers came to Spenard area and we still do. The 
problem came about by expanding the resource again and 
again throughout the last half century and the GA 
compulsion with propulsion to maximize the use of the 
resource. Look at the numbers of prop rap aircraft 
parked at the lake and the numbers of pilots'standing in 
line for their hallowed parking spots on the lake that 
are misfitted because they are too close to urban area. 
Also, hear the numbers of operation over urban area and 
see the numbers which are unscheduled (unpredictable 
during parenting times in the neighborhoods). 

will Walker stJ-nard CC /?af 
4206 Northwood 
Anchorage, Alaska 99517 

/0)~I-~~ 



-==, --, Anchorage 
International 
Airport 

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

Mr. Will Walker 
TAC Representative 
Spenard Community Council 
4206 Northwood Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99517 

DearM~: 

November 24, 1998 

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Noise Exposure Map Document. I recognize that 
your concerns are more focused on the general aviation noise impacts in the Spenard area. In 
particular, your concern is that there are too many operations out of the Lake Hood and Lake 
Spenard Float Plane Base. 

Anchorage International Airport (AlA) is responsible for meeting aviation demands, including the 
demand for general aviation. This does not mean that the Airport is not sensitive to the impact 
of general aviation noise on the Spenard and Turnagain Community Council areas. However, 
the Part 150 process is focused on decreasing incompatible land uses within the 60 DNL 
contours and above. The majority of these contours result from the commercial aviation 
operations at AlA. Although general aviation operations at Lake Hood and Spenard contribute 
to the DNL contours near the lake, none of the general aviation measures studied would have 
resulted in any-significant change in the DNL contours and therefore, were not recommended as 
part of the Part 150 Study. 

. . 
AlA will continue to work with the general aviation community outside of the Part 150 process to 
reduce general alliation noise impacts through increased awareness and education. This effort 
is discussed more fully in the Draft Noise Compatibility Program document, which you should 
receive before the end of the year. 

Thank you again for your comments on the Draft Noise Exposure Map, as well as the time you 
have invested in the Study as part of our Technical Advisory Committee. 

~t~~c1zy 
Maryellet\ Tuttell, AICP 
ANC Noise Program Manager 

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


