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Figure 4.19 Alternative 3 – Fire Island Supplemental Airport 
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Figure 4.20 Alternative 4 – Point MacKenzie Supplemental Airport 
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Figure 4.21 Alternative 6 – Point MacKenzie Replacement Airport 

 

 

A summary of the alternatives evaluated in matrix form is provided in the following 

Table. 
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Table 4.10 Alternatives Evaluation Matrix from 2002 Master Plan Update 

 
Airside/ 
Landside 

Considerations 

 
Airspace/Safety 

(Table 4.9) 

Access/Surface 
Transportation 

(Travel and Time Costs) 

Noise 
(Residential Units 

within  2020 65 DNL) 

Other Environmental 
Factors of Concern (see 

Table 4 .12) 

 
Economic Impacts 

 
Development Costs 

(Billions) 

Financial Feasibility 
(Signatory Landing  

Fee in $2001) 

Compatibility with MOA 
Comprehensive Plan 

Alternative 1 –  No 
Airfield Expansion at 
ANC 

 Use of technology 
and/or demand 
management techniques 
needed to meet long‐term 
regional aviation demand 

 Good 
 Interactions – 4 
 Terrain impact 
 2 airport system  

 
 
$90M 

 
 
200‐ 300 
120 acres 

 
 
 Minimal impacts 

Airport‐related Jobs 
 Anchorage = 11,700 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = $471M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
 Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = $5.0M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 

 
 

$1.2B  $0.99 

 Compatible with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions and 
recommendations  

Alternative 2 –  Limited 
Airfield Expansion of 
ANC within Existing 
Borders 

 Use of technology 
and/or demand 
management techniques 
needed to meet long‐term 
regional aviation demand 

 Good 
 Interactions – 8 
 Terrain impact 
 2 airport system 

 
 
$109M 

 
 
200‐300 
120 acres 

 Air quality 
 Point Woronzof Park 
 Bald eagle impact 

Airport‐related Jobs 
 Anchorage = 13,200 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = $533M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
 Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = $5.7M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 

 
 

$1.5B  $1.17 

 Compatible with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions and 
recommendations 

Alternative 3 –  Limited 
Airfield Expansion of 
ANC within Existing 
Borders and 
Development of a New 
Supplemental Airport on 
Fire Island 

 New ATC procedures/ 
technology needed to 
meet long‐term aviation 
facility requirements in the 
region (see Airspace 
Safety) 

 Poor 
 Interactions – 29 
 Impacts EDF Training 
 Wind shear 
 Terrain impact 
 3 airport system 

 
 
$311M 

 
 
200‐300 
120 acres 

 Air quality 
 Point Woronzof Park 
 Bald eagle impact 
 Wetlands 
 Coastal zone 

Airport‐related Jobs 
 Anchorage =  17,700 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = $714M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = $7.6 
 Mat‐Su = 0 

 
 

$3.1B  $1.44 

 Conflicts with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions 

Alternative 4 –  
Limited Airfield 
Expansion of ANC within 
Existing Borders and 
Development of a New 
Supplemental Airport in 
Point MacKenzie 

 Access/landside/ 
airside layout works well 
 Meets long‐term 
aviation facility 
requirements in region 

 Good 
 Interactions – 14 
 Impacts EDF Training 
 Terrain impact 
 Further restricts GA 
corridor 
 3 airport system 

 
 
With bridge = $290M 
 
Without bridge = $492M 

 
 
200‐350 
12 0 acres  (ANC) 
4,700 (Pt. MacKenzie) 

 Air quality 
 Point Woronzof Park 
 Bald eagle impact 
 Coastal Zone 
 Wildlife 
 Secondary and 
Cumulative 

Airport‐related Jobs  
 Anchorage = 13,200 
 Mat‐Su = 4,500 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = $533M 
 Mat‐Su =$181M 
 Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = $5.7M 
 Mat‐Su  = $1.9 

 
 

$4.1B  $1.70 

 Conflicts with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions 

Alternative 5 –  Full 
Development of ANC 
Including Development 
beyond Existing Borders 

 Requires facility 
development on south 
side 
 Meets long‐term 
aviation facility 
requirements in region 

 Good 
 Interactions – N/A 
 Terrain impact 
 2 airport system 

 
 
$170M 

 
 
650‐750 
350 acres 

 Air quality 
 Point Woronzof Park 
 Bald eagle impact 
 Wetlands 
 Kincaid Park 
 Little Campbell Lake 

Airport‐related Jobs  
 Anchorage = 17,700 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = $714M 
 Mat‐Su = 0 
 Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = $7.6 
 Mat‐Su = 0 

 
 

$2.3B  $1.29 

 Conflicts with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions and 
recommendations 

Alternative 6 – Closure 
of ANC and Development 
of a New Airport in Point 
MacKenzie 

 Best opportunity for 
efficient access 
landside/airside 
development 
 Meets long‐term 
aviation facility 
requirements in region 

 Very good 
 Interactions – 0 
 Impacts EDF Training 
 Further restricts GA 
corridor 
 2 airport system 

 
With bridge = $527M 
 
Without bridge = $1,132M 

 
0‐50 
12,750  Acres (1) 

 Wetlands 
 Wildlife 
 Coastal zone 
 Secondary and 
Cumulative 

Airport‐related Jobs  
 Anchorage = 0 
 Mat‐Su = 17,700 
Payroll  
 Anchorage = 0 
 Mat‐Su = $714M 
 Tax Revenue 
 Anchorage = 0 
 Mat‐Su = $7.6M 

 
$6.3B  $2.68 

 Conflicts with 
Comprehensive Plan 
assumptions and 
recommendations 

Source:  HNTB, DOWL Engineers, Northern Economics analyses.  
Note: (1) This area is not zoned, therefore, it could be used for residential use. 
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4.7.3. Review of Planning Assumptions 

Demand/Capacity Analysis 

Table 4.11 shows how the 2002 Master Plan Update  

allocated the aircraft operations forecast demand in 2020 among the regional alternatives.   

Table 4.11 Aircraft Operations Forecast for 2020 from 2002 Master Plan Update 

  Alternative 3  Alternative 4  Alternative 6 

  ANC  Fire Island  ANC 

Point 

MacKenzie 

Point 

MacKenzie 

Passenger Carriers  192,800    192,800    192,800 

Domestic Cargo  18,400    18,400    18,400 

Air Mail  10,800    10,800    10,800 

Military  4,000    4,000    4,000 

International Cargo  53,400  15,200  54,880  13,720  68,600 

Int’l Tech‐Stop    108,400  33,620  74,780  108,400 

Air Taxi  850  850  850  850  1,700 

General Aviation  20,750  20,750  20,750  20,750  41,500 

     Total Operations  301,000  145,200  336,100  110,100  446,200 

Source:  Table 4.2, Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Update Technical Report, HNTB 
Corporation, November 2002 

 

The forecasts in Table 4.11 were compared with the forecasts prepared for the current 

master plan update (Table 4.12).  Aircraft operations for 2020 were interpolated, based 

upon the operations projected for the milestone years 2017 and 2027.  The interpolation 

was done so that forecasts for the same year could be compared. 
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Table 4.12 Current Forecast for Aircraft Operations 

 
2017  2020 

(Interpolated) 
2027 

Passenger Aircraft       
Domestic  94,869  98,352  106,478 
International   903  958  1,085 
Charter  2,844  2,881  2,968 
   Subtotal  98,615  102,190  110,530 
Cargo Aircraft       
Intra‐Alaska  27,702  28,885  31,646 
International  and Other 
US 

144,840  171,814  234,754 

   Subtotal  172,542  200,699  266,400 
Other Aircraft       
Air Taxi and Other  9,896  10,267  11,134 
General Aviation  53,083  57,121  66,543 
Military  1,014  1,014  1,014 
   Subtotal  63,993  68,402  78,691 
Total Operations  335,150  371,291  455,621 

Source:  Table 2.6.3 

The current master plan update forecast for 2020 operations is 83% of the forecast from 

the 2002 Master Plan Update (371,291 compared to 446,200).  The forecast for the 

largest category of aircraft, cargo, is very close to the previous forecast, 200,699 versus 

206,200 (the sum of domestic cargo, air mail, international cargo, and international tech-

stop).  The latest forecast for the next largest category of aircraft operations, passenger 

carrier aircraft, is about half what was forecast previously, which is a significant reason 

for the total operations forecast to be lower than the previous forecast.  There are 

substantial differences in the forecasts for military, air taxi, and general aviation aircraft 

operations, but these categories represent a small percentage of the total number of 

operations.  See Figure 4.22 below. 
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Figure 4.22 2002 and 2007 Forecast Comparison for 2020* 

  *Note: The 2007 forecast for 2020 was extrapolated using 2017 and 2027 forecasts.  

While the overall current forecasts for 2020 are lower than the previous forecasts for 

2020, it would not delay the time when the ANC airfield reaches its capacity for aircraft 

operations.  The reason for this apparent contradiction is due to a refinement in the 

modeling of the delay.  The 2002 Master Plan Update utilized the FAA Airfield Delay 

Model, and the 2007 Master Plan Update uses the SIMMOD Model.  The Airfield Delay 

Model uses theoretical capacities which were subsequently determined to be higher than 

can actually be achieved.  With SIMMOD, it was determined that the hourly capacity of 

the airfield is about 40 arrivals, 36 departures, and 60 total operations.  The model was 

calibrated to FAA Aviation System Performance Metrics (ASPM) data which indicates 

the capacity to be 40 arrivals, 35 departures, and 60 total operations.  For comparative 

purposes, in the prior master plan a theoretical capacity of 145 operations per hour was 

used.  The result is that the 2007 model shows severe congestion at ANC by 2017.   
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Conclusion about Demand/Capacity Analysis 
Current master plan update forecasts, using the updated modeling, show demand growing 

quicker than the 2002 Master Plan Update’s forecasts.  Differences in demand projections 

and capacity analyses have not made regional alternatives more attractive. 

FAA Operating Procedures/Airspace in the Anchorage Bowl 

The base year for airfield capacity analysis in the 2002 Master Plan Update was 1997.  

Since then, the Anchorage Terminal Area Airspace and Procedures Redesign study was 

completed by the FAA in 2002, resulting in redesign of the Anchorage Bowl airspace and 

procedures, particularly for VFR traffic.  The project was part of a national FAA 

initiative that recognized how difficult it is to build new runways at congested airports 

and sought to increase capacity through more efficient use of the airspace.  Enhancement 

of the Anchorage Bowl’s airspace capacity continues.  A May 13, 2005 memorandum to 

the FAA from the Assistant Inspector General for Aviation and Special Program Audits 

noted that the Anchorage Terminal Area Airspace Redesign Project needs additional 

navigation equipment to create new arrival and departure routes for the Anchorage area.  

In the spring of 2007 improvements were announced that increase the capacity of flights 

over the ocean.   

Conclusion about FAA Operating Procedures/Airspace in the Anchorage 
Bowl 
Airspace redesign and air traffic improvements have helped lengthen the time until ANC 

will reach its airfield capacity.  Airspace and arrival/departure procedures have been 

designed around the existing airports in the Anchorage Bowl, so an increase in airports 

might not result in an increase in operations capacity, as was concluded about Alternative 

3 in the previous master plan.  The 2002 Master Plan Update’s conclusion that 

Alternative 6 would be the best alternative for airspace and safety appears to be valid 

still.  Changes in FAA operating procedures and airspace redesign have not made 

regional alternatives more attractive. 

Facility Requirements 

Table 4.13 contains a summary of the existing and projected requirements for ANC. 
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Table 4.13 Summary of Facility Requirements 

Component  Unit  Existing Facilities  2027 Master Plan Requirement 

Terminal       
     Building  sf  1,037,000    1,037,000  
     Gates  ea  38   39  
Parking       
     Public  ea  2,350   1,955  
     Employee  ea  1,241   839  
     Rental Car  ea  1,080   1,080  
Air Cargo Building       
     Domestic  sf  203,491   285,866  
     International  sf  155,012   631,964  
Air Cargo Parking Positions  ea  57   99  
Flight Kitchen  sf  65,000   65,000  
Fuel Storage (7 day supply)       
     Jet A  ga  21,000,000   56,400,000  
     GA‐Jet A  ga      333,000      530,000  
     GA‐AvGas  ga        35,000        56,000  
General Aviation       
     Hangar  sf      144,000      335,600  
     Apron  sy      310,500      496,800  
     Terminal  sf      166,500        41,500  

  

Aviation Industry Changes 

Note: Recent oil prices and other economic events since 2007 resulted in aviation 

industry structural changes (see Update on Effects of Recent World Economic Events, 

page 4-1).  A closer examination of changes in the aviation industry should be included in 

the next master plan update. 

As Table 4.10 shows, the supplementary airport alternatives, 3 and 4, assumed that all 

passenger, domestic cargo, air mail, and military aircraft operations would continue to be 

served from ANC.  Most (78% – 80%) of the international cargo aircraft operations, half 

of the air taxi operations, and half of the general aviation operations would continue to 

use ANC.  All the international technical stops were assigned to the supplemental airport 

because they were less dependent on other segments of airport activity and required the 

fewest ancillary facilities, such as warehousing and cargo handling facilities. 
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Major changes in the aviation industry since the 2002 Master Plan Update could change 

the assumed split of type of operations between ANC and the supplementary airport.  

Two major changes are discussed below. 

September 11   
The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 and ensuing security requirements have 

affected the aviation industry.  One effect is strong growth in corporate general aviation, 

fueled by people seeking to avoid the longer time required for security screening before a 

commercial airline flight.  ANC has experienced growth in corporate jet traffic, but it is 

still a small portion of airfield use.  Another trend, only partly due to September 11, is 

that the proportion of air cargo carried in the lower hold of passenger aircraft has been 

declining, while the proportion carried on all-cargo aircraft has grown.  Air cargo activity 

at ANC is more influenced by Alaska-unique factors than by September 11-caused 

trends.  

International Air Cargo 
The path to ANC’s consistent international cargo growth over time was paved by 

USDOT Order 96-9-19, which allowed authorized foreign air cargo carriers expanded 

authority for the following: 

• on-line cargo transfers from one of their own aircraft to any other aircraft 
• all forms of change of gauge for cargo operations, including “starburst” change of 

gauge 
• commingling of air cargo traffic moving in foreign air transportation 
• interline cargo transfers to and from US carriers 
• interline cargo transfers to and from foreign carriers to and from foreign 

destinations 
The 2002 Master Plan Update accounted for this 1996 cargo liberalization.  Since then, 

the Vision 100 – A Century of Aviation Act of 2003 further liberalized international 

cargo.  Foreign carriers may now carry international origin and destination cargo between 

Alaska and other points in the United States in the course of continuing international 

transportation, even if a different carrier moves the cargo between the foreign point and 

Alaska.  The foreign carriers using this transfer authority must have a code share 

agreement, a blocked space agreement, or a term arrangement with a U.S. airline 



Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Study Report 

DRAFT 4-82 1/23/2009 

operating to Alaska, or carry the cargo on the way bill of a U.S. carrier between Alaska 

and the other U.S. point. 

Northwest Airlines and Korean Air Cargo provide an example of how the 2003 

liberalization is affecting the cargo industry.  In February 2005 Korean Air Cargo and 

Northwest Air Cargo initiated a code-sharing agreement that enables both airlines to 

carry international cargo on each other’s scheduled freighter flights between Asia and the 

United States, providing new destinations, faster service and more frequencies for their 

cargo customers.  Under the code-sharing agreement, Northwest places the “NW” code 

on cargo flights operated by Korean Air from Seoul to Anchorage, Atlanta, Chicago, 

Dallas/Ft.Worth and San Francisco, complementing Northwest’s Boeing 747 freighter 

flights to Los Angeles, Chicago, New York and Cincinnati via its cargo hub at 

Anchorage.  Korean Air uses its “KE” airline code on Northwest-operated freighters from 

Anchorage to Chicago and Cincinnati as well as between Seoul and Anchorage.  Both 

airlines are members of the SkyTeam alliance. 

Advantages of cargo liberalization include the following: 
• Foreign cargo carriers can now transfer cargo between carriers without it being 

considered a break in journey.  These rules do not override any restriction in the 

bilateral agreement between the U.S. and the airline’s country of registry.  

• Transferring cargo at Anchorage would make them more efficient, provide more 

destinations, and provide more frequent service to their customers. 

Conclusion about Aviation Industry Changes 
The 2003 cargo liberalization could lessen the amount of international tech-stop traffic 

that could be handled at a supplemental airport.  The expected trend is that more 

international cargo carriers will not just stop in Anchorage for refueling, but will 

transload cargo to other international carriers and to domestic carriers.  For efficient 

transloading, both carriers would need to be located at the same airport.  As of 2007, 

aviation industry changes have not made regional airport alternatives more attractive. 

Ground Access 

The most significant ground access development since the 2002 Master Plan Update is 

the Knik Arm Crossing, a bridge proposed to span the Cook Inlet between Anchorage 
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and Point MacKenzie.  The Alaska Legislature established the Knik Arm Bridge and Toll 

Authority (KABATA) in 2003.  Planning, geotechnical studies, and a draft 

Environmental Impact Statement have been completed; however, a Record of Decision 

has not been issued. 

In 2002, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough developed a plan to build a ferry landing at Port 

MacKenzie for crossings to and from Anchorage.  That plan is an interim solution to the 

Knik Arm crossing.   

The Anchorage Bowl 2025 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)8 includes projects 

for continued access improvement to ANC, including grade-separated interchanges at 

International Airport Road’s intersections with Jewel Lake/Spenard, passenger terminal 

and parking drives, and Seward Highway.  The LRTP does not identify any projects for 

improved Fire Island access. 

Environmental Impacts 

The affected environment for regional airport alternatives, as well as for ANC 

alternatives, is similar now to what it was when the alternatives were proposed, except for 

the following: 

• Continued rapid growth in the Point McKenzie/Wasilla area increases the level of 
impacts from any major airport project there.  The Matanuska Susitna Borough 
Airport Study did not recommend preserving or acquiring land for a major new 
airport in the area. 

• On July 23, 2004 the Municipality of Anchorage went from a non-attainment area 
to a maintenance area for CO emissions.  

• The beluga whale may be placed on the Endangered Species list 
• The Environmental Protection Agency is in the process of revising its regulations 

regarding the discharge of de-icing fluids. 
• The change from a non-attainment area to a maintenance area means that efforts 

to reduce CO emissions within the Anchorage area have been successful. It also 
means that there would be less benefit to disperse CO emissions by moving some 
or all of the Anchorage Airport operations to another location. 

• The Knik Arm Bridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement has brought to 
public attention declining numbers of beluga whales in the Cook Inlet.  The 

                                                 
8 Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities and Municipality of Anchorage, Anchorage 

Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions, December 2005. 
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National Marine Fisheries Service has proposed naming the beluga an endangered 
species.  Adverse impact on the whale habitat might result from trips generated by 
a new airport at Point MacKenzie via bridge or ferry.  Because it would increase 
surface traffic from ANC to Fire Island during construction and afterwards and it 
would result in additional outfall for de-icing fluid, Alternative 3 might also 
adversely affect the beluga habitat.   

Conclusion about Environmental Impacts 
No new information about environmental impacts has made regional airport alternatives 

more attractive. 

Development Costs 

The 2002 Master Plan Update estimated development costs for the six alternatives as 

follows: 

Alternative 1 - $1.2 billion 

Alternative 2 – $1.5 billion 

Alternative 3 - $3.1 billion 

Alternative 4 – $4.1 billion (including Knik Arm Bridge) 

Alternative 5 - $2.3 billion 

Alternative 6 – $6.3 billion (including Knik Arm Bridge) 

If a bridge across the Knik Arm is built with non-airport funding, the costs of 

Alternatives 4 and 6 would decrease by approximately $0.6 billion.  They would still be 

the most expensive alternatives, however. 

Since the 2002 Master Plan Update, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough has been developing 

Port MacKenzie.  Infrastructure improvements made for the port would lower airport 

development costs at the Port MacKenzie site (Alternatives 4 and 6).  A barge dock was 

built in 2000 and a deep draft dock was added in 2004, facilities that could be used during 

airport construction to lower the costs of mobilization and transporting some materials 

and equipment.  The Port now has 3-phase electric power, phone, fax, and internet.  A 

natural gas line extension to the Port is planned, along with paving of the road north from 

the Port and the extension of a rail spur south to the Port from Willow or Houston.  
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Conclusion about Development Costs 
Alternatives 4 and 6 would benefit from recently built and possible future infrastructure 

at Point MacKenzie.  Depending upon the amount of additional road and utility 

infrastructure built in the future, Alternative 4’s cost might decrease to be comparable to 

Alternative 3.  Neither Alternative 4 nor 6 are likely to have lower development costs 

than the recommended Alternative 2, however. 

Financial Feasibility 

The 2002 Master Plan Update used landing fees to evaluate financial feasibility.  The 

alternatives rank in the same order for landing fees as they do for development costs.  

Consequently, the reasons for lower development costs for Alternatives 4 and 6 would be 

reasons for lower landing fees for those same alternatives. 

Conclusion about Financial Feasibility 
None of the comments above about the financial climate for airport improvement in 

Alaska support a conclusion that any of the regional airport alternatives would be 

attractive. 

Consistency with Other Plans 

The Alaska Aviation System Plan is underway but will not have recommendations for 

some time.  The Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB) Aviation Plan is in draft form.  

Essentially it says that a full or partial move of ANC to the MSB is not practical 

according to the 2002 Master Plan Update.  However, there is demand for floatplane and 

wheeled GA activity in Anchorage that could partly be met by a new floatplane/wheeled 

airport in the MSB, particularly if the Knik Arm Crossing is built.  The plan identified 

three finalist sites:  Goose Bay with addition of floatplane facility, Big Lake Airport with 

addition of floatplane facility, and Seven-Mile Lake (about mid-way between the two 

airports) which is a lake off the road system that would need roads, utilities, and a gravel 

runway. 

Cook Inlet Regional Inc. and Chugach Electric have been making plans to build a power-

generating wind turbine farm on Fire Island.  While the scope of the development and the 

probability that it will happen are uncertain at this time, a supplemental airport 
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(Alternative 3) and a wind turbine farm could probably not coexist.  Approximately 30 

windmills were originally planned to be as tall as 400 feet.  Potential interference with the 

FAA’s VOR navigational aid on the island has caused the windmill size to be scaled 

back. 

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has been developing Port MacKenzie in the vicinity of 

Alternatives 4 and 6.  Dock facilities, utility service, and road paving have occurred or 

are planned.  The Port now has two industrial businesses and more may come, enticed by 

the Port’s offer of free sand and gravel for development.  Port literature reports that Point 

MacKenzie is the preferred site for relocation of the Ted Stevens International Airport, 

according to the “2020 Master Plan.”  Development plans for the 8,940 acres of Port 

Special Land Use District appear to avoid the former Knik Aviation Reserve, with the 

possible exception of a future railroad spur.  A 1992 feasibility study for a railroad spur 

from the Parks Highway to Port MacKenzie shows a route through the former Knik 

Aviation Reserve.  A 2002 rail spur proposal shows a route located farther to the east, 

extending straight south from Big Lake.  The existing road running north to link with the 

Parks Highway, which the Port plans to pave, runs along the east side of the airport site.  

This road would provide access to the airport from the north (intersecting the Parks 

Highway in Houston and running past Big Lake) and from the south, via a Knik Arm 

bridge or ferry between Anchorage and Point MacKenzie.  The Mat-Su Borough 

Regional Aviation System Plan, currently underway, is searching for a site for a public 

floatplane facility, and Port MacKenzie is a candidate site.  Other recent proposals for 

Point MacKenzie include a $303 million, 2,200-inmate medium security prison and a $38 

million, 20-megawatt tide-generated power plant.  All these land uses would be 

compatible with an airport, provided they do not obstruct airspace needed for air 

navigation; cause smoke, glare, or electro-magnetic interference; or encroach on land 

needed for airport development.  In fact, the addition of an airport to the Port’s multi-

modal transportation infrastructure would enhance industrial development at that 

location, with regional economic benefits resulting.  It appears there is ample land 

available for both airport and industrial development. 
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The regional airport alternatives are not consistent with the Anchorage 2020 Anchorage 

Bowl Comprehensive Plan.9  The plan recognizes that Fire Island, Point MacKenzie, and 

military land could open up for Anchorage expansion.  It concludes that these expansion 

possibilities are speculative and largely outside municipal control.  Consequently, the 

Comprehensive Plan does not assume one of these expansion possibilities will become 

available.  If such an opportunity for expansion arises, the Comprehensive Plan will be 

revised accordingly. 

The Anchorage 2020 Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan states the following about 

ANC: 

“How Anchorage 2020 Addresses Ted Stevens Anchorage International 
Airport: 
Future growth of airport and runway-depended land uses is managed 

primarily within the present airport boundaries. 

The Municipality will develop a West Anchorage District Plan through a 

collaborative planning process involving the State, the Municipality, and 

the community… 

Except for protection of safety zones near runways, noise abatement, and a 

future taxiway and snow storage area identified in current airport plans, 

future expansion of airport-related land uses outside current boundaries is 

restricted to existing commercial and industrial zoning districts.  Existing 

residentially zoned areas are preserved for residential use to accommodate 

projected population growth in a way that is compatible with the airport 

noise environment and safety standards. 

Some parts of the Tony Knowles Coastal Trail and Kincaid Park are 

within airport boundaries.  These areas have a high value to the public and 

should be protected.  If any airport lands currently used for recreational 

purposes under an agreement with the Municipality are considered for use 

by the airport for non-recreational purposes, the airport and the 

Municipality will conduct a collaborative public process.  All other 

                                                 
9 Adopted February 20, 2001 by the Municipality of Anchorage. 
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options will be eliminated before making any final decisions that result in 

the loss of recreation/open space areas.” 

Conclusion about Consistency with Other Plans: 
Alternative 3 will probably not be feasible if the wind farm is established on Fire Island.  

Alternatives 4 and 6, which include a new airport at Point MacKenzie, are consistent with 

plans for adjacent land uses, provided a future railroad spur does not encroach on the 

airport, airspace is kept clear of obstructions, and other hazards to aviation from 

industrial development (smoke, glare, and electro-magnetic interference) are avoided or 

mitigated.  However, recommended Alternative 2 is the one that is included in the 

Anchorage 2020 Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan.  Changes in development and 

potential development plans at the regional alternative sites make Alternative 3 a less 

attractive development alternative and Alternatives 4 and 6 more attractive development 

alternatives. 

4.7.4. Summary of Analysis 

Development and potential development at Point MacKenzie, particularly the proposed 

Knik Arm Crossing, make Alternatives 4 and 5 more attractive than they were in the 

2002 Master Plan Update.  Nevertheless, even if the Knik Arm Crossing is built, 

improving travel time/costs, development costs, and financial feasibility, ANC 

alternatives will score better for these evaluation factors than the Point MacKenzie 

alternatives.  Therefore, the conclusion from the 2002 Master Plan Update, that the most 

appropriate alternative for meeting long term aviation demand is expanding facilities 

within the ANC border, is still valid. 

4.7.5. Other Airport Alternatives 

During the Public Meetings held in November 2007 and May 2008, members of the 

public and the Airlines asked that Fairbanks International Airport and the City of Kenai 

airport also be analyzed as alternative airports to ANC.  These would be non-regional 

alternatives.  This capacity analysis is anticipated when a Master Plan update is initiated. 
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4.8. Conclusion 
Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport remains confident that airport operations 

will continue to grow in the future.  However, the recent rise in oil prices has adversely 

affected air traffic at the airport and led to uncertainty regarding when this growth will 

occur. Given this uncertainty, the airport has decided to not change the recommendations 

from the 2002 Master Plan Update. 

The next Master Plan Update should revise the forecast taking account the recent rise in 

oil prices.  Both the airlines and public requested that alternative, non-regional airports be 

considered as an alternative to further growth at ANC.  At a minimum, this analysis 

should include Fairbanks and Kenai as alternative airports.  Finally, the airport should 

consider further study of a Simultaneous Offset Instrument Approach (SOIA) for 

runways 7R and 7L.   
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Update on Effects of Recent World Economic Events 

The Master Plan Forecast of Aviation Activity for the Ted Stevens Anchorage 

International Airport is based on economic and airline projections in 2006.  It was found 

to be technically valid by the FAA in March, 2007 based on industry information 

available at the time.  The rise in crude oil prices to as high as $140 per barrel and other 

major economic events in 2007 and 2008 have dramatically changed and continue to 

affect the aviation industry.  Not only have costs risen, the demand for commercial 

passenger and general aviation passenger as well as air cargo services has decreased.  The 

outlook as of late 2008 is unclear. 

Future aviation demand levels presented in Draft Chapter 2, Aviation Activity Forecast, 

were used as the foundation for the Draft Chapter 3, Facility Requirements and the Draft 

Chapter 4, Concept Development and Alternatives Evaluation.  However, due to the 

current uncertainty of business costs and the general economic activity levels, it is 

expected that future demand levels will not materialize as soon as originally projected.  

Therefore, the Airport intends to monitor the economic outlook and, at an appropriate 

time, start a Master Plan Update with a new or updated forecast and development 

timetable. Accordingly, working with airline partners, the Airport is deferring further 

planning of a new runway until the economic outlook improves. 
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Chapter Five - Executive Summary of the Public 
Process 

5.1. Introduction  
The FAA guidelines contained in Chapter 4 of the Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-6B 

(pages 17-21), outline the public involvement process that an Airport should undertake in 

support of an Airport Master Plan. The AC provides guidelines for Timing, Tools and 

Techniques, Identification of Stakeholders, Identification of Key Issues and 

Documentation Guidelines.  This summary outlines how these guidelines were 

implemented.   

On August 21, 2006 a Notice-To-Proceed for the Anchorage Airport Master Plan was 

issued. Discussions began immediately on how best to involve the public in the planning 

process as recommended in the Advisory Circular.  

“The first task in a master plan, after the consultant receives a notice-to-proceed, 

is the creation of a public involvement program.”1 

An initial Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was completed on August 30, 2006.  The 

purpose of the PIP was to outline how the Airport should effectively gather relevant 

information from stakeholders to help shape future project development and funding. The 

PIP was also intended to ensure that the public, state and federal agencies, pilots, 

passenger and cargo carriers, commuter/regional charter companies, general aviation 

users, military, airlines and other airport users at ANC were informed about the project as 

it progressed.  The goals in the PIP were as follows:  

• Pinpoint project concerns 

• Provide forum for local airport user and other impacted party involvement 

• Involve community representatives from diverse interests 

• Respect and listen to community values 

• Address public concerns and resolve differences 

                                                 

1 U.S. Department of Transportation, FAA, AC/5070-6B, page 17. 
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• Support public decision-making  

• Avoid project delays 

• Develop public acceptance and project support 

• Collect and disseminate technical information 

5.2. Timing 
FAA recognizes that public involvement has its greatest impact during the early stages of 

the planning process, before irreversible decisions have been made and while many 

alternatives can be considered.2 Toward that end, the Airport distributed its first 

newsletter October 2006, shortly after the project began.  Public meetings were held in 

mid-November 2006 in three locations to inform the public about the plan start up and 

invite participants to list any relevant issues that should be considered.  The Technical 

Committee was also formed in the fall of 2006 and met for the first time just prior to the 

round of public meetings. The purpose of the initial meetings was to collect information 

about Issues, Goals, and Objectives and to discuss the Facility Inventory.   

5.3. Tools and Techniques 
Tools and Techniques, as described in the AC 150/5070-6B were used as a guideline 

during the public process.  The techniques included formation of the Technical 

Committee, Public Information Meetings, Small Group Meetings and Briefings, 

Webpages and Newsletters.  These are described in more detail below.   

5.3.1. Technical Committee 

A Technical Committee (TC) was formed and was responsible for reviewing and 

commenting on the Master Plan/Chapters. The committee had approximately 24 

members who represented airlines, agencies, tenants and the Turnagain Community 

Council.  Airport and FAA staff also attended the meetings. A total of six TC meetings 

were conducted as the project developed.  

                                                 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation , FAA, AC/5070-6B, page 17. 
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5.3.2. Public Meetings 

Five public meetings were conducted; each was advertised twice with a minimum of two 

weeks advance notice.  Meetings were held in an open house format with a formal 

presentation and question and answer period. Comment forms were distributed. Within 

one week following each public meeting a public meeting summary was completed and 

presentations were posted on the website.  

5.3.3. Agency Meetings 

Three agency meetings were conducted.  Invitations were sent to approximately 30 

agency staff from 15 agencies. 

5.3.4. Chief Pilots and Airline Meetings 

Three group meetings, separate from the TC meetings, were held with Chief Pilots and 

Airline Representatives.  Airlines attending all or some of these meetings included 

Alaska Airlines, Atlas Air, China Airlines, Everts Air Cargo, Federal Express, Japan 

Airlines, Korean Airlines, Nippon Air Cargo, Northern Air Cargo, Northwest Airlines, 

PenAir and UPS.  The Airline Technical Representative also attended some these 

meetings.  Airlines receiving additional one on one meeting(s) included: FedEx 

(teleconference), Korean Airlines, Northwest Airlines, UPS and the Airline Technical 

Representative. 

5.3.5. Small Group Meetings 

A vital part of the master plan was small group meetings to collect additional information 

and to inform stakeholders of the progress of the Airport Master Plan.  Small group 

meetings included twelve meetings with the Sand Lake, Spenard and Turnagain 

Community Councils, meetings with the Alaska Center for the Environment, Anchorage 

Unleashed, the Municipality of Anchorage, and three meetings with a stakeholder group 

that represented local businesses.  

FAA Airports Division and the Air Traffic Control staff were kept well informed 

throughout the process.  Bi-weekly meetings with the FAA Airports planner were held 
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throughout the process and ATC was often present at these and at internal airport 

workshops.  

In addition to the meetings stated above, the Airport also participated in phone calls and 

email requests from the public on an on-going basis, 13 FAA briefings and three staff 

workshops. 

5.3.6. Newsletters 

Four newsletters were distributed to provide brief discussions of project issues identified 

through public and agency involvement. Approximately 1,000 copies or each were 

distributed via email or mail. They also were distributed at the Technical Committee, 

public and agency meetings and as requested. 

5.3.7. Website 

A website was developed specifically for the Anchorage Airport Master Plan.  It was 

updated continuously during the planning process and contained the following pages; 

Project Overview, Frequently Asked Questions, Project Schedule, Technical Committee, 

Documents, Comments and Contacts. The documents included meeting summaries, draft 

chapters and presentations.  Readers could leave comments or questions on the comment 

page and request a response.  

5.4. Stakeholder Identification 
The FAA recommends that planners should make every effort to identify and 

communicate with all appropriate stakeholders. A stakeholder list was developed which 

included all known potentially affected interests.  The list included over 50 stakeholders 

or stakeholder groups.  Stakeholders included users and tenants, FAA personnel, 

resources agencies, local governments, community councils, environmental groups, 

recreational users, citizens groups and Native entities. The addresses were added to the 

mailing list and, in many instances, these groups were contacted directly to inform them 

of the planning process.  
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5.5. Identification of Key Issues 
According to FAA, identification of key issues is an early product of a well-designed 

public involvement program.3 The Airport initiated the identification of issues that impact 

airport operations early in the planning process.  Issues were a topic of the first public, 

agency and technical committee meetings held in the winter of 2006/2007.  The issues 

were used to develop goals and objectives which centered on safety, environment, 

economy, and customer service.  This information was used in presentation boards and 

comments were solicited.  The goals and objectives were also a topic at Community 

Council meetings, airport workshops and individual meetings with air carriers. 

5.6. Documentation Guidelines 
Documentation of key issues and documenting the public involvement program is also an 

important part of the public process.  The key issues identified early in the process and 

were documented in the resulting goals and objectives as stated above.  Public 

involvement was well documented throughout the process and a summary of the 

meetings, newsletters, etc. was updated on a regular basis. 

5.7. Conclusion 
Over 140 individuals attended the public meeting held in May 2008. At this meeting, 

numerous people made comments, as summarized in the public information report, which 

indicated that they did not support the construction of a new north-south runway at this 

time or in the proposed location. These people included representatives of the airlines, 

users of the Tony Knowles Coastal Trail, Alaska Natives, and others. Because of this, the 

Airport decided to defer further analysis of runway alternatives and selection of a 

preferred alternative to a later date. 

On May 22, 2008 the Airport released the following statement:  

“Due to the uncertainty and current instability in the aviation industry, the Ted 
Steven’s Anchorage International Airport has decided to defer a decision on a master 
plan preferred alternative to meet forecast capacity requirements.  

                                                 
3 U.S. Department of Transportation, FAA, AC/5070-6B, page 20. 
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The airport will continue its dialogue with the public and other stakeholders through 
public meetings and other forms of community outreach including public comments.  

Information on the Airport Master Plan is available on the airport’s website at 
www.anchorageairport.com” 

In addition to inclusion in the Anchorage Daily News, the press release was emailed to all 

those on the project mailing list and mailed to those without email addresses. 

Comments are being compiled as they are received, responded to, and organized and 

archived until the resumption of the Master Plan process. 
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Appendix C 
Emerging Technologies Analysis 

Introduction 

The purpose of the emerging technologies analysis is to provide an assessment of the 

current status of future aviation technology and procedures.  It focuses on those 

technologies and procedures that might be able to provide greater airport capacity, 

especially at airports with closely spaced parallel runways, separated runway centerline to 

centerline by 750 to 3,000 feet apart). 

Most of the new technologies and procedures are in the early stages of development.  It is 

therefore necessary to provide a prediction of the likelihood of the procedure actually 

being implemented, and the timing of that implementation.  Most predictions are 

difficult.  This one is especially so, since politics and world and airline economics would 

play a large role regarding whether or not these new procedures would ever come to 

fruition, and when that would happen. 

The following are the primary sources for this paper: 

• 2007 to 2011 FAA Flight Plan Charting the Path for the Next Generation 
• Road map for Performance Based Navigation Evolution for Area Navigation 

(RNAV) and Required Navigation Performance (RNP) Capabilities 2006 to 2025 
(July 2006 version 2.0) 

• Discussions and Proceedings from ATC 2008 (Amsterdam March 11 to 13, 
2008). 

General Overview of Air Traffic Management Change 

Air traffic management is undergoing significant change throughout the world.  The two 

leaders in this endeavor are the United States and Europe.  In the US, the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) is starting to implement the NextGen system (Next 

Generation Air Transportation System).  The system in Europe is called SESAR (Single 

European Sky Air Traffic Management Research).  Other countries are also involved, but 

NextGen and SESAR are the primary systems. This paper would focus on the NextGen 

system.   
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One of the big issues the aviation industry faces is standardization of systems.  Even 

though NextGen and SESAR are similar, they also have differences.  One of the common 

themes of the 2008 air traffic control conference was that a true world-wide system 

should be adopted.  A very strong entity or leader is needed to make that happen.   The 

developers of NextGen and SESAR are coordinating with each other, but no entity has 

emerged as a world leader. The International Civil Aviation Organization  (ICAO) could 

play that role, but that was not the consensus of those speaking at the ATC 2008 

convention.  Some indicated there would need to be another major world aviation 

agreement, similar to the Chicago Convention, in order to provide the discipline and 

focus to move the system forward.  With this background in mind, the NextGen system is 

discussed. 

FAA NextGen System 

Two of the key initiatives of NextGen are Required Navigation Performance (RNP) and 

Automatic Dependant Surveillance System-Broadcast (ADS-B).   

RNP 
In simple terms, RNP is a new way of providing on-board air navigation systems for 

aircraft.  The system primarily uses the Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) System for 

deriving the navigation signal, though it can also take advantage of other systems.  

RNP allows for more flexible air navigation routes in all phases of flight, and more 

precision in the en-route phase, than can be provided by land-based navigation 

systems.  It also offers curved routes that cannot be supplied by land-based systems.  

This is one key initiative that would provide more airspace capacity through tighter 

and more precise routings through the airspace. 

ADS-B 
ADS-B provides a new means for aircraft surveillance, which is one of the primary 

means ATC uses to separate and sequence aircraft.  The current method of aircraft 

surveillance has been RADAR.  This technology scans a geographic area and 

determines aircraft position by reflected signals and transponder responses.  These are 

pulsed radio signals that equipment on the aircraft provide when scanned by RADAR.  
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In ADS-B, aircraft send position information to ATC sensors, which collect the 

information and display it on an air traffic controller’s display screen.  The ADS-B 

equipment on the aircraft sends information on location, speed, altitude, and aircraft 

identification and equipment.  With ADS-B, the position information is much more 

precise than with RADAR, and the information is updated much quicker.  This is 

expected to allow reduced separation standards between aircraft in the future.  ADS-B 

has two primary components: ADS-B IN and ADS-B OUT.  These components are 

discussed later. 

The NextGen plan includes many other initiatives.  Among those are the following: 

• Required Communication Performance (RCP) involving improved ATC /aircraft 
communication using systems such as data links 

• Required Surveillance Performance (RSP) 
• Required Total System Performance (RTSP) 
• Automated 4-D trajectory systems that would allow ATC to provide better aircraft 

sequencing and routings, especially in the en-route environment 
• Improved dissemination of weather information to aircraft crews 
• Improved dissemination of aircraft traffic information to crews 
• Research into wake turbulence monitoring 
 

However, RNP and ADS-B are the primary building block components for NextGen. 

How NextGen is Expected to Increase Airport Capacity 

By providing precise navigation and surveillance capabilities, NextGen is expected to 

make much more efficient use of airspace.  This would be accomplished by precise 

routings and reduced separation standards.  Some of these improvements can be 

completed in the near term, while others would take more time.  These kinds of 

improvements can help airports that are in dense airspace areas, and/or are affected by 

airspace capacity issues.  For airports where the issue is closely spaced parallel runways, 

more advanced and future technologies than are currently envisioned by NextGen are the 

only solutions that are generally regarded as feasible.  
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Issues with Implementing Future Technology  

In order to understand the issues and problems with getting advanced and future 

technologies on line, a discussion follows of three key areas: technology, procedures and 

regulations, and aircraft equipage. 

One logical question is whether or not there are any current technologies outside of 

NextGen that might offer promise for reduced capacity.  These are discussed later in this 

report.   

Technology 
The technology most likely to provide greater capacity for closely spaced parallel 

runways will allow pilots to simulate visual flight conditions while flying under 

Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) conditions.  If this technology can be accomplished, 

aircraft can presumably achieve the same capacity to closely spaced parallel runways 

as they can today during visual conditions, while on a visual approach.  The only 

significant capacity constraint to visual approaches is wake turbulence, which is 

discussed later. 

The most promising technology for “Synthetic Visual Approaches” involves ADS-B, 

possibly combined with Enhanced Flight Visibility Systems (EFVS).  As mentioned 

previously, ADS-B has two components: ADS-B IN and ADS-B OUT.   

ADS-B OUT involves aircraft equipment that sends a signal to land-based ADS-B 

receivers regarding the aircraft’s position, altitude and other data. ATC can use this 

for more precise surveillance and control of air traffic.  While this will allow better 

use of airspace in general, it will not allow the precision required for simultaneous 

independent IFR approaches in instrument meteorological conditions (IMC) to 

closely spaced parallel runways. 

ADS-B IN equipment receives ADS-B and other data into the aircraft.  This involves 

ADS-B transmissions from other aircraft in close proximity, and uplink of air traffic 

data from ATC that provides information on all traffic in the vicinity, both derived 

from ADS-B and other sources such as RADAR.  The ADS-B IN equipment can also 

provide weather information and other data.  Since ADS-B provides the pilot with 

essentially instantaneous information on the relative position, speed and altitude of 
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nearby aircraft, a pilot could use the ADS-B IN display to provide information as 

good as or better than what is obtained with the naked eye.  Presumably a visual 

approach could be conducted during IMC. While some believe this might be enough, 

others believe some sort of synthetic vision through a heads-up display might also be 

required. 

This technology is already being used in a test phase by UPS.  UPS has equipped a 

number of aircraft in its fleet with both ADS-B IN and OUT equipment.  In one 

application, they have received approval to use ADS-B for assistance in flying visual 

approaches.  The current approval requires that the procedure still be flown under 

visual conditions.  The benefit is that if an aircraft on visual approach loses sight of 

the aircraft it is following, due to haze or excess lights on the ground at night, for 

example, that aircraft can still continue the visual approach using ADS-B IN 

information.  The normal requirement is that a pilot needs to notify ATC immediately 

when they lose sight of the aircraft they are following.  ATC must then re-apply IFR 

separation, which often involves breaking the aircraft out of the approach. 

This procedure is far from allowing “Synthetic Visual Approaches” during IMC, but 

it is an impressive first step. 

Procedures and Regulations 
The procedure described above is part of the NextGen system.  As indicated earlier, 

NextGen is a system for the US.  Especially for an airport like Anchorage, that has a 

very high percentage of international traffic.  It is very important that all aircraft 

flying to Anchorage be equipped and trained to use the equipment and procedure.  

Europe and its SESAR system might be able to participate and develop procedures, 

but ICAO will ultimately need to adopt the framework and set the umbrella standards. 

Also, all carriers flying into Anchorage must have their pilots trained, and their airline 

approved to fly the procedure.  The timetable for something like this has not been 

established yet, but it is expected to be a long process. 
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Aircraft Equipage  
This is probably the second-most difficult item to accomplish following establishing 

rules and procedures.  The only way for the “Synthetic Visual Approaches” to work 

properly is to have all aircraft equipped. 

A lesson can be learned from the implementation of the Precision Runway Monitor 

(PRM) at Minneapolis/St. Paul International Airport (MSP).  The PRM was installed 

at MSP to allow simultaneous independent approaches during IMC to MSP’s parallel 

runways 12R/30L and 12L/30R, which are separated by 3,380 feet.  PRM did not 

require any significant equipment in the airplane, but it did require pilots to be 

trained.  The major carriers at MSP went through the training, but other large airlines, 

who only had a few flights a day at MSP did not feel training all their crews on the 

procedure was economically justified.   

This became a very high workload item for ATC.  They had to hold aircraft that had 

not been trained in use of PRM, and then eventually suspend PRM procedures while 

they worked non-trained aircraft into the airport.  At Anchorage, aircraft not equipped 

with ADS-B IN and OUT would not be able to fly the procedure.  It is possible that 

an aircraft with ADS-B IN and OUT and with a trained crew could closely follow an 

aircraft that had only ADS-B OUT, but they would not be able to catch or pass the 

other (ADS-B OUT only) aircraft, as that aircraft would not have adequate 

information on the plane coming up beside them.  Hence, for all practical purposes, a 

large majority of aircraft will need to be equipped with ADS-B IN and OUT for this 

to work.  Anything less will create an unacceptably high level of workload for air 

traffic controllers. 

At the ATC 2008 conference, an estimate for avionics required to meet NextGen was 

quoted at 14-20 billion euros ($22 to $31 billion at current exchange rates).  The cost 

to aircraft in Europe to meet SESAR is estimated at 12 billion euros.   

An additional issue called the Avionics Conundrum was cited by Neil Planzer, Vice 

President of ATM Strategy for Boeing.  The Avionics Conundrum refers to the lack 

of a single set of absolute standards and requirements.  The issue is similar to the 

1980s competition between Beta and VHS standards for video cassette recorders 
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(VCRs).  It is also similar to the more recent competition for high definition DVD 

standards, whether Blue Ray or HD DVD technology.   

Mr. Planzer indicated that most new planes being delivered today are not being 

supplied with many of the avionics required for NextGen, since Boeing and Airbus 

cannot tell their customers which system will ultimately be adopted.  It is very 

expensive to buy multiple systems, with the hope that one of them will be the correct 

one.  The Conundrum is further exacerbated by the fact that retrofitting aircraft with 

new avionics is much more difficult than building the avionics into the aircraft 

initially.  It was indicated at the conference several times that new avionics and 

technologies will have to make business sense to the airlines or they will never be 

implemented.  Airlines will not buy equipment that can only be used at a few airports. 

At Anchorage, if the “Synthetic Visual Approaches” can be ultimately approved by 

agreeing on the procedures, rules and regulations, the airlines and other stakeholders 

all need to buy and install the equipment and train their flight crews.  The systems for 

air carrier and large business jet aircraft are expected to be an electronic flight bag 

system, which will be part of the flight management system.  As mentioned earlier, a 

synthetic vision system using a HUD display may also be required.  For smaller 

business aviation and general aviation, the ADS-B IN equipment will likely consist of 

a display similar to, or perhaps the same as, the display being used for Capstone.  It is 

not clear if a simple display like that will be adequate for the “Synthetic Visual 

Approaches”, even if the synthetic vision system is not required. 

The current proposed rulemaking which FAA has out, for transition to the NextGen 

system, calls for aircraft that will be operating in specified airspace to have ADS-B 

OUT equipment by 2020.  No requirements are set yet for installation of ADS-B IN 

equipment.  It is hard to envision ADS-B IN being mandated before 2025. 

Avoidance of Wake Turbulence 

Wake turbulence rules need to be applied any time a “heavy” or a Boeing 757 is 

involved, and runways or flight paths are less than 2,500 feet apart.  During a visual 

approach, pilots accept responsibility for wake turbulence separation and are allowed to 

use their own judgment regarding how closely they want to follow another aircraft.  It is 



Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Study Report 

DRAFT  1/23/2009 

not uncommon for an aircraft on a visual approach to a closely spaced parallel runway, to 

fly fairly close to a “heavy” aircraft on the adjoining runway, when the pilot feels 

confident that wind and other conditions are such that he can avoid the wake from the 

other aircraft.  That is not likely to be the case for a “Synthetic Visual Approach.” 

Additional procedures and rules will be needed if wake turbulence can be mitigated most 

of the time, in the same manner it is for true visual approaches. 

A technical memo on research associated with wake turbulence avoidance is attached.  

As indicated in that report, there are no near term solutions to the type of “Synthetic 

Visual Approach,” described above.  However, solutions could come on line about the 

same time as the other technologies and procedures necessary for “Synthetic Visual 

Approaches.” One technology being used to conduct wake turbulence analysis is a 

system developed by Lockheed Martin, called Wind Tracer.  It uses a Doppler Lidar to 

detect and measure wake turbulence and wind shear.  In the near term, this technology 

could be used to help controllers decide when wake turbulence avoidance needs to be 

applied to closely spaced parallel runways.  It has not been mentioned anywhere in the 

literature, but perhaps in the future this technology could be uploaded into the ADS-B IN 

display. This information could then be used so that pilots could fly “Synthetic Visual 

Approaches” with confidence that they are avoiding wake turbulence. 

Current Technologies to Increase Airport Capacity  

There are some current technologies, that do not fully solve the issue of instrument 

approaches to closely spaced parallel runways, but that can increase airport capacity at 

ANC, by allowing the airport to operate in “visual conditions” for a greater percentage of 

time.  These are briefly discussed below.   

 Simultaneous Offset Instrument Approaches   
Simultaneous Offset Instrument Approaches (SOIA) uses existing technology to gain 

greater capacity to closely spaced parallel runways.  It employs an offset localizer 

(LDA) with glideslope to keep aircraft separated by 3,000 feet laterally (current 

minimum separation for parallel runways during IMC) for as long as possible.  This 

means the plane on the LDA approach is coming in to the runway at an angle, and 

slowly getting closer to the final approach course for the other runway.   
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The procedure also uses PRM, which is monitored by air traffic controllers who can 

instruct aircraft to break off the approach if they stray off course and have the 

potential of getting too close to another aircraft.  The procedure requires an aircraft 

execute a missed approach when it meets the point of 3,000-foot separation between 

the approach courses, if it does not have visual sight of the other aircraft and the 

runway.  Aircraft must have 30 seconds to see the aircraft on the adjacent runway 

prior to the missed approach point, and aircraft must also be established on the 

landing runway centerline at least 500 feet above ground level.  Due to all these 

requirements, the minimums for flying the procedure, while a distinct benefit, are not 

as low as would normally be desired.  The minimums for the procedure at San 

Francisco International Airport (SFO) are 1,127 feet above ground level (AGL), and 4 

miles visibility.  However, there is a note that the procedure is not authorized below 

2,100 mean sea level (MSL) and 4 miles visibility.  This is presumably due to the 

requirement to see the other aircraft for 30 seconds prior to the missed approach 

point. 

Minimums at Anchorage might be better, as obstructions might not be as bad as at 

SFO.  One potential solution at Anchorage is to implement the PRM approach.  As 

ADS-B IN and OUT comes on line, a logical first step might be that aircraft equipped 

with ADS-B IN could use that as the means for “acquiring visually” the aircraft they 

will be following on the adjacent runway.  That would eliminate the 30-second 

requirement, and perhaps provide lower minimums.  A second logical step might be 

to reduce the separation standards for the distance between approach courses to 

something less than 3,000 feet, which would again lower the minimums further. 

Simultaneous Offset Instrument Approaches with High Approach Landing 
System/ Dual Threshold Operations (HALS/DTOP)  

HALS/DTOP is discussed in the attached technical memo on wake turbulence.  This 

procedure helps avoid wake turbulence issues on closely spaced parallel runways.  

One technique used by the procedure is to stagger runway thresholds.  This keeps one 

aircraft higher than the adjacent aircraft on the adjoining runway, which normally 

avoids wake turbulence issues.  Since the runways 7R and 7L at ANC already have a 

significant stagger, and since the airport has a high percentage of “heavy” aircraft, the 
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SOIA procedure may work well by adopting the HALS/DTOP procedure.  SOIA may 

also be a good interim solution to use for the proposed parallel to Runway 14/32.  To 

employ SOIA with HALS/DTOP on 14/32 would require some degree of staggered or 

displaced threshold.  It is not certain at this time if the amount of required stagger 

could be applied to those runways. 

Use of RNP for Closely Spaced Parallel Runways 
RNP has been proposed as one means for conducting IMC to closely spaced parallel 

runways.  However, it is unlikely those proposals are for runways with the existing 

and anticipated spacing at ANC.  A typical minimum value for RNP, as used by air 

carriers with special certification is in the range of 0.09 to 0.1 nautical miles.  That 

means the aircraft will stay (for RNP 0.1 for example) within 0.1 miles of course 95% 

of the time, and within 0.2 miles 99 percent of the time.  The plane could stray off 

course as much as 676 feet 5% of the time.  That would obviously put the plane too 

close to an aircraft approaching a parallel runway that is only separated by 750 feet.  

Presumably, the RNP would have to meet standards such that the plane would never 

stray more than 300 feet from centerline, for a runway pair with 750 foot separation.  

This would require an RNP value of 0.025.  This level of accuracy for RNP does not 

appear to be viable for the near future.  Even if it could be achieved technically, many 

other difficult procedures would need to be worked out and agreed upon, and all 

participating aircraft would have to have this level of RNP equipment. 

One promising use of RNP for the near term is RNP Parallel Approach Transition 

(RPAT).  This essentially performs the same function as SOIA, except the procedure 

is done without the need for ground based NAVAIDS.  The negative is that the 

minimums will likely not be lower than SOIA, and all aircraft need to be equipped to 

do the procedure. 

Conclusion/Summary 

There are promising technologies being developed, that may allow near simultaneous 

instrument approaches to closely spaced parallel runways in the future.  However, there 

are many hurdles to overcome before this can happen.  These involve developing 

standards for the equipment that will provide the technology, developing the rules and 



Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Study Report 

DRAFT  1/23/2009 

procedures to be used, and finding the funding and making a strong enough business case 

for the aircraft operators to spend the considerable funds that will be required to equip 

aircraft. 

Achieving a system by 2025 is possible, but very unlikely.  That date was offered by 

some of the expert speakers at ATC 2008, as the earliest a system is envisioned.  A more 

likely date is 2030 to 2035.  



Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport Master Plan Study Report 

DRAFT  1/23/2009 

Appendix D 
FAA Traffic Management Unit (TMU) 

FAA initiated a TMU at ANC in 2007 to help meter arrival traffic during peak operating 

periods.  The TMU supported an additional air traffic controller at the Anchorage 

TRACON to meter arriving flights into two arrival streams.  One arrival stream utilizes 

Runway 7R, while the other utilizes Runway 14.  In order to accept arrivals on these two 

runways, all departures, including heavy jet aircraft, utilize Runway 7L while the TMU is 

in operation.  Though this operation provides additional arrival capacity during peak 

periods (typically weekdays between 11 AM and 1 PM), it requires that all ANC 

departures during the period utilize Runway 7L and depart over the Municipality instead 

of over water.  Further studies of this operation would determine whether it is viable for 

use during longer periods of the operating day and what potential noise impacts may be 

associated with this operation and whether it is a viable long term capacity enhancing 

alternative. 




