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26 
Response to Written Comments Received 

Comment from Kottayam V. Natarajan, Jr.:  Page 1.33 In the Responsible Parties section the 

“CIP” is generally referred to as the Capital Improvement Program. This is an issue throughout 

the document. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. This issue has been resolved. 

 

Comment from Kottayam V. Natarajan, Jr.:  Page 1.37 – Flight Tracking. I guess you say 

this, but this is a lot of money that doesn’t reduce noise at all. I am not very keen on this 

recommendation. Are there other ways to get flight tracking data? It seems like there might be 

other, online or generic resources that could be used to get similar data. Were these explored? 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. Although lower-cost flight tracking data is readily 

available online or through other generic sources, the quality of the data is not as accurate or 

detailed as data from a more expensive flight tracking program.  For the uses that flight tracking 

was suggested for this Airport which are outlined in the recommendation, such as answering 

questions from the public and determining the timing of an update to the Part 150 Study, a 

higher-quality flight tracking program would be more desirable in order to ensure the accuracy of 

the information and obtain a more detailed data set. However, this recommendation is subject to 

funding availability. 

 

Comment from Kottayam V. Natarajan, Jr.:  Page 1.41. It may be out of your scope, but I 

have seen PC Air projects with a positive return for airlines because of the jet fuel savings. Is it 

possible to include a cost benefit analysis as part of the recommendation? This one may have a 

high return from a financial and air quality perspective as well as a noise perspective. Also, in 

the Comments section, it wasn’t clear if any gates had PC Air already or not. It says, “Therefore, 

this measure would include adding electrification and pre‐ conditioned air hook‐ ups at any 

feasible areas that do not already have this feature.” This seems a bit vague. It would be clearer 

to state whether any gates had PC Air and to state which gates should be pursued (e.g. all 

passenger gates on Concourses B and C should be pursued for PC Air). In addition, some airlines 

have mobile PC Air units that may be in use. So there is an option of promoting mobile PC Air 

units or installing a centralized PC Air system. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. A cost-benefit analysis for Facility Recommendation 

1 – Install Gate Electrification and Preconditioned Air At All Jet Bridges and Cargo Areas, is 

outside the scope of this Study.  However, it is certainly true that installation of preconditioned 

air can have significant air quality and financial benefits.  Verification of which jet bridges and 

cargo areas do not have preconditioned air would be determined at the point of the project 

initiation and Voluntary Airport Low Emissions Program (VALE) grant application.  Analysis of 

the air quality impacts would be performed under the VALE process. 

 

- - - 
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Response to Written Comments Received 

 

Comments from Cathy Hammond: 

 

(Due to the length of this submission, the individual comments within the submission have 

been summarized below, and separate responses were prepared for each). 

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  I live in an Eagle River neighborhood that is affected by 

chronic disruptive jet noise.  The area is the upper South Fork Valley (Hiland Road), which is a 

steep-walled mountain valley with high-elevation residential development surrounded by 

Chugach State Park.  This is an intensely quiet, wilderness area with little to no introduced 

background noise in normal conditions, where residents have chosen to live to avoid urban 

impacts such as chronic jet noise.  However, commercial air traffic over this area has increased 

in recent years, creating enough noise on a regular basis to affect quality of life.   

 

In 2011, I began conversations with staff at ANC and FAA/TRACON regarding this problem.  

Eventually, ANC staff suggested that participation in the Part 150 Noise Study Update process 

was the best way to proceed.  Some of us from the area have been able to participate in that 

process since it began in 2012 – on the Study Input Committee, at committee meetings and/or at 

public meetings.  We were told that since our area is outside the 65 DNL noise contour, it would 

not be evaluated for mitigation by the Noise Study.  However, we did believe affected areas 

without noise contours would be evaluated as single event noise situations; we were later told by 

the consultant team there are no compatibility standards for single noise events, so our concerns 

would not be addressed from this perspective either.  We were told the Study is not concluding 

that we don’t have a noise problem in our area, just that the federal requirements and parameters 

of the Noise Model and the Study process don’t provide the means to evaluate our situation. 

 

So, as participants in the process, we asked how exactly our concerns could be formally 

recognized.  We were told the Administrative Recommendations of the Noise Study (which 

ANC can implement at its discretion) could provide a way for us to continue a dialogue with 

ANC that would facilitate input to the FAA/TRACON on flight track issues.  If ANC has no 

authority to dictate when or where aircraft flies, then input to FAA is critical.  However, it’s 

unclear whether or not any of the Administrative Recommendations as drafted will actually 

facilitate a voice for the continuing concerns about jet noise in the upper South Fork valley. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comments.  The Single Event levels produced for this Study 

were for informational purposes only, with the exception of the ground noise Single Event 

analysis pertaining to Ground Run Up Enclosures.  Unfortunately, within the Part 150 Study, the 

federal threshold for noise is tied to the 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) noise level.  

While single events in your area were examined in this Study, the Study’s purpose is to reduce 

people affected by noise based on the FAA’s threshold of non-compatible land use.   
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Response to Written Comments Received 

Since the Upper South Fork Valley is well outside the 65 DNL noise contour, for the purpose of 

this Study, the noise levels you are experiencing are considered compatible with residential uses 

based on the federal threshold.  It is true that ANC has no authority to dictate when, or where 

aircraft flies and flight tracks are under the authority of the FAA.  Changes to flight tracks were 

examined in this Study, but only within the context of how it would affect non-compatible land 

uses within the 65 DNL noise contour.  Ultimately, none of the Recommendations brought 

forward would help facilitate changes to flight tracks in the Upper South Fork Valley area as 

they are under the purview of the FAA and well outside the 65 DNL noise contour.  Since the 

Upper South Fork Valley is well outside this area, the flight track changes are entirely within the 

FAA’s purview and airspace, operational and safety considerations are primary over noise 

considerations. 

 

Administratively, the participation and involvement of South Fork valley residents is supported 

through the following Administrative Recommendations: Administrative Recommendations 2 

through 4 preserve the ability of any interested party to access information about noise at the 

Airport, submit a comment, and have that comment addressed to the best ability of the Airport.  

In addition, Administrative Recommendation 5 – Flight Tracking, could include flight tracking 

of flights over your community, depending on the nature of the program that is chosen, if 

implemented. Flight Tracking systems generally cover geographic areas within 50 nautical miles 

from the airport depending on radar data availability. The South Fork and Eagle River areas are 

approximately 16 nautical miles from the airport and may be included in the Flight Tracking 

system coverage area. 

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Comments on Administrative Recommendation 1: Fly 

Quiet Report Card and Pilot Awareness Program.  Unless this has to be restricted to general 

aviation, expand it beyond Lake Hood to include other areas affected by single noise events. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. Administrative Recommendation 1 is primarily 

focused on Lake Hood Seaplane Base (LHD) because fly quiet measures have been completed as 

part of the previous Part 150 Study for ANC.  The previous Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) 

was approved by the FAA in 2000.  Many of the operational and land use measures approved in 

the 2000 study have been completed or are continuing to be implemented.  The Airport has also 

established a preferential runway use program to minimize noise impacts on nearby residential 

areas.  Therefore, there are already fly quiet-type measures in place at ANC that help to reduce 

noise effects in the Anchorage area, although they are not formally collected under the umbrella 

of a Fly Quiet program.  The recommendation focused on LHD because LHD, unlike ANC, does 

not have official fly quiet measure in place.  The Fly Quiet Program brought forward as a 

Recommendation was intended to focus on LHD, and the areas with the highest concentration of 

aircraft noise due to competing resources and to meet FAR Part 150 regulations to reduce noise 

within the 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) noise contour.   
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Response to Written Comments Received 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Comments on Administrative Recommendations 2, 3 and 

4: Public Information and Noise Information Programs; Public Comment Submittal; and 

Addressing Noise Comments.  All of these recommendations are listed as currently ongoing at 

ANC.  However, based on our participation to date, the current system at ANC does not appear 

to function in a way that effectively responds to the problem in the upper South Fork valley area.  

Referring us to FAA has not proved helpful or productive. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. The current systems at ANC for these programs are 

inclusive of the South Fork valley area, just as they are inclusive of any concerned or interested 

party.  South Fork valley residents are free to access online information about noise and to 

submit noise comments/complaints online.  They were also free to participate in this Study.  

Regarding the addressing of noise comments, the South Fork valley’s distance from the Airport 

limits the ability of the Airport to make recommendations in this Study that would reduce noise 

for South Fork valley residents.  Because the South Fork valley is outside of the 65 DNL (Day 

Night Average Noise Level) contour, the noise there is an air traffic/air space issue rather than an 

airport issue.  For that reason, the residents of the valley were referred to the appropriate airspace 

officials with whom they could continue discussions about flight paths.  We are sorry to hear that 

you do not feel those discussions have proved fruitful; however, the noise experienced in the 

South Fork valley is outside of the jurisdiction of the Airport, and the Airport itself therefore 

cannot speak to the overflights taking place over the South Fork valley.   

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Comments on Administrative Recommendation 5: Flight 

Tracking.  A flight tracking system should be implemented.  However, use of this system should 

be expanded to include flight tracking in South Fork, Eagle River, and other outlying areas 

affected by jet noise, not just single noise events around ANC.  This would provide data to help 

assess problems with jet noise in areas beyond the Anchorage Bowl.   

 

Response: Flight Tracking systems generally cover geographic areas within 50 nautical miles 

from the airport depending on radar data availability. The South Fork and Eagle River areas are 

approximately 16 nautical miles from the airport and may be included in the Flight Tracking 

system coverage area. 

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Comments on Administrative Recommendation 6: Review 

and Update of Part 150 Study.  The Noise Model used for the current update does not account for 

variables such as the unique geographical features and weather patterns in high-mountain valleys 

like South Fork that contribute to jet noise impacts, such as booming and long-duration echoing 

events, which can be greater and more disruptive compared to low-elevation areas like the 

Anchorage Bowl.  The Part 150 Study should speak to the limitations of the current Noise Model 

and recommend it be expanded to incorporate criteria for situations such as ours in the next 

update. 
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Response to Written Comments Received 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. The Integrated Noise Model (INM) is required for use 

in Part 150 Studies by the federal government.  The INM does not account for geography or 

complex weather patterns beyond average annual temperature and the use of USGS maps as a 

basis for the ground contours/elevations. The South Fork valley, at a distance of over 15 miles 

from the Airport, would not have been included in the 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise 

Level) noise contour based on the flight tracks, operations and height of the operations.  The 

metric used by the FAA for the Part 150 Study is a matter of policy, and changes in that policy 

are outside the scope of this project.  There have been some discussions on a national level to 

consider changing the federal threshold for compatibility.  Members of the public who feel that 

the requirements are inadequate may contact their Congressional representatives and encourage 

them to consider changes in the federal noise requirements. 

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Note: The Administrative Options presented to the Study 

Input Committee at its March 2014 meeting included an option to continue the Study Input 

Committee to “assist in implementation of the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program and 

identify and address noise issues with an ongoing method.” (emphasis added)  This option 

was not included with the final draft Administrative Recommendations, although it was 

recommended as part of the last Noise Compatibility Program.  It’s unclear if omission of this 

option affects ongoing participation of residents outside the Anchorage Bowl or not. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. The decision not to include the continuation of the 

Study Input Committee does not affect ongoing participation of residents outside the Anchorage 

Bowl, or any other persons, on noise-related issues at the Airport.  That option was not carried 

forward as a recommendation because there are many other already-ongoing forums for public 

discussion on noise, such as at meetings of the Anchorage Assembly and at community council 

meetings that the Airport already attends, where discussion of noise concerns can be voiced.  

Anyone is free to participate in those meetings or submit comments or inquiries to the Airport at 

any time after the conclusion of this Study. 

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Since 2011, we’ve had many communications with 

FAA/TRACON and ANC re. the situation in South Fork – without resolution.  In particular, 

details of the problem were discussed extensively with FAA/TRACON.  One important 

unanswered question, among many, was whether or not FAA has applicable policies and 

procedures in place to evaluate the impacts of air traffic changes over our area (with resident 

involvement) before those changes are made.   

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment.  Any federal action requires some kind of National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, including significant changes to flight tracks.  Air 

traffic has its own guidelines on how to meet this requirement and what constitutes a significant 

change. However, the threshold of 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) is still considered 

the threshold contour for non-compatible land use.   
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Response to Written Comments Received 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  We were encouraged to participate in the Study Update 

process, and we did.  As explained to us by the consultant team, we understand the constraints of 

the Part 150 Study process relative to our concerns.  However, we were told that the 

Administrative Recommendations could include a way to facilitate ongoing discussions about 

this matter.  It’s not clear that has happened. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. It was beyond the ability of this Study to address the 

concerns of the Eagle River/South Fork area through specific noise mitigation measures, as it is 

outside of the 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) noise contour.  However, the 

Administrative Recommendations presented an opportunity to include residents of more distant 

communities such as yours.  The participation and involvement of South Fork valley residents is 

supported through the following Administrative Recommendations: Administrative 

Recommendations 2 through 4 preserve the ability of any interested party to access information 

about noise at the Airport, submit a comment, and have that comment addressed to the best 

ability of the Airport.  In addition, Administrative Recommendation 5 – Flight Tracking, could 

include flight tracking of flights over your community, depending on the nature of the program 

that is chosen, if implemented.   

 

Flight Tracking systems generally cover geographic areas within 50 nautical miles from the 

airport depending on radar data availability. The South Fork and Eagle River areas are 

approximately 16 nautical miles from the airport and may be included in the Flight Tracking 

system coverage area. Your comments have been included in this Appendix and responses have 

been prepared.  Regarding the facilitation of discussions on the subject of flight paths, although 

the Part 150 Study cannot recommend flight track changes in your area, the process opened up 

the opportunity to discuss your concerns with the organization having jurisdiction.   

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  We were also told by the consultant team that possible 

actions the airport, airlines, and FAA could take to address issues not covered by the Part 150 

Study could be included in the Appendix and considered separately.  Has anything been drafted 

to that effect?  Otherwise, it appears our efforts over the last three years have been to no avail if 

our concerns are buried in the public comments section of the Study Appendix because of the 

federal oversight “our hands are tied” attitude. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment. Addressing issues that cannot be considered in the 

Part 150 were included in your comments, the meeting notes, and other comments in this 

Appendix.  These include flight track changes to your area, as well as ground noise such as snow 

removal equipment.  Ultimately, the Airport has no authority to restrict aircraft or change 

aircraft’s flight tracks to/from the Airport, and the FAA makes decisions on flight tracks based 

on operational, safety and efficiency and this Study has to be done in accordance with Part 150 

Study regulations.  
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Response to Written Comments Received 

We are sorry to hear that you do not feel that the discussions with the FAA have proved fruitful; 

however, the noise experienced in the South Fork valley is outside of the jurisdiction of the 

Airport, and the Airport itself therefore cannot speak to the overflights taking place over the 

South Fork valley.    

 

Comment from Cathy Hammond:  Without any recognition of the Study of the unique aspects 

of our situation, it also appears there is no practical avenue for residents to effectively pursue 

resolution to concerns about jet noise impacts in our area or other outlying areas.  This does not 

represent best practices of inclusive citizen participation in a public process.  This is not good 

government (responsible and responsible) at work. 

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment.  The Study certainly recognized that your area is 

located in an area of natural quiet, like many areas in Alaska.  However, the metric used by the 

FAA for the Part 150 Study is a matter of policy, and changes in that policy are outside the scope 

of this project.  Members of the public who feel that the requirements are inadequate may contact 

their Congressional representatives and encourage them to consider changes in the federal noise 

requirements. 

 

The Study encouraged your participation in the process and any other interested parties through 

invitations to take part in Study Input Committee meetings and Public Meetings.  It was made 

clear from early in the Study process that the Study had limited scope with regards to addressing 

the concerns of communities at a greater distance from the Airport that are outside of the 65 

DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) noise contour.  The Airport was inclusionary of 

participation from residents of your community and all communities in the Anchorage area 

through the Study.  

 

- - - 

 

Comment from Irene Hilliard:  Hello Mr. Dunkelberg.  I was not able to attend the hearings at 

the Spenard Recreation Center on November 12.  Here are my comments.  I have review the 

study.  I have been in the airport area on and off for 30 years. I am at Weimer Road off Jewel 

Lake and Raspberry Road, east of So. Airfield CS-1.  I have heard the increased noise in the 

evening and night from planes taking off from the airport.  It is extremely loud and has woke me 

up from a sound sleep around 11-12 midnight.  The noise is most disturbing.  I want to know 

how I will be impacted by the increase in activity as the airport expands and what will be done 

by the FAA and airport to protect me and my property.  Any information that you can give me 

will be greatly appreciated.  Thank you.  

 

Response:  Thank you for your comment.  A likely reason for the increase in noise levels south 

of the Airport during recent months relates to the temporary closure of Runway 7L for 

construction over summer 2014.  Runway 7L was re-opened on November 1.   
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Response to Written Comments Received 

While Runway 7L was closed, take-offs would occur on Runway 7R when weather or 

maintenance issues prohibited a north/south take-off.  The shift of operations during that time to 

Runway 7R may have caused increased noise levels in residential areas south of the Airport.  

The construction on Runway 7L is a separate issue from the Part 150 Noise Study, since the 

noise modeled for this Study assumed normal operations. 

 

Public use airports cannot restrict the operation of aircraft at the Airport.  However, the Airport 

has a Preferential Runway Use Program in place to minimize noise impacts on nearby residential 

areas.  The Preferential Runway Use Program directs aircraft arrivals to take place to the east or 

south and departures to the north or west, except under certain conditions primarily related to 

safety concerns.  The FAA Tower directs aircraft to follow the Preferential Runway Use 

procedures; however, the ultimate decision is up to the pilot based on safety considerations.  The 

recent Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Update proposed modifications 

to the Preferential Runway Use that would increase noise levels primarily to the east of the 

Airport.  The modifications have not yet been implemented and will not likely be implemented 

for several years.  This Part 150 Study took those modifications into account when modeling 

future noise.  Based on the federal thresholds of noise, your area is not within the 65 DNL (Day 

Night Average Noise Level) noise contour, which is the level at which residences are non-

compatible with aircraft noise.  Therefore, you would be not eligible for federal programs such 

as the new residential sound insulation program. 

 

As the Airport expands, it will continuously monitor any increases in operations levels and 

changes in the types of aircraft operating at the Airport.  The Airport is committed to updating 

this Part 150 Study in the future as conditions warrant, in order to ensure that any significant 

increases in noise that may occur in the future are properly accounted for and addressed. 

 

- - - 

 

Comments from Judy Chapman: 

 

(Due to the length of this submission, the individual comments within the submission have 

been summarized below, and separate responses were prepared for each). 

 

Comment from Judy Chapman:  I have reviewed the ANC Part 150 noise recommendations 

and like the entire study process, these recommendations do not address noise issues in my 

neighborhood, which is affected by mid-level flight paths over terrain that amplifies and sustains 

noise events by jet aircraft.     
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Response to Written Comments Received 

I thank the Anchorage International Airport for undergoing the Part 150 study to address noise 

impacts in the vicinity of the airport itself.  If I am unsatisfied with the study, I realize it is 

because of its very limited scope.  The existing regulations do little more than lip service to 

addressing actual aircraft noise impacts on a community by only dealing with those noise issues 

in the vicinity of an airport. It does not address areas affected by various "one-time" noise events.   

 

Response:  Thank you for your comments.  It was beyond the ability of this Study to address the 

concerns of the Eagle River/South Fork area through specific noise mitigation measures, as it is 

outside of the 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) noise contour and therefore outside the 

purview of this Study based on Part 150 Regulations.  The 65 DNL noise contour is the contour 

designated by FAA as the threshold for federal funding of noise mitigation measures.  People 

who feel that the federal requirements regarding aircraft noise are inadequate may contact their 

Congressional representatives and encourage them to consider changes in the federal noise 

requirements. 

 

Comment from Judy Chapman:  It seems a serious NEPA failing that flight patterns (approach 

or departure) can be created, modified or changed without actual notification of residents living 

under them.  Although obvious socioeconomic issues exist, there is no clear pathway or 

responsible party within the FAA to hear them, much less investigate and address them.  During 

the study process, local, state and federal agencies involved in the Part 150 study simply pointed 

fingers at each other when residents raised these issues.  Needless to say this experience has been 

both dismaying and unsatisfying.   

 

Response:  Thank you for your comments. Any federal action requires some kind of National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, including significant changes to flight tracks.  Air 

traffic has its own guidelines on how to meet this requirement and what constitutes a significant 

change. However, the threshold of 65 DNL (Day Night Average Noise Level) is still considered 

the threshold contour for non-compatible land use.   

 

While the limitations of the Part 150 can be frustrating for residents outside of the 65 DNL, the 

65 DNL noise contour is still the contour designated by FAA as the threshold for federal funding 

of noise mitigation measures.  People who feel that the federal requirements regarding aircraft 

noise are inadequate may contact their Congressional representatives and encourage them to 

consider changes in the federal noise requirements. 

 

Comment from Judy Chapman:  During the ANC Part 150 process, the FAA generally 

appeared to hide behind the Airport and the regulatory limits of the study.  The most 

disheartening aspect was the lack of response and runaround when members tried to get 

information on noise issues in the larger Anchorage area, or when they asked the FAA to provide 

data about existing flight patterns or changes to those patterns in the last several years, etc.  













 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

Public Hearing Transcript 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 










































































































