
Volume 1

NOVEMBER 2006

COMPILATION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

FINAL

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update
McCarran International Airport

VOLUME 3:

Prepared for the Clark County Department of Aviation
Prepared by Ricondo & Associates, Inc.

In association with:�

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.
Katz & Associates
Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP



McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  November 2006 
Table of Contents   

i

Table of Contents 
 
I.          Introduction ............................................................................................................................ I-1 
 
II.        Public Open House Meetings and Newsletters ...................................................................... II-1 

2.1 Public Open House Meetings....................................................................................II-1 
2.1.1 Public Open House 1 – August 24, 2005 .....................................................II-2 
2.1.2 Public Open House 2 – October 26, 2005 ..................................................II-10 
2.1.3 Public Open House 3 – May 24, 2006........................................................II-22 
2.1.4 Public Open House 4 – September 13, 2006..............................................II-30 

2.2 Newsletters..............................................................................................................II-42 
 
III.       Formal Public Comments and Responses.............................................................................III-1 

3.1 Attachments To Responses to Public Comments ................................................III-113 
3.1.1 Attachment 1 ...........................................................................................III-114 
3.1.2 Attachment 2 ...........................................................................................III-126 
3.1.3 Attachment 3 ...........................................................................................III-128 

 
IV.       Other Comments Submitted Regarding the Draft Noise Exposure Maps and Noise 
Compatibility Program for McCarran International Airport............................................................ IV-1 

4.1 Public Working Group Meeting Comments ........................................................... IV-1 
4.2 Public Open House Comments ............................................................................... IV-5 

4.2.1 Public Open House 1 – August 24, 2005 ................................................... IV-6 
4.2.2 Public Open House 2 – October 26, 2005 ................................................ IV-13 
4.2.3 Public Open House 3 – May 24, 2006...................................................... IV-16 
4.2.4 Public Open House 4 – September 13, 2006............................................ IV-19 

4.3 Project Website/E-mail Comments....................................................................... IV-21 
 
V.        Public Hearing Materials........................................................................................................V-1 

5.1 Advertisements and Affidavits..................................................................................V-1 
5.2 Clark County Department of Aviation Presentation .................................................V-5 
5.3 Public Hearing Transcript .........................................................................................V-8 

 
Appendix A.  FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update, Public Working Group 
Summary Report ................................................................................................................................A-1 

List of Tables 
Table 1 Verbal Public Comments Received at the Public Working Group Meetings.......IV-2
Table 2 Summary of Project Website/E-mail Comments................................................IV-22

List of Exhibit 
Exhibit 1 Breakdown of Project Website/E-mail Comments.............................................IV-23



McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  November 2006 
   

I-1

I. Introduction 
A comprehensive public involvement program was conducted for the McCarran International 
Airport (LAS or the Airport) FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update (Study Update). 
Numerous opportunities were provided for Airport neighbors, citizen groups, interested agencies, and 
public officials to comment on airport operations, aircraft noise, and potential noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.  The following bullets present a summary of working group meetings, open 
houses, and public hearing(s) that were hosted by the Clark County Department of 
Aviation (CCDOA) for the Study Update: 
 

• Public Working Group (PWG) Meetings – Ten (10) PWG meetings and one (1) optional 
PWG meeting were held during the preparation of the Study Update.  All PWG meetings 
were publicized through news releases and the web site developed for the Stud Update (found 
at www.mccarrannoisestudy.com) and were open to the general public (e.g., to submit 
comments and ask questions).  Appendix A includes a Summary Report detailing the PWG 
process and meetings.  Eleven (11) comments from the general public were provided during 
the PWG proceedings.  Section IV, Table 2 of this Volume summarizes the verbal comments 
submitted at PWG meetings. 

• Public Open House meetings – Four (4) public open house meetings were held during the 
preparation of the Study Update.  Public open houses were held on August 24, 2005; 
October 26, 2005; May 24, 2006; and September 13, 2006.  The September 13th Open House 
was conducted during the formal public comment period for the Study Update.  All open 
house meetingss were held at the Clark County Government Center Cafeteria, first floor, 
from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m.  Written and verbal comments from PWG members and interested 
parties, including the public and elected officials, were solicited and received at these open 
house meetings.  Eighteen (18) written comments were submitted at the Open Houses (See 
Section IV).  Section II includes reproductions of newspaper advertisements, affidavits of 
publication, and other information pertaining to the four public open house meetings. 

• Public Hearing – A Public Hearing was convened by the Clark County Board of County 
Commissioners on October 3, 2006.  CCDOA staff presented final study findings and 
recommendations at the public hearing.  Attendees were afforded opportunities to submit 
written and/or verbal comments at the public hearing.  The public hearing was held during 
the formal 38-day public comment period, which commenced on August 29, 2006 and closed 
on October 6, 2006.  Nineteen (19) individuals or interested agencies provided written 
comments during the formal public comment period.  Section III includes a reproduction of 
all public comments received during the 38-day public review and comment period.  
Responses to the formal public comments are provided on colored sheets immediately 
following the individual comment letters/forms.  Section V includes materials related to the 
Public Hearing held on October 3, 2006 including hearing notices/advertisements, 
presentation materials, and a hearing transcript. 

• The web site developed for the Study Update also provided an opportunity for interested 
parties to submit comments and suggestions.  Over 400 comments, from 358 interested 
parties, were submitted via the website or e-mail.  Section IV includes a copy of comments 
received through the website or e-mail between August 2005 and August 2006. 
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II. Public Open House Meetings and Newsletters 

2.1 Public Open House Meetings 
The CCDOA hosted four (4) public open house meetings to: (1) disseminate information regarding 
aircraft noise at McCarran International Airport and potential strategies to abate and mitigate aircraft 
noise, and (2) to solicit information and comments from citizens that live in the vicinity of McCarran 
International Airport.  To facilitate understanding and discussion during the Study Update process, 
display boards and handouts were made available to the public/attendees. 
 
The first Open House, held on August 24, 2005, focused on introducing the Study Update process to 
the community.  The second Open House, held on October 26, 2005, focused on presenting the 
baseline noise exposure contour maps and information regarding historic noise reduction measures.  
The third Open House, held on May 24, 2006, presented the initial recommendations regarding noise 
reduction measures for the Airport.  The final Open House, held on September 13, 2006 during the 
formal public review and comment period, presented the draft Study Update. 
 
The following subsections include a reproduction of the public open house meeting advertisements as 
published in the Las Vegas Review-Journal newspaper, affidavits of advertisement, news releases 
published by the CCDOA, open house attendee sign-in sheets, and open house display boards.  These 
items are arranged in chronological order by meeting. 
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2.1.1 Public Open House 1 – August 24, 2005 







www.mccarrannoisestudy.com 
Las Vegas   McCarran International Airport 

NEWS RELEASE 
Clark County Department of Aviation – Randall H. Walker, Director 

 
 
CONTACT:  Elaine Sanchez      FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
  Public Affairs Manager     August 19, 2005 
   

(702) 261-3094 
   

Public Open House to Introduce the McCarran Airport Noise Study Update 
Las Vegas residents are invited to review the purpose of the Noise Study Update for McCarran 

International Airport, the process as to how the Update will be developed, and deliverables 
 
 
 

Las Vegas, NV – The Clark County Department of Aviation is hosting the first of several open houses on 
August 24, 2005 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Cafeteria of the Clark County Government Center, located 
at 500 South Grand Central Pkwy.  
  
The open house will focus on the recently initiated Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update for McCarran International Airport.  The Part 150 Study Update will examine the effects of 
aircraft noise on communities surrounding McCarran International Airport and to propose measures to lessen 
that noise.  The study is expected to be completed in June 2006 for formal County action, direction, and 
implementation.  
  
“The Part 150 Study Update project team is very interested in hearing the public’s input,” said Randy Walker, 
Director of the Clark County Department of Aviation.  “We encourage residents and business owners in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the airport to attend the open house to discuss noise concerns directly with the 
project team and understand the process to update the noise plan for McCarran International Airport. “ 
  
The August open house will include guided displays that will provide information about the study process, the 
community group assisting the Department of Aviation in preparing the update, and current aircraft traffic 
conditions.  Project team members will be available to answer questions and take comments.  Two other open 
houses are scheduled, the second will likely be held in October of this year and the final open house should be 
held in May 2006. 
  
The Department of Aviation has also formed a Public Working Group.  The working group meets monthly and 
will assists in the development of criteria to evaluate noise abatement measures and to suggest potential noise 
abatement measures.  The third public working group meeting will be held on Tuesday, August 23, 2005 from 
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. in the Pueblo Room of the Clark County Government Center.  Members of the public are 
welcome to observe and provide public comments at the end of the meeting. 
  
For more information please visit the project Web site at   www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.  
 

# # # 

P.O. Box 11005  Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005  702-261-3094  Fax 702-261-5654 
E-mail: webmaster2@mccarran.com 

http://www.mccarrannoisestudy.com/
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McCarran International Airport
FAR Part 150 Noise 

Compatibility Study Update
Open House

**Please Sign InPlease Sign In**
www.mccarrannoisestudy.com

Welcome

2

Public Working
Group Mission

County
& Cities

Airlines

Residents

Federal Aviation
Administration

Business

Development
Community

Land Use
Planners

To assist the Clark County 
Department of Aviation in 

preparing a Noise Compatibility 
Study Update by providing 

review and feedback throughout 
the Update’s development.
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Public Working Group
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Public Working Group members should:

Understand the role of our airport system.

Become familiar with aircraft traffic at McCarran.

Provide feedback on the study technical data.

Identify local issues and concerns. 

Assist in developing criteria to evaluate noise 
measures.

Review noise abatement measures, with emphasis 
on those that can be legally or reasonably 
pursued.

Public Working Group
Participation Process
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due to the events 
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McCarran’s History
Original Runways & 

Terminal (1940’s)
Terminal 1 (1960’s)

A & B Cluster Buildings 
(1970’s)

Terminal 2 (1970’s)

Third Runway - 01L-19R (1970’s) 
& Air Carrier Upgrade (1990’s)

C Gates (1980’s)

Cargo Center (1990’s)
Fourth Runway –
07R-25L (1990’s)

Airport Tunnel (1990’s) D-Gates (1990’s)
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McCarran’s Future

NE Wing of “D” (2005)

Rent-A-Car Center (2006)

Terminal 3 (2010)Terminal 1 Bag Claim 
Expansion (2007)

Roadway Re-alignments (post-2010)

NW Wing of “D” (2008)

Terminal 2 
Expansion (2005)
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What is a FAR
Part 150 Study?

An airport noise compatibility assessment process 
established by the Federal Aviation Administration.

Defines methodology and procedures for preparing 
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) and Noise 
Compatibility Programs (NCPs).

Produces recommendations that can be 
implemented to reduce the level of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors 
to become eligible for grants to implement 
approved airport noise programs.
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Noise Exposure Maps

Step 1 – Developing Noise Exposure Maps:

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) assess the impacts 
of aircraft noise on the area surrounding the 
airport.

These maps show areas of equal aircraft 
noise (noise contours) superimposed on 
local land use maps.

Existing and future noise levels are 
evaluated.
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Step 2 – Developing the Noise Compatibility Program:

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) outlines a 
strategy to implement noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Abatement measures reduce the amount of 
noise generated by airport operations (i.e., 
using quieter aircraft, redirecting flights).

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of 
incompatible development impacted by airport 
operations (i.e., land acquisition, sound 
attenuation).

Noise Compatibility 
Program

11

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 

Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

FAR Part 150
Study Process
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Who Can Regulate
Airport Noise?

Federal Aviation Administration: 
Controls aircraft while in the sky.
Responsible for controlling noise at its source (i.e., aircraft engines).
Certifies aircrafts and pilots.

Airport Proprietors/Clark County: 
Limited authority to adopt local restrictions.
Responsible for capital improvement projects and infrastructure.
Markets the type of aircraft for each airport in the system.

Local Governments and States: 
Promote compatible land use through zoning.
Mandate sound-insulating building materials.
Require real estate disclosure.
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Previous Noise Studies
For McCarran

1981/1983 Airport Noise Control and Land Use 
Compatibility (ANCLUC) Study completed

1986 Airport Environs Overlay District codified

1988/1989 First FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan 
completed

1990 Airport Environs Overlay District updated

1994 FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan 
updated

2005 Second update to the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Plan initiated 14
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Official Noise Contour
for McCarran
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2.1.2 Public Open House 2 – October 26, 2005 



















www.mccarrannoisestudy.com 
Las Vegas   McCarran International Airport 

NEWS RELEASE 
Clark County Department of Aviation – Randall H. Walker, Director 

 
 
CONTACT:  Elaine Sanchez      FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
  Public Affairs Manager     October 21, 2005 
  (702) 261-3094 
   

Public Open House to Present the Noise Contours and Reduction Measures at 
McCarran 

Las Vegas residents are invited to review the Baseline Noise Contour Maps and Historic Noise 
Reduction Measures for the McCarran International Airport 

 
 
 

Las Vegas, NV – The Clark County Department of Aviation is hosting the second of several open houses on 
October 26, 2005 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Cafeteria of the Clark County Government Center, located 
at 500 South Grand Central Pkwy.  
  
Airport neighbors are invited to attend the open house and view guided displays that will provide information 
about the study process, current and forecast aircraft traffic conditions, the baseline noise contour maps, and 
noise reduction efforts previously pursued by the Department of Aviation.  Project team members will be 
available to answer questions and take comments.   
 
This open house is a follow up to the first open house, which focused on the Federal Aviation Regulation Part 
150 Noise Compatibility Study Update process for McCarran International Airport.  The Part 150 Study Update 
will examine the effects of aircraft noise on communities surrounding McCarran International Airport and to 
propose measures to lessen that noise.  The study is expected to be completed in June 2006 for formal County 
action, direction, and implementation.  
  
“The Part 150 Study Update project team is excited to present new information to the public,” said Randy 
Walker, Director of the Clark County Department of Aviation.  “Residents and business owners are encouraged 
to attend the open house to learn more about historic noise reduction measures, current and projected noise 
impacts, and learn more about the Study process. “ 
   
The Department of Aviation has also formed a Public Working Group.  The working group meets monthly and 
will assists in the development of criteria to evaluate noise abatement measures and to suggest potential noise 
abatement measures.  The fifth public working group meeting will be held on Tuesday, October 25, 2005 from 
4:00 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. in the Pueblo Room of the Clark County Government Center.  Members of the public are 
welcome to observe and provide public comments at the end of the meeting. 
  
For more information please visit the project Web site at www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.  
 

# # # 

P.O. Box 11005  Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005  702-261-3094  Fax 702-261-5654 
E-mail: webmaster2@mccarran.com 

http://www.mccarrannoisestudy.com/
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McCarran International Airport
FAR Part 150 Noise 

Compatibility Study Update
Open House

**Please Sign InPlease Sign In**
www.mccarrannoisestudy.com

Welcome

2

Official Noise Contour
for McCarran

3

1964 1974

1984 1994

2004

The Last 40 Years at McCarran
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Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL):  DNL is one of 
many sound metrics used to quantify sound levels.  DNL is 
expressed in decibels and represents the average sound 
level over a 24 hour period.  DNL includes the cumulative 
effects of a number of sound events rather than a single 
event.  The DNL also accounts for increased sensitivity to 
noise during relaxation and sleeping hours.

DNL was introduced by the United State Environmental 
Protection Agency in 1976 as a single number 
measurement of community noise exposure.  The Federal 
Aviation Administration has adopted DNL as the preferred 
noise metric for measuring community noise exposure 
under FAR Part 150.

Airport Noise
Terminology

5

What is a FAR
Part 150 Study?

An airport noise compatibility assessment process 
established by the Federal Aviation Administration.

Defines methodology and procedures for preparing 
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) and Noise 
Compatibility Programs (NCPs).

Produces recommendations that can be 
implemented to reduce the level of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors 
to become eligible for grants to implement 
approved airport noise programs.
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• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 

Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

FAR Part 150
Study Process

√ √
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Integrated Noise
Model (INM)

In 1978, the FAA released the first version of a computer 
model designed to calculate aircraft noise impacts.  The 
model, known as the Integrated Noise Model (INM) has 
become the standard tool used for modeling airport noise.  
The INM generates noise contours and provides a graphical 
image of aircraft noise levels for a selected geographic area.  
The model is also capable of predicting noise levels for 
specific locations in and around an airport.

The INM computes a yearly average DNL based upon an 
internal database that includes SELs of individual aircraft 
operating over or near given points.  Noise exposure levels 
are calculated from airport-specific data that is input into the 
model.  The INM correlates input data to data contained in its 
aircraft database through a series of algorithms that produce 
calculations of noise exposure levels.
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Noise Exposure Maps

Step 1 – Developing Noise Exposure Maps:

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) assess the impacts 
of aircraft noise on the area surrounding the 
airport.

These maps show areas of equal aircraft 
noise (noise contours) superimposed on 
local land use maps.

Existing and future noise levels are 
evaluated.
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Integrated 
Noise Model 

(INM) 

Current Aircraft  
Activity & Forecasts 

Field Noise      
Measurements 

Runway Use Flight Tracks 

Weather Data  
And Terrain 

Inputs to the INM
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Arrival Runway Use

Primary

Se
co

nd
ar

y

W
ea

th
er

Weather

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 8.1% 9.5% 10.6% 2.5%
LAS-19R 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.3%

LAS-1L 6.8% 8.5% 10.0% 3.2%
LAS-1R 5.6% 7.1% 8.3% 2.7%

LAS-25L 72.0% 66.5% 61.7% -10.3%
LAS-25R 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% -0.1%

LAS-7L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
LAS-7R 1.9% 2.3% 2.7% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 15.6% 16.3% 16.9% 1.3%
LAS-19R 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 0.2%

LAS-1L 4.0% 4.4% 4.8% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 0.6%

LAS-25L 67.3% 65.9% 64.7% -2.6%
LAS-25R 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% -0.3%

LAS-7L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% -0.8%
LAS-19R 61.1% 56.3% 52.2% -8.9%

LAS-1L 13.8% 18.4% 22.3% 8.5%
LAS-1R 1.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.2%

LAS-25L 15.5% 15.5% 15.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0%

LAS-7L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7R 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 8.0% 7.9% 7.8% -0.2%
LAS-19R 53.4% 52.8% 52.2% -1.2%

LAS-1L 9.2% 9.8% 10.3% 1.1%
LAS-1R 2.4% 2.5% 2.7% 0.3%

LAS-25L 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 12.8% 12.8% 12.8% 0.0%

LAS-7L 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 34.1% 30.8% 28.3% -5.8%
LAS-19R 30.4% 27.7% 25.4% -5.0%

LAS-1L 9.6% 13.5% 16.7% 7.1%
LAS-1R 5.9% 8.3% 10.3% 4.4%

LAS-25L 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% -0.2%
LAS-25R 9.8% 9.2% 8.6% -1.2%

LAS-7L 7.8% 8.1% 8.4% 0.6%
LAS-7R 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 18.8% 18.6% 18.4% -0.4%
LAS-19R 41.8% 41.2% 41.0% -0.8%

LAS-1L 5.7% 6.2% 6.5% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.4% 3.6% 3.9% 0.5%

LAS-25L 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% -0.1%
LAS-25R 21.7% 21.6% 21.4% -0.3%

LAS-7L 3.9% 4.1% 4.2% 0.3%
LAS-7R 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

Primary

Se
co

nd
ar

y

W
ea

th
er

Weather

Departure Runway Use

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 23.6% 20.8% 18.4% -5.2%
LAS-19R 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%

LAS-1L 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% -0.1%
LAS-1R 10.5% 13.9% 16.7% 6.2%

LAS-25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-25R 54.0% 47.6% 42.1% -11.9%

LAS-7L 8.6% 14.5% 19.6% 11.0%
LAS-7R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 7.8% 10.0% 12.0% 4.2%
LAS-19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%

LAS-1L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%
LAS-1R 7.3% 7.6% 7.7% 0.4%

LAS-25L 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
LAS-25R 80.6% 76.6% 73.1% -7.5%

LAS-7L 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 3.0%
LAS-7R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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Capacity Analysis

Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM Daytime
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Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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Projected use of Runway 19L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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Projected runway use changes

Projected airport capacity
Projected Airport Delay vs. Operations

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

475,000 500,000 525,000 550,000 575,000 600,000 625,000 650,000 675,000 700,000 725,000 750,000

Annual Operations

A
ve

ra
ge

 D
el

ay
 p

er
 A

irc
ra

ft 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

(m
in

ut
es

/o
pe

ra
tio

n)

Existing Runway Use Percentages
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2011 = 4.3% Average Delay Reduction
(0.4 minutes/operation or 4,300 hours/year)

2017 = 7.8% Average Delay Reduction
(1.9 minutes/operation or 24,000 hours/year)
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Noise Measurement Data

Southern Highlands

Coronado
Ranch

Nevada
Trails

Spanish Trail

1583 Roughrider
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 63.5
2003 monitoring (Summer) 63.4
2004 monitoring (Winter) 61.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 62.9
2004 contour 60-65
2005 monitoring (Winter) 63.5
2005 monitoring (Summer) 63.0

24-hr. Fitness
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 67.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 67.6
2004 monitoring (Winter) 65.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 67.3
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 67.4
2005 monitoring (Summer) 67.4

2900 Oquendo
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 64.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 64.3
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.8
2004 monitoring (Summer) 63.6
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 59.6
2005 monitoring (Summer) 62.1

6285 Mohawk
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 69.2
2003 monitoring (Summer) 70.1
2004 monitoring (Winter) 66.3
2004 monitoring (Summer) 68.4
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 67.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 67.5

Rhodes
Ranch

Sierra Vista HS
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) N/A
2003 monitoring (Summer) 62.4
2004 monitoring (Winter) 59.5
2004 monitoring (Summer) 60.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 58.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 60.0

Gardens West Pool
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 55.5
2003 monitoring (Summer) 54.8
2004 monitoring (Winter) 51.4
2004 monitoring (Summer) 51.9
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 52.2
2005 monitoring (Summer) 50.8

UNLV
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 64.9
2003 monitoring (Summer) 66.8
2004 monitoring (Winter) 68.3
2004 monitoring (Summer) 66.6
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 69.2
2005 monitoring (Summer) 62.6

7428 Comanche
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 58.1
2003 monitoring (Summer) 60.5
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 55.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 56.7
2005 monitoring (Summer) 55.7

5296 Esperon
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 52.1
2003 monitoring (Summer) 54.2
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.4
2004 monitoring (Summer) 48.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 52.8
2005 monitoring (Summer) 50.7

3765 Robindale
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 60.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 61.0
2004 monitoring (Winter) 61.2
2004 monitoring (Summer) 58.9
2004 contour 60-65
2005 monitoring (Winter) 62.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 56.0

Whitney
Ranch
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Historic & Forecasted
Daily Aircraft Departures
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“Baseline” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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“Five-year forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update

“Worst-case forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

747400 1.0 0.2% 0.2 0.0% 0.4 0.1% 1.0 0.1% 3.0 0.3% 5.8 0.6%
767300 2.0 0.4% 2.4 0.4% 9.4 1.4% 8.8 1.2% 12.6 1.4% 17.5 1.7%
777300 1.0 0.1% 1.8 0.2%
777200 0.0 0.0% 2.2 0.3% 5.9 0.6%
A310 0.6 0.1% 2.5 0.3% 2.6 0.3% 4.7 0.5%
DC1030 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0%
Subtotal 25.0 4.9% 16.3 2.9% 19.9 2.9% 13.8 1.8% 21.5 2.4% 35.7 3.5%

737800 16.3 2.2% 18.1 2.1% 25.7 2.5%
727EM2 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.2 0.3%
757RR 3.0 0.6% 21.8 3.9% 35.9 5.3% 73.4 9.8% 82.6 9.4% 90.2 8.8%
A320 (w /MD81) 11.7 2.1% 26.6 4.0% 80.9 10.8% 95.4 10.8% 92.8 9.1%
MD9028 (w /MD81) 2.9 0.4% 2.8 0.3% 3.1 0.3%
Subtotal 51.0 10.0% 70.5 12.5% 86.1 12.8% 179.6 24.1% 201.1 22.8% 211.8 20.7%

737300 6.0 1.2% 124.3 22.0% 204.4 30.3% 129.7 17.4% 157.51 17.9% 170.2 16.6%
737400 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 3.2 0.4% 0.9 0.1%
737500 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 8.7 1.2% 4.0 0.5%
737700 83.0 11.1% 113.03 12.8% 132.8 13.0%
717200 1.9 0.3% 2.9 0.3% 3.6 0.4%
737N17 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 3.1 0.4%
A319 23.4 3.1% 35.5 4.0% 48.3 4.7%
CL601 0.0 0.0%
DC93LW (w /B737N17) 1.7 0.2% 0.8 0.1% 1.8 0.2% 1.2 0.1%
GV 10.3 1.4% 22.8 2.6% 55.0 5.4%
MD81 32.0 6.3% 14.5 2.6% 45.4 6.7% 11.8 1.6% 12.3 1.4% 12.8 1.3%
MD82 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 9.3 1.2% 11.7 1.3% 9.4 0.9%
MD83 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 7.8 1.1% 7.2 0.8% 6.8 0.7%
Subtotal 125.0 24.6% 186.9 33.1% 291.7 43.3% 307.6 41.2% 372.8 42.3% 440.1 43.0%

Total 201.0 39.6% 273.6 48.4% 397.7 59.0% 501.0 67.1% 595.4 67.5% 687.6 67.2%

DHC6 0.1 0.0% 6.5 8.1 0.8%
EMB120 5.5 0.7% 10.5 1.2% 13.1 1.3%
EMB145 8.9 1.2% 9.2 1.0% 11.4 1.1%

Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 14.5 1.9% 26.2 2.2% 32.6 3.2%

AS350 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%
Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%

BEC58P 177.0 34.8% 98.4 17.4% 51.7 7.7% 19.48 2.6% 24.47 2.8% 24.1 2.4%
CNA441 12.0 2.4% 37.7 6.7% 55.1 8.2% 6.63 0.9% 7.34 0.8% 6.6 0.6%
COMJET 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 4.68 0.6% 4.23 0.5% 4.2 0.4%
F-18 19.0 3.7% 7.5 1.3% 9.0 1.3% 0.52 0.1% 0.39 0.0% 0.3 0.0%
GASEPV 78.0 15.4% 63.4 11.2% 44.8 6.6% 20.26 2.7% 20.34 2.3% 20.2 2.0%
GIIB 4.0 0.8% 29.8 5.3% 29.1 4.3% 3.89 0.5% 2.46 0.3% 2.4 0.2%
GIV 9.0 1.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 21.86 2.9% 14.74 1.7% 14.7 1.4%
LEAR35 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 42.2 6.3% 31.28 4.2% 25.16 2.9% 24.9 2.4%

Total 307.0 60.4% 291.4 51.6% 275.9 41.0% 108.6 14.6% 99.1 11.2% 97.4 9.5%

Grand 
Total 508.0 100.0% 565.0 100.0% 673.7 100.0% 746.1 100.0% 882.1 99.3% 1022.8 100.0%

Air Carrier
Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

20171986 1992 1997 2004 2011

Small (50-149 seats)

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)

Helicopters

Other Operations

Changes in the Fleet Mix

17

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2005
Arrival Flight Tracks

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
18

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2005
Departure Flight Tracks

Potential Reinstatement

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
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2004 INM Run

20

2011 INM Run

21

2017 INM Run
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Persons & Households
Impact Analysis

Population Households Population Households Population Households

DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
DNL 70 to 75 220 90 190 80 220 90
DNL 65 to 70 2,930 1,370 3,150 1,470 3,900 2,000
Total DNL 65+ 3,150 1,460 3,340 1,550 4,120 2,090
Total DNL 60+ 29,220 14,110 31,690 14,300 35,050 16,320

Range of 
Noise 

Exposure

2004 2011 2017

23

Noise Sensitive
Institutions Analysis

Year
Noise Sensitive 

Institutions DNL 75+ DNL 70 to 75 DNL 65 to 70 Total DNL 65+ Total DNL 60+

2004
Schools 0 0 0 0 8
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 10
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 0
Religious Facilities 0 1 2 3 11

2011
Schools 0 0 2 2 11
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 13
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 3
Religious Facilities 0 2 0 2 11

2017
Schools 0 0 3 3 11
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 14
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 3
Religious Facilities 0 2 0 2 12

Range of Noise Exposure

24

Corridor Adherence –
Arrivals near Boulder City

Boulder City Gate Analysis
(For Larger Aircraft Arriving into 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 0.5

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 2/19/03: 441 days) 34.0
1st Correction (2/20/03 - 11/11/03: 238 days) 14.7
2nd Correction (11/12/03 - 8/15/05: 662 days) 3.0

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
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Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Coronado Ranch

Coronado Ranch Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 17.9

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 47.3
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 265.9

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 54.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 141.9
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 22.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 5.4
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 2.7
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 6.1

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
26

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Rhodes Ranch

Rhodes Ranch to West Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 4.8

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 102.7
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 1.5

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 101.7
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 30.3
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 12.0

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 20.7
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 27.7
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 9.7

Rhodes Ranch to South Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 4.7

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 8.6
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 0.9

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 8.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 28.0
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 11.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 30.1
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 47.4
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 10.8

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
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Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Spanish Trail

Spanish Trails Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 43.4

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 8.4
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 4.1

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 6.9
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 6.5
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 7.8

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 5.0
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 7.8
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 15.8

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
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Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Summerlin South

Summerlin South Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 6.6

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 1.8
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 1.6

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 1.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 0.9
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 1.4

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 1.2
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 1.2
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 -8/15/05: 152 days) 1.5

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
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Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Southern Highlands

Southern Highlands Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 19L and 19R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 3.8

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 23.3
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 23.1

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 16.4
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 12.5
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 15.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 15.3
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 15.3
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 13.5

5th Amend. before construction impact (3/17/05 - 5/16/05 - 62 days)
(Very few southern departures from 5/17/05 - 8/15/05)

32.1

NOTE:  FCPP – Federal Aviation Administration’s Las Vegas Four Corner Post Airspace Management Plan, implemented October 2001.
30

Step 2 – Developing the Noise Compatibility Program:

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) outlines a 
strategy to implement noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Abatement measures reduce the amount of 
noise generated by airport operations (i.e., 
using quieter aircraft, redirecting flights).

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of 
incompatible development impacted by airport 
operations (i.e., land acquisition, sound 
attenuation).

Noise Compatibility 
Program
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McCarran Noise Complaints

32

Runway 25 is designated the 
preferred runway for scheduled 
air carrier jet aircraft.

Pilots will follow FAA 
recommended noise abatement 
take-off and departure 
procedures for civil turbojets.  
(Only applied to narrow-body 
aircraft.)

Turbojets departing Runway 25 
will keep runway  heading until 
leaving 4,000 ft MSL before 
turning over city (northwest 
bound).  (Discussed 6,000 ft. 
altitude criteria.)

Turbojets departing Runway 25 
southwest bound will be kept 
on runway heading until 2 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Turbojets departing Runway 19 
will be kept on runway heading 
until 3 NM before proceeding 
on course.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Continue 
preferential runway use 
program, as highlighted in the 
1988 interlocal agreement 
between Clark County and the 
City of Henderson.

Revised - Conduct a test of the 
1991 FAA noise abatement 
departure profiles (NADPs) 
described by FAA AC: 91-53A.

Amended - Community 
requested a test of runway 
heading until 3 NM.  After test, 
community requested return 
to 4 NM.

Retained.

Retained.

Consider Reviewing - Interlocal
Agreement expired in 
December 2003.  Consider 
reassessing  with current 
capacity demands and existing 
runway use.

Consider Reviewing- 1994 test 
not fully conducted.  Consider  
reassessing with current fleet 
mix and departure procedures.

Consider Reviewing - Consider 
Incorporating  4 NM criteria 
into proposed procedure 
currently being reviewed by the 
FAA.  This “track” needs to 
mimic historical departure 
corridor.

Consider Reviewing - Focus on 
adherence to route near Sierra 
Vista High School/CMA 
corridor.

Consider Reviewing

Retained - Minimize departures 
to the east when air 
traffic/weather conditions 
permit by established 
preferential runway use 
program.

Not Retained - FAA was in the 
process of developing 
“standardized” procedures.

Amended - Procedure 
developed to incorporate 
runway heading until 4 NM.  
Changed from altitude 
preference to a distance 
preference.

Amended - Turbojets departing 
runway 25 keep heading until 3 
NM before proceeding on 
course

Retained.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

33

During noise sensitive hours 
(10 PM until 7 AM) Runway 1R-
19L departures for turbojet 
operations will be authorized 
only when operational 
requirements dictate.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up prior to departure on 
Runway 19 will be headed 
north.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up in passenger terminal ramp 
area will position aircraft to 
avoid hazard to parked aircraft, 
taxiways, or spectators which 
potentially could occur as a 
result of propeller slip stream 
or jet blast

Ground check of engines 
following repairs will be made 
on Taxiway “B” between 
Taxiways “M” and “F”.

Runway 1L and 19L are left-
hand traffic patterns or as 
directed by ATC.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained.

Not Retained.

Retained.  Designated an 
engine run-up area within the 
middle of airfield.

Not Retained.

Not Retained - Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.  

Consider Reviewing – Upgrade 
of 1L-19R in 1997 applied same 
restrictions/discouragement of 
1R-19L.  Consider reassessing 
with current capacity demands 
and existing runway use.

Completed.

Consider Reviewing  - In the 
past it has not been deemed 
necessary to construct noise 
barriers at the designated site.

Completed.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has outdated this 
measure 

Amended - Continue existing 
runway use program that 
restricts the use of Runway 1R-
19L between 8 PM and 8 AM 
when air traffic and weather 
conditions permit.

Not Retained.

Revised - Relocate the aircraft 
engine run-up areas to a less 
noise-sensitive location on the 
airport and, if necessary, 
construct appropriate noise 
attenuating barriers at the new 
site.

Not Retained.

Not Retained.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

34

Runway 1R and 19R are right-
hand traffic patterns or as 
directed by ATC.

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
under 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 800 feet 
AGL.  

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
over 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 1,500 
feet AGL.  

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained.  Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.

Not Retained - Very few 
General Aviation 
traffic/training operations.

Not Retained - Very few large 
Commuter traffic/training 
operations.

Completed – Runway 7R-25L 
operational in 1991.  Construct 
new Runway to be used 
primarily for jet arrivals from 
the east.

Establish eastern departure 
criteria as part of Henderson 
agreement/construction of 
Runway 7R-25L.

Completed - Test was 
conducted by FAA/Airlines but 
not supported due to 
proximity of Mt. Potosi.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has outdated this 
measure 

Not Applicable  - This measure 
is outdated considering the 
current users at LAS.

Not Applicable  - This measure 
is outdated considering the 
current users at LAS.

Consider Reviewing – Recent 
and forecasted runway use 
shows Runway 7R-25L also 
being used for jet arrivals from 
the west.  Consider 
establishing a preferred arrival 
corridor from the west.

Consider Reviewing – Current 
Runway heading until 7 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Not Applicable – 1990 test 
would now divert aircraft 
over/close to residentially 
developed areas.

Not Retained

Not Retained 

Not Retained 

Build parallel runway south of 
Runway 7-25 to enhance airfield 
capacity and provide flexibility 
in implementing other noise 
abatement measures 
(minimizing use of 1-19 complex 
and eastern departures).

Conduct a test of a change to 
the standard instrument 
departure (SID) for westerly 
departures from Runway 25R.

11.

12.

13.

14.

14a.

15.

35

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained - Procedure was 
found to not be practical due 
to safety and airport capacity 
concerns or necessary for 
noise reduction after opening 
Runway 7R-25L.

Retained - Encourage airline 
companies to use Stage 3 
aircraft for operations 
occurring between 10 PM and 
7 AM

Completed.

Not Retained

Retained.

Not Applicable – Current RNAV 
procedure reduces fanning 
impact.

Completed - Aviation Noise 
and Capacity Act of 1990 
eliminated large Stage 2 
aircraft at the close of 2000. 

Completed – Henderson 
Executive Airport also being 
improved to accommodate 
general aviation operations.

Partially Completed - Noise 
monitoring conducted twice a 
year.

Consider Reviewing 

Use existing localizer for 
instrument landing system (ILS) 
for arrivals to Runway 25R from 
the east to also provide from 
RWY 7L to the east when such 
departures are required by air 
traffic or weather conditions. 

Encourage the airlines to 
increase use of Stage 3 aircraft 
between 10 PM and 7 AM

Upgrade the facilities at North 
Las Vegas Air Terminal as a 
means of encouraging greater 
use for general aviation 
operations, including training.

Continue to evaluate the need 
for and benefit of permanent 
noise-monitoring system. 

Maintain the existing noise 
abatement staff and expand, as 
necessary, to assist in the 
implementation of Noise 
Compatibility Program.  

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained.

Retained.

Not Retained - Not approved by 
FAA and conditions of ANCA.

Implement a voluntary 
intersection departure 
procedure for aircraft departing 
to the west on Runway 25R.

Analyze the noise-related 
benefits of revising the Oasis 
Standard Instrument Departure 
(SID) procedures for departures 
to the west on Runway 25R to 
minimize over flight of noise-
sensitive areas.

Consider Reviewing - Currently 
deals with noise abatement 
program, Noise Hotline, 
responses to noise-related 
complaints or questions, and 
bi-monthly noise  report.

Partially completed -Airport 
Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) 
resulted in phase out in 2000.

Not Applicable - ANCA 
prohibits these types of 
restrictions.

Not Applicable  – Intersection 
departures required significant 
workload demand.  Impacted 
neighborhood mitigated.

Consider Reviewing - It has  
currently been revised and is 
ongoing. New RNAV 
procedures consistently being 
reviewed to enhance flight 
track conformance.

Establish noise compatibility 
public information program.

Support legislation to phase out 
Stage 2 aircraft 

Limit training operations for 
turbojet aircraft exceeding 
12,500 pounds 8 PM to 12 AM 
and 6 AM to 8 AM to aircraft 
complying with Stage 3 noise 
standards, and prohibit training 
operations for all aircraft 
between midnight and 6AM 

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
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37

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Approximately 189 
parcels at an approximate cost 
of $37.9 million for parcels 
within 70+ DNL.

Retained - Worked with other 
agencies to implement 
redevelopment programs to 
achieve land use compatibility 
on properties located near the 
Airport which are not needed for 
aviation-related purposes.

Retained – Program not 
implemented due to focus on 
land acquisition.

Not Retained - Program focused 
on land acquisition in higher 
noise contours.

Retained – Program not 
implemented due to  focus on 
land acquisition. 

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 75 DNL.

Consider Reviewing - The 
benefits of  land use planning 
with other agencies, as 
appropriate.

Consider Reviewing –Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that were built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing – Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that were built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not participated 
in property transaction.

26.

27.

28.

29

30.

Acquire property developed in 
residential or other noise-
sensitive uses in areas exposed 
to aircraft noise of 75 DNL.

Plan, with the assistance of 
Department of Comprehensive 
Planning and the Office of 
Economic Development, 
potential redevelopment 
programs for areas to be 
acquired for noise compatibility 
purposes 

Establish a soundproofing 
program for existing single-
family residences and schools in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL.

Establish a limited 
soundproofing assistance for 
owners of existing single-family 
homes in areas exposed to 
aircraft noise of 65 to 70 DNL.

Provide property transaction 
assistance for owners of 
existing single-family homes in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL. 38

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Facilitate lease or purchase 
agreements with the UNLV to 
provide for the conversion of 
incompatible to compatible uses 
or to prevent the development of 
new incompatible uses on UNLV 
property exposed to aircraft 
noise levels of 65 + DNL.

Acquire property where 
Paradise Elementary School is 
located and convert to a 
compatible use. 

Expand the property transaction 
assistance program to include 
existing single-family residences 
located within the 65-70 DNL 
area. Currently have purchased 
approximately 59 parcels at an 
approximate cost of $16.9 
million for parcels located within 
65 DNL.

Consider Reviewing – Benefits  
of continuing to work with 
UNLV on long-term 
compatibility between 
University and Airport uses.

Completed. Approximately $7.5 
million to purchase school, 
relocate existing UNLV sport 
facilities, and rebuild Paradise 
school on UNLV property.

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 65 -70 DNL.

31.

32.

33.

39

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Revised - Encourage the active 
enforcement of the AEOD, 
update maps based upon the 
most current Part 150 Noise 
Exposure Maps.  (New maps not 
adopted by County due to 
impacts of Desert Storm on 
traffic demands but were 
adopted by the City of 
Henderson.)

See Measure #34

Not Retained – Enforcement 
unknown.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Revised - Amend AEOD map to 
reflect the projected 1992 noise 
exposure map and make other 
changes to conform with the 
guidelines in FAR Part 150.  
(Completed in 1990.)  Work with 
and encourage the City of 
Henderson to adopt the AEOD.

See Measure #34.

Retained and Revised -
Requiring disclosure of existing 
and forecast noise exposure for 
all potential buyers/lessees of 
property in AEOD and 
encourage City of Henderson to 
adopt similar requirements. 

Retained and Revised – Acquire 
avigation easements in areas 
exposed to aircraft noise of 65 + 
DNL for existing homeowners 
where avigation easements not 
already acquired.

Develop comprehensive noise 
and land use compatibility 
guidelines/plans.  Airport 
Environs Overlay District 
(AEOD) codified in 1986.  AEOD 
map adopted and AEOD 
standards established.

Recommend noise-attenuation 
construction be required if 
development occurs in high 
noise exposure zones.

Sight and sound disclosure 
requirements,  require seller to 
inform buyer.

Require avigation easements. 
Avigation easements have been 
required for “enhanced”
development since 1970s. 

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have adopted 
“worse-case/2017” AEOD 
maps.  Since 1998, on a case 
by case basis, homes within 
the 1997 AE-60 have  been 
conditioned with a 25dB 
reduction (the same level as 
the AE-65 standard).  Should 
AE-60 conditions be codified?

See Measure #34

Consider Reviewing– Updating 
info. letter sent to Real Estate 
industry in 2002.  On a “case-
by-case” basis, since 1998 
approximately  92 communities 
have been conditioned with 
noise disclosure.  Consider 
Reviewing  if disclosure should 
be/could be codified.

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not have not 
implemented program.

40

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Has resulted in the 
purchase of several parcels of 
vacant land, which could have 
been developed into 
incompatible uses. 

Retained.

Retained - Continue to consider 
land use compatibility planning 
when implementing capital 
improvement or public works 
projects.

Retained –Airport staff proactive 
in revising lands use plans and 
consistently reviews/comments 
on all land use development 
applications.

Continue to facilitate the noise 
compatibility planning 
provisions of the existing 
cooperative agreement of 1992 
between BLM and Clark County 
regarding development of 
federal lands within the Airport 
Environs. 

Consider Reviewing  – Review 
if any vacant lands within 75+ 
DNL (master planned an 
incompatible use.)  

Consider Reviewing – Review 
FHA and VA policies.

Consider Reviewing – Most 
capital improvements already 
completed within the Airport 
Environs (I.e., water/ sewer/ 
street improvements).

Consider Reviewing 

Completed – BLM, per the 1998 
SNPLMA, transferred over 
5,230 acres of federally owned 
land within the CMA to Clark 
County. 

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Acquire undeveloped land areas 
exposed to 75+ DNL in runway 
clear zones or in locations that 
would  facilitate redevelopment 
in Airport-compatible land uses. 

Encourage the continuation of 
FHA and VA mortgage insurance 
policies and practices. 

Sequence the implementation of 
capital improvements and public 
works projects to be consistent 
with land use compatibility 
objectives.

Encourage the preparation of 
specific area plans for certain 
land exposed to aircraft noise of 
60+ DNL.

41

Helicopter
Abatement Measures

Pursuing the development of a Southern Nevada Regional Heliport at a non-urban location.

43.
Helicopter Abatement Measures not associated with Previous FAR Part 150 Studies

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Ongoing review of flight corridors to minimize, to the extent possible, direct overflight of residential neighborhoods.

Increasing permitted altitude for helicopter tours from 2,500 feet MSL (300 feet above ground level) to 3,000 feet or 3,500 feet MSL.

Encouraging a reduced helicopter tour airspeed of 80 knots.

Discouraging passing along all helicopter flight corridors.

Contine working with the Advisory Committee on Helicopter Noise.

Continue working with the Helicopter Users Group.

Requesting voluntary acquisition of quiet helicopter technology.

51.
Temporary moratoriums on the approval of new heliport facilities.  (Exists in unincorporated Clark County, but not the cities.)

52.
Annually collecting noise monitoring data for helicopter related tour operations.
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www.mccarrannoisestudy.com 
Las Vegas   McCarran International Airport 

NEWS RELEASE 
Clark County Department of Aviation – Randall H. Walker, Director 

 

P.O. Box 11005  Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005  702-261-3094  Fax 702-261-5654 
E-mail: webmaster2@mccarran.com 

 
CONTACT:  Elaine Sanchez      FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
  Public Affairs Manager     May 22, 2006 
  (702) 261-3094 
   
Public Open House to Present the Initial Noise Reduction Measures for McCarran 

Las Vegas residents are invited to review the initial noise reduction measures for McCarran 
International Airport developed through the Public Working Group process 

 
 

Las Vegas, NV – The Clark County Department of Aviation is hosting the third of several open houses of the 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update for McCarran International Airport on May 24, 2006, from 6:00 
p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Cafeteria of the Clark County Government Center, located at 500 South Grand Central 
Pkwy.  
  
Airport neighbors and Clark County residents are invited to attend the open house and view guided displays 
that will provide information about the study process and the noise reduction measures that the Public Working 
Group has reviewed and discussed for inclusion in the Study Update.  Community members are invited to 
interact directly with the project team, ask questions and provide comments. 
 
This open house is a follow up to two open houses previously hosted by the Department of Aviation. The first 
open house focused on the Study Update process.  The second focused on baseline noise contour maps and 
historic noise reduction measures for McCarran International Airport. 
 
“Public review and involvement is curial at this stage of the Update process,” said Randy Walker, Director of 
the Clark County Department of Aviation. “As the noise reduction recommendations are being finalized 
residents are encouraged to attend the open house to learn more about what is being proposed.”  
 
The Part 150 Study Update will examine the effects of aircraft noise on communities surrounding McCarran 
International Airport and to propose measures to lessen that noise.  The study is expected to be completed in 
summer 2006 for formal County action, direction and implementation.  
    
The ninth public working group meeting will be held on Tuesday, May 23, 2006 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. in 
the Pueblo Room of the Clark County Government Center.  Members of the public are welcome to observe 
and provide public comments at the end of the meeting. 
  
For more information please visit the project Web site at   www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.  

 
# # # 
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McCarran International Airport
FAR Part 150 Noise 

Compatibility Study Update
Open House

**Please Sign InPlease Sign In**
www.mccarrannoisestudy.com

Welcome

2

Who Can Regulate
Airport Noise?

Federal Aviation Administration: 
Controls aircraft while in the sky.
Responsible for controlling noise at its source (i.e., aircraft engines).
Certifies aircrafts and pilots.

Airport Proprietors/Clark County: 
Limited authority to adopt local restrictions.
Responsible for capital improvement projects and infrastructure.
Markets the type of aircraft for each airport in the system.

Local Governments and States: 
Promote compatible land use through zoning.
Mandate sound-insulating building materials.
Require real estate disclosure.

3

Public Working Group
and Mission Statement

County
& Cities

Airlines

Residents

Federal Aviation
Administration

Business

Development
Community

Land Use
Planners

To assist the Clark County 
Department of Aviation in 

preparing a Noise Compatibility 
Study Update by providing 

review and feedback throughout 
the Update’s development.

4

An airport noise compatibility assessment process 
established by the Federal Aviation Administration.

Defines methodology and procedures for preparing 
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) and Noise 
Compatibility Programs (NCPs).

Produces recommendations that can be 
implemented to reduce the level of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors 
to become eligible for grants to implement 
approved airport noise programs.

What is a FAR
Part 150 Study?

5

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 

Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

FAR Part 150
Study Process

6

Noise Exposure Maps

Step 1 – Developing Noise Exposure Maps:

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) assess the impacts 
of aircraft noise on the area surrounding the 
airport.

These maps show areas of equal aircraft 
noise (noise contours) superimposed on 
local land use maps.

Existing and future noise levels are 
evaluated.
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Arrival Runway Use

Primary

Se
co

nd
ar

y

W
ea

th
er

Weather

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 8.1% 9.5% 10.6% 2.5%
LAS-19R 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.3%

LAS-1L 6.8% 8.5% 10.0% 3.2%
LAS-1R 5.6% 7.1% 8.3% 2.7%

LAS-25L 72.0% 66.5% 61.7% -10.3%
LAS-25R 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% -0.1%

LAS-7L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
LAS-7R 1.9% 2.3% 2.7% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 15.6% 16.3% 16.9% 1.3%
LAS-19R 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 0.2%

LAS-1L 4.0% 4.4% 4.8% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 0.6%

LAS-25L 67.3% 65.9% 64.7% -2.6%
LAS-25R 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% -0.3%

LAS-7L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% -0.8%
LAS-19R 61.1% 56.3% 52.2% -8.9%

LAS-1L 13.8% 18.4% 22.3% 8.5%
LAS-1R 1.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.2%

LAS-25L 15.5% 15.5% 15.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0%

LAS-7L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7R 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 8.0% 7.9% 7.8% -0.2%
LAS-19R 53.4% 52.8% 52.2% -1.2%

LAS-1L 9.2% 9.8% 10.3% 1.1%
LAS-1R 2.4% 2.5% 2.7% 0.3%

LAS-25L 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 12.8% 12.8% 12.8% 0.0%

LAS-7L 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 34.1% 30.8% 28.3% -5.8%
LAS-19R 30.4% 27.7% 25.4% -5.0%

LAS-1L 9.6% 13.5% 16.7% 7.1%
LAS-1R 5.9% 8.3% 10.3% 4.4%

LAS-25L 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% -0.2%
LAS-25R 9.8% 9.2% 8.6% -1.2%

LAS-7L 7.8% 8.1% 8.4% 0.6%
LAS-7R 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 18.8% 18.6% 18.4% -0.4%
LAS-19R 41.8% 41.2% 41.0% -0.8%

LAS-1L 5.7% 6.2% 6.5% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.4% 3.6% 3.9% 0.5%

LAS-25L 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% -0.1%
LAS-25R 21.7% 21.6% 21.4% -0.3%

LAS-7L 3.9% 4.1% 4.2% 0.3%
LAS-7R 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

Primary

Se
co

nd
ar

y

W
ea

th
er

Weather

Departure Runway Use

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 23.6% 20.8% 18.4% -5.2%
LAS-19R 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%

LAS-1L 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% -0.1%
LAS-1R 10.5% 13.9% 16.7% 6.2%

LAS-25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-25R 54.0% 47.6% 42.1% -11.9%

LAS-7L 8.6% 14.5% 19.6% 11.0%
LAS-7R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 7.8% 10.0% 12.0% 4.2%
LAS-19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%

LAS-1L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%
LAS-1R 7.3% 7.6% 7.7% 0.4%

LAS-25L 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
LAS-25R 80.6% 76.6% 73.1% -7.5%

LAS-7L 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 3.0%
LAS-7R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

747400 1.0 0.2% 0.2 0.0% 0.4 0.1% 1.0 0.1% 3.0 0.3% 5.8 0.6%
767300 2.0 0.4% 2.4 0.4% 9.4 1.4% 8.8 1.2% 12.6 1.4% 17.5 1.7%
777300 1.0 0.1% 1.8 0.2%
777200 0.0 0.0% 2.2 0.3% 5.9 0.6%
A310 0.6 0.1% 2.5 0.3% 2.6 0.3% 4.7 0.5%
DC1030 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0%
Subtotal 25.0 4.9% 16.3 2.9% 19.9 2.9% 13.8 1.8% 21.5 2.4% 35.7 3.5%

737800 16.3 2.2% 18.1 2.1% 25.7 2.5%
727EM2 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.2 0.3%
757RR 3.0 0.6% 21.8 3.9% 35.9 5.3% 73.4 9.8% 82.6 9.4% 90.2 8.8%
A320 (w /MD81) 11.7 2.1% 26.6 4.0% 80.9 10.8% 95.4 10.8% 92.8 9.1%
MD9028 (w /MD81) 2.9 0.4% 2.8 0.3% 3.1 0.3%
Subtotal 51.0 10.0% 70.5 12.5% 86.1 12.8% 179.6 24.1% 201.1 22.8% 211.8 20.7%

737300 6.0 1.2% 124.3 22.0% 204.4 30.3% 129.7 17.4% 157.51 17.9% 170.2 16.6%
737400 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 3.2 0.4% 0.9 0.1%
737500 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 8.7 1.2% 4.0 0.5%
737700 83.0 11.1% 113.03 12.8% 132.8 13.0%
717200 1.9 0.3% 2.9 0.3% 3.6 0.4%
737N17 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 3.1 0.4%
A319 23.4 3.1% 35.5 4.0% 48.3 4.7%
CL601 0.0 0.0%
DC93LW (w /B737N17) 1.7 0.2% 0.8 0.1% 1.8 0.2% 1.2 0.1%
GV 10.3 1.4% 22.8 2.6% 55.0 5.4%
MD81 32.0 6.3% 14.5 2.6% 45.4 6.7% 11.8 1.6% 12.3 1.4% 12.8 1.3%
MD82 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 9.3 1.2% 11.7 1.3% 9.4 0.9%
MD83 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 7.8 1.1% 7.2 0.8% 6.8 0.7%
Subtotal 125.0 24.6% 186.9 33.1% 291.7 43.3% 307.6 41.2% 372.8 42.3% 440.1 43.0%

Total 201.0 39.6% 273.6 48.4% 397.7 59.0% 501.0 67.1% 595.4 67.5% 687.6 67.2%

DHC6 0.1 0.0% 6.5 8.1 0.8%
EMB120 5.5 0.7% 10.5 1.2% 13.1 1.3%
EMB145 8.9 1.2% 9.2 1.0% 11.4 1.1%

Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 14.5 1.9% 26.2 2.2% 32.6 3.2%

AS350 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%
Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%

BEC58P 177.0 34.8% 98.4 17.4% 51.7 7.7% 19.48 2.6% 24.47 2.8% 24.1 2.4%
CNA441 12.0 2.4% 37.7 6.7% 55.1 8.2% 6.63 0.9% 7.34 0.8% 6.6 0.6%
COMJET 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 4.68 0.6% 4.23 0.5% 4.2 0.4%
F-18 19.0 3.7% 7.5 1.3% 9.0 1.3% 0.52 0.1% 0.39 0.0% 0.3 0.0%
GASEPV 78.0 15.4% 63.4 11.2% 44.8 6.6% 20.26 2.7% 20.34 2.3% 20.2 2.0%
GIIB 4.0 0.8% 29.8 5.3% 29.1 4.3% 3.89 0.5% 2.46 0.3% 2.4 0.2%
GIV 9.0 1.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 21.86 2.9% 14.74 1.7% 14.7 1.4%
LEAR35 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 42.2 6.3% 31.28 4.2% 25.16 2.9% 24.9 2.4%

Total 307.0 60.4% 291.4 51.6% 275.9 41.0% 108.6 14.6% 99.1 11.2% 97.4 9.5%

Grand 
Total 508.0 100.0% 565.0 100.0% 673.7 100.0% 746.1 100.0% 882.1 99.3% 1022.8 100.0%

Air Carrier
Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

20171986 1992 1997 2004 2011

Small (50-149 seats)

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)

Helicopters

Other Operations

Changes in the Fleet Mix
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Integrated Noise
Model (INM)

In 1978, the FAA released the first version of a computer 
model designed to calculate aircraft noise impacts.  The 
model, known as the Integrated Noise Model (INM) has 
become the standard tool used for modeling airport noise.  
The INM generates noise contours and provides a graphical 
image of aircraft noise levels for a selected geographic area.  
The model is also capable of predicting noise levels for 
specific locations in and around an airport.

The INM computes a yearly average DNL based upon an 
internal database that includes SELs of individual aircraft 
operating over or near given points.  Noise exposure levels 
are calculated from airport-specific data that is input into the 
model.  The INM correlates input data to data contained in its 
aircraft database through a series of algorithms that produce 
calculations of noise exposure levels.

11

Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL):  DNL is one of 
many sound metrics used to quantify sound levels.  DNL is 
expressed in decibels and represents the average sound 
level over a 24 hour period.  DNL includes the cumulative 
effects of a number of sound events rather than a single 
event.  The DNL also accounts for increased sensitivity to 
noise during relaxation and sleeping hours.

DNL was introduced by the United State Environmental 
Protection Agency in 1976 as a single number 
measurement of community noise exposure.  The Federal 
Aviation Administration has adopted DNL as the preferred 
noise metric for measuring community noise exposure 
under FAR Part 150.

Airport Noise
Terminology
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64x

16x

4x

1x
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1/16x

1/64x

Examples of
Sound Levels

SOUND LEVELNOISE SOURCE RELATIVE
LOUDNESS

AMPLIFIED ROCK MUSIC / THUNDER

AUTO HORN @ 10 FT. / LAWN MOWER

OLD CAFETERIA / BUSY STREET

CONVERSATION @ 3 FT.

AVERAGE OFFICE / SOFT STEREO

WHISPER / RUSTLE OF LEAVES

THRESHOLD OF HEARING

120 dB

100 dB

80 dB

60 dB

40 dB

20 dB

0 dB

120 dB

100 dB

80 dB

60 dB

40 dB

20 dB

0 dB
VERY FAINT

FAINT

MODERATE

LOUD

VERY LOUD

DEAFENING

PAINFUL & 
DANGEROUS
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2004 INM Run

14

2011 INM Run

15

2017 INM Run

16

2004, 2011, 2017 NEMs
and Existing AEOD

17

Step 2 – Developing the Noise Compatibility Program:

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) outlines a 
strategy to implement noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Abatement measures reduce the amount of 
noise generated by airport operations (i.e., 
using quieter aircraft, redirecting flights).

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of 
incompatible development impacted by airport 
operations (i.e., land acquisition, sound 
attenuation).

Noise Compatibility 
Program

18

NCP - Recommendation 1

1. Maintain informal, voluntary preferential runway use program for JETs:
1a. JET defined as aircraft weighing more than 75,000 lbs.
1b. 25R is the preferred JET departure runway.
1c. 25L is the preferred JET arrival runway. 
1d. 19L is the preferred JET departure runway when southern departures necessary. 
1e. JET operations on 19L and 19R discouraged between 8 PM and 8 AM if weather, 

traffic congestion, or construction conditions permit.
1f. 1R is preferred JET departure runway when northern departures necessary.
1g. 7L is preferred JET departure runway when eastern departures necessary. 
1h. If safe and efficient, move towards greater “equalization” of runway use.

PrimarySe
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When needed
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NCP - Recommendation 2

2. Clarify preferred departure flight procedures and improve compliance:
2a. 4 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / right-hand pattern.
2b. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R  JET departures / left-hand pattern.
2c. Review development of a formal “straight out” procedure for 25L/R.
2d. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 19L/R JET departures.
2e. 7 NM (from DME) runway heading for 07L/R JET departures.
2f. 2 NM (from DME) runway heading for 01L/R JET departures.
2g. Helicopter tour departure procedures along Tropicana Avenue.

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME

2a

2b

2c

2d

2e

2f
2g

20

NCP - Recommendation 3

3. Conduct a study to assess the distant noise abatement departure 
profile (NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 19L/R, and 07L/R.

21

NCP - Recommendation 4

4. Identify preferred arrival flight corridors which mimic, if safe and 
efficient, the same areas as those impacted by the departure 
procedures.

4a. Review if runway heading from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is feasible.
4b. Review standard arrival flow into 07L/07R.
4c. Helicopter tour arrival procedures along Charleston Blvd., Fremont St., Industrial 

Rd., and I-15.

4a

4c

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME4b

22

NCP - Recommendation 5

5. Conduct a study to assess benefit of the continuous descent approach 
(CDA) procedure for JETS on all runways.

Benefit found
approximately 
12.5 miles away
from the airport.

23

7. Continue to encourage airlines to utilize
quieter aircraft.

7a. Develop program which recognizes airlines
“flying quietly”.

8. Continue to support legislation which phases-out noisier aircraft.

9. Continue to support use
of other General Aviation
reliever airports for
non-JET aircraft.

10. Continue pursuit of
Southern Nevada
Regional Heliport.

6. Continue to use designated locations for
engine run-up maintenance activity.

NCP – Recommendations
6 through 10

6

McCarran International Airport

North Las Vegas Airport

Henderson Executive Airport
Future Non-Urban Heliport

9

9
10

9 & 10

24

NCP - Recommendation 11

11. Continue bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing traffic and 
helicopter tour traffic originating from LAS.

Noise Monitors for Fixed-Wing Aircraft Operation
Noise Monitors for Helicopter Aircraft Operation
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NCP – Recommendations
12 through 13

12. Expand noise compatibility public information program:
12a. Develop fly quietly brochure for JET and GA aircraft at LAS.
12b. Include fly quietly procedures in Jeppesen charts.
12c. Expand material contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report.
12d. Begin to hold regular meetings with Chief Pilots and/or local managers.
12e. Continue regular meetings with helicopter operators.
12f. Redistribute noise information material to real estate community.
12g. Utilize a supplementary noise metrics for noise disclosure information.
12h. Post additional noise information on website.
12i. Post signage on airport property concerning “noise sensitive airport”.

13. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive 
Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, 
and UNLV to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the
introduction of noise sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses 
within the airport environs.

13a. Utilize the CMA boundary or 60 DNL, whichever is larger, to define the airport 
environs for land use planning purposes. 26

CMA/1990 60 DNL

2017 60 DNL

NCP – Recommendation 13

27

NCP - Recommendation 14

14. Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from noise 
sensitive land uses to an airport compatible use.

28

NCP – Recommendation 15

15. Update AEOD map in County and Henderson codes.
15a. Use 2017 NEM.
15b. Amend Major Flight Corridor to reflect 2017 NEM.

2017 65 DNL 2017 70 DNL

2017 75 DNL

2017 60 DNL

15a

15b

29

NCP – Recommendation 16

16. Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) land use 
compatibility requirements currently included in County and Henderson 
development codes.

16a. Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL.
16b. Apply mixed-use sound attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise 

projects located within the Major Flight Corridor.
• 35 dB sound attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or 

higher, and greater than 35 feet.
• 30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet.

AE-60

25
25

25
25

25
25
25
25
25
25
25

If greater than 
35’ and in MFC

35
35

30
30

35
35
35

30
30
30

AE-65AE-60

30

NCP – Recommendations
17 through 18

17. Continue to review land use applications and express/condition airport 
related issues.

17a. Improve coordination of noise disclosure requirements and when noise disclosure 
conditioned, require stand-alone disclosure form and associated proximity map.

18. Pursue airport noise disclosure requirements at local and/or state level.
18a. Improve current conditions to include stand-alone form and proximity map.
18b. Utilize supplemental noise metric in disclosure.

Typically, speech interference can occur if 
external noise events exceed 60 dB.

If windows are left open, indoor noise levels 
are typically 15 dB below outdoor noise levels.

60 dB plus 15 dB equates to an external noise 
event of 75 dB for interior interference.

18b 18b
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NCP – Recommendations
19 through 23

19. Continue avigation easement requirements in the County and 
Henderson development process.
19a. Create database which identifies parcels containing an avigation easement.

20. As a voluntary measure, acquire, provide transaction assistance, or 
sound insulate existing incompatible land uses in the 2011 AE-70.

21. As a voluntary measure, acquire vacant parcels in the 2011 AE-70 
that are master planned for incompatible land uses when 
adjacent/nearby development is airport compatible.

22. Expand voluntary property acquisition, transaction assistance, or 
sound insulation program to existing incompatible land uses in the 
2011 AE-65.

23. Expand voluntary acquisition of vacant parcels in the 2011 AE-65 that 
are master planned for incompatible uses when adjacent/nearby 
development is airport compatible. 32

NCP – Recommendations
20 through 23:  West Detail

AE-70

AE-65

Acquire, if
FAA criteria

met.

Transaction assistance
or sound insulate, if
FAA criteria met.

33

NCP – Recommendations
20 through 23:  South Detail

AE
-7

0
AE

-6
5

Acquire, if
FAA criteria

met.

34

NCP – Recommendations
20 through 23:  East Detail

AE-70

AE-65

Acquire, if
FAA criteria

met.

35

NCP – Recommendations
20 through 23:  North Detail

AE-70

AE-6
5

Acquire, if
FAA criteria

met.
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NEWS RELEASE 
Clark County Department of Aviation – Randall H. Walker, Director 

 

P.O. Box 11005  Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005  702-261-3094  Fax 702-261-5654 
E-mail: webmaster2@mccarran.com 

 
CONTACT:  Elaine Sanchez      FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
  Public Affairs Manager     August 29, 2006 
  (702) 261-3094 
   
Study Identifying Noise Reduction Measures for McCarran Available for Review 

Las Vegas residents are invited to review the initial noise reduction measures for McCarran 
International Airport and provide comments 

 
Las Vegas, NV – The Clark County Department of Aviation completed the preparation of the Draft FAR Part 
150 Noise Compatibility Study Update for McCarran International Airport.  The Draft Update, which examines 
the effects of aircraft noise on communities surrounding McCarran and proposes measures to lessen that 
noise impact, is now available for public review and comment.  
 
The Draft Update can be viewed online at www.mccarrannoisestudy.com, or during business hours at 
McCarran International Airport Planning Department (fourth floor), Clark County Clerk’s Office, Clark County 
Library, Enterprise Library, Green Valley Library, Las Vegas Library, North Las Vegas City Library, Paseo 
Verde Library, Rainbow Library, Sahara West Library, Spring Valley Library, Summerlin Library, Sunrise 
Library, UNLV Library, West Charleston Library, West Las Vegas Library and Whitney Library. 
 
Public comments will be accepted through 5 p.m., Oct. 6, 2006.  Comments should be mailed to Jeff Jacquart, 
Clark County Department of Aviation Planning Department, P.O. Box 11005, Las Vegas, NV  89111-1005.  All 
comments received will be responded to and addressed in the Final Update document. 
  
“We hope the public will take advantage of this public review and comment period”, said Randy Walker, 
Director of the Clark County Department of Aviation.  “The project team and public working group have been 
working hard over the course of the last year to identify the recommendations included in the Draft Update.” 
 
Airport neighbors and Clark County residents are also invited to attend an Open House during the formal public 
review period on Wednesday, Sept. 13th, 2006 at the Clark County Government Center Cafeteria (500 S. 
Grand Central Pkwy., Las Vegas, NV), from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m.  This Open House is a follow up to three open 
houses previously hosted by the Department of Aviation.  The first open house focused on the Study Update 
process.  The second focused on baseline noise contour maps and historic noise reduction measures for 
McCarran.  The third provided the 23 noise abatement and mitigation measures recommended by the public 
working group for further consideration in the Update.  The fourth open house will include material for the entire 
Draft Update. 
 
A formal public hearing will be held during the Clark County Board of Commissioners regularly scheduled 
meeting on Tuesday, Oct. 3, 2006 at 10 a.m. at the Clark County Government Center, Commission Chambers 
(500 S. Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas, NV).  Once finalized by the County, the document will then be 
submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration for review and approval.  The implementation of the approved 
noise measures will occur over the next few years. 
 

# # # 
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McCarran International Airport
FAR Part 150 Noise 

Compatibility Study Update
Open House

**Please Sign InPlease Sign In**
www.mccarrannoisestudy.com

Welcome

2

Historical & Forecasted
Passenger Growth

0
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150
Rooms (000)

Passengers Hotel Rooms

Passengers 17,10919,08420,17220,91322,49226,85028,02730,46030,30630,22733,66936,86635,18135,00936,26541,44244,26745,100

Hotel Rooms 67.39 73.73 76.88 75.48 86.05 88.56 90.05 99.07 105.3 109.4 120.3 124.3 126.6 126.8 130.5 131.5 133.2 (Est.)
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AAGR = 5.7%

(1990 – 2004)
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Passengers (000)

Passengers

Passengers 42,13 43,27 44,44 45,64 46,88 48,14 49,51 50,78 52,16 53,57 55,02 56,51 58,04 59,61 61,22 62,87 64,58 66,32 68,12 69,96 71,85

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

AAGR = 2.7%

“Epic Year” where demand 
exceeds sustainable 

capacity of 26.5 million 
enplaned passengers (or 53 

million total passengers).

“First Year” where the 
international airport in 

the Ivanpah Valley 
could be operational.

Passenger loss due 
to the events of 9/11.
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Who Can Regulate
Airport Noise?

Federal Aviation Administration: 
Controls aircraft while in the sky.
Responsible for controlling noise at its source (i.e., aircraft engines).
Certifies aircrafts and pilots.

Airport Proprietors/Clark County: 
Limited authority to adopt local restrictions.
Responsible for capital improvement projects and infrastructure.
Markets the type of aircraft for each airport in the system.

Local Governments and States: 
Promote compatible land use through zoning.
Mandate sound-insulating building materials.
Require real estate disclosure. 4

An airport noise compatibility assessment process 
established by the Federal Aviation Administration.

Defines methodology and procedures for preparing 
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) and Noise 
Compatibility Programs (NCPs).

Produces recommendations that can be 
implemented to reduce the level of aircraft noise on 
neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors 
to become eligible for grants to implement 
approved airport noise programs.

What is a FAR
Part 150 Study?

5

Previous Noise Studies
For McCarran

1981/1983 Airport Noise Control and Land Use 
Compatibility (ANCLUC) Study completed

1986 Airport Environs Overlay District codified

1988/1989 First FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan 
completed

1990 Airport Environs Overlay District updated

1994 FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan 
updated

2005 Second update to the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Plan initiated 6

Official Noise Contour
for McCarran
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Public Working Group
and Mission Statement

County
& Cities

Airlines

Residents

Federal Aviation
Administration

Business

Development
Community

Land Use
Planners

To assist the Clark County 
Department of Aviation in 

preparing a Noise Compatibility 
Study Update by providing 

review and feedback throughout 
the Update’s development.

8

Public Working Group

9

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 

Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

FAR Part 150
Study Process

10Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Public Participation

Formal Public Hearing ProcessPublic Working Group Meetings Open Houses & Other Public 
Involvement

• June 21, 2005
• July 26, 2005
• August 9, 2005

(Tour of Air Traffic Control Facility)
• August 23, 2005

(and Tour of Airport Environs)
• September 27, 2005
• October 25, 2005
• January 24, 2006
• February 28, 2006
• March 14, 2006

(Supplementary on Capacity)
• March 28, 2006
• April 25, 2006
• May 23, 2006

• August 24, 2005
• Focus on Study Process, Role of 

the Public Working Group, and 
Current Traffic Conditions.

• 47 Participants/10 Comments
• October 26, 2005

• Focus on Future Traffic and 
Operational Conditions, Baseline 
Noise Exposure Maps, and 
Previous Noise Reduction 
Efforts.

• 24 Participants/3 Comments
• May 24, 2006

• Focus on Initial Noise Reduction 
Measures

• 27 Participants/10 comments
• Comments submitted via website

• __ Comments/__ Authors

• September 13, 2005
• Open House on formal Draft Part 

150 Noise Compatibility Study 
Update for McCarran

• October 3, 2006
• Public Hearing - Clark County 

Board of Commissioners, Clark 
County Government Center, 500 
S. Grand Central Pkwy.,  
Commission Chambers, 10 a.m.

• Formal Public Comment Period
• August 29 - October 6, 2006, 

Attn: Jeff Jacquart, CCDOA, 
Planning, P.O. Box 11005, Las 
Vegas, NV  89111-1005.
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Noise Exposure Maps

Step 1 – Developing Noise Exposure Maps:

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) assess the impacts 
of aircraft noise on the area surrounding the 
airport.

These maps show areas of equal aircraft 
noise (noise contours) superimposed on 
local land use maps.

Existing and future noise levels are 
evaluated.

2

Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL):  DNL is one of 
many sound metrics used to quantify sound levels.  DNL is 
expressed in decibels and represents the average sound 
level over a 24 hour period.  DNL includes the cumulative 
effects of a number of sound events rather than a single 
event.  The DNL also accounts for increased sensitivity to 
noise during relaxation and sleeping hours.

DNL was introduced by the United State Environmental 
Protection Agency in 1976 as a single number 
measurement of community noise exposure.  The Federal 
Aviation Administration has adopted DNL as the preferred 
noise metric for measuring community noise exposure 
under FAR Part 150.

Airport Noise
Terminology

3
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Examples of
Sound Levels

SOUND LEVELNOISE SOURCE RELATIVE
LOUDNESS

AMPLIFIED ROCK MUSIC / THUNDER

AUTO HORN @ 10 FT. / LAWN MOWER

OLD CAFETERIA / BUSY STREET

CONVERSATION @ 3 FT.

AVERAGE OFFICE / SOFT STEREO

WHISPER / RUSTLE OF LEAVES

THRESHOLD OF HEARING

120 dB

100 dB

80 dB

60 dB

40 dB

20 dB

0 dB

120 dB

100 dB

80 dB

60 dB

40 dB

20 dB

0 dB
VERY FAINT

FAINT

MODERATE

LOUD

VERY LOUD

DEAFENING

PAINFUL & 
DANGEROUS
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Integrated Noise
Model (INM)

In 1978, the FAA released the first version of a computer 
model designed to calculate aircraft noise impacts.  The 
model, known as the Integrated Noise Model (INM) has 
become the standard tool used for modeling airport noise.  
The INM generates noise contours and provides a graphical 
image of aircraft noise levels for a selected geographic area.  
The model is also capable of predicting noise levels for 
specific locations in and around an airport.

The INM computes a yearly average DNL based upon an 
internal database that includes SELs of individual aircraft 
operating over or near given points.  Noise exposure levels 
are calculated from airport-specific data that is input into the 
model.  The INM correlates input data to data contained in its 
aircraft database through a series of algorithms that produce 
calculations of noise exposure levels.

5

Integrated 
Noise Model 

(INM) 

Current Aircraft  
Activity & Forecasts 

Field Noise      
Measurements 

Runway Use Flight Tracks 

Weather Data  
And Terrain 

Inputs to the INM

6

Arrival Runway Use

Primary
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Weather

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 8.1% 9.5% 10.6% 2.5%
LAS-19R 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.3%

LAS-1L 6.8% 8.5% 10.0% 3.2%
LAS-1R 5.6% 7.1% 8.3% 2.7%

LAS-25L 72.0% 66.5% 61.7% -10.3%
LAS-25R 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% -0.1%

LAS-7L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
LAS-7R 1.9% 2.3% 2.7% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 15.6% 16.3% 16.9% 1.3%
LAS-19R 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 0.2%

LAS-1L 4.0% 4.4% 4.8% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 0.6%

LAS-25L 67.3% 65.9% 64.7% -2.6%
LAS-25R 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% -0.3%

LAS-7L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% -0.8%
LAS-19R 61.1% 56.3% 52.2% -8.9%

LAS-1L 13.8% 18.4% 22.3% 8.5%
LAS-1R 1.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.2%

LAS-25L 15.5% 15.5% 15.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0%

LAS-7L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7R 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 8.0% 7.9% 7.8% -0.2%
LAS-19R 53.4% 52.8% 52.2% -1.2%

LAS-1L 9.2% 9.8% 10.3% 1.1%
LAS-1R 2.4% 2.5% 2.7% 0.3%

LAS-25L 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 12.8% 12.8% 12.8% 0.0%

LAS-7L 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 34.1% 30.8% 28.3% -5.8%
LAS-19R 30.4% 27.7% 25.4% -5.0%

LAS-1L 9.6% 13.5% 16.7% 7.1%
LAS-1R 5.9% 8.3% 10.3% 4.4%

LAS-25L 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% -0.2%
LAS-25R 9.8% 9.2% 8.6% -1.2%

LAS-7L 7.8% 8.1% 8.4% 0.6%
LAS-7R 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 18.8% 18.6% 18.4% -0.4%
LAS-19R 41.8% 41.2% 41.0% -0.8%

LAS-1L 5.7% 6.2% 6.5% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.4% 3.6% 3.9% 0.5%

LAS-25L 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% -0.1%
LAS-25R 21.7% 21.6% 21.4% -0.3%

LAS-7L 3.9% 4.1% 4.2% 0.3%
LAS-7R 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

General Aviation Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

Primary
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Weather

Departure Runway Use

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 23.6% 20.8% 18.4% -5.2%
LAS-19R 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%

LAS-1L 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% -0.1%
LAS-1R 10.5% 13.9% 16.7% 6.2%

LAS-25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-25R 54.0% 47.6% 42.1% -11.9%

LAS-7L 8.6% 14.5% 19.6% 11.0%
LAS-7R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 7.8% 10.0% 12.0% 4.2%
LAS-19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%

LAS-1L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%
LAS-1R 7.3% 7.6% 7.7% 0.4%

LAS-25L 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
LAS-25R 80.6% 76.6% 73.1% -7.5%

LAS-7L 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 3.0%
LAS-7R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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Noise Measurement Data

Southern Highlands

Coronado
Ranch

Nevada
Trails

Spanish Trail

1583 Roughrider
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 63.5
2003 monitoring (Summer) 63.4
2004 monitoring (Winter) 61.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 62.9
2004 contour 60-65
2005 monitoring (Winter) 63.5
2005 monitoring (Summer) 63.0

24-hr. Fitness
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 67.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 67.6
2004 monitoring (Winter) 65.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 67.3
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 67.4
2005 monitoring (Summer) 67.4

2900 Oquendo
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 64.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 64.3
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.8
2004 monitoring (Summer) 63.6
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 59.6
2005 monitoring (Summer) 62.1

6285 Mohawk
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 69.2
2003 monitoring (Summer) 70.1
2004 monitoring (Winter) 66.3
2004 monitoring (Summer) 68.4
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 67.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 67.5

Rhodes
Ranch

Sierra Vista HS
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) N/A
2003 monitoring (Summer) 62.4
2004 monitoring (Winter) 59.5
2004 monitoring (Summer) 60.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 58.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 60.0

Gardens West Pool
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 55.5
2003 monitoring (Summer) 54.8
2004 monitoring (Winter) 51.4
2004 monitoring (Summer) 51.9
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 52.2
2005 monitoring (Summer) 50.8

UNLV
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 64.9
2003 monitoring (Summer) 66.8
2004 monitoring (Winter) 68.3
2004 monitoring (Summer) 66.6
2004 contour 65-70
2005 monitoring (Winter) 69.2
2005 monitoring (Summer) 62.6

7428 Comanche
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 58.1
2003 monitoring (Summer) 60.5
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.6
2004 monitoring (Summer) 55.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 56.7
2005 monitoring (Summer) 55.7

5296 Esperon
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 52.1
2003 monitoring (Summer) 54.2
2004 monitoring (Winter) 55.4
2004 monitoring (Summer) 48.5
2004 contour <60
2005 monitoring (Winter) 52.8
2005 monitoring (Summer) 50.7

3765 Robindale
Year DNL
2002 monitoring (Summer) 60.7
2003 monitoring (Summer) 61.0
2004 monitoring (Winter) 61.2
2004 monitoring (Summer) 58.9
2004 contour 60-65
2005 monitoring (Winter) 62.9
2005 monitoring (Summer) 56.0

Whitney
Ranch
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Historic & Forecasted
Daily Aircraft Departures
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“Baseline” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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“Five-year forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update

“Worst-case forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

747400 1.0 0.2% 0.2 0.0% 0.4 0.1% 1.0 0.1% 3.0 0.3% 5.8 0.6%
767300 2.0 0.4% 2.4 0.4% 9.4 1.4% 8.8 1.2% 12.6 1.4% 17.5 1.7%
777300 1.0 0.1% 1.8 0.2%
777200 0.0 0.0% 2.2 0.3% 5.9 0.6%
A310 0.6 0.1% 2.5 0.3% 2.6 0.3% 4.7 0.5%
DC1030 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0%
Subtotal 25.0 4.9% 16.3 2.9% 19.9 2.9% 13.8 1.8% 21.5 2.4% 35.7 3.5%

737800 16.3 2.2% 18.1 2.1% 25.7 2.5%
727EM2 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.2 0.3%
757RR 3.0 0.6% 21.8 3.9% 35.9 5.3% 73.4 9.8% 82.6 9.4% 90.2 8.8%
A320 (w /MD81) 11.7 2.1% 26.6 4.0% 80.9 10.8% 95.4 10.8% 92.8 9.1%
MD9028 (w /MD81) 2.9 0.4% 2.8 0.3% 3.1 0.3%
Subtotal 51.0 10.0% 70.5 12.5% 86.1 12.8% 179.6 24.1% 201.1 22.8% 211.8 20.7%

737300 6.0 1.2% 124.3 22.0% 204.4 30.3% 129.7 17.4% 157.51 17.9% 170.2 16.6%
737400 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 3.2 0.4% 0.9 0.1%
737500 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 8.7 1.2% 4.0 0.5%
737700 83.0 11.1% 113.03 12.8% 132.8 13.0%
717200 1.9 0.3% 2.9 0.3% 3.6 0.4%
737N17 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 3.1 0.4%
A319 23.4 3.1% 35.5 4.0% 48.3 4.7%
CL601 0.0 0.0%
DC93LW (w /B737N17) 1.7 0.2% 0.8 0.1% 1.8 0.2% 1.2 0.1%
GV 10.3 1.4% 22.8 2.6% 55.0 5.4%
MD81 32.0 6.3% 14.5 2.6% 45.4 6.7% 11.8 1.6% 12.3 1.4% 12.8 1.3%
MD82 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 9.3 1.2% 11.7 1.3% 9.4 0.9%
MD83 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 7.8 1.1% 7.2 0.8% 6.8 0.7%
Subtotal 125.0 24.6% 186.9 33.1% 291.7 43.3% 307.6 41.2% 372.8 42.3% 440.1 43.0%

Total 201.0 39.6% 273.6 48.4% 397.7 59.0% 501.0 67.1% 595.4 67.5% 687.6 67.2%

DHC6 0.1 0.0% 6.5 8.1 0.8%
EMB120 5.5 0.7% 10.5 1.2% 13.1 1.3%
EMB145 8.9 1.2% 9.2 1.0% 11.4 1.1%

Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 14.5 1.9% 26.2 2.2% 32.6 3.2%

AS350 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%
Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%

BEC58P 177.0 34.8% 98.4 17.4% 51.7 7.7% 19.48 2.6% 24.47 2.8% 24.1 2.4%
CNA441 12.0 2.4% 37.7 6.7% 55.1 8.2% 6.63 0.9% 7.34 0.8% 6.6 0.6%
COMJET 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 4.68 0.6% 4.23 0.5% 4.2 0.4%
F-18 19.0 3.7% 7.5 1.3% 9.0 1.3% 0.52 0.1% 0.39 0.0% 0.3 0.0%
GASEPV 78.0 15.4% 63.4 11.2% 44.8 6.6% 20.26 2.7% 20.34 2.3% 20.2 2.0%
GIIB 4.0 0.8% 29.8 5.3% 29.1 4.3% 3.89 0.5% 2.46 0.3% 2.4 0.2%
GIV 9.0 1.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 21.86 2.9% 14.74 1.7% 14.7 1.4%
LEAR35 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 42.2 6.3% 31.28 4.2% 25.16 2.9% 24.9 2.4%

Total 307.0 60.4% 291.4 51.6% 275.9 41.0% 108.6 14.6% 99.1 11.2% 97.4 9.5%

Grand 
Total 508.0 100.0% 565.0 100.0% 673.7 100.0% 746.1 100.0% 882.1 99.3% 1022.8 100.0%

Air Carrier
Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

20171986 1992 1997 2004 2011

Small (50-149 seats)

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)

Helicopters

Other Operations

Changes in the Fleet Mix

11

Arrival Flight Tracks

12

Departure Flight Tracks
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2004 INM Run

2004 Households Population Schools Religious Facilities Hospitals Other
DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

DNL 70 to 75 93 219 0 1 0 0
DNL 65 to 70 2,096 4,067 0 2 0 3

Total DNL 65+ 2,189 4,286 0 3 0 3
DNL 60 to 65 13,993 32,136 8 8 0 7

Total DNL 60+ 16,182 36,422 8 11 0 10

14

2011 INM Run

2011 Households Population Schools Religious Facilities Hospitals Other
DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

DNL 70 to 75 81 190 0 2 0 0
DNL 65 to 70 2,331 4,585 2 0 0 3

Total DNL 65+ 2,412 4,775 2 2 0 3
DNL 60 to 65 14,834 33,989 9 9 3 10

Total DNL 60+ 17,246 38,764 11 11 3 13

15

2004 vs. 2011 INM Run

2011 Change Households Population Schools Religious Facilities Hospitals Other
DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

DNL 70 to 75 -12 -29 0 1 0 0
DNL 65 to 70 235 518 2 -2 0 0

Total DNL 65+ 223 489 2 -1 0 0
DNL 60 to 65 841 1,853 1 1 3 3

Total DNL 60+ 1,064 2,342 3 0 3 3

16

2017 INM Run

2017 Households Population Schools Religious Facilities Hospitals Other
DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

DNL 70 to 75 136 273 0 2 0 0
DNL 65 to 70 2,747 5,469 3 0 0 3

Total DNL 65+ 2,883 5,742 3 2 0 3
DNL 60 to 65 16,642 38,316 8 10 3 11

Total DNL 60+ 19,525 44,058 11 12 3 14

17

2004 vs. 2017 INM Run

2017 Change Households Population Schools Religious Facilities Hospitals Other
DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0

DNL 70 to 75 43 54 0 1 0 0
DNL 65 to 70 651 1,402 3 -2 0 0

Total DNL 65+ 694 1,456 3 -1 0 0
DNL 60 to 65 2,649 6,180 0 2 3 4

Total DNL 60+ 3,343 7,636 3 1 3 4

18

2004, 2011, 2017 NEMs
and Existing AEOD

2017 Fc DNL
(Use forecasted 
runway use.)

2017 DNL
(Used 2004 
runway use.)

2004 DNL
CMA Boundary

2011 DNL
(Used 2004 
runway use.)

2011 Fc DNL
(Used forecasted 
runway use.)
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Step 2 – Developing the Noise Compatibility Program:

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) outlines a 
strategy to implement noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Abatement measures reduce the amount of 
noise generated by airport operations (i.e., 
using quieter aircraft, redirecting flights).

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of 
incompatible development impacted by airport 
operations (i.e., land acquisition, sound 
attenuation).

Noise Compatibility 
Program

2

Proposed Updated Noise Compatibility Program includes:

13 Noise Abatement Measures.
Estimated costs – Potentially $850,000
Incompatible households addressed – To be 
determined.

11 Noise Mitigation Measures.
Estimated costs - $100,000,000

Developed Land Acquisition - $80,782,000 (78%)
Vacant Land Acquisition - $19,595,000 (19%)
Sound Insulation & Transaction Assistance -
$3,625,000 (3%)

Incompatible households addressed – 1,288
Developed Land Acquisition – 1,257
Sound Insulation & Transaction Assistance - 31

Summary of Measures

3

Abatement Measures

1. Maintain and clarify the existing informal preferential runway use program.
2. Encourage the use of existing noise abatement flight tracks to ensure that aircraft fly over historic flight 

corridors.
3. Continue to use designated engine run-up areas at the Airport for maintenance purposes.
4. Continue to support the use of general aviation reliever airports in the Clark County Airport System.
5. Continue the bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed wing aircraft and annual noise monitoring 

program for helicopter tour traffic.
6. Conduct a study to determine if the use of advanced navigation technologies could enable pilots to 

follow more predictable and precise flight tracks, thereby minimizing overflights and noise in areas 
developed with noise-sensitive land uses.

7. Conduct a study to determine the feasibility and noise reduction benefits of establishing continuous 
descent approach (CDA) procedures at the Airport.

8. Request that the FAA increase the length of the final straight-in approach segment for arrivals on 
Runways 1L, 1R, 7L, and 7R during visual meteorological conditions (VMC).

9. Conduct a study of the “distant” noise abatement departure profile (NADP), as described in FAA Advisory 
Circular 91-53A, Noise Abatement Departure Profiles, to determine the potential for reducing aircraft 
noise exposure in the Airport environs.   

10. Continue to encourage airlines to use quieter aircraft and establish a recognition program for airlines that 
adhere to the principles of the Department of Aviation’s “fly quietly and safely” program.

11. Continue to support legislation that establishes quieter engine standards for all aircraft types.
12. Continue to pursue the construction of a Southern Nevada Regional Heliport.
13. Expand the public information program related to the Noise Compatibility Program for McCarran 

International Airport and publish a “fly quietly and safely” program brochure.
4

Mitigation Measures

1. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with airport-incompatible land uses that 
will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise exposure map.

2. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or planned for airport-incompatible 
development that will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise 
exposure map.

3. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with airport-incompatible land uses that 
will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure map.

4. Establish a voluntary sound insulation and/or transaction assistance program for properties developed 
with airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on 
the 2011 noise exposure map.

5. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or planned for airport-incompatible 
development that will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure 
map.

6. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning, the City of Henderson 
Community Development Department, the University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) and other appropriate 
agencies to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the introduction of noise-sensitive and 
otherwise incompatible land uses in areas exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 60 and higher.

7. Continue to support redevelopment in areas exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 and higher that are 
transitioning from noise-sensitive land uses to airport-compatible land uses.

8. Update the Airport Environs Overlay District (AEOD) map to reflect changes in aircraft noise patterns that 
have occurred since the AEOD ordinance was last updated and add a new AE-60 subdistrict.

9. Revisit land use compatibility requirements codified in the Airport Environs Overlay District ordinance 
and update sections of the ordinance, as necessary, to include a new AE-60 subdistrict and to reflect 
sound attenuation requirements recently adopted as part of the Mixed Use Overlay District ordinance.

10. Continue to actively support enforcement of the Airport Environs Overlay District through ongoing review 
of development applications and condition airport related issues as appropriate.

5

Abatement Measure 1

1. Maintain and clarify the existing informal preferential runway use 
program:
(Applies to turbojet aircraft weighing more than 75,000 pounds)

1.1 Runway 25R is the preferred departure runway.
1.2 Runway 25L is the preferred arrival runway. 
1.3 When southerly departures are required, Runway 19L is the preferred departure 

runway. 
1.4 When northerly departures are required, Runway 1R is preferred departure 

runway.
1.5 When easterly departures are required, Runway 7L is preferred departure runway.
1.6 Between 8 p.m. and 8 a.m., the use of Runways 1L-19R and 1R-19L is 

discouraged (as weather, traffic congestion, or construction conditions permit).

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and airlines.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.
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2. Encourage the use of existing noise abatement flight tracks to ensure 
that aircraft fly over historic flight corridors: 

2.1 Runway 25L or 25R departures proceed to 4 nautical miles from DME 
(approximately Rainbow Blvd.) before turning right (north).

2.2 Runway 25L or 25R departures proceed to 3 nautical miles from DME 
(approximately Jones Blvd.) before turning left (south).

2.3 Runway 19L or 19R departures proceed to 3 nautical miles from DME 
(approximately Blue Diamond Rd.) before turning.

2.4 Runway 7L or 7R departures proceed to 7 nautical miles from DME (approximately 
Boulder Hwy.) before turning.

2.5 Runway 1L or 1R departures proceed to 2 nautical miles from DME (approximately 
Harmon Ave.) before turning.

2.6 Helicopter tour departures proceed along the centerline of Tropicana Avenue.

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and airlines.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

Abatement Measure 2
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Abatement Measure 3 & 4

3. Continue to use designated engine run-up areas at the airport for 
maintenance purposes 

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and airport operators.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

4. Continue to support the use of general aviation reliever airports in the 
Clark County Airport System

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and airport operators.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.  (Over $100 million invested in GA airports.)
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.
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Abatement Measure 5 & 6
5. Continue the bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing aircraft 

and annual noise monitoring program for helicopter tour traffic 

Implementation – Noise consultant.
Schedule – In effect since 2002/ongoing.
Costs – Existing local cost of approximately $100,000 for fixed-wing program

and $25,000 for helicopters.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

6. Conduct a study to determine if the use of advanced navigation 
technologies could enable pilots to follow more predictable and precise 
flight tracks, thereby minimizing overflights and noise in areas developed 
with noise-sensitive land uses

Implementation – Airspace and noise consultant.  Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years for full review and assessment.
Costs – Estimated at $200,000.
Benefit – Initial assessment found a reduction in the number of households

impacted (13) in DNL 65 and higher.  Additional review needed.

9

Abatement Measure 7 & 8
7. Conduct a study to determine the feasibility and noise reduction benefits 

of establishing continuous descent approach (CDA) procedures at the 
Airport 

Implementation – Airspace and noise consultant.  Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years for full review and assessment.
Costs – Estimated at $150,000.
Benefit – Some benefits found at other airports.  Review needed at local level.

8. Request that the FAA increase the length of the final straight-in 
approach segment for arrivals on runways 1L, 1R, 7L, and 7R during 
visual meteorological conditions (VMC)

Implementation – FAA and airlines.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years to implement, if FAA concurs.
Costs – Potentially $100,000 for airspace study and $300,00 for

environmental review and processing, if necessary.
Benefit – Assessment found a reduction in the number of households impacted

(4) in DNL 65 and higher.
10

9. Conduct a study of the “distance” noise abatement departure profile 
(NADP), as described in FAA Advisory Circular 91-53A, Noise 
Abatement Departure Profiles, to determine the potential for reducing 
aircraft noise exposure in the airport environs

Implementation – Airspace and noise consultant.  Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years for full review and assessment.
Costs – Estimated at $100,000.
Benefit – Some benefits found at other airports.  Review needed at local level.

10. Continue to encourage airlines to use quieter aircraft and establish a 
recognition program for airlines that adhere to the principles of the 
Department of Aviation’s “fly quietly and safely” program

Implementation – Assistance from airlines.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing with enhancements.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

Abatement Measure 9 & 10

11

11. Continue to support legislation that establishes quieter engine standards 
for all aircraft types 

Implementation – Potential lobbying efforts from County.
Schedule – ANCA phase-out of noisier large air carrier aircraft completed in 2000.

Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Such standards have reduced noise exposure; more stringent

standards would provide additional benefit.

12. Continue to pursue the construction of a Southern Nevada Regional 
Heliport

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and helicopter tour operators.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.  Target opening date of 2009.
Costs – Administrative only for noise purposes.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

Abatement Measure 11 & 12

12

Abatement Measure 13

13. Expand the public information program related to the Noise Compatibility 
Program for McCarran International Airport and publish a “fly quietly and 
safely” program brochure:

13.1 Expand information contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report to 
include airline adherence to fly quietly program and historic flight corridors.

13.2 Update and redistribute the aircraft flight track and noise impact information packet 
sent to the real estate and development community in October 2003.

13.3 Update Jeppesen charts to include noise-sensitive information around McCarran.
13.4 Include airfield signage regarding the noise-sensitive communities of Las Vegas.
13.5 Host regular meetings with chief pilots and/or station managers regarding noise 

issues.
13.6 Develop and distribute a “fly quietly and safely” brochure for McCarran.

Implementation – Assistance from FAA and airlines.
Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing with enhancements.
Costs – Existing local cost of approximately $100,000 for various aircraft flight

tracking and analysis management systems.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained and enhanced.
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Mitigation Measure 1 & 2
1. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with 

airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of
DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise exposure map:

1.1 Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – $860,000 for four (4) single-family residences.
Benefit – Four (4) households removed from the noise impact area.

2. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or planned 
for airport-incompatible development that will be exposed to aircraft 
noise of DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise exposure map

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – $35,000 for one (1) 0.13 acre parcel.
Benefit – Prevents new households from being constructed in the noise

impact area.
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Mitigation Measure 3

3. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with 
airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of
DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure map:

3.1 Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.
3.2 Multi-family units must be constructed before August 1986.
3.3 Single-family units located just outside 60 included to address neighborhood 

continuity and abandonment issues.
3.4 Program not applicable to areas still developing with new residential uses.  (See 

Mitigation Measure #4 to address this area.)

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – $79,922,000 for 143 residences.
Benefit – 143 households removed from the noise impact area.
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4. Establish a voluntary program sound insulation and/or transaction 
assistance program for properties developed with airport-incompatible 
land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 
based on the 2011 noise exposure map:

4.1 Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.
4.2 Units participating in sound insulation or transaction assistance program must 

exceed FAA interior noise level requirements, and therefore likely must be 
constructed before August 1986.

4.3 Units participating in transaction assistance program must list the property for sale 
with a multiple listing realtor before transaction assistance program begins.

4.4 Single-family units located just outside DNL 65 included to address neighborhood 
continuity and abandonment issues.

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – $625,000 for 25 sound insulated residences and $3,000,000 for 6

transaction assistance residences.
Benefit – 31 households are converted to an airport-compatible use.

Mitigation Measure 4
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Mitigation Measure 5

5. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or planned 
for airport-incompatible development that will be exposed to aircraft 
noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure map

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – $19,560,000 for 36 parcels.
Benefit – Prevents new households from being constructed within the noise

impacted area.
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Mitigation Measure 6 & 7
6. Continue to work with Clark County Department of Comprehensive 

Planning, the City of Henderson Community Development Department, 
UNLV and other appropriate agencies to amend land use and/or master 
plans to discourage the introduction of noise-sensitive uses and 
otherwise incompatible land uses in areas exposed to DNL 60 and higher

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community
Development, University of Nevada - Las Vegas Facilities & Planning .

Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

7. Continue to support redevelopment in areas exposed to aircraft noise of 
DNL 65 and higher that are transitioning from noise-sensitive land uses 
to airport-compatible land uses

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community
Development, University of Nevada - Las Vegas Facilities & Planning.

Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.
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Mitigation Measure 8

8. Update the Airport Environs Overlay District (AEOD) map to reflect 
changes in aircraft noise patterns that have occurred since the AEOD 
ordinance was last updated and add a new AE-60 subdistrict

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community
Development, University of Nevada - Las Vegas Facilities & Planning .

Schedule – Dependent on FAA approval of noise contours.  Likely within 1 year.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.



4

19

Mitigation Measure 9

9. Revisit land use compatibility requirements codified in the AEOD
ordinance and update sections of the ordinance, as necessary, to
include a new AE-60 subdistrict and to reflect sound attenuation 
requirements recently adopted as part of the Mixed-Use Overlay District 
ordinance

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community
Development, University of Nevada - Las Vegas Facilities & Planning .

Schedule – Concurrent with adoption of noise contours.  Likely within 1 year.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.
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Mitigation Measure 10

10. Continue to actively support enforcement of the AEOD through ongoing 
review of development applications and condition airport-related issues 
as appropriate:

10.1 All nonconforming applications within the AEOD will be opposed.
10.2 Applications within AEOD conditioned with appropriate sound attenuation and the 

issuance of a stand-alone noise disclosure statement and associated proximity 
map.

10.3 Strongly encourage the issuance of noise disclosure statements for residential 
developments located within 1 mile of the AEOD.

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community
Development.

Schedule – Already in effect/ongoing.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.
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Mitigation Measure 11

11. Pursue the establishment of airport noise disclosure requirements at the 
local and/or State level:

11.1 Stand-alone noise disclosure statement.
11.2 Proximity map depicting the location of the project, typical flight tracks, and AEOD.
11.3 Include supplemental noise information, such as number of aircraft overflight 

events above a certain threshold.

Implementation – Clark County, City of Henderson, City of Las Vegas, City of North Las
Vegas, City of Boulder City, State of Nevada, Greater Las Vegas
Association of Realtors, Southern Nevada Homebuilders Association.

Schedule – Likely within 1 or 2 years.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Ensures new residents are properly informed of airport noise impacts

and through legally-enforceable ordinances and regualtions.
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2.2 Newsletters 
Four quarterly newsletters were published during the preparation of the Study Update: Fall and 
Summer of 2005, and Spring and Summer of 2006.  The newsletters were mailed to interested 
parties, distributed at libraries and various government offices, and made available to the general 
public electronically through the project website.  Hard copies of the newsletters were made available 
at the following 38 locations. 
 
Recreation Centers (5): City Halls/Government Centers/Administration Buildings (7): 
Cambridge Recreation Center Sunset Park Administration Building 
Paradise Recreation Center Henderson City Hall 
Silver Springs Recreation Center Las Vegas City Hall 
Whitney Ranch Recreation Center North Las Vegas City Hall 
Hollywood Recreation Center Clark County Government Center 
 Boulder City City Hall 
Community Centers (3): Sunrise Manor Town Hall 
Desert Breeze Community Center  
Helen Meyer Community Center Airports (3): 
Whitney Community Center McCarran International Airport 
 Henderson Executive Airport 
Senior Centers (2): North Las Vegas Airport 
West Flamingo Senior Center  
Whitney Senior Center Miscellaneous (5): 
 Pebble Market Place 
Libraries (13): Winchester Cultural Center 
Clark County Library Galleria at Sunset Mall 
Enterprise Library Public Working Group member e-mail and mail distribution 
Green Valley Library Public Working Group meeting attendees e-mail distribution 
Las Vegas Library  
Rainbow Library  
Sahara West Library  
Summerlin Library  
Spring Valley Library  
West Charleston Library  
West Las Vegas Library  
Sunrise Library  
Whitney Library  
 
 
 



Summer 2005Summer 2005

FAR Part 150 Study UPDATE

Open House Details

Date: Wednesday, August 24, 2005

Time: Stop by anytime between

6 - 8 p.m.

Location: Clark County

Government Center, Cafeteria

500 S. Grand Central Parkway,

Las Vegas

Turning down the
volume at McCarran

McCarran International Airport is currently

the sixth largest airport

in North America in

terms of airline

passengers, and the

number of passengers is

expected to increase

dramatically over the

next 20 years. As more people use the

airport, the number of aircraft flights in

and out of the Las Vegas Valley will also

increase. Without appropriate management

and mitigation measures, additional aircraft

operations can lead to additional noise in

communities surrounding the airport.

The Clark County Department of Aviation is

hosting a series of public open houses

throughout the FAR Part 150 Study process.

The open houses will include guided displays

that will provide information about aircraft

noise, the Study process and recommendations

and findings. Community members are invited

to interact directly with the project team, ask

questions and provide comments, while

receiving the latest Study updates.

See “Volume” on page 2.

You’re invited!



Public Working Group

The Department of Aviation is encouraging public involvement

throughout the FAR Part 150 Study. In addition to open houses for the

public, the Department of Aviation has convened a public working

group to advise the project team as the study is developed. The working

group includes representatives from the county and local cities,

residents from communities surrounding the airport, land use planners,

airlines, businesses, the FAA and developers. The public working group

will participate in monthly meetings over the next year. The scheduled

meeting dates are as follows:

Community members are invited to attend and observe these meetings.

Meeting location information and materials are available on the project

Web site, www.mccarrannoisestudy.com. ■

• Aug. 23, 2005

• Sept. 27, 2005

• Oct. 25, 2005

• Jan. 24, 2006

• Feb. 28, 2006

• Mar. 28, 2006

• Apr. 25, 2006

• June 21, 2006

The Clark County Department of Aviation

(Department of Aviation) is conducting an

update to the 1994 McCarran International

Airport Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)

Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study to

address existing and future noise

generated by aircraft operations at the

airport. The FAR Part 150 Study Update

will identify recommendations and

measures aimed at both controlling the

level of aircraft noise in the airport

vicinity and reducing exposure to it.

Preparation of the FAR Part 150 Study

Update is not mandatory; however, by

conducting the study the Department of

Aviation will become eligible to receive

funds from the Federal Aviation

Administration (FAA) to implement the

study’s recommendations. The study is

expected to be completed and presented

to the Clark County Board of County

Commissioners in June 2006. ■

Want more information?

If you want to learn more about the FAR Part 150 Study

Update please visit the project Web site at

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.

The Web site provides background information, project

schedules, public meeting dates, and information

materials. In addition, if you have questions or

comments you may e-mail the project team at

info@mccarrannoisestudy.com

or call the project information line at

(702) 437-5634. Your call or e-mail will be returned

in one business day whenever possible.

The FAR Part 150 Study

Update will identify

recommendations and

measures aimed at both

controlling the level of

aircraft noise in the

airport vicinity and

reducing exposure to it.

Volume continued from page 1.
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FAR Part 150 Study UPDATE

Open House Details

Date: Wednesday, Oct. 26, 2005

Time: 6 p.m. - 8 p.m.

Location: Clark County Government
Center, Cafeteria
500 S. Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas

History and Future
of Operations at
McCarran

Clark County purchased McCarran

International Airport in 1948 as Southern

Nevada’s premier passenger service airport,

and is part of a system of current and

planned airports in the region.  McCarran

handles more than 110,000 passengers a

day and approximately 50 percent of all

visitors to Las Vegas arrive by air through

its gates.

The number of passengers using McCarran

will continue to increase due to a lack of

highway capacity and a growing reliance

on visitors traveling from destinations

The Clark County Department of Aviation is

hosting the second of several public open houses

for the McCarran International Airport Federal

Aviation Regulations Part 150 Noise Compatibility

Study Update.

The open house will include guided displays that

will provide information about the study process,

current and forecast aircraft traffic conditions, the

baseline noise contour maps, and noise reduction

efforts previously pursued by the Department of

Aviation.

Community members are invited to stop by the

open house anytime to speak with the project

team, ask questions and provide comments. See “Operations” on page 2.

Please join us!



beyond 500 miles.  This expected passenger

growth, coupled with Las Vegas’ reliance on

tourism for a healthy economy, will also

increase the number of larger aircraft

operating from McCarran.

Although larger aircraft will be needed, that

doesn’t necessarily mean they will be

louder.  The number of “noisier” aircraft is

expected to continue to decrease through

natural marketing and business decisions

associated with fuel consumption and pilot

requirements for these older aircraft.  In

addition, over the last few years, significant

attention has been given to ensure that

historical flight corridors are utilized as

much as possible by the larger aircraft.

The FAA and the airlines are already

“threading the needle” to avoid, as much as

possible, flying directly over developed

residential areas.

Clark County Department of Aviation has

also been conducting and updating studies,

such as the Part 150, in an effort to

continue to sustain a thriving airport and

promote positive relationships with the

airport’s neighbors.  To date, over 42

abatement measures have been examined.

Although not all of the measures can be

implemented at the airport, the majority

have been completed or are under review in

the current Part 150 Study Update.  The

open house on Oct. 26 will provide greater

details on all 42 measures. ■

Abatement vs.
Mitigation Measures

Abatement measures reduce the amount of

noise generated by airport operations, such

as using quieter aircraft and redirecting

flights.

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of

incompatible development impacted by

airport operations, such as land acquisition

and sound attenuation. ■

Want more information?

If you want to learn more about the FAR Part 150

Study Update please visit the project Web site at

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.  If you have

questions or comments you may e-mail the project team

at info@mccarrannoisestudy.com or call the

project information line at (702) 437-5634.

Your call or e-mail will be returned in one business day.

Operations cont. from page 1. What has the Public Working Group
been up to?

The Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update Public Working Group has been

quite busy over the past few months.  Since the group’s conception, they have

attended to four meetings, been on two tours, one of the airport traffic control

tower and the other of the impacted neighborhood surrounding the airport,

and participated in one public open house.

The public is welcome to attend and observe any of the upcoming working

group meetings.  The working group meeting schedule is posted on the project

Web site, www.mccarrannoisestudy.com. ■

Part 150 Study at a Glance

• Clark County Department of Aviation is conducting the Study.

• The Study will:

- Address existing and future noise generated by aircraft operations at

McCarran International Airport.

- Identify recommendations and measures aimed at reducing the level

of aircraft noise the public is exposed to in the airport vicinity.

• The Study is not mandatory; however, by conducting the study the

Department of Aviation will become eligible to receive funds from the

Federal Aviation Administration to implement the Study’s recommendations.

• The Study is expected to be completed in June 2006 for formal County

action, direction and implementation. ■
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FAR Part 150 Study UPDATE

Working Group
Progress Update
Over the past 10 months, the McCarran

International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise

Compatibility Study Update Public

Working Group has been meeting to

discuss aircraft noise at McCarran

International Airport and potential aircraft

noise abatement and mitigation measures.

More recently, over the course of the past

three meetings, 23 abatement and

mitigation measures were presented to the

group for consideration and potential

inclusion in the FAR Part 150 Noise

Compatibility Study Update. The May 24,

2006 Open House will include these

potential noise reduction strategies.

You’re Invited...
...to attend a public open house for the McCarran
International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study Update. The open house will
share information regarding the noise abatement
and mitigation measures that have been reviewed
through the Public Working Group process. Please
stop by the open house to view guided displays
and speak directly with Department of Aviation
staff and consultants about the Update and the
recommendations.

Date: Wednesday, May 24, 2006

Time: Please stop by anytime
between 6:00 p.m. and
8:00 p.m. (there will not be a
formal presentation)

Location: Clark County Government
Center Cafeteria
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV

More recently, over the course
of the past three meetings, 23

abatement and mitigation
measures were presented to
the group for consideration

and potential inclusion in the
FAR Part 150 Noise

Compatibility Study Update.

▲



Want more information?

If you want to learn more about the FAR Part 150

Study Update please visit the project Web site at

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com.  If you have

questions or comments you may e-mail the project team

at info@mccarrannoisestudy.com or call the

project information line at (702) 437-5634.

Your call or e-mail will be returned in one business day.

Part 150 Study Update
Next Steps
Below is a tentative timeline for upcoming

activities relating to the Part 150 Study Update.

May 23, 2006 -  Final Public Working Group

Meeting

May 24, 2006 - Third Public Open House

June/July 2006 - Department of Aviation staff and

consultants prepare the Draft Part 150 Study Update

June/July 2006 - Anticipated formal release of

Draft Part 150 Study Update and opening of public

comment period

July/August 2006 - Formal Public Hearing with

the Clark County Board of Commissioners and

closing of public comment period

1. Maintain the existing informal preferential runway use program at
McCarran International Airport

2. Maintain the existing preferred departure flight corridors and work with
airlines to improve compliance

3. Conduct a study of FAA’s “distant” noise abatement departure profile
to assess the potential for noise reduction benefits

4. Identify preferred arrival flight corridors

5. Study the feasibility of establishing Continuous Descent Approach
(CDA) procedures at McCarran International Airport

6. Continue to use designated engine run-up areas at the Airport for
maintenance purposes

7. Continue to support legislation which phases out noisier aircraft

8. Continue to support the use of general aviation reliever airports in the
Clark County Airport System

9. Continue to pursue the construction of a Southern Nevada Regional
Heliport

10. Continue the bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing and
helicopter tour traffic originating at McCarran International Airport

11. Expand the noise compatibility public information program for
McCarran International Airport and establish a “fly quiet” program

12. Continue to encourage airlines to utilize quieter aircraft

13. Continue to support and participate in proactive land use compatibility
planning with appropriate agencies

14. Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from
noise sensitive land uses to airport compatible land uses

Potential Part 150 Measures
Below is a list of potential noise abatement and mitigation

measures for McCarran International Airport to be included in the

Draft FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program. These 23

measures were prepared by the Department of Aviation and

presented to the public working group for discussion and

consideration. Over the course of the past few months, the

working group has been reviewing the appropriateness of the

inclusion of these potential measures in the Draft FAR Part 150

15. Update the Airport Environs Overlay District

16. Revisit land use compatibility requirements codified in the
Airport Environs Overlay District ordinance and update sections
of the ordinance, as necessary, to reflect sound attenuation
requirements recently adopted as part of the mixed use overlay
district ordinance

17. Continue to review land use applications and express/condition
airport related issues

18. Pursue the establishment of airport noise disclosure
requirements at the local or state level

19. Continue to support and monitor avigation easement
requirements that have been incorporated in the Clark County
and City of Henderson development process

20. Establish voluntary programs to acquire, provide transaction
assistance, or sound insulate airport incompatible uses in the
AE-70

21. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant parcels that
are zoned or planned for airport incompatible development in
the AE-70

22. Establish voluntary programs to acquire, provide transaction
assistance, or sound insulate airport incompatible uses in the
AE-65

23. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant parcels that
are zoned or planned for airport incompatible development in
the AE-65

Noise Compatibility Program. These measures will be

presented at the May 24, 2006 open house.

Please note, that this is a draft list of recommended

abatement and mitigation measures, and not the formal or

final submission that will be presented to the Clark County

Board of Commissioners. Prior to the presentation, there will

be an opportunity for the public to formally comment on

the measures included in the FAR Part 150 Noise

Compatibility Program.
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FAR Part 150 Study UPDATE

Public Comments Welcome
The Clark County Department of Aviation completed the preparation
of the Draft Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study Update for McCarran International. The Update,
which examines the effects of aircraft noise on communities
surrounding McCarran International Airport and proposes measures to
lessen that noise, is now available for public review and comment.

Public comments will be accepted beginning Tuesday, Aug. 29, 2006
through 5 p.m. on Oct. 6, 2006. During this time, the public is
welcome to view the document at www.mccarrannoisestudy.com
or at the locations listed below:

• Clark County Department of Aviation, McCarran International
Airport, 4th Floor

• Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
• Clark County Library, 1401 E. Flamingo Rd.
• Enterprise Library, 25 E. Shelbourne Ave.
• Green Valley Library, 2797 N. Green Valley Pkwy.
• Las Vegas Library, 833 North Las Vegas Blvd.
• North Las Vegas Library, 2300 Civic Center Dr.
• Paseo Verde Library, 280 South Green Valley Pkwy.
• Rainbow Library, 3150 N. Buffalo Dr.
• Sahara West Library, 9600 W. Sahara Blvd.
• Spring Valley Library, 4280 S. Jones Blvd.
• Summerlin Library, 1771 Inner Circle Dr.
• Sunrise Library, 5400 Harris Ave.
• UNLV Libraries, 4505 S. Maryland Pkwy.
• West Charleston Library, 6301 W. Charleston Blvd.
• West Las Vegas Library, 951 W. Lake Mead Blvd.
• Whitney Library, 5175 E. Tropicana Ave.

Comments may be mailed to Jeff Jacquart, Clark County
Department of Aviation Planning Department, P.O. Box 11005,
Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005. All comments received will be responded to
and addressed in the Final Update document.

Comments must be received by 5 p.m. on Oct. 6, 2006.

You’re Invited...
…to attend a public open house for the
Draft Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study
Update for McCarran International Airport.
The open house will share information
regarding the noise abatement and
mitigation measures recommended by the
public working group and included in the
Update. Maps that display future changes
in aircraft noise exposure in the vicinity of
the airport will also be provided at the
open house.

Date: Wednesday, Sept. 13, 2006

Location: Clark County Government
Center, Cafeteria
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV

Time: 6 - 8 p.m.

▲

There will not be a formal presentation,
please stop by to view guided displays and
speak directly with Department of Aviation
staff and consultants about the Update and
recommendations.



Want more information?

If you want to learn more about the Update

please visit the project Web site at

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com. If you have

questions or comments you may e-mail the project

team at info@mccarrannoisestudy.com.

Next Steps
A formal public hearing will be held during the

Clark County Board of Commissioners regularly

scheduled meeting on Oct. 3, 2006 at 10 a.m.

at the Clark County Government Center,

Commission Chambers (500 S. Grand Central

Parkway, Las Vegas, NV, 89155). Once accepted by

the County, it will then be submitted to the

Federal Aviation Administration for review and

approval. The approved noise reduction measures

will be implemented over the next few years.

Recommended Noise Abatement
Measures
1. Maintain and clarify the existing informal preferential

runway use program.
2. Encourage the use of existing noise abatement flight

tracks to ensure that aircraft fly over historic flight
corridors.

3. Continue to use designated engine run-up areas at the
airport for maintenance purposes.

4. Continue to support the use of general aviation reliever
airports in the Clark County Airport System.

5. Continue the bi-annual noise monitoring program for
fixed wing aircraft and annual noise monitoring program
for helicopter tour traffic.

6. Conduct a study to determine if the use of advanced
navigation technologies could enable pilots to follow
more predictable and precise flight tracks, thereby
minimizing overflights and noise in areas developed with
noise-sensitive land uses.

7. Conduct a study to determine the feasibility and noise
reduction benefits of establishing continuous descent
approach (CDA) procedures at the Airport.

8. Request that the FAA increase the length of the final
straight-in approach segment for arrivals on runways
1L, 1R, 7L, and 7R during visual meteorological
conditions (VMC).

9. Conduct a study of the “distant” noise abatement
departure profile (NADP), as described in FAA Advisory
Circular 91-53A, Noise Abatement Departure Profiles, to
determine the potential for reducing aircraft noise
exposure in the airport environs.

10.Continue to encourage airlines to use quieter aircraft
and establish a recognition program for airlines that
adhere to the principles of the Department of Aviation’s
“fly quietly and safely” program.

11. Continue to support legislation that establishes quieter
engine standards for all aircraft types.

12.Continue to pursue the construction of a Southern
Nevada Regional Heliport.

13. Expand the public information program related to the
Noise Compatibility Program for McCarran International
Airport and publish a “fly quietly and safely” program
brochure.

Recommended Noise Mitigation Measures
1. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed

with airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to
aircraft noise of DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise
exposure map.

2. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or
planned for airport-incompatible development that will be
exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70 and higher based on the
2011 noise exposure map.

3. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed
with airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to
aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise
exposure map.

4. Establish a voluntary sound insulation and/or transaction
assistance program for properties developed with airport-
incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of
DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure map.

5. Establish a voluntary program to acquire vacant land zoned or
planned for airport-incompatible development that will be
exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the
2011 noise exposure map.

6. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of
Comprehensive Planning, the City of Henderson Community
Development Department, the University of Nevada, Las Vegas
(UNLV) and other appropriate agencies to amend land use and/
or master plans to discourage the introduction of noise-sensitive
and otherwise incompatible land uses in areas exposed to
aircraft noise of DNL 60 and higher.

7. Continue to support redevelopment in areas exposed to aircraft
noise of DNL 65 and higher that are transitioning from noise-
sensitive land uses to airport-compatible land uses.

8. Update the Airport Environs Overlay District (AEOD) map to
reflect changes in aircraft noise patterns that have occurred
since the AEOD ordinance was last updated and add a new
AE-60 subdistrict.

9. Revisit land use compatibility requirements codified in the AEOD
ordinance and update sections of the ordinance, as necessary, to
include a new AE-60 subdistrict and to reflect sound attenuation
requirements recently adopted as part of the Mixed Use Overlay
District ordinance.

10.Continue to actively support enforcement of the AEOD through
ongoing review of development applications and condition airport
related issues as appropriate.

11. Pursue the establishment of airport noise disclosure
requirements at the local or State level.

Study Update Noise Abatement and Mitigation Measures
The following noise abatement and mitigation measures will be included in the update.
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III-1

III. Formal Public Comments and Responses 
The formal comment period for the Draft FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update ran from 
August 29, 2006 through October 6, 2006.  Written comments received regarding the Draft FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update (the Noise Exposure Map Report and Noise 
Compatibility Program) during the formal public comment period are included in this section as are 
responses to these comments.  Written comments that were submitted during the public comment 
period have been numbered to facilitate the preparation of responses.  A list of comment letters 
received by the CCDOA during the Study Update is also provided below.  Seventeen individuals 
submitted a total of thirty-seven (37) comment letters/forms during the formal public comment 
period.  Of the 37 comment letters submitted to the CCDOA, seventeen (17) comment letters were 
noise complaints from one individual. 
 
The responses to comments have been printed on blue paper and are located behind the individual 
comment letter(s).  The transcript of the public hearing held on October 3, 2006 regarding the FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update is presented in Section 5.3 of this document. 
 
The following is a list of comment letters received by the CCDOA during the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update. 
 

• A – City of Henderson, dated between November 5, 2005 to October 6, 2006 
• B – Mary McFarland, dated September 11, 2006 
• C – Lottie Royce, received September 13, 2006  
• D – Joseph Capozzi, dated September 13, 2006 
• E – Nevada Environmental Coalition, Inc., c/o Robert Hall, dated September 13, 2006 
• F – Joe Capozzi, received September 18, 2006 
• G – Bud Visalli, received September 21, 2006 
• H – Robert A. Terpstra, dated September 25, 2006 
• I – Mark Saulic, dated October 3, 2006 
• J – Bill Self (representing Southwest Airlines), dated October 4, 2006 
• K – Michael McKenzie, received at Open House #4, September 13, 2006 
• L – Bill Greenberg, received October 3, 2006 
• M – Kathy Howe, dated August 29, 2006  
• N – Josh Swoboda, dated September 26, 2006 
• O – Robert Klicsu, dated September 27, 3006 
• P – Gloria Varra, dated October 3, 2006 at 9:31 a.m. 
• Q – Gloria Varra, dated October 3, 2006 at 9:41 a.m. 
• R – Bob Reeve, dated October 6, 2006 
• S through KK – Stanton Gordon, submitted on September 5, 2006 





























































































































































McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  III-41 November 2006 
   

Comment Letter A – City of Henderson 
 
Response to Comment A-1 
Comments noted.  The Clark County Department of Aviation (CCDOA) appreciates the input and 
comments that the City of Henderson has provided regarding the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update through the Public Working Group (PWG) process and independent of that process. 
 
Response to Comment A-2 
The CCDOA acknowledges receipt of the September 27, 2006 and October 3, 2006 letters prepared 
by the City of Henderson.  Mr. Jeff Jacquart contacted Stephanie Garcia-Vause of the City of 
Henderson on October 4th regarding the two issues raised in the September 27, 2006 and 
October 3, 2006 letters namely: (1) the City of Henderson’s request for raw input data files for the 
Federal Aviation Administration’s Integrated Noise Model (INM); and (2) the City of Henderson’s 
request to extend the review period for the draft Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update documentation.  The City of Henderson is correct that the CCDOA 
denied both requests. 
 
FAR Part 150 includes several provisions regarding consultation and public participation.1  
Section 150.21(b) requires that, in preparing a Noise Exposure Map (NEM), the airport sponsor 
consult with “public agencies and planning agencies whose area, or any portion of whose area, of 
jurisdiction in within the Ldn 65 dB contour depicted on the map” and further requires that the 
airport sponsor afford “interested persons adequate opportunity to submit their views, data, and 
comments concerning the correctness and adequacy of the draft noise exposure map and descriptions 
of forecast aircraft operations.”  Section 150.23(c) contains the same consultation obligation with 
respect to the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP), and Section 150.23(d) requires that “the airport 
operator shall afford adequate opportunity for the active and direct participation of the . . . public 
agencies and planning agencies in the areas surrounding the airport . . . and the general public to 
submit their views, data, and comments on the formulation and adequacy of [the noise compatibility] 
program.” 
 
The City of Henderson’s comment implies that, to satisfy the public participation requirement of 
FAR Part 150, the CCDOA is obligated to supply any and all technical information relating to the 
formulation of the noise exposure maps and noise compatibility program.  The regulation itself does 
not expressly impose any such obligation or even mention whether any documentation, beyond the 
noise exposure map and noise compatibility program, must be supplied as part of the consultation 
and public participation processes.  Rather than impose a substantive requirement, the plain language 
of the regulation, requiring the CCDOA to provide an opportunity for interested parties to submit 
their comments, reveals that the obligation is procedural in nature.  In other words, the CCDOA is 
obligated to provide a mechanism or forum by which interested parties can submit comments, (i.e., a 
public hearing, circulation of the draft NEM and NCP reports, etc.), but is not under any particular 
obligation to supply documentation beyond the NEM and NCP reports. 
 

                                                   
1  The underlying statute, the Airport Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, imposes a consultation requirement 
but is silent with respect to public participation.  See 49 U.S.C. §§ 47503(a)(1) and 47504(a)(1)(A).  The FAA 
added the public participation requirements in response to comments received on the proposed rule.  See 49 Fed. 
Reg. 49, 260 (1984). 
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The CCDOA has met or exceeded any public participation requirements of FAR Part 150 by, 
(1) convening a Public Working Group (PWG) and conducting 11 meetings with the PWG, 
(2) disseminating extensive technical information to the PWG, (3) convening four public Open 
House meetings to discuss preliminary findings and recommendations with the public-at-large, 
(4) developing a project website (www.mccarrannoisestudy.com) and disseminating project materials 
on that website, and (5) responding to previous supplemental requests for information (principally 
from the City of Henderson) in writing.   In particular, the educational component of the PWG 
process and the distribution of historical (and forecast) aviation activity data to members of the PWG 
at the October 2005 PWG meeting are sufficient to satisfy any implicit obligation to supply 
information beyond the NEM and NCP reports.  The information provided by the CCDOA is more 
than adequate to enable interested parties to submit their “views, data and comments” regarding the 
NEM and NCP reports. 
 
Response to Comment A-3 
The City of Henderson submitted several letters to the CCDOA beginning in November 2005 
requesting additional information regarding the ongoing FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 
Update.  The CCDOA responded to these requests in writing and made historical and forecast 
activity data (such as detailed aircraft fleet mix data and runway use data) and information regarding 
air traffic control procedures used at McCarran International Airport available through the PWG 
process.  The CCDOA also scheduled a supplemental PWG meeting on March 14, 2006 to address 
the City of Henderson’s questions regarding existing and future runway use, and airfield capacity and 
delay. Copies of letters prepared by the CCDOA and transmitted to the City of Henderson in 
response to the City of Henderson’s data request letters are included herein as Attachment 1. 
 
Response to Comment A-4 
Appendix D of the Noise Exposure Map report contains the Summer 2005 Aircraft Noise Monitoring 
Report for McCarran International Airport (Summer 2005 Noise Monitoring Report) prepared by 
Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.  The Summer 2005 Noise Monitoring Report was distributed to 
members of the Public Working Group (PWG), including the City of Henderson, at the 
October 25, 2005 PWG meeting.  The report is posted on the CCDOA’s FAR Part 150 Study website 
at: http://www.mccarrannoisestudy.com/pwg_10_25.26_05.html but was inadvertently left off of the 
webpage containing the draft FAR Part 150 documents.  Appendix D was included in hardcopies of 
the Noise Exposure Map report documentation which were made available to the public.  Hardcopies 
of the draft FAR Part 150 documents were made available at the CCDOA’s offices at McCarran 
International Airport and at numerous libraries in the Las Vegas metropolitan area. 
 
Response to Comment A-5 
The City of Henderson requested by letter dated September 27, 2006, that the CCDOA extend the 
public comment period for the Draft FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update documents – 
the Noise Exposure Map report and the Noise Compatibility Program report.  The CCDOA orally 
denied this request. 
 
Section 150.21(b) and Section 150.23(d) of FAR Part 150 require that interested persons be afforded 
an opportunity to submit their comments.  However, FAR Part 150 does not itself impose any 
particular standards for public participation, although it does recognize that the airport sponsor may 
convene a public hearing (which CCDOA did here).  FAR Part 150 does not, explicitly or implicitly, 
impose any particular time period for public comment.  The 38-day public comment period which 
ran from August 29, 2006 until October 6, 2006 provided ample opportunity for parties to submit 
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views, data, and comments regarding the draft NEM and NCP reports.  The Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners convened a public hearing for the Draft FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update on October 3, 2006 to receive public comments on the Draft NEM and NCP reports.  
A complete transcript from the public hearing is provided in Section V of this Volume. 
 
As stated previously, the City of Henderson was provided a hard copy of Appendix D of the NEM 
report at the October 25, 2005 PWG meeting.  Therefore the City of Henderson had over 10 months 
to review the information contained in Appendix D of the NEM.  It should also be noted that most of 
the information contained in the NEM and NCP reports was discussed in detail with members of the 
PWG, including the City of Henderson, during the 11 PWG meetings.  
 
Response to Comment A-6 
Section 150.21 (a)(1) of FAR Part 150 states that noise exposure maps must be based on, among 
other things, reasonable assumptions concerning “future type and frequency of aircraft operations, 
number of night-time operations, [and] flight patterns.”  The calculations of runway use percentages 
used to develop future baseline noise exposure maps are based on projections from historical data 
which show a trend of increasing departures to the east, and increased use of the north-south runways 
(Runways 1L-19R and 1R-19L).  Future runway use data was also developed based on discussions 
with local FAA personnel about how runway use is expected to change in the future in response to 
increasing aviation demand and constrained airfield capacity. 
 
As stated in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Noise Exposure Map Report, several factors will influence future 
runway use at the Airport including airfield congestion, aircraft delay, and airfield layout.  For 
instance, Runway 7L-25R slopes downward to the east and, as a result, on hot days during the 
summer months ATCT personnel often assign departures to Runway 7L when the winds allow or 
receive requests from pilots wishing to depart on Runway 7L.  Discussions with ATCT personnel 
highlighted this as one of the main reasons for increased use of Runway 7L and 7R for departures in 
recent years as traffic levels have been increasing.  Prior to 1998, there were fewer heavily loaded 
long-haul flights in the schedule that required the use of Runway 7L for departure on hot days during 
the summer months.  Historically, when traffic levels were lower, flights that required the use of 
Runway 7L could be accommodated by either fitting the departure operations into natural gaps in the 
arrival stream from the east or by holding Runway 25R departures to create gaps for the heavier 
aircraft to depart.  As demand has increased so have the number of flights that require the use of 
Runway 7L during the hot summer months.  At the same time the number of low demand periods 
during the day when the long-haul flights can be accommodated has decreased.  As a result, it often 
becomes more efficient to operate the airfield for extended periods with departures to the east during 
the summer months, when wind conditions allow, so that flights requiring the use of Runway 7L can 
more easily be accommodated without incurring excessive delays.  This information was discussed in 
detail with the PWG members at several meetings and was confirmed by FAA ATC personnel who 
participated in the PWG process. 
 
Exhibits IV-4 through IV-6 in the Noise Exposure Map report present the historical data used to 
develop projections of runway use for certain runways in the future.  Data sources for these exhibits 
are presented in the footers of the exhibits and include the following: FAR Part 150 Study, 
1988 (1986 data); FAR Part 150 Study Update, 1994 (1992 and 1997 data); AFTEMS/AirScene data 
(2001 through 2004 data).  The commentator’s assertion that the “trend” in use of Runway 7L for 
departures is somehow tied to the expiration of the Interlocal Agreement between the City of 
Henderson and Clark County is not supported by historical data.  The Interlocal Agreement between 
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the City of Henderson and Clark County expired in December 2003.  In 2004, Runway 7L was used 
8.6% of the time for departures.  In contrast, Runway 7L was used 8.8% of the time annually for 
departures in 2002 when the Interlocal Agreement was still in place.  As presented in information 
supplied to the PWG and highlighted in the January 31, 2006 letter to the City of Henderson (see 
Attachment 1), the year with the highest use of Runway 7L (11.6%) for departures occurred in 2001 
while the Interlocal Agreement was still in place.  These data demonstrate that there is little or no 
causal relationship between the expiration of the Interlocal Agreement and increased use of 
Runway 7L for departures as asserted by Mr. Hockaday. 
 
The expired Interlocal Agreement provided that the CCDOA would not promote easterly departures.  
While no longer subject to this requirement, the CCDOA continues to act in a manner consistent with 
this former obligation.  This is evidenced by the CCDOA’s continued support of the informal 
preferential runway use program at the Airport which is included in the updated NCP as Noise 
Abatement Measure 1.  Mr. Hockaday refers to the upward trend in easterly departures as a CCDOA 
“policy decision”; however, this is refuted by the CCDOA’s continued support of the informal 
preferential runway use program which specifies that Runway 25R is the preferred departure runway 
when weather, safety, construction, and traffic conditions permit.  The NEM report contains 
historical data regarding runway use and projections regarding future runway use that were 
developed after extensive analysis.  The NEM report does not outline a preferred runway use policy 
as implied by Mr. Hockaday. 
 
Response to Comment A-7 
As discussed in Section II of the November 2006 Draft NEM Report, future aircraft activity data 
used in the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update were derived from the June 8, 2005 
aviation activity forecast prepared by URS Corporation (URS forecast).  The URS forecast is an 
FAA-approved forecast for McCarran International Airport (see Attachment 2) and was the most 
current local forecast available when the noise analyses were conducted in support of the NEM and 
NCP.  Future aircraft operations data contained in the URS forecast are within 10% +/- of the FAA’s 
2005 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for McCarran International Airport which was released in 
February 2005.   The URS forecast is consistent with what was the most current FAA TAF in 2005; 
therefore, the CCDOA maintains that use of the URS forecast in the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update is appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment A-8 
See Response to Comment A-2 regarding data provided to the City of Henderson.  The assertion that 
increases in aircraft noise levels in areas east of the Airport in the future are directly connected to an 
increase in the percentage of departure operations to the east (i.e., departures on Runway 7L and 7R) 
is contradicted by information discussed in Section 5.2 of the NEM Report.  As discussed in 
Section 5.2 of the NEM Report, the noise analyses conducted by the CCDOA and its consultants 
revealed that changes in aircraft noise exposure to the east of the Airport between 2004 and 2017 are 
predominantly tied to an overall increase in the number of aircraft operations at the Airport and not 
projected changes in runway use.  In fact, through detailed analysis it was determined that the overall 
increase in the number of aircraft landings on Runways 25L is more closely associated with increases 
in noise exposure east of the Airport than the predicted growth in the number of departures on 
Runway 7L. 
The results of supplemental noise analyses conducted by the CCDOA and its consultants at the 
request of the City of Henderson also revealed a connection between increasing arrival operations 
and changes in aircraft noise exposure in areas east of the Airport.    The results of the supplemental 
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noise analyses were shared with the City of Henderson in a May 24, 2006 letter (see Attachment 1).  
The supplemental noise analyses suggests that limiting the number of departure operations on 
Runway 7L would not necessarily result in a noise reduction benefit.  As discussed on page 4 of the 
letter, if the percentage of departure operations on Runway 7L remained static at 8.6%, presumably 
as a result of the implementation of a formal runway use program, it is likely that a greater area in the 
City of Henderson would be enveloped in the DNL 65 dB noise exposure contour in 2011 and 2017 
when compared to the baseline 2011 and 2017 noise exposure maps which were developed based on 
the assumption of increased utilization of Runway 7L for departures in 2011 and 2017.   
 
Response to Comment A-9 
Separate responses are provided below to address comments contained in the reports prepared by 
Hockaday and Fidell.  The specific textual edits recommended by the City of Henderson on Page 5 
have been addressed in the Final NEM report. 
 
Response to Comment A-10 
At the request of the City of Henderson, the CCDOA and its consultants evaluated a noise abatement 
alternative that would establish a formal preferential runway use program at McCarran International 
Airport (referred to in Appendix A of the NCP as Option 4).  As described in Appendix A, for the 
purposes of examining such an alternative, the CCODA assumed that the formal preferential runway 
use program would place an annual cap on the percentage of aircraft that would be allowed to depart 
on Runway 7L to the east of 8.6%.  A formal/mandatory preferential runway use program would 
require FAA approval and implementation.  The analysis of Option 4 revealed that its 
implementation would lead to increased aircraft noise exposure in areas west of the Airport and very 
slight reductions in aircraft noise exposure in areas east of the Airport within unincorporated Clark 
County.  The analysis of Option 4 revealed that its implementation would actually increase the area 
within the City of Henderson exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 -70, obviating any perceived 
benefit to the City of Henderson.  The analysis of Option 4 also revealed that its implementation 
would increase average delays per aircraft operation in 2011 and 2017.  Direct and indirect costs 
associated with the increased delays would likely be substantial.  Taking into consideration the 
potential costs associated with Option 4, the lack of measurable noise reduction benefits associated 
with Option 4,  potential increases in noise exposure within the limits of the City of Henderson with 
Option 4, and the negative effects that Option 4 could have with respect to ATC flexibility, the 
CCDOA concluded that Option 4 would not be an effective noise abatement measure and did not 
include Option 4 in the list of recommended abatement measures presented in Section III of the NCP.  
It is also the CCDOA’s understanding that the City of Henderson contacted the FAA directly to 
pursue the implementation of Option 4, and FAA personnel stated that were not interested in such a 
program due to capacity constraints. 
 
Response to Comment A-11 
Noise abatement options evaluated by the CCDOA during the preparation of the NCP are discussed 
in Appendix A of the August 2006 Draft NCP report.  Based on an exhaustive evaluation of potential 
noise abatement options identified through the Public Working Group process, the CCDOA 
identified 13 recommended noise abatement measures for inclusion in the recommended Noise 
Compatibility Program for the Airport.  Noise Abatement Measure 1 identifies and clarifies runway 
use practices that compose an existing informal preferential runway use program for the Airport.  
The informal preferential runway use practices for the Airport have been developed over the past 20 
years through the FAR Part 150 process, and are utilized by FAA ATC personnel when weather, 
safety, construction, and traffic conditions allow their use.  The discussion in Section III of the NCP 
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regarding Noise Abatement 1 identifies the noise reduction benefits and compatible land use 
planning benefits of continuing with the informal runway use practices when weather, safety, 
construction, and traffic conditions permit.  The discussion of Noise Abatement Measure 1 is not 
flawed or incomplete as asserted by the City of Henderson.  Please see Response to Comment A-6 
regarding the future use of Runway 7L for departures.  
 
Response to Comment A-12 
The 2005 Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Modifications to the Las Vegas 
McCarran International Airport Four Corner Post Plan (2005 Draft Supplemental EA) was prepared 
by the Federal Aviation Administration and its consultants independent of the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update process.  The CCDOA submitted comments to the FAA regarding the 
2005 Draft Supplemental EA and commented on aircraft fleet mix and operational assumptions used 
in the noise analysis conducted for the 2005 Draft Supplemental EA.  The Federal Aviation 
Administration issued a Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision (FONSI/ROD) for the 
Supplemental EA in November 2006. 
 
Runway use data used to develop the Noise Exposure Maps in the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update were coordinated with Las Vegas FAA ATC personnel.  Las Vegas ATC personnel 
also participated on the Public Working Group (PWG) established for the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update and provided useful feedback regarding airport operational issues 
including existing and projected (future) runway use patterns. 
 
Data used in the noise modeling analyses conducted in support of the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update are provided in the NEM and NCP documents, and reasonable requests 
by interested parties, including the City of Henderson, for additional background documentation, 
reports and studies have been honored.  Runway use assumptions and other input data used to model 
Option 4 in the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) are provided in Appendix A of the Noise 
Compatibility Program and in Section IV of the Noise Exposure Map Report. 
 
Response to Comment A-13 
Please see Response to Comment A-8.  The percentage of landings on Runways 25L and 25R 
(i.e., arrivals from the east) of all landings is expected to decrease in the future; however, the actual 
number of landings on Runway 25L and 25R is expected to increase.  As discussed in Section 5.2 of 
the draft NEM report, the increased number of arrivals is the primary contributor to increased noise 
exposure levels in areas east of the Airport.  Aircraft noise exposure is also projected to increase 
slightly between 2004 and 2011 in areas north and south of the Airport as a result of increased 
departure operations on Runways 1L-19R and 1R-19L. 
 
Response to Comment A-14 
The City of Henderson’s assertion that Option 4 as evaluated in the NCP could be implemented 
through issuance of a Tower Order without preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) or 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not correct.  While the CCDOA agrees that implementation 
of a formal runway use program for the Airport, as evaluated in Option 4, would require the 
imposition of a tower order or a letter of understanding between the FAA, the CCDOA, and airport 
users it is noted that such actions would constitute a major federal action that would be subject to 
NEPA.  In this regard, it is important to recognize that there has never been a formal runway use 
program in effect at the Airport concerning easterly departures. 
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The current condition with respect to runway use at the Airport is that the Interlocal Agreement 
between the City of Henderson, Clark County, and the CCDOA has expired and that the CCDOA 
continues to encourage implementation of the informal preferential runway use program that has 
been established through the FAR Part 150 process (See Response to Comment A-11).  The CCDOA 
is proposing to retain the informal runway use program in the future (i.e., Noise Abatement Measure 
1) when weather, safety, and traffic conditions permit, thus preserving the status quo.  In contrast, 
converting the current informal runway use program to a formal runway use program, as evaluated in 
Option 4, would significantly alter the status quo thus likely triggering the need for NEPA review. 
 
Response to Comment A-15 
See Response to Comment A-14.  The CCDOA disagrees with the City of Henderson’s assertion that 
Noise Abatement Measure 1 would require the preparation of an EA or EIS.  Maintaining the 
existing informal runway use program at the Airport, as recommended in Noise Abatement Measure 
1, would not require the preparation of an EA or EIS since there would be no federal action 
associated with Noise Abatement Measure 1.  Continuation of the informal runway use program 
preserves the status quo.   
 
Response to Comment A-16 
Comments noted.  The CCDOA and a majority of the PWG believes that the City of Henderson 
should consider using the DNL 60 aircraft noise exposure contour for land use compatibility 
planning purposes to minimize the potential for development of new noise sensitive land uses within 
the City of Henderson in areas that are or may be affected by aircraft noise exposure in the future.  It 
is likely that aircraft noise exposure levels will fluctuate in the future as there are changes in the 
number and type of aircraft operating at the Airport.  By using the DNL 60 noise exposure contour as 
a “buffer” for land use compatibility planning/site planning purposes the City of Henderson would be 
able to minimize the potential for new noise impacts to occur in the future. 
 
Response to Comment A-17 
These comments are repeated and more fully explained in subsequent comments.  See responses 
below. 
 
Response to Comment A-18 
As discussed in Section II of the November 2006 Draft Noise Exposure Map (NEM) Report, future 
aircraft activity data used in the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update was derived from 
the June 8, 2005 aviation activity forecast prepared by URS Corporation (URS forecast).  The URS 
forecast is an FAA-approved forecast for McCarran International Airport (see Attachment 2) and 
was the most current forecast available when the noise analyses were conducted in support of the 
NEM and NCP.  Future aircraft operations data contained in the URS forecast were developed using 
a conservative set of assumptions (detailed in the URS report) and are within 10% +/- of the FAA’s 
2005 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for McCarran International Airport which was released in 
February 2005.  The local forecast (the URS forecast) is consistent with what was then the most 
current FAA TAF; therefore, the CCDOA maintains that use of the URS forecast in the FAR Part 
150 Noise Compatibility Study Update is appropriate. 
 
The author of this comment is correct that actual operations data for calendar year 2005 exceed the 
URS forecast data for 2005; however, as is the case with all aviation activity forecasts, year to year 
variations from the forecast can and do occur without invalidating the long-range projections of 
aircraft activity. 
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Response to Comment A-19 
See Response to Comment A-18.  The author of this comment correctly cites from the May 31, 2002 
FAA memorandum regarding review and approval of aviation forecasts; however, the author 
incorrectly and inappropriately compares data from the FAA’s TAF released in February 2006 to 
data contained in the URS forecast which was issued on June 8, 2005.  The “current” TAF forecast at 
the time the URS forecast was prepared was issued in February 2005, and, as stated previously, the 
URS forecast is within 10% +/- of the 2005 TAF. 
 
Response to Comment A-20 
The author of this comment correctly cites from the Draft Supplemental EA for the Four Corner Post 
Plan but fails to mention that the maximum sustainable capacity for the airfield, in this case, is 
simply a planning milestone used by the CCDOA.  The CCDOA has identified a maximum 
acceptable level of airfield delay (6 minutes per operation) and has, through extensive modeling and 
simulation, identified an activity level where that level of delay will occur (625,000 annual 
operations).  The author of the comment incorrectly concludes that the maximum number of aircraft 
operations that can be performed at the Airport is 625,000.  The airfield can accommodate more than 
625,000 operations annually; however, the average delay per aircraft operation will be higher than 
6 minutes which the CCDOA considers a maximum “acceptable” level of delay. 
 
In Section 10.4 of the FAA’s Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance, the FAA states, “Airports 
experiencing severe delay due to congestion will not be able to accommodate rising demand for air 
service. Average delay per operation of 10 minutes or more may be considered severe. At 20 minutes 
average delay (approximately the highest recorded average delay per operation known to FAA at an 
airport in the U.S.), growth in operations at the airport will largely cease”.  Based on this guidance, 
average delays between 7 and 8 minutes per aircraft operation, the projected level of delay at 
McCarran International Airport in 2011, will not limit the airport from accommodating growth in 
aircraft operations. 
 
As discussed by the author of the comment, both the 2006 TAF and the URS forecast are 
unconstrained and both forecasts estimate that the number of aircraft operations performed at 
McCarran International Airport on an annual basis will exceed 625,000 in the future.  It should be 
noted however that the URS forecast is more conservative/lower than the 2006 TAF because the 
effect that delays will have on overall activity levels at the Airport was considered more closely in 
the URS forecast.  Use of the unconstrained URS forecast in the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update is appropriate because: (1) the URS forecast is an FAA-approved forecast for 
McCarran International Airport, (2) the number of aircraft operations performed at the airport will 
likely exceed 625,000 at some point in the future. 
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Response to Comment A-21 
See Response to Comment A-6. 
 
The CCDOA did not deny requests made by the City of Henderson concerning runway use data and 
in fact provided supplemental data to the City of Henderson on several occasions during the FAR 
Part 150 study process.  The CCDOA discussed runway use data and assumptions with the City of 
Henderson during a conference call on January 24, 2006 and provided supplemental information and 
data to the City of Henderson and other Public Working Group (PWG) members in a handout 
entitled Next Steps Back-Up Material at the PWG meeting on the evening of January 24, 2006.  The 
CCDOA also provided additional information regarding existing runway use patterns as an 
attachment to it January 31, 2006 letter to the City of Henderson and held a supplemental PWG 
meeting on March 14, 2006 where future runway use and airport capacity/delay were discussed. 
 
Response to Comment A-22 
See Response to Comment A-6. 
 
Response to Comment A-23 
See Response to Comment A-12. 
 
Differences between the FAR Part 150 study documents and the 2005 Draft Supplemental EA in 
terms of noise modeling assumptions in no way invalidates the 2011 and 2017 noise exposure maps 
developed for the FAR Part 150 Study.  The 2011 and 2017 noise exposure maps were prepared in 
accordance with FAR Part 150 and are based on reasonable assumptions regarding the type and 
frequency of aircraft operations, flight patterns, and airfield layout in the future.  The 2011 and 2017 
NEMs reflect how the Airport will be operated in future years based on current knowledge/data and 
account for changes in destination airports (e.g., increases in long-haul flights); trends in runway use; 
changes in FAA operating procedures; and airline delay issues. 
 
Response to Comment A-24 
See Response to Comment A-6 and Response to Comment A-12. 
 
The CCDOA conducted extensive analyses and held conversations with FAA ATC personnel to 
ensure that the future year noise exposure maps were based on “reasonable” assumptions regarding 
aircraft fleet mix, flight patterns, and runway use.  The 2011 and 2017 NEMs are based on the 
assumption that annual runway use patterns at the Airport will change over time in response to 
demands/constraints associated with increasing traffic levels.  The future year noise exposure maps 
do reflect increased utilization of Runway 7L for departures; however, projected changes in runway 
use are not limited to Runway 7L.  For example, during nighttime hours, it is anticipated that more 
aircraft will arrive from the north and will depart to the south.  In addition, during daytime hours it is 
anticipated that more aircraft will land from the south and depart to the north on an annual basis. 
 
As discussed previously, the CCDOA supports continued implementation of the informal preferential 
runway use program at the Airport which specifies that Runway 25R is the preferred departure 
runway when weather, safety, construction, and traffic conditions permit.  While the future year 
noise exposure maps are based on the assumption that runway use at the Airport will continue to 
change over time, the projected changes in runway use in no way reflect a change in CCDOA policy 
or an official change in FAA air traffic control procedures.  The projected changes in runway use 
alone (i.e., absent a change in CCDOA or FAA policy and procedures) are not likely to constitute a 
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major federal action subject to NEPA and thus it is highly unlikely that the FAA would need to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement when it approves Noise Abatement Measure 1 in the 
updated NCP. 
 
Runway use data for 2011 and 2017 presented in the NEM report are not “arbitrary” as asserted by 
the commentator; rather they are reasonable estimates regarding future conditions based on historical 
data and current knowledge/understanding of FAA ATC policies and procedures.  The assumptions 
used to model the baseline noise exposure maps for 2011 and 2017 are well documented in the NEM 
report and are appropriate and correct.  Noise reduction measures, including a proposal to limit the 
number of departure operations on Runway 7L, are documented in the NCP. 
 
It is important to note that FAR Part 150 encourages review and revision of Noise Compatibility 
Programs every five years.  Therefore it is likely that the current FAR Part 150 Study Update will be 
reviewed sometime after 2010.  The future update will allow the CCDOA and interested parties the 
opportunity to examine and compare actual runway use at that time to projected runway use data 
included in this Update. 
 
Response to Comment A-25 
See Response to Comment A-4. 
 
Response to Comment A-26 
See Response to Comment A-8, Response to Comment A-10, and Response to Comment A-14. 
 
Response to Comment A-27 
See Response to Comment A-8, Response to Comment A-10, Response to Comment A-12, and 
Response to Comment A-14. 
 
Response to Comment A-28 
See Response to Comment A-10 and Response to Comment A-12.   
 
Response to Comment A-29 
See Response to Comment A-3, Response to Comment A-6, Response to Comment A-10, and 
Response to Comment A-14.   
 
The CCDOA provided the City of Henderson and its consultants with all of the supporting data and 
assumptions connected to the noise exposure maps except the actual INM input and output computer 
files.  The NEM report contains all of the background data necessary to allow parties to submit 
meaningful comments on the noise exposure contours. 
 
Detailed information regarding the flight tracks and profiles used in the noise analysis is provided in 
Chapter 4 of the NEM report.  In addition, plots of the flight tracks and subtracks used in the INM 
are included in Appendix C of the NEM report.  The plots of INM arrival and departure tracks are 
superimposed on Automated Radar Terminal System Version III (ARTS III) data derived from the 
Airport’s noise and operations monitoring system (AFTEMS). 
 
 
Response to Comment A-30 
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It should be noted that information presented at the October 25, 2005 PWG meeting was preliminary 
and has been superseded by information presented in the draft NCP report.  Updated information 
regarding capacity and delay was presented to members of the PWG, including the City of 
Henderson, at the supplemental PWG meeting on March 14, 2006.   
 
The CCDOA did not reject data requests from the City of Henderson regarding future runway use 
and delay levels.  As discussed previously, the CCDOA held a supplemental PWG meeting on 
March 14, 2006 where future runway use and airport capacity/delay were discussed.  The CCDOA 
did not provide electronic copies of Total Airspace and Airport Modeler (TAAM) files to the City of 
Henderson and its consultants due to the strict licensing agreements associated with the software. 
 
As discussed in previous responses, the CCDOA and its consultants evaluated a noise abatement 
alternative that would establish a formal preferential runway use program at McCarran International 
Airport (referred to in Appendix A of the NCP as Option 4) at the request of the City of Henderson.  
As described in Appendix A, for the purposes of examining such an alternative, the CCODA 
assumed that the formal preferential runway use program would place an annual cap on the 
percentage of aircraft that would be allowed to depart on Runway 7L to the east of 8.6%.  The 
analysis of Option 4 revealed that its implementation would likely increase average delays per 
aircraft operation in 2011 and 2017.  Exhibit A-13 and Table A-8 in Appendix A of the NCP present 
the results of simulation analyses performed with the TAAM simulation software for Option 4 and 
for the baseline condition.  Within a 5-year time frame, Option 4 would be expected to result in 
0.6 minutes per operation in additional delay per aircraft operation in comparison to the baseline 
condition (7.8 minutes with Option 4 versus 7.2 minutes under the baseline scenario).  This change 
represents an increase of 8.3% in delay in 2011 and translates into potentially $14 to $19 million per 
year in increased aircraft operating costs.  As discussed in Section A.5.1.3 of Appendix A, the 
difference in delay between Option 4 and the baseline condition would increase to 1.23 minutes per 
operation by 2017 representing increased aircraft operating costs of approximately $28 million to 
$38 million a year. 
 
Taking into consideration the potential costs associated with Option 4, the lack of measurable noise 
reduction benefits associated with Option 4, and the negative effects that Option 4 could have with 
respect to ATC flexibility, the CCDOA concluded that Option 4 would not be an effective noise 
abatement measure and did not include Option 4 in the list of recommended abatement measures 
presented in Section III of the NCP.  The rationale to eliminate Option 4 from the list of 
recommended measures was based on solid analysis and not “false grounds” or “improper” reasoning 
as asserted by the commentator. 
 
While the CCDOA has identified a maximum acceptable level of delay (6 minutes per operation) and 
has, through extensive modeling and simulation, identified an activity level where that level of delay 
will occur (625,000 annual aircraft operations) the author of the comment incorrectly concludes that 
the maximum number of aircraft operations that can be performed at the Airport is 625,000.  The 
airfield can accommodate more than 625,000 operations annually; however, the average delay per 
aircraft operation will be higher than 6 minutes which the CCDOA considers a maximum 
“acceptable” level of delay. 
 
In Section 10.4 of the FAA’s Airport Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance, the FAA states, “Airports 
experiencing severe delay due to congestion will not be able to accommodate rising demand for air 
service.  Average delay per operation of 10 minutes or more may be considered severe.  At 
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20 minutes average delay (approximately the highest recorded average delay per operation known to 
FAA at an airport in the U.S.), growth in operations at the airport will largely cease”. 
 
Based on this guidance, average delays between 7 and 8 minutes per aircraft operation, the projected 
level of delay at McCarran International Airport in 2011, will not limit the airport from 
accommodating growth in aircraft operations.  By 2017, delays at the Airport may increase as high as 
15 to 16 minutes per aircraft operation unless, as observed by the commentator, the proposed 
supplemental air carrier airport in the Ivanpah Valley is operational.  The CCDOA anticipates that 
the Ivanpah Valley airport will be operational sometime after 2017 if a favorable environmental 
finding is issued by the FAA and the BLM, therefore, any relocation of operations from McCarran 
International Airport to the proposed supplemental air carrier airport would not occur until after 2017 
which is outside the time horizon for the FAR Part 150 Study Update. 
 
Response to Comment A-31 
See Response to Comment A-14.  Cost estimates included in the NCP were developed by 
Ricondo & Associates, Inc. staff based on prior experience with similar studies.  The actual cost to 
conduct an EA or EIS for a proposed noise abatement measure varies greatly based on the specifics 
of the measure being evaluated (e.g., change in flight track versus formal runway use program), the 
affected environment, and the potential for public controversy. 
 
Response to Comment A-32 
See Response to Comment A-2, Response to Comment A-3, and Response to Comment A-21. 
 
The author of the comment is correct that, in general, aircraft noise exposure levels are expected to 
increase in the environs of McCarran International Airport between 2004 and 2011 as a result of 
growth in aircraft operations, and in particular air carrier jet operations.  Sections 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 of 
the NEM report contain a detailed discussion regarding changes in aircraft noise exposure levels and 
associated effects on noise sensitive land uses in the airport environs for future analysis years 2011 
and 2017.  These report sections include numerous exhibits and tables that demonstrate where 
changes in noise exposure levels are anticipated to occur and the magnitude of these changes with 
respect to airport/community land use compatibility.  The noise contour exhibits presented in the 
NEM report assume no additional noise abatement measures beyond those already in effect at the 
Airport.  The NCP report includes detailed analysis of potential noise abatement and noise mitigation 
options and includes additional noise exposure contour exhibits. 
 
See Response to Comment A-7 regarding the comment concerning the FAA’s TAF.  The NEM and 
NCP reports both include analysis of future changes in noise exposure levels in the Airport environs; 
therefore the additional “formal” analysis suggested by the commentator is not required. 
 
Response to Comment A-33 
Section 4.6.7 of the NEM report provides a comparison of INM predicted noise levels (DNL values) 
and measured noise values at primary noise monitoring sites in the Airport environs.  As presented in 
Table IV-23 of the NEM report, DNLs predicted by the INM for existing (2004) conditions were 
determined to be within +/- 1.5 dB of measured aircraft DNLs at the noise monitoring sites.  As 
discussed in Section 4.6.7 of the NEM, there is generally a good correlation between noise 
measurement data collected through the 2004 and 2005 Summer and Winter noise monitoring 
programs and INM predicted noise levels.  
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Comments regarding the Summer 2005 Aircraft Noise Monitoring report demonstrate that the 
commentator is confusing “predicted” noise levels and “measured” noise levels.  The  Summer 2005 
Aircraft Noise Monitoring report does not contain INM-based prediction data, rather it presents noise 
measurement data collected at ten locations during a 14-day period in July 2005. 
 
Flight track data used in the INM analyses is described in Section 4.5.2.3 of the NEM report.  Plots 
of INM departure and arrival flight tracks and INM subtracks are presented in Appendix C.  
Exhibit C-6 referenced by the commentator depicts INM departure tracks (and subtracks) for 
Runways 7L and 7R superimposed on ARTS-III data obtained from the Airport’s AFTEMS system 
and does not present arrival flight track information.  INM arrival flight tracks (and subtracks) for 
Runways 25L and 25R are presented on Exhibit C-4.  Flight track utilization/population data is 
provided in the NEM report (the commentator is directed to Tables IV-15 through IV-20).  
Information regarding arrival and departure profiles is provided in Section 4.5.2.4 of the NEM report. 
 
Response to Comment A-34 
See Response to Comment A-8. 
 
As discussed in Sections 5.2 of the draft NEM report, the area exposed to DNL 65 and higher in 
2011 is expected to decrease slightly west of the Airport compared to existing (2004) conditions.  It 
is also anticipated that there will be a corresponding increase in the area exposed to DNL 65 and 
higher to the north, south and east of the Airport.  The changes in aircraft noise exposure would 
result from: (1) the quieter mix of aircraft projected to operate at McCarran International Airport in 
the future, (2) increased arrival operations on Runways 25L and 25R, (3) increased use of 
Runway 19L for air carrier departures during nighttime hours, and (4) decreased use of 
Runways 25L and 25R for air carrier aircraft departures during daytime and nighttime hours. 
 
Response to Comment A-35 
See Response to Comment A-6 regarding future year runway use projections. 
 
Response to Comment A-36 
See Response to Comment A-6 and Response to Comment A-8. 
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Comment Letter B – Mary McFarland 
 
Response to Comment B-1 
The CCDOA is not aware of any airspace/air traffic routing changes that would impact the area in 
question.  The River Mountain area, located in the southeast portion of the City of Henderson, has 
historically been affected by overflights of aircraft landing and departing at McCarran International 
Airport.  The River Mountain area is well outside the Airport’s DNL 65 aircraft noise exposure 
contour, used by the FAA for compatible land use planning purposes, and is also outside Clark 
County’s DNL 60 planning threshold area.  Abatement Measure 2, 6, 7, and 9 recommended in the 
Draft NCP could result in noise reduction benefits for residents in the River Mountain community. 
 
The CCDOA conducts noise monitoring programs for fixed wing aircraft operations originating at 
McCarran International Airport two times a year (summer and winter) using local funds.  In the 
Draft NCP the CCDOA recommends continuing with its noise monitoring programs in the future.  
The CCDOA publishes a bi-monthly Airport Noise Complaint Report, a memorandum that provides 
operational statistics, as well as statistics regarding the number and nature of noise complaints, along 
with a summary of pertinent aircraft noise-related issues.  Runway use statistics (during daytime 
hours and during nighttime hours), operations per hour, and fleet mix information for turbojet aircraft 
weighing 75,000 pounds or more have been provided in recent editions of the Airport Noise 
Complaint Report.  The author of this comment may wish to review recent additions of the Airport 
Noise Complaint Report for more information on incoming and outgoing air traffic at McCarran 
International Airport and noise levels in specific communities.  The Airport Noise Complaint Report 
can be obtained by contacting the noise office at (702) 261-3694. 
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Comment Letter C – Lottie Royce 
 
Response to Comment C-1 
Portions of this comment refer to the departure procedure (“the right-hand turn” procedure) that is 
the subject of the Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Four Corner Post Plan 
which was recently approved by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  The reinstitution of the 
“right-hand turn” is not a FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update recommendation or 
proposal, and the EA process was separate and independent from the FAR Part 150 Study process.  
The 2011 and 2017 noise exposure maps developed for the FAR Part 150 study update do reflect the 
reinstitution of the right-hand turn procedure. 
 
Noise reduction measures considered during the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update are 
described in Appendices A and B of the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) report.  Recommended 
noise abatement and noise mitigation measures for McCarran International Airport are described in 
Section III and IV of the NCP, respectively.  While shutting the Airport down after 8 p.m. every 
night would certainly result in noise level reductions during nighttime hours, the CCDOA and the 
Public Working Group agreed that implementing a nighttime curfew at the Airport is not feasible due 
to the onerous procedural and substantive requirements that must be satisfied in order for the 
CCDOA to impose a mandatory restriction on aircraft operations.  These requirements are discussed 
in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 161, Notice and Approval of Airport Noise and Access 
Restrictions. 
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Comment Letter E – Nevada Environmental Coalition, Inc. (Robert W. Hall) 
 
Please see Attachment 3 for specific responses to issues raised in this letter. 
 
FAR Part 150 includes several provisions regarding consultation and public participation.2  
Section 150.21(b) requires that, in preparing a Noise Exposure Map (NEM), the airport sponsor 
consult with “public agencies and planning agencies whose area, or any portion of whose area, of 
jurisdiction in within the Ldn 65 dB contour depicted on the map” and further requires that the 
airport sponsor afford “interested persons adequate opportunity to submit their views, data, and 
comments concerning the correctness and adequacy of the draft noise exposure map and descriptions 
of forecast aircraft operations.”  Section 150.23(c) contains the same consultation obligation with 
respect to the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP), and Section 150.23(d) requires that “the airport 
operator shall afford adequate opportunity for the active and direct participation of the . . . public 
agencies and planning agencies in the areas surrounding the airport . . . and the general public to 
submit their views, data, and comments on the formulation and adequacy of [the noise compatibility] 
program.” 
 
The CCDOA has met or exceeded any public participation requirements of FAR Part 150 by, 
(1) convening a Public Working Group (PWG) and conducting 11 meetings with the PWG, 
(2) disseminating extensive technical information to the PWG, (3) convening four public Open 
House meetings to discuss preliminary findings and recommendations with the public-at-large, 
(4) developing a project website (www.mccarrannoisestudy.com) and disseminating project materials 
on that website, and (5) responding to previous supplemental requests for information (principally 
from the City of Henderson) in writing.   In particular, the educational component of the PWG 
process and the distribution of historical (and forecast) aviation activity data to members of the PWG 
at the October 2005 PWG meeting are sufficient to satisfy any implicit obligation to supply 
information beyond the NEM and NCP reports.  The information provided by the CCDOA is more 
than adequate to enable interested parties to submit their “views, data and comments” regarding the 
NEM and NCP reports. 

                                                   
2  The underlying statute, the Airport Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, imposes a consultation requirement 
but is silent with respect to public participation.  See 49 U.S.C. §§ 47503(a)(1) and 47504(a)(1)(A).  The FAA 
added the public participation requirements in response to comments received on the proposed rule.  See 49 Fed. 
Reg. 49, 260 (1984). 
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Comment Letter F – Joe Capozzi (E-mail: September 18, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment F-1 
The Nevada Trails subdivision is located outside the DNL 60 noise exposure contour as depicted on 
the 2011 Noise Exposure Map (NEM) and hence residents would not be eligible to participate in the 
remedial noise mitigation programs recommended in this FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 
Update.  Remedial mitigation measures that have been recommended for McCarran International 
Airport in connection with this FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update are described in 
Section IV of the Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) report and include voluntary property 
acquisition and sound insulation programs.  The updated NCP does include several recommended 
measures that already provide or could provide limited noise reduction relief to Nevada Trails and 
adjacent areas including continuing the use of existing noise abatement flight tracks (See Abatement 
Measure 2 in Section III of the NCP), conducting a study of advanced navigational technologies (See 
Abatement Measure 6 in Section III of the NCP), and evaluating potential changes to arrival flight 
corridors (See Abatement Measure 8 in Section III of the NCP). 
 
Response to Comment F-2 
The Day-night average sound level (DNL) metric has been widely accepted as the best available 
method to describe aircraft noise exposure in land use compatibility planning conducted for airport 
environs areas.  DNL is the noise descriptor required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
for use in aircraft noise exposure analyses and noise compatibility planning including FAR Part 150 
studies. 3   
 
Scientific studies and social surveys that have been conducted to appraise community annoyance to 
all types of environmental noise have found DNL to be the best measure of that annoyance.  There is, 
in fact, significant consistency in the results of attitudinal surveys that have been conducted in 
different countries to find the percentages of groups of people who express various levels of 
annoyance when exposed to different levels of DNL.  While the use of DNL has been criticized 
recently as not accurately representing community annoyance and land-use compatibility with 
aircraft noise, much of that criticism stems from a lack of understanding of the basis for the 
measurement or calculation of DNL.  One frequent criticism is that people react more to single noise 
events and not as much to “meaningless” time-average sound levels.  A time-average noise metric, 
such as DNL, takes into account both the noise levels of all the individual events which occur during 
a 24-hour period and the number of times those events occur.  The logarithmic nature of the decibel 
unit causes the noise levels of the loudest events to control the 24-hour average. 
 
Response to Comment F-3 
See Response to Comment D-4.   
 
Noise reduction measures considered during the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update are 
described in Appendices A and B of the NCP.  Recommended noise abatement and noise mitigation 
measures for McCarran International Airport are described in Section III and IV of the NCP, 
respectively. 
 
 

                                                   
3 49 U.S.C. 47501-47507 Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, as amended 
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Response to Comment F-4 
The CCDOA supports continued adherence by FAA air traffic controllers and aircraft pilots to the 
existing noise abatement flight track procedures that have been identified for McCarran International 
Airport, including the procedure that directs aircraft over Sierra Vista High School which is located 
midway between the Rhodes Ranch and Nevada Trails developments.  To improve compliance with 
the existing noise abatement flight track procedures and to reduce “fanning” the CCDOA has 
recommended in this Noise Compatibility Program further study, and potentially implementation, of 
new departure procedures that would take advantage of advanced navigational technologies.  See the 
discussion of Noise Abatement Measure 6 in Section III of the NCP. 
 
Response to Comment F-5 
See Response to Comment F-1.  Noise staff at the CCDOA routinely conduct visits to neighborhoods 
located in the environs of McCarran International Airport and will continue to do so in the future. 
 
Response to Comment F-6 
See Response to Comment F-1. 
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Comment Letter G – Bud Visalli 
 
Response to Comment G-1 
The Day-night average sound level (DNL) metric has been widely accepted as the best available 
method to describe aircraft noise exposure in land use compatibility planning conducted for airport 
environs areas.  The DNL metric is the noise descriptor required by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) for use in aircraft noise exposure analyses and noise compatibility planning 
studies including FAR Part 150 studies.  Scientific studies and social surveys that have been 
conducted to appraise community annoyance to all types of environmental noise have found DNL to 
be the best measure of that annoyance.  There is, in fact, significant consistency in the results of 
attitudinal surveys that have been conducted in different countries to find the percentages of groups 
of people who express various levels of annoyance when exposed to different levels of DNL. 
 
While the use of DNL has been criticized recently as not accurately representing community 
annoyance and land-use compatibility with aircraft noise, much of that criticism stems from a lack of 
understanding of the basis for the measurement or calculation of DNL.  One frequent criticism is that 
people react more to single noise events and not as much to “meaningless” time-average sound 
levels.  A time-average noise metric, such as DNL, takes into account both the noise levels of all the 
individual events which occur during a 24-hour period and the number of times those events occur.  
The logarithmic nature of the decibel unit causes the noise levels of the loudest events to control the 
24-hour average. 
 
With respect to the comments regarding the CCDOA’s noise monitoring programs for fixed-wing 
aircraft and helicopters, it is the CCDOA’s position that the noise monitoring programs are beneficial 
and provide useful information regarding existing aircraft noise levels in the vicinity of the Airport 
and allow the CCDOA to keep abreast of changes in aircraft noise exposure.  The CCDOA routinely 
uses data collected through the noise monitoring programs in noise compatibility planning studies 
and to monitor the level of compliance with existing noise abatement programs.  Data collected 
during the noise monitoring programs are also important in the context of the CCDOA’s ongoing 
public information programs.   The CCDOA, with support of the Public Working Group, intends to 
continue its bi-annual noise monitoring programs for fixed-wing aircraft and annual monitoring for 
helicopter tour traffic originating at McCarran International Airport. 
 
Response to Comment G-2  
Prospective purchasers of property in the Airport environs should be informed regarding noise 
exposure in the Airport environs so that they can make reasoned decisions regarding purchasing or 
renting properties in areas that may be exposed to significant levels of aircraft noise or subjected to 
aircraft overflights that some individuals may find objectionable.  The CCDOA has, since the 1980s, 
taken an active role in voluntarily reviewing development applications for residential projects 
proposed for construction in the vicinity of McCarran International Airport.  Exhibit IV-15 in the 
NCP report presents a visual overview of where the CCDOA has participated in the review of 
development applications.  As shown on the exhibit, the CCDOA has notified the Clark County 
Department of Comprehensive Planning and/or developers regarding potential overflights and related 
noise in many cases.  In some cases the CCDOA has recommended that approval of proposed 
residential development be conditioned on the provision of adequate sound attenuation in 
construction and/or provision of stand-alone noise disclosure statements to potential residents.  With 
respect to the Nevada Trails development, the CCDOA recommended that approval of proposed 
residential development be conditioned on the provision of adequate sound attenuation in 
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construction and/or provision of stand-alone noise disclosure statements to potential residents.  This 
condition was included by the approving body for the project. 
 
As discussed in Section III of the NCP report, the CCDOA intends to assemble aircraft noise data, 
including noise exposure maps and maps depicting aircraft flight tracks, for distribution to the real 
estate community to facilitate the dissemination of this important information to homeowners.  In 
addition the CCDOA intends to work with the Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors, the Clark 
County Department of Comprehensive Planning, and the cities of Henderson, Boulder City, Las 
Vegas, and North Las Vegas to enact State legislation requiring fair disclosure or local ordinances 
requiring aircraft noise disclosure.  Since enactment of state legislation or local ordinances may take 
several years the CCDOA also intends to continue the voluntary noise disclosure efforts it has 
initiated. 
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Comment Letter H – Robert A. Terpstra 
 
Response to Comment H-1 
Comments noted.  The CCDOA supports continued adherence by FAA air traffic controllers and 
aircraft pilots to the existing noise abatement flight track procedures that have been identified for 
McCarran International Airport, including the procedure that directs aircraft over Sierra Vista High 
School which is located midway between the Rhodes Ranch and Nevada Trails developments.  To 
improve compliance with the existing noise abatement flight track procedures and to reduce 
“fanning” the CCDOA has recommended in this Noise Compatibility Program further study, and 
potentially implementation, of new departure procedures that would take advantage of advanced 
navigational technologies.  See the discussion of Noise Abatement Measure 6 in Section III of the 
NCP. 
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Comment Letter I – Mark Saulic 
 
Response to Comment I-1 
Abatement Measure 9 described in Section III of the updated Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) 
for the airport recommends a future study of departure profiles at the Airport.  While it would not be 
feasible or safe to implement the departure procedure referred to by the author of this comment 
(i.e., the departure procedure at John Wayne Airport in Orange County, California) at McCarran 
International Airport, the CCDOA and the Public Working Group agreed that further study of the 
“distant” noise abatement departure profile (NADP), as described in FAA Advisory Circular 91-53A, 
Noise Abatement Departure Profiles, is warranted.  A comprehensive discussion of the “distant” 
NADP is provided in Section III and Appendix A of the NCP.  The CCDOA does not have the 
authority to regulate aircraft in flight. 
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Comment Letter J – Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
 
Response to Comment J-1 
Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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Comment Letter K – Comment Form submitted by Michael McKenzie (September 13, 2006 
Open House Meeting) 
 
Response to Comment K-1 
Comments noted.  No response necessary. 
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Comment Letter L – Bill Greenberg 
 
Response to Comment L-1 
It should be noted that the area of concern is less than 12 statute miles from McCarran International 
Airport and not more than 20 statute miles as stated by the author of the comment.   
 
As discussed in Section III of the draft Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) report the CCDOA is 
recommending further study of arrival procedures at McCarran International Airport including a 
feasibility study for continuous descent approach.  The CCDOA intends to continue working with 
representatives of the Federal Aviation Administration to minimize noise caused by aircraft arrivals 
and departures to the extent feasible and practicable.  The NCP does not address air quality 
concerns/issues.  See Response to Comment B-1. 
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Comment M – Website comment submitted by Kathy Howe 
 
Response to Comment M-1 
Since 2001 the CCDOA has been working with local FAA air traffic control personnel to minimize 
the number of planes flying over the Nevada Trails and Rhodes Ranch subdivisions and to maximize 
the use of the preferred departure flight corridor between Durango Drive and Buffalo Drive, south of 
Warm Springs Road.  The CCDOA continues to promote the use of this historical flight corridor by 
departing aircraft to ensure that new communities are not impacted by aircraft overflights and 
associated noise.   The property in question is located underneath the historical departure flight 
corridor, but is outside the area exposed to aircraft noise levels of DNL 60 and higher. 
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Comment N – Website comment submitted by Josh Swoboda 
 
Response to Comment N-1 
Noise complaints can be submitted to CCDOA’s noise office by calling the Airport’s Noise 
Complaint Hotline at (702) 261-3694. 





McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  III-86 November 2006 
Formal Public Comments   

Comment O – E-mail comment submitted by Robert Klicsu 
 
Response to Comment O-1 
The CCDOA has proposed a voluntary property acquisition program for areas exposed to aircraft 
noise of day-night average sound level (DNL) 65 and higher.  Participation in the property 
acquisition program would be voluntary under conditions of a “willing buyer/willing seller”.  
Information regarding the CCDOA’s proposed property acquisition program is detailed in the draft 
Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) report in Section IV (See Noise Mitigation Measures 1 and 3).  
As discussed in the Draft NCP, the voluntary property acquisition and sound insulation programs 
will likely take several years to complete and the CCDOA 
 
It should be noted that the CCDOA is continuing to work with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) to finalize the eligibility requirements and boundaries for the proposed voluntary property 
acquisition program; therefore information presented in the draft NCP is subject to change.  
Following FAA review and approval of the NCP, the CCDOA will be preparing a more 
comprehensive report detailing the scope and schedule for the voluntary property acquisition 
program.  Additional details regarding these voluntary programs will be made available in 2007. 
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Comment P – E-mail comment submitted by Mr. and Mrs. Varra 
 
Response to Comment P-1 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Q – E-mail comment submitted by Gloria Varra 
 
Response to Comment Q-1 
Comments noted.  Measures to reduce aircraft noise in the vicinity of McCarran International Airport 
are detailed in the draft Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) report.  The CCDOA and the Public 
Working Group (PWG) discussed the potential for establishing a “rotated” and/or equalized runway 
use program but concluded that such a program would not be desirable in terms of noise or feasible 
considering weather and air traffic patterns in the region.  The CCDOA and the PWG agreed that 
existing arrival and departure patterns minimize, to the extent possible, noise impacts to the 
community-at-large and hence the updated NCP includes a recommendation to maintain the existing 
informal preferential runway use program at the Airport. 





McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  III-92 November 2006 
Formal Public Comments   

Comment R – E-mail from Bob Reeve 
 
Response to Comment R-1 
The CCDOA conducts noise monitoring programs for fixed wing aircraft operations originating at 
McCarran International Airport two times a year (summer and winter) using local funds.  As 
presented in Chapter 4 of the draft NEM report, there is already a noise monitoring site directly north 
of the Airport.  As discussed in previous responses, numerous opportunities existed for citizens to 
provide input and comments regarding the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update and the 
Public Working Group (PWG) meetings, open house meetings, and the public hearing were well 
advertised in newspapers of wide circulation. 
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Comment S through KK – E-mails submitted by Stan Gordon 
 
Response to Comments S-1 through KK-1 
Noise complaints can be submitted to the CCDOA by calling the Airport’s Noise Complaint Hotline 
at (702) 261-3694. 
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3.1 Attachments To Responses to Public Comments 
The letters provided in this subsection are attachments referenced in the written responses to public 
comments received during the 38-day public review and comment period.  Attachments 1 and 2 are 
referenced in the responses to Letter A (from the City of Henderson); Attachment 3 is a letter 
prepared by the Clark County Office of the District Attorney in response to comment Letter E (from 
the Nevada Environmental Coalition, Inc./Robert Hall). 
 

• Attachment 1 – Two (2) letters from CCDOA to the City of Henderson, dated 
January 31, 2006 and May 24, 2006. 

• Attachment 2 – October 21, 2005 letter from the Federal Aviation Administration to the 
Clark County Department of Aviation approving the aviation activity forecast. 

• Attachment 3 – Letter prepared by the Clark County Office of the District Attorney, dated 
November 14, 2006. 
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3.1.1 Attachment 1 
Attachment 1 includes two letters, dated January 31, 2006 and May 24, 2006, from the Clark County 
Department of Aviation to the City of Henderson. 
 



Attachment 1
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3.1.2 Attachment 2 
Attachment 2 is a letter from the Federal Aviation Administration (dated October 21, 2005) to the 
Clark County Department of Aviation approving the aviation activity forecast. 
 



Attachment 2
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3.1.3 Attachment 3 
Attachment 3 is a letter prepared by the Clark County Office of the District Attorney (dated 
November 14, 2006) to the Nevada Environmental Coalition, Inc. 



OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
CML DIVISION

DAVID ROGER
District Attorney

E. LEE THOMSON
CHRISTOPHER J. LALLI November14,2006 ChiefDeputyDistrict Attorney
AssistantDistrict Attorney

ROBERT W. TEUTON
AssistantDistrict Attorney

MARY-ANNE MILLER
CountyCounsel

Mr. RobertHall
10720ButtonWillow Drive
LasVegas,Nevada 89134

Re: Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 NoiseCompatibilityStudy
Update For McCarran International Airport

DearMr. Hall:

Your correspondence,datedSeptember13, 2006,to RandallH. Walker, DirectorofAviation, and
JeffJacquart,Airport ProgramAdministrator,concerningtheDepartmentofAviation’s FederalAviation
Regulation(FAR) Part 150 NoiseCompatibilityStudyUpdatefor McCarranInternationalAirport, was
referredto thisoffice. As you maybeaware,theClark CountyBoardofCommissioners(“BCC” or
“Board”) approvedthePart 150 StudyUpdateon October3, 2006,at anoticedpublichearing. Thepublic
hearingandassociatedworkshopregardingthedraft Updatewaspublishedin theNevadaandlegal
sectionsoftheLasVegasReview-Journalon August27, September3, andSeptember10, 2006. Although
thefinal documentwill respondto all public commentsreceivedduring thepublic commentperiod,the
purposeofthis correspondenceis to addresstheallegationsmadein yourSeptember13, 2006 letter
regardingcompliancewith theNational EnvironmentalPolicy Act andtheNevadaOpenMeetingLaw.

Your first allegationconcernstheCounty’scompliancewith theNationalEnvironmentalPolicy
Act (NEPA). Environmentalreviewpursuantto NEPA is requiredto evaluatemajorfederalactionsthat
mayhavesignificantenvironmentaleffects. TheCountyis undernoobligationto preparean
environmentalimpactstatementevaluatingday-to-dayoperationsof all airportswithin theLasVegas
Valley. TheFAA and theCountyhavecompliedfully with NEPA in evaluatingspecificfederalactionsat
airportsownedandoperatedby theDepartment.An exampleofNEPA compliancefor a majorfederal
actionat McCarranInternationalAirport includestheSupplementalEnvironmentalAssessmentfor
Terminal3, datedJune2005.

500 S Grand Central Pkwy. • P0 Box 552215 • Las Vegas NV 89155-2215
(702) 455-4761 • Fax: (702) 382-5178 • TDD: (702) 385-7486
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Mr. RobertHall
November14, 2006
Page2 of 3 Re: Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part

150 NoiseCompatibilityStudyUpdateFor
McCarran International Airport

Moreover,theFAR Part 150 StudyUpdatedoesnotrequireenvironmentalreviewpursuantto
NEPA. 14 C.F.R.Part 150prescribesa voluntaryprogramfor evaluatingcumulativenoiseexposureand
developinga noisecompatibilityprogram,theprincipalpurposeof which is to establisheligibility for
federalfundingto implementactionsapprovedby theFAA. BecauseFAA approvalofrecommendations
within anoisecompatibility programdoesitselfcommit federalfundsor otherwiseconstitutefinal FAA
approvaloftheimplementingactions,theFAA’s decisionis notsubjectto NEPA. See14 C.F.R.§
150.5(c);FAA Order1050.1E¶ 307(o). If theFAA approvesmeasureswhich areclassifiedasa major
federalaction,thenNEPAcompliancewould bepursued.

YoursecondallegationconcernstheNevadaOpenMeetingLaw. It appearsto beyourposition
that, notwithstandingtheoccurrenceofno lessthansixteenduly noticedpublic meetingson theFARPart
150 StudyUpdate,theprocessby which Clark County,throughits DepartmentofAviation staff, actually
preparedtheFAR Part 150 StudyUpdateshouldhavebeenconductedin public subjectto theOpen
MeetingLaw.

TheClark CountyDepartmentof Aviation is not a governingbody coveredby theOpenMeeting
Law. NRS241.015(1),(2) & (4) clearly intendto covera collegial body, i.e., abodywhich hasmembers
who sharevotingpowers. TheDepartmentofAviation is anadministrativedivision ofClark County. It is
chargedwith operating,managing,maintainingandcontrollingtheCounty’sairportsunderthedirection
of theBoardof CountyCommissioners.TheDepartmentofAviation staffdoesnot haveavote anddoes
notmakefinal decisions.Thestaffpreparesrecommendationsand studiesfor considerationby theBoard,
which is the only governingbody with authorityto makefinal decisionsin this matter. Staffworkdoes
not involve publicmeetings,quorumsandtheotheractionsthat aretakenby a governingbody. Thereis no
requirementunderNRS Chapter241 (or FAR Part 150 or otherfederallaw) for a countydepartmentto
conductall of its work, including day-to-dayresponsibilities,in a public forum. It is not theintentof
Nevada’sOpenMeetingLaw to interjectits requirementsin this situationanddisruptstaffactivities.

TheDepartmentofAviation’s staffandits consultantsengagedin an iterativeprocessfor preparing
theFAR Part 150 StudyUpdate,involving extensivepublic participation,theresultof which wasa
recommendationto theBoardactedon at a duly noticedpublichearing. Your allegationthat the
Departmentmadea final decisionoutsidepublic view is incorrectasa legalandfactualmatter.

Your thirdallegationconcernsthemissionandmembershipofthePublicWorking Group.Theuse
of a public workinggroupis not arequirementfor preparingaFAR Part150 StudyUpdate,butstaff
believedthat it would bebeneficialto receivethe inputfrom sucha group. Staff invited individuals with
variousinterests,including representativesfrom communitiessurroundingMcCarranInternational
Airport, Airport users,andtheFAA, to “assistClarkCountyDepartmentofAviation staffandconsultants
in preparingaNoiseCompatibilityStudyUpdateby providingreview andfeedbackthroughoutthe
Update’sdevelopment.”Thesememberswereneitherofficially appointedby theBoard,norwerethe
meetingsestablishedby Boardaction. ThePublic WorkingGroupprocess,includingelevenmeetings
over thecourseof oneyear,far exceededtherequirementsof FAR Part 150. See14 C.F.R.§ 150.23. The

S:\CORRESPONDENCE\ELT\AVIATION\HaIl,RobertLtr ReFARPart 150 Update.doc\pce



Mr. RobertHall
November14, 2006
Page3 of 3 Re: Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part

150NoiseCompatibilityStudyUpdateFor
McCarran International Airport

Public Working Groupmeetings,aswell astheOpenHousesandtheOctober3rdpublic hearing,wereall
noticedandopento thepublic througha varietyof mechanisms,includingnewsreleases,newsletters
providedto ahostofgovernmentalofficesandlibraries, andawebsitedesignedspecificallyto inform the
public abouttheprocessandactivitiesofthePublicWorking Group. Althoughyou correctlystatethat no
non-governmentalenvironmentalinterestgroupwasa memberofthePublicWorking Group,this fact
standingalonedoesnot suggestanyviolationofourobligationsunderfederalandStatelaw to afford
opportunitiesfor public comment.

Finally, you allegethatyou weredeniedacost-freeprintedcopyoftheFAR Part150 StudyUpdate
andthatthewebsiteversionmadeavailablewas legally deficient. TheFAR Part 150 StudyUpdateis a
multi-volumedocumentcomprisedofseveralhundredpages,includingnumerouscolor exhibits. Printed
copiesof theFAR Part 150 StudyUpdateweremadeavailablefor public reviewat librariesthroughout
theLasVegasValley anduploadedto thewebsitemaintainedby theDepartmentfor this project. There
wereafew appendiceson thewebsitethat werenot includedin theirentirety,an omissionthatwe
remediedassoonasit wasbroughtto ourattention. Theminor andinconsequentialdiscrepancybetween
theelectronicversionandtheprintedversionsuppliedto theBoardofCountyCommissiondoesnot
amountto aviolationof any legalrequirement.Staffalsoofferedto reviewhow muchaprintedcopy
would cost, andyou declinediscusssuchanoffer.

Finally, wenotethatyou refer to theNevadaEnvironmentalCoalitionandyourselfin your
September13 letteras“petitioners.” As detailedherein,FAR Part 150 prescribesaprocessfor public
reviewandcommentonnoisecompatibility programs,andwearetreatingyour letteraccordingly. As
recentlyconfirmedby theU.S. Courtof Appeals,theFAA’s decisionon anairportproprietor’sPart 150
Study is not subjecttojudicial review. $~Heidev. Blakey,No. 05-2184 (8thCir. Oct. 11, 2006).

Sincerely,

DAVID ROGER
DISTRICTATTO____

E. LEETHOMSO’~1
ChiefDeputyDistrict Attorney

ELT\pce
cc: RandallH. Walker,Director— DepartmentofAviation

Mary-AnneMiller, County Counsel
TeresaArnold, Airport PlanningManager— DepartmentofAviation
JeffreyJacquart,Airport ProgramAdministrator— DepartmentofAviation
Daniel S. Reimer,Esq. — KaplanKirsch& Rockwell, 1675Broadway,Ste.2300,Denver,CO 80202
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IV. Other Comments Submitted Regarding the Draft Noise 
Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program for 
McCarran International Airport 

Comments received regarding the Draft FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update outside the 
formal public comment period are included in this section.  Section IV provides public comments 
submitted at PWG meetings, open houses, and through the project website/e-mail.  Eleven (11) 
verbal comments were submitted by attendees at PWG meetings.  Eighteen (18) written comments 
were submitted to the CCDOA.  The CCDOA received numerous comments through the project 
website/e-mail.  Over 400 comments from 358 interested parties were submitted via the website or 
e-mail.  The website/e-mail comments concerned a wide range of topics.  All comments received 
during the formal 38-day comment period and responses to those comments are provided in 
Section III.  A transcript of the public hearing held on October 3, 2006 and other public hearing 
materials are presented in Section V of this document. 

4.1 Public Working Group Meeting Comments 
Members of the public were invited to attend Public Working Group (PWG) meetings and to 
participate in the Study Update process.  Some attendees provided verbal comments during the PWG 
meetings.  Table 1 is a reproduction of the verbal comments submitted at the PWG meetings.  As 
shown in Table 1, a total of eleven (11) verbal comments were submitted from seven (7) PWG 
meeting attendees.  These comments are also provided in Appendix A, FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update, Public Working Group Summary Report. 
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4.2 Public Open House Comments 
Public Open House meeting attendees, which included members of the Public Working 
Group (PWG), were encouraged to ask questions and provide written and/or verbal comments.  The 
following is a summary of written concerns/questions submitted to the CCDOA at the public open 
house meetings.  Copies of the actual comment forms are provided following this summary. 
 

• Open House 1 (August 24, 2005).  Nine (9) open house comment forms were submitted to 
the CCDOA at the first open house meeting.  Most comment forms included statements 
regarding noise and overflights in specific neighborhoods (e.g., Enterprise Township and 
Nevada Trails).  Some commentators requested better enforcement of the CCDOA’s 
preferred noise abatement flight paths, especially in areas to the west and southwest of the 
Airport.  Other commentators discussed noise associated with specific airlines and/or 
federally owned aircraft and noted that some aircraft operators do not appear to adhere to 
CCDOA’s preferred noise abatement flight paths. 

• Open House 2 (October 26, 2005).  The CCDOA received three (3) comment forms at the 
second open house meeting.  One commentator suggested discouraging the use of the Airport 
by general aviation aircraft/operators and noted that general aviation aircraft fly at lower 
altitudes than commercial airline aircraft.  A Summerlin resident commented that the number 
of aircraft operations over the Summerlin area has increased recently.  One commentator 
suggested adding more street names on the open house display boards. 

• Open House 3 (May 24, 2006).  A total of four (4) open house comment forms were 
submitted to the CCDOA at the third open house meeting.  One commentator requested 
monitoring of aircraft noise along the Rawhide Flood Channel.  Two commentators 
suggested that the FAA direct aircraft to follow alternative flight tracks.  Another 
commentator requested information regarding the FAA’s Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment for the Four Corner Post Plan. 

• Open House 4 (September 13, 2006).  Two (2) open house comment forms were received 
by the CCDOA at the fourth public open house meeting, conducted during the formal public 
comment period.  One commentator stated that the open house meeting materials were 
informative.  The other commentator suggested that the FAA use alternative flight tracks for 
arriving aircraft.   
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4.2.1 Public Open House 1 – August 24, 2005 
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Open House Comment Form

Pleaseusethespacebelow to provideyourquestionsor commentson theFAR Part 150NoiseCompatibility
StudyUpdate.Yourcommentsand/orquestionswill bereviewedandconsideredwhenpreparingtheUpdate.
You may placeyou completedcomment form in the box provided at tonight’s meetingor fold in half and
drop it in themail by September16,2005.Yourparticipationis appreciatedthroughoutthis process,thank
you for becominginvolved. If you wish to receivefutureprojectupdates,pleaseincludeyourcontact
informationbelow.
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Pleaseusethespacebelow to provideyour questionsor commentson theFAR Part 150 NoiseCompatibility
StudyUpdate.Yourcommentsand/orquestionswill be reviewedandconsideredwhenpreparingtheUpdate.
You may placeyou completedcomment form in the box provided at tonight’s meetingor fold in half and
drop it in the mail by September16, 2005.Yourparticipationis appreciatedthroughoutthis process,thank
you for becominginvolved. If you wish to receivefuture projectupdates,pleaseincludeyourcontact
informationbelow.
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Pleaseusethespacebelow to provideyourquestionsorcommentson theFAR Part150 NoiseCompatibility
StudyUpdate.Yourcommentsand/orquestionswill bereviewedandconsideredwhenpreparingthe Update.
You mayplaceyoucompletedcommentform in theboxprovided at tonight’s meetingor fold in half and
drop it in the mail by September16 2005.Your participationis appreciatedthroughoutthis process,thank
you for becominginvolved. If youwish to receivefutureprojectupdates,pleaseincludeyourcontact
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1) TheFederalEG&GplanesthatroutinelytransportTestSiteemployeesoftendisregard
flight pathsI corridorsthatarecurrentlyin place.Example:planesthattakeoff from the
runway25, temporarilyadhereto theflight paththenall ofasudden,changedirectionto
therightheadingnorthwestrightoverourhomesin CoronadoRanch(RainbowBlvd and
RobindaleRoad).Theseplanesareloudandverydisruptiveto ourlives whentheydo not
follow thedesignatedpath.FederallyOwnedplanesshouldbeheld accountablefor
their actionsand follow paths like everyoneelse!

2)NewerplanesthatARE equippedwithRNAV oftenavoidcorridorsby turningtoo
earlymissing thepathaltogether.Someofthebiggestoffendersarebutarenot limited
to FederalExpress,Southwest~Air1ines,AmericanWestAirlines, andChampionAirlines
andtheFederalEG&Gplanes.Thenoisesfrom theseplanesmakeit hardfor familiesto
enjoyatranquilenvironmentahomeis supposedto offer. I’m not surewhether the
pilot is ignorantor just lazybut whatever thecircumstances,theyneedto follow the
designatedpath to avoid unnecessaryand disruptive noiseover residential
communities.

3)PerJeffJacquartatMcCarran’snoisehotline, he states,thereis no setpath for
incoming planesarrivingfrom the southwest.Therefore, onthesespecificdays,thepilots
fly wherevertheywantwith thegoalofsimplylanding,but consequentlytheseexact
planesareflying overmy houseatlessthan100ft. spilling pollutionovermeandmy
home.This is simply unacceptableand ethically atrocious being that I don’t even
live in a flight path!!! My suggestionis to immediately educateand/or train these
pilots to usethe samecorridor when landing as is donewhentaking off from this
direction. This should avoid unnecessarynoisein this high densityresidential area.

~ (~ r~)•. $

Name: .~sJt’&’~I ~j t(-I~v1cAJ !~-fleLJi Organization:______________________________

Adress: 7 (~,43~2JZQM’1P4J~ca?c (-OtAi’lt

Phone:lO~23~Z2~~) E-mail: ~Od~4J~~ CL~
Received McCarran Int~IAirport

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com
SEP 19 2005 702-437-5643

2-PlanningDivision
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Pleaseusethespacebelow to provideyourquestionsorcommentson theFAR Part 150NoiseCompatibility
StudyUpdate.Your commentsand/orquestionswill be reviewedandconsideredwhenpreparingtheUpdate.
You may placeyou completedcomment form in the box provided at tonight’s meetingor fold in half and
drop it in themail by September16,2005.Your participationis appreciatedthroughoutthis process,thank
you for becominginvolved, if you wishto receivefutureprojectupdates,pleaseincludeyourcontact
informationbelow.

4)Enoughwith theFAA andLocalAirportpointingFingersateachotherwhichthey
havedonefor thelastthreeyears.Very little hasbeendoneto correctthis. Fromthe
communitystandpoint,McCarranwouldsaythatonly theFAA canmakeaviationpolicy
adjustments.ThentheFAA comesin andstatesthat its McCarran’sresponsibilityto
correctthis noiseproblem.As youcanseewewereneverreallygivenanystraight
answers.One or the otherneedsto takefull responsibility for pilot complianceand
lack thereof and form and enforcedisciplinary measuresif flight paths arenot
followed.Air traffic controllerswould also be held to a standard reducing the
complacencyin that position aswell.

5) Publicworking groups?Updates?

6) Effectsaircraftnoisehason thecommunity:

highbloodpressure
hostiletempers
pollution
lackofleaningdueto sounddistractions

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com
702-437-5643

~

a)
b)
c)
d)

Name:_~_____________________________________Organization:

Adress:

Phone:__________________________ E-mail:
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4.2.2 Public Open House 2 – October 26, 2005 



 
McCarran International Airport 

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
 

Open House Comment Form 
 
 

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com 
702-437-5643 

Please use the space below to provide your questions or comments on the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update. Your comments and/or questions will be reviewed and considered when preparing the Update. 
You may place you completed comment form in the box provided at tonight’s meeting or fold in half and 
drop it in the mail by November 18, 2005. Your participation is appreciated throughout this process, thank 
you for becoming involved. If you wish to receive future project updates, please include your contact 
information below. 
 
The maps need street names. 

 
     
E-mail: warbydi@yahoo.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Place 
postage 

here 



 
McCarran International Airport 

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
 

Open House Comment Form 
 
 

www.mccarrannoisestudy.com 
702-437-5643 

 
 
 

Please use the space below to provide your questions or comments on the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update. Your comments and/or questions will be reviewed and considered when preparing the Update. 
You may place you completed comment form in the box provided at tonight’s meeting or fold in half and 
drop it in the mail by November 18, 2005. Your participation is appreciated throughout this process, thank 
you for becoming involved. If you wish to receive future project updates, please include your contact 
information below. 
 
I would like the members of the study to discuss changing the flight corridor from the west to a more 
northern destination or south. I have noticed a significant increase in flight activity over my 
community. I live in Red Rock Country Club close to Desert Inn Rd. The homes in the area are not 
built with any special noise abatement materials and the jet noise is quite loud. 
 
I am also concerned that this process has not been disseminated to the affected areas, especially 
Summerlin, so the residents can give their input. 
 
I have lived in Summerlin for 8 years and, due to the changed inbound flight path, have to deal with 
jet noise that in the past was very rare. I hope the FAA will allow for a change back to the southern 
approach to the airport from western origin flights. 
 
Name: James Rogers       
Address: 11606 Glowing Sunset Ln., Las Vegas, NV, 89135 
Phone: 702-360-5209 
E-mail: jamesr13@cox.net 



 
McCarran International Airport 

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
 

Open House Comment Form 
 
 

 

Please use the space below to provide your questions or comments on the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study Update. Your comments and/or questions will be reviewed and considered when preparing the Update. 
You may place you completed comment form in the box provided at tonight’s meeting or fold in half and 
drop it in the mail by November 18, 2005. Your participation is appreciated throughout this process, thank 
you for becoming involved. If you wish to receive future project updates, please include your contact 
information below. 
 
Suggestion:   

Increase/institute landing fees at McCarran. 
Structuring them with a high enough base fee to discourage general aviation use. 

 
Goal: 

Encourage general aviation to use Henderson or North Las Vegas. 
 

Reasons:  
Yes, commercial planes are noisy. But they eventually gain altitude. General plans 
seem to prefer lower altitudes, and are required to fly lower in some areas. The net 
result is that they are noisy also. 

 
Name: Paul Albrecht      
Phone: 702-270-9368 

 



McCarran International Airport 

Compilation of Public Comments and Responses  November 2006 
   

IV-16

4.2.3 Public Open House 3 – May 24, 2006 
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4.2.4 Public Open House 4 – September 13, 2006  
(Conducted During the Formal Public Comment Period) 

 
The CCDOA hosted the fourth open house meeting during the 38-day formal public comment period.  
Comments received at the fourth open house meeting are reproduced in Section III of this document. 
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4.3 Project Website/E-mail Comments 
The CCDOA developed and maintained a project website (http://www.mccarrannoisestudy.com) for 
the duration of the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update.  The project website served as a 
central location to provide up-to-date information to the general public regarding the study process.  
Information posted on the project website included a study schedule, Public Working Group (PWG) 
and public open house meeting locations, quarterly newsletters, and PWG meeting handouts and 
presentations.  The project website also provided a forum for the general public to submit questions 
and comments throughout the study process.  In most instances, responses to website/e-mail 
comments and inquiries were provided shortly after receipt of the comment.  Website/e-mail 
comments received during the formal 38-day public comment period (August 29, 2006 through 
October 6, 2006) are also included in Section III. 
 
Table 2 provides a summary of the comments submitted via the website/e-mail organized by the 
category of topics and concerns raised by the commentator.  358 commentators submitted a total of 
452 comments during the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update.  Of the 452 comments, 
177 comments were noise complaints submitted through the project website by one individual.  Most 
of these noise complaints were classified as “nighttime operations” and “other” in Table 2.  Exhibit 1 
provides a graphical representation of the data included in Table 2.  Exact reproductions of the 
comments submitted via the website/e-mail and responses to those comments, as applicable, are also 
provided in this subsection. 
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Exhibit 1 
Breakdown of Project Website/E-mail Comments 
 

 Noise Mitigation / Abatement 
(1.8%)

 Noise Exposure Map
(1.3%)

 Monitoring
(0.4%)

 Enforcement
(2.4%)

 Runway Use
(0.7%)

 Aircraft Type
(6.6%)

 Public Information
(9.1%)

 Flight Tracks / Profiles
(12.6%)

 Other
(31.0%)

 Nighttime Operations
(34.1%)

 
 
Source: Website comments, as originally submitted from members of the public, 2005-2006. 
Prepared By: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
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V. Public Hearing Materials 
A public hearing was convened by the Clark County Board of County Commissioners on Tuesday, 
October 3, 2006 at the Clark County Government Center at 10 a.m.  The CCDOA published a 
“Notice of Availability and Public Hearing” in the Nevada and Legal sections of the Las Vegas 
Regional-Journal/Las Vegas Sun on August 27th, September 3rd, and September 10th, 2006.  The 
same notices were also used to advertise Open House 4 which was held on September 13, 2006.  For 
each published advertisement, an affidavit of publication and invoices/proof of payment are provided 
herein.  The transcript and visual materials presented at the public hearing are also provided in this 
section.  Public comments received at the public hearing were responded to directly by CCDOA staff 
during the proceedings. 

5.1 Advertisements and Affidavits 
The following pages provide copies of the affidavits of publication, invoices, and advertisements for 
the public hearing, as published in the Nevada and Legal sections of the Las Vegas Review-Journal/ 
Las Vegas Sun.  A document identifier has been inserted at the upper left corner of each sheet. 
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5.2 Clark County Department of Aviation Presentation 
The following materials were presented at the public hearing on October 3, 2006.  A copy of the 
Draft Noise Exposure Map report and Noise Compatibility Program report were provided to the 
members of the Clark County Board of County Commissioners in advance of the October 3, 2006 
public hearing. 



1

Randall H. Walker, Director
Jeff Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

In conjunction with:
Ricondo & Associates, Brown ● Buntin & Associates

Katz & Associates, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP

October 3, 2006
Board of County Commissioner’s meeting

Draft Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update for McCarran International Airport

1

An airport noise compatibility assessment process established 
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) through the Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR), Title 14 - Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning 
Program.

Defines methodology and procedures for preparing Noise 
Exposure Maps (NEM) & Noise Compatibility Programs (NCP).

NEM - Maps which show areas that are impacted by aircraft 
noise, depicted as day-night annual average contours (DNL).
NCP - Recommendations that can be implemented to reduce the 
level of aircraft noise on neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors, such as 
Clark County, to become eligible for grants to implement 
approved airport noise programs.

Summarizes historical and future airport noise reduction 
strategies. 

What is a FAR Part 150 Study?

2

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Develop 
Program for Program for 

Submittal to the Submittal to the 
FAAFAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Identify and 
Evaluate Evaluate 

Alternatives Alternatives 
(NCP)(NCP)

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

Quantify Noise Quantify Noise 
Exposure (NEM)Exposure (NEM)

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather DataGather Data

Part 150 Study Process

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement 3

Public Working Group
& Community Input

County
& Cities

Airlines

Residents

Federal
Aviation

Administration

Business

Development
Community

Land Use
Planners

To assist the Clark County 
Department of Aviation in preparing 
a Noise Compatibility Study Update 
by providing review and feedback 

throughout the Update’s 
development.

4

Public Outreach & Involvement

Public Working Group
Meetings (11)

• June 21, 2005
• July 26, 2005
• August 9, 2005

(Tour of Air Traffic Control Facility)
• August 23, 2005

(and Tour of Airport Environs)
• September 27, 2005
• October 25, 2005
• January 24, 2006
• February 28, 2006
• March 14, 2006

(Supplementary on Capacity)
• March 28, 2006
• April 18, 2006
• May 23, 2006

Open Houses (3)
& Other Public 

Involvement
• August 24, 2005

• Focus on Study Process, Role of 
the Public Working Group, and 
Current Traffic Conditions.

• 47 Participants / 10 Comments.
• October 26, 2005

• Focus on Future Traffic and 
Operational Conditions, Baseline 
Noise Exposure Maps, and 
Previous Noise Reduction 
Efforts.

• 24 Participants / 3 Comments.
• May 24, 2006

• Focus on Preliminary 
Recommendations/Measures to 
reduce Noise.

• 27 Participants / 10 comments.

• Comments submitted via website -
mccarrannoisestudy.com

• 256 Comments / 92 Authors

Formal Public Hearing 
Process

• Open House - September 13, 2006
Clark County Government Center
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Cafeteria

• Public Hearing - October 3, 2006
Board of County Commissioners
Clark County Government Center
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Commission Chambers
10 a.m.

• Public Comment Period
• August 29 - October 6, 2006:

Attn: Jeff Jacquart
CCDOA, Planning
P.O. Box 11005
Las Vegas, NV  89111-1005

5

Part 1:  Development of
Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs)

Rhodes Ranch, 
Nevada Trails, & 
Mountains Edge

Spanish Trail & 
Summerlin South

Southern 
Highlands

City of 
Las Vegas

City of Henderson 
/ Whitney Ranch

Desert Inn

Flamingo

Jo
ne

s

D
ur

an
go

Windmill

Silverado Ranch

M
t. 

Vi
st

a

B
ou

ld
er

 H
w

y.

6
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1992 vs. 2004 DNL 65

7

Part 2:  The Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP)

The Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) includes 
recommendations that can be implemented to reduce the level 
of aircraft noise on neighborhoods surrounding an airport.

The NCP outlines a strategy to implement noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Abatement measures reduce the amount of noise generated by 
airport operations (i.e., using quieter aircraft, redirecting flights).

Mitigation measures reduce the amount of incompatible 
development impacted by airport operations (i.e., land 
acquisition, sound attenuation).

Twenty-four measures contained within draft report.  Two 
measures recommended for removal. 8

Abatement Measure 6

6. Conduct a study to determine if the use of advanced navigation 
technologies could enable pilots to follow more predictable and 
precise flight tracks, thereby minimizing overflights and noise in areas 
developed with noise-sensitive land uses.

Implementation – Airspace and noise consultant.  Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years for full review and assessment.
Costs – Estimated at $200,000.
Benefit – Initial assessment found a reduction in the number of households

impacted (13) in DNL 65 and higher.  Additional review needed.

Aug. 2002 –
14% within .3 
NM of SVHS

9

Aug. 2006 –
88% within 0.3 
NM of SVHS

Abatement Measure 7

7. Conduct a study to determine the feasibility and noise reduction
benefits of establishing continuous descent approach (CDA) 
procedures at the Airport.

Implementation – Airspace and noise consultant.  Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years for full review and assessment.
Costs – Estimated at $150,000.
Benefit – Some benefits found at other airports.  Review needed at local 

level. 10

Abatement Measure 8

8. Request that the FAA increase
the length of the final straight-in
approach segment for arrivals
on Runways 1L, 1R, 7L, and 7R
during visual meteorological
conditions (VMC).

Implementation – FAA and airlines.
Schedule – 1 to 2 years to implement, if FAA concurs.
Costs – Potentially $100,000 for airspace study and $300,000 for 

environmental review and processing, if necessary.
Benefit – Assessment found a reduction in the number of households 

impacted (4) in DNL 65 and higher. 11

Historic Land Acquisition

Over 500 parcels acquired.
≈ $90 million on noise mitigation.

≈ $110 million on duel-purpose acquisition, 
which included a noise component.

(Acquisition database in process of being finalized.)
12
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Mitigation Measure 1

1. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with 
airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of
DNL 70 and higher based on the 2011 noise exposure map.

Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – Estimated at $5 million for four (4) single-family residences.
Benefit – Four (4) households removed from the noise impact area.

TO WEST
1 single-family home

TO EAST
3 single-family homes

13

Mitigation Measure 3

3. Establish a voluntary program to acquire properties developed with 
airport-incompatible land uses that will be exposed to aircraft noise of
DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 2011 noise exposure map.

Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.
Multi-family units must be constructed before August 1986.
Single-family units located just outside DNL 65 included to address 
neighborhood continuity and abandonment issues.
Program not applicable to areas still developing with new single-family 
residential uses.  (See Mitigation Measure #4 to address this area.)

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – Estimated at $67,230,000 million for 1,087 units.
Benefit – 1,087 households removed from the noise impact area. 14

Mitigation Measure 3

TO WEST
1 single-family home

TO SOUTH
62 single-family homes

TO EAST
25 single-family homes

TO NORTH
999 multi-family units 15

Mitigation Measure 4

4. Establish a voluntary sound insulation and/or transaction assistance 
program for properties developed with airport-incompatible land uses 
that will be exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 70 based on the 
2011 noise exposure map.

Must be constructed before October 1998 to be eligible for federal funding.
Units participating in sound insulation or transaction assistance program 
must exceed FAA interior noise level requirements, and therefore likely 
must be constructed before August 1986.
Units participating in transaction assistance program must list the 
property for sale with a multiple listing realtor before transaction 
assistance program begins.
Single-family units located just outside DNL 65 included to address 
neighborhood continuity and abandonment issues.

16

Implementation – Funding approval from FAA.
Schedule – Dependent on funding approval and availability.  Multi-year program.
Costs – Estimated at $450,000 for 18 sound insulated single-family 

residences and $3 million for 6 transaction assistance residences.
Benefit – 24 households are converted to an airport-compatible use.

Mitigation Measure 4

17

Mitigation Measures to be
Removed from Program

2. Establish a voluntary program to acquire 
vacant land zoned or planned for airport-
incompatible development that will be 
exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 70 and 
higher based on the 2011 map.

5. Establish a voluntary program to acquire 
vacant land zoned or planned for airport-
incompatible development that will be 
exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 to DNL 
70 based on the 2011 map.

18
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Mitigation Measure 8

8. Update the Airport Environs Overlay District (AEOD) map to reflect 
changes in aircraft noise patterns that have occurred since the AEOD 
ordinance was last updated and add a new AE-60 subdistrict.

60 DNL

19

Implementation – Clark County Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson, 
University of Nevada - Las Vegas.

Schedule – Dependent on FAA approval of noise contours.  Likely within 1 year.
Costs – Administrative only.
Benefit – Benefits from existing program maintained.

Mitigation Measure 9
9. Revisit land use compatibility requirements codified in the Airport 

Environs Overlay District ordinance and update sections of the 
ordinance, as necessary, to include a new AE-60 subdistrict and to 
reflect sound attenuation requirements recently adopted as part of the 
Mixed Use Overlay District ordinance.

Implementation – Concurrent with AEOD map. 20

Summary of Noise
Reduction Measures

Proposed Updated Noise Compatibility Program includes:

13 Noise Abatement Measures.
Estimated costs – Potentially $850,000
Incompatible households addressed – To be determined.

11 Draft Noise Mitigation Measures reduced to 9.
Estimated costs - $75,790,000

Acquisition of land developed with an incompatible use -
$72,250,000 (95%)
Implementation of sound insulation & transaction 
assistance programs - $3,450,000 (5%)

Incompatible households addressed – 1,111
Acquired through land acquisition  – 1,087
Sound insulated or transaction assistance – 24

Programs will include prioritizing and phasing elements.
21

Questions &
Public Comment

22
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5.3  Public Hearing Transcript 
This subsection includes a copy of the Clark County Board of County Commissioners’ agenda for the 
day of the public hearing, a summary of the hearing proceedings, and the public hearing transcript. 
 















Item 105 is – “Conduct a public hearing and receive comments on the Draft Federal 
Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update for McCarran 
International Airport; and direct staff accordingly.” 
 
Randall Walker:  Good Morning.  Mr. Chairman and members of the Board, Randall 
Walker representing the Department of Aviation and I have with me, Mr. Jeff Jacquart 
who is from the Airport Planning Division who is principally responsible for this Part 150 
Compatibility Study.  I think all of you have received these very large binders that have 
been prepared for this study which have the backup that the Committee performed to get 
to this point.  As you will recall about a year ago this Board appointed a Committee to 
review the noise issues that are generated as a result of McCarran International Airport 
and to develop a Noise Compatibility Plan Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study.  Part 150 
is a Federal Regulation under the Federal Aviation Regulations and in order to be eligible 
to apply for a noise grant you must have an approved Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Program and that is the process that we are going through.  This program does not change 
the way aircraft fly but merely models what is currently happening and what is projected 
to happen in the future and then develop strategies to try to address any noise issues to 
the extent possible.  I am going to invite Jeff Jacquart up to give you a presentation as to 
what the background is and what the Committee did and to go through the major 
recommendations that are contained in your notebooks and then certainly after the 
presentation I will be available for any questions the Board may have. 
 
Jeff Jacquart:  Good Morning, Chairman and Commissioners.  Jeff Jacquart, with the 
Clark County Department of Aviation.  What I would like to do is go through how we at 
the Airport and with the assistance of a lot of interested parties developed our Draft 
Part 150 Noise Study.  As Randy indicated, this study is actually a federal document, this 
is a document that the County - the airport proprietor, must go through to seek federal 
grants so you will notice that the document is kind of maybe in a different format than we 
are used to as other County documents because of that requirement.  This is really a 
federal document.  There are two key issues that are contained within the document 
which is why it is broken up into two documents before you and this process specifically 
defines and requires how we prepare a lot of the information that is contained within the 
report.  First, is the development of the Noise Exposure Map which is Volume I of the 
report that you have before you and the second part which is the key interest of the 
community is the Noise Compatibility Report or Volume II of the report.  That is how we 
are going to be able to reduce the noise impact on the community.  As many of you may 
know, the Noise Exposure Maps are defined specifically by this process and it is a day 
and night average.  The noise contours don’t identify the peak noise event that occurs in 
the community but identifies what happens on a typical day when you average in the 
quiet time with the noisy times.  This is a voluntary program that the County can go 
through and if we do get FAA permission and approval of the document itself we are 
eligible to seek federal grants to implement some of the measures that I am going to 
allude to in a second.  But there is another key purpose of this document; it is also to 
identify a track record as to what the County and other agencies have done to try to 
reduce the Airport noise problem on the community itself.  There are four key steps to 
completing FAR Part 150 document or a Noise Compatibility Study.  First one is to 

Clark County Board of County Commissioners Meeting, October 6, 2006



gather a whole bunch of data.  You need to understand the operations at the Airport to 
truly understand what a noise impact is on the community.  Once you gather a whole 
bunch of information, which I am not going to go through in detail, you quantify this 
exposure on the community identified as your Noise Exposure Maps.  Once you have 
identified this impact on the community then you can get together with many interested 
parties and identify what type of control measures we and other entities can implement to 
try to reduce that noise impact.  That is the Noise Compatibility Plan.  Finally, we 
package up all of this information into a really nice document which you have before you 
and we submit it to the Federal Aviation Administration for review and approval.  That 
can be, sometimes, a lengthy process.  Throughout this entire timeframe we also 
encourage a lot of public outreach and involvement and I am going to talk about that here 
over the next few slides.  First of all, as Randy mentioned we developed a Public 
Working Group a lot of that with the assistance of the Board to help the Airport 
understand what really is the impact on the community and what can we do or what does 
the community think we can do to reduce the impact.  First and foremost, we have the 
airline and Federal Aviation Administration part of this Public Working Group and we 
have many land use planners and the County and the cities participate on this Public 
Working Group as well, some of those are in the audience today.  Of course, we included 
the business and development community on this Public Working Group knowing that 
McCarran is an economic engine for tourism and other resources for Las Vegas and most 
importantly, there were about a dozen residents that actually are impacted by aircraft 
traffic patterns that were on this working group as well so we didn’t create this document 
on our own, a lot of input from the community and other interested parties and 
stakeholders.  We had a lot of very aggressive public outreach and involvement through 
this 18-month process.  We hosted over ten meetings with this Public Working Group.  
They are all held here at the Government Center at night so we greatly appreciate the 
time the individuals put into those night meetings and their input.  We also hosted three 
Open Houses during the development of the Draft Document and we just hosted another 
Open House a few weeks ago for the entire document for a total of four Open Houses and 
we have also developed a website specific for the process that has been up for over a 
year.  Through that website, this is a little dated now, we calculated the numbers this 
morning, we received over 300 comments from interested parties throughout the 
community on our noise problem we have around McCarran and we are here before you 
today to go through our Public Hearing process.  I mentioned the Open House we hosted 
last month, we are hosting our Public Hearing before the Commission today and our 
Public Comment period is actually closing on Friday so there is additional time for the 
community and other interested parties to write input on this document.  The first part is 
to develop the Noise Exposure Maps, exactly what part of the community under this 
federal policy, under this federal program is significantly impacted by aircraft noise.  
What you are looking at are the 2004 Noise Contours.  These are the baseline Noise 
Contours around McCarran Airport looking at a typical day in 2004.  You might notice 
something a little unique on this map as it shows in a dash pattern a 60 noise contour and 
we need to single that out because the federal policy really only recognizes a 65 annual 
average day/night noise contour to be the significant threshold of incompatible uses but 
the County has a long historical stand on being much more proactive than the bare 
minimum that the feds require and utilizes 60 noise contour for compatible land use 



planning.  This really was solidified with the CMA and other actions we had with the 
BLM in the early 1990s.  I am going to quickly go through and identify exactly what is 
the extent of these significant noise contours.  To the west the threshold that the federal 
government will say is about Jones so that is where the 65 noise threshold would end 
using our updated noise contour files.  If we use the 60 which the County uses we are 
looking at about Durango so these are the areas where there is significant impact noise 
under these federal policies.  It also means that large communities, like Spanish Trails 
and Summerlin South are outside these significant day-night annual average noise 
contours.  It doesn’t mean some individuals aren’t annoyed by noise; they just don’t 
measure to that threshold that we are required to use as part of this process.  Whereas 
historically, part of Spanish Trails and communities to the south have been within the 60 
noise contour so we are seeing a shrinkage of the noise contour.  Rhodes Ranch, Nevada 
Trails and Mountains Edge are also outside these noise contours that we use for planning 
purposes but historically the entire community of Nevada Trails was in the 60 noise 
contour.  Again, the shrinkage that we are seeing in the noise contours is primarily due to 
the quieter aircraft that are being flown today versus when we first modeled these noise 
contours back in the early 1990s and late 1980s.  To the south the significant threshold 
stops about Windmill.  The 60 would stop around Silverado Ranch which means the 
Southern Highlands community is outside these significant thresholds, again, it doesn’t 
mean some citizens aren’t annoyed by aircraft noise overflights they are just outside these 
planning thresholds that we must use under this federal policy.  To the east the 65 stops 
about Mountain Vista and the 60 goes all the way out to Boulder Highway.  There is still 
a small portion of the City of Henderson, specifically, Whitney Ranch, that falls within 
these contours.  Historically, Whitney Ranch has been in our 65 noise contour and with 
the quieter aircraft that is being flown today and into the future the noise contour files are 
showing that this contour is shrinking then to about a 60 so there is a lessening of the 
noise impact.  And finally, to the north, the 65 north contour stops about Flamingo and 
the 60 stops around Desert Inn or the entire City of Las Vegas, itself, is outside the 
significant noise thresholds. 
 
How does that compare to the noise contours that we have codified in Title 30 right now 
for development purposes?  What this map displays is just the relationship between the 
65 noise contour that we have codified currently which is the black darker pattern versus 
what the noise contour was in 2004 which is the light blue ones.  Again, it emphasizes the 
reduction in the noise contours that we are seeing because of the transition to the quieter 
aircraft and we just continue to see those quieter aircraft trends happening in the fleet mix 
because of the fuel efficiency and that there just isn’t a (inaudible) over the aircraft types 
and the cost of gasoline for airline fuel for the operators themselves. 
 
Then I move forward to the real nuts and bolts of an entire program – the Noise 
Compatibility Program, how are we going to reduce the impact on the community now 
that we understand where the noise impacts are.  We break down these measures into two 
specific types, abatement and mitigation measures.  Abatement measures are actually 
reducing the noise impact from the source, quieter aircraft being flown; redirecting flights 
over maybe more compatible land use patterns, et cetera.  Whereas just the opposite as 
the mitigation measure where we would go in and remove the impact environment from 



the airport environment so the document is broken down into these two types of noise 
remedies.  In the Draft report there are a total of 24 measures but after further review I 
think there are two measures that we should remove from the report and I will go into 
that in further detail.  I am going to, as Randy alluded to, highlight just a couple of the 
key measures, I am not going to go through all 24 measures.  The first one is:  How can 
we work with the FAA and the airlines since we, the County, the State of Nevada, the 
cities don’t regulate where aircraft fly so how can we work with those agencies that do 
and the pilots and airlines themselves to try to minimize our dispersion or fanning 
problem that we have had historically within the Las Vegas Valley and here is an 
example of that.  Here is our preferred departure path to the southwest through the CMA, 
there is Sierra Vista High School right smack dab in the middle of the CMA where 
aircraft would hopefully fly.  That is what was happening in the late 2001 early 2002, 
aircraft were not hitting the highway in the sky that we had hoped they would do.  We 
have continued to work with the FAA since 2001/2002 and here is what happened for one 
typical day in September.  You see a lower compliance or more restricting of exactly 
where these aircraft fly so they are flying where they historically have flown.  So we are 
trying to merge all the aircraft to fly a highway in the sky.  We can’t control it, it is a 
voluntary measure, we work with the FAA and the airlines.  And then we found in 
August of 2002 (graphic displays date of August 2006) if you would take one-third of a 
mile either side of Sierra Vista High School almost 88% of the aircraft flew within that 
preferred departure corridor, this historic departure corridor whereas three years ago/four 
years ago only 14% of the aircraft were hitting these gates.  We have seen an 
improvement by what this measure does but what else can we do to try to improve that 
compliance.  There are some additional studies I would like to move forward with to look 
at abatement measure #6 where we would ask for FAA funding to pursue what other type 
of programs we can do to improve this compliance.  Abatement measure #7 is something 
kind of unique for the airport industry, currently when an aircraft comes in to land, which 
is represented by the red line; they come in and land in what they call a “step down” 
approach.  They basically come in at a high altitude come down to a lower altitude and it 
is a step down approach as you see highlighted in red.  What two airports have been able 
to do is to basically have a “one slope” criteria, primarily a 3-degree glide slope come in 
about 45 miles out from the airport which basically pushes the aircraft up a little bit over 
the communities that are a good 15/20 miles out from the airport.  They have seen 
somewhat of a reduction, we think it may work here but we are asking for a federal 
funding to pursue this activity and study this measure in a bit more detail.  Abatement #8, 
we actually think we would implement right away assuming the FAA Air Traffic 
Controllers are willing to work with us on this issue.  We are seeing a lot more arrivals 
from the south and from the west because we are departing to the north and the east more 
frequently.  Because of these fairly new and highly utilized arrival procedures, we would 
like to work with the FAA to try to not only solidify a specific type of arrival procedure 
but again, reduce that fanning problem we are seeing in the communities southwest of the 
airport and south of the airport.  When we ran some models we actually found a reduction 
in the number of homes, we think the FAA would be willing to work with us on 
implementing this but they actually may need to do an Environmental Assessment 
because of the airspace changes which could cost them some money.  Now I am going to 
move into the mitigation program, this is specifically land acquisition or sound insulation.  



Before I talk about what we are going to propose within the Draft plan, I would like to 
highlight how much money the Department of Aviation has spent on land acquisition 
over the last 20 years.  We have acquired about 500 parcels partially because of just noise 
compatibility or partially because of noise compatibility in land airport expansion.  
Almost $200 million has been spent over the last 20 years to try to address our noise 
problems specifically around the airport itself.  What the following measures do is they 
just continue that measure forward.  The first one would be to establish a voluntary 
program, an extension of one of our historical programs on a voluntary basis only, no 
eminent domain is being asked for, additional incompatible land uses that lie within the 
higher noise contour or the 70 noise contour.  And what we found is one property to the 
west that has historically been on our land acquisition program that we have continued to 
offer that voluntary measure to.  Three households to the east we need to amend the 
boundary you will see here, that’s in our Draft plan to include all three properties to the 
east and the total cost for land acquisition if everyone chooses to participate would be 
about $5 million for these four properties.  Then we would extend our voluntary land 
acquisition program into the 65 noise contour.  Again, we would emphasize that this is a 
voluntary program and this is where the bulk of our costs would be for this program.  We 
are looking at potentially acquiring, if people are interested, over 1,000 dwelling units at 
a total cost of just under $70 million dollars.  These specific areas are to the west, just one 
property that would fall within this program, to the south there is an area south of 
Robindale east of Valley View about 62 homes that could participate in this program if 
they wished to, to the east there are a couple single family homes, about 25, that are 
within the 65 or border the 65 that we could include this voluntary measure and to the 
north where we have only duplexes or multifamily units we have almost 1000 units that 
could participate in this program so this would be a phasing program where it would have 
to include or identify the specific areas that we would like to buy first and then look up 
future acquisitions in future years.  Now there is one area that we aren’t promoting or 
proposing actual land acquisition and that is that area where you see the “X” further to 
the west, just east of Jones, north of Sunset.  For this area, for the first time, for the 
Department of Aviation would like to pursue on a voluntary measure, sound insulation 
programs for the older homes.  There are some homes that were built out west of the 
airport that don’t meet the sound attenuations requirements that the county codified in the 
early 1980s.  We would like to go in and make their home just as quiet as their neighbor’s 
homes that could have been built just last year or more recent years.  Here is that area 
specifically, we need to amend the boundary that would be eligible for this to only 
include the parcels within the 65, so that is one change to this Draft plan and we are 
looking at a cost, if everyone just participates in the sound insulation program, of about a 
half a million dollars.  But we also know that there is maybe a couple of individuals who 
actually just want to get up and move out of the area so we would be offering a 
transaction assistance program for some of those property owners as well, should they 
choose to pick up and leave instead of having their homes sound insulated.  There are two 
measures we think we should remove from the Draft plan that you have before you, these 
are acquisitions of vacant land.  The first one would be to remove a piece of parcel that 
we currently identified for potential acquisition east of the airport.  The land use plan has 
been changed from a data file that we sent our consultants and this is now identified as an 
airport compatible use, there will be no need to purchase this piece of land so we would 



remove mitigation measure #2 from the Draft Report.  We also have the same criteria for 
a parcel within the 65, measure #5 to the east, this area is also being master-planned on 
airport compatible use so we don’t think there is a need to acquire this vacant land since 
it can be built with an airport compatible use.  And then to the east we initially thought 
that we should go in and buy all the remaining homes within that area, the remaining 
vacant land within the area that we would soundproof but what we are seeing is that just 
this year there were three or four homes that were built within this area so obviously there 
are individuals who are willing to build and locate within the high noise contours and it is 
not a problem for any of these individuals so we don’t think that it would be appropriate 
for the county to go in and acquire those vacant parcels since some individuals are 
accustom to the noise. 
 
One of the key measures that were specifically asked for is how does this update relate to 
Title 30?  How do we actually change the official noise contour that we use on our 
Wednesday Zoning Meetings?  Once the process goes through FAA review and approval, 
which we are hoping is three to six months, we would come back to Board of County 
Commissioners, should this plan be approved, and amend our AEOD Title 30 to reflect 
what you see before you.  The solid patterns are what are currently codified in Title 30.  
The contour lines, the lines themselves would be the new AEOD and one thing that we 
are adding that we are proposing to add is the 60 noise contour and that is what you see in 
the bluish color.  Again, the county has been very proactive in compatible land use 
planning in the 60.  Since 1998 almost every project, residential project that has been 
located within the 60 has had to meet certain sound attenuation and noise disclosure 
requirements.  What we would do is actually codify that program that has been in place 
for almost a decade.  We would also like to go in and update the land use compatibility 
table that is associated with this map.  As I mentioned we would add the AE-60 to 
Title 30 and codify the 25 decibel sound attenuation requirements which has basically 
been in place for almost a decade.  We would also like to look at our mixed use ordinance 
and make sure that the sound attenuation and noise disclosure ordinance that are currently 
required by code for mixed use projects also apply to residential projects within the same 
area.  So in summary, there are about 13 abatement measures we are looking at funding 
for almost $1 million to go in and study these abatement measures and see what type of 
reduction we can have on the community and 11 which is now reduced to 9 mitigation 
measures for a total cost of just over $75 million and the majority of that, 80% of that, 
would be requested through federal funding so about $16 million would be Department 
of Aviation revenue and if everyone chooses to participate in this program we the county 
would be removing over 1000 households from the impacted environments, that is over 
2,500 people.   
 
That concludes my presentation.  I’d be more than happy to answer any questions.  I 
know there are some interested parties here to make some public comment. 
 
Chairman Reid: Are there questions from the Board at this point?  Commissioner 
Woodbury? 
 
 



Commissioner Woodbury:  It sounds like we’re going to go out and take a lot of property 
and I know over the years that when it comes to the Airport, people have asked me to 
have the Airport please acquire their property and so I would like you to maybe comment 
on that use of eminent domain as opposed to voluntary acquisition when it comes to 
airport acquisition. 
 
Randall Walker:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to respond to that question.  We have 
bought a lot of property over the 16 years that I have been and even prior to that and 
almost always they have been voluntary acquisition programs where people have wanted 
to leave and we have offered that and sometimes it has taken a long time to buy out a 
whole neighborhood because some people just don’t want to leave so we rent the homes, 
maintain the character of the neighborhood until we acquire every home and then we tear 
down the neighborhood and put it into a use that is productive or compatible with the 
airport.  Typically when we go out to identify these voluntary acquisitions is not people 
saying, “Please, please don’t come take my property.”  It’s the guy across the street says, 
“Why are you stopping here?  How come you are not going further west or further east to 
buy more property?”  And that has been typically the problem.  Not that we are buying 
property, it’s that some people don’t think we are buying enough.  And that is really the 
issue that we have had.  I think, in my 16 years at the airport, I can remember actually the 
use of eminent domain 2 or 3 times for expansion of the airport, never for the noise 
compatibility issues.  That is always a volunteer program and so we always try to do it on 
a willing-seller, willing-buyer program, always in the noise program and then in the other 
programs rarely do we have to resort to eminent domain.  Only when it is absolutely 
necessary for the expansion of the airport itself.   
 
Commissioner Woodbury:  I understand that even when you – those 2 or 3 times – when 
you used eminent domain you were able to work things out and sometimes they want you 
to use eminent domain because they get a tax advantage. 
 
Randall Walker:  Most of the time our experience has been people who are buying homes 
come and ask us for this thread of eminent domain letter because then there are tax 
benefits to them in terms of how they have to recognize the gain and we have always 
provided that to them if they ask for it.  Unfortunately with the changes in the legislation 
that we are seeing we will probably no longer be able to do that so that will be a 
disadvantage to those people whom we are buying the property from. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Mr. Collins? 
 
Commissioner Collins:  Thank you and trying to read through these volumes and looking 
up North Las Vegas Airport, Henderson and Boulder City and Jean and all that and I was 
just, there is a billboard out there in the neighborhood, you know out there, about this 
thing because it is a political thing and what not and so I was wondering how far does this 
willing program… this says McCarran but did it also address or would you comment 
again for me noise on the other airports that you have? 
 



Randall Walker:  This study is McCarran only.  It does not include the other airports so 
we would have to go through a similar process with the other airports.  We do have, we 
have studied the noise at the other airports and the noise contours that would make 
property eligible for federal assistance through the Part 150 program, those contours in 
most cases don’t even get off the property of the airport and so this type of program 
would not be effective for those other airports. 
 
Commissioner Collins:  I just wanted you to get that on record because you know living 
part of the time less than a mile from North Las Vegas Airport, I get the monthly reports 
out there and they cycle around seasons, you know, but I just wanted to get that on record 
that noise doesn’t get past the boundaries of the airport.   
 
Randall Walker:  Not the noise levels that we are talking about in this report and it 
doesn’t mean that individuals won’t be aggravated by single events where or noise that 
might not aggravate other people because it is a personal perception of noise issues but in 
terms of this program those airports don’t produce the same level of noise and we don’t 
have the same issues. 
 
Chairman Reid:  If there is nothing further from the Board, this is a Public Hearing.  Is 
there anyone here wishing to address this?  Please come forward.  State your name and 
address for the record and tell us what you think. 
 
Good Morning.  My name is Billy Self and I work for Southwest Airlines and I was a 
member on the Public Working Group and attended all the meetings that we just recently 
completed and I had a few comments I want to make about the process and I will 
probably read them so just hang on.  For one thing I have represented Southwest Airlines 
on all of the Part 150 studies that we have done over the last 10 to 15 years.  I was an 
airline pilot for Braniff Airways for 33 years and one of my jobs with Southwest as a 
Flight Operations Specialist was to deal with air traffic control, all of the government 
entities, FAA and NTSB so I am very familiar with all of the procedures.  Some very 
favorable comments I would like to make about this study that of all the studies that I 
have attended in something like 15 or 16 over the past 10 years this was the best 
organized study that I have attended.  I would certainly pat Jeff Jacquart on the back.  He 
deserves a great deal of credit.  He efficiently and expeditiously carried forth this study.  
He covered all the information that is required by the government and I would especially 
like to thank Jeff because he went a step further than other studies that I have attended 
where he arranged bus tours where we visited all the or most of the sound test sites and 
also the neighborhoods where there were noise issues.  I appreciate that and I thought it 
gave the whole committee a better feel for what they were dealing with.  The noise 
consulting team that you have used this year, Ricondo and all their associates did an 
excellent job.  I was very pleased with their work and I would also like to say they did an 
excellent job on their legal presentation at the start of the study which let all the 
committee members get a feel for what they were dealing with.  What kind of parameters 
we were working with.  What we could do and what we could not do as a committee.   
 



And last but not least I would like to say that this was the best committee that I had 
worked with.  They all put their individual needs and desires aside and worked for the 
betterment of the entire community and I thank them for that.  And they were pleasant 
and good to work with and I would like to say that in the past 10 to 15 years I have 
enjoyed working on this committee very much.  Thank you. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Thank you.  Is there anyone else wishing to be heard? 
 
Yes, my name is Ralph Millard, I live at 8355 Warbonnet.  What I have recognized is that 
the airport has done a lot to concentrate the flight paths turning in the southwest direction, 
however, on the maps that I can see the resolution wasn’t that good on the screen but it 
appears that there isn’t anything being recognized for the increased volume which is 
about 90% of all the flights that are west and turning south over our homes in that area.  
Currently there is a brand new subdivision being built on the corner of Windmill and 
Warbonnet is also going to suffer from these homes.  Maybe it is on the map but I could 
not foresee anything being done to mitigate the increased volume and noise of those 
planes flying over.  This is one of my complaints is that we are not doing enough to try 
and keep those planes above the surface that are able to fly that.  What you have is some 
additional planes that cannot meet the climbing standards, apparently, and we are getting 
very low volume where you cannot even speak to one another when you are in that area 
and the planes are flying over especially when they are going over on the average of 
every 45 seconds flying over our homes.  This is what I see as one of the failures from the 
map that I am looking at as far as any mitigation being done to reduce that noise volume.  
In the future when we see our increased volume that we are going to have from this as 
predicted by the future flights and potentially some of the flights that will turn north is 
not going to do anything to decrease the volume of flights over this area.  That is one of 
the areas I think something has to be done either by operating with the airlines that have 
the planes that cannot operate efficiently to get a decent climbing gradient or something 
else to reduce their noise although they are meeting the minimum FAA requirements.  
One of the problems that I see on there is also that as I know the flight paths turning in 
the southwest those planes were also limited to how much they can climb because their 
flights are approaching from the west into McCarran.  They have the flight restriction 
there due to the height that they can fly.  A lot of those can be eliminated or reduced if 
the flight plan, flight paths, excuse me, over that area are modified to allow some of these 
planes to have a higher climb out area, the path of area that I see on that area for the 
increased 60 volume and the 65 volume are pretty much a straightaway path and do not 
address the turn paths.  This is where the problem is lying.  As I say, new homes are 
being built south of the Nevada Trails as a subdivision or developments and these 
developments are not getting shown in the map that I could see.  You can understand 
what I am speaking about so allowing additional homes to be built in the area and we are 
not doing anything to mitigate the noise problem for future flights, the airport has done its 
best that I can see to try and reduce the wide scattering of the paths and they have done a 
great job and I think the airlines have done a lot to try and concentrate their flight paths 
so the best of their ability but in that concentration we have narrowed down a very 
narrow band of large increase in volume.  The study has a wide scattering of site for 
measuring sound.  They do not measure the sound adequately other than near the Sierra 



Vista High School - that is one place - a high school that has already been built, as I 
understand, to standards to reduce the noise volume in the school itself but the homes that 
are being built around there and the future businesses - when I say business, the future 
operation of other buildings.  Nothing is being done for these people and this is what has 
to be extended, I think, either in the noise mitigation solution and I don’t know what the 
proper method is but something has to be done to mitigate the noise of those existing 
homes. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Thank you.  Anyone else? 
 
Yes, my name is Ed Uehling from 517 East Naples.  I just want to echo some of the 
comments from some of the previous speakers here that Jeff has done a fantastic job of 
putting together this study and of communicating and making people aware of this.  I still 
have some questions about maybe I am not grasping the picture properly but since Randy 
is here maybe he can offer something also.  I have been trying to work to develop a street, 
probably the closest street to the airport.  It is only about a couple thousand feet from the 
runway which is Naples Drive and it is an all residential street and over the last 20 years 
that these studies have taken place that these mitigation measures have been enforced not 
a single property has changed zoning on that street and only one property has changed 
use.  The airport bought one property and tore down the house and so it went from 
residential to a vacant piece of land but the rest of the properties are still residential and 
that just sticks.  The voluntary program doesn’t seem to work to get them out of the 
residential use and I am just wondering why people think that this program is going to 
have an effect or is going to be able to actually do something because as I said, for 
20 years, things have stayed the same and hopefully they can change.  I think some more 
drastic measures are needed but one easy thing to do maybe would be for the airport 
rather than to leave the houses that they do acquire as residential units.  Disoccupy them 
or change the use of them or tear them down rather than to continue to have those 
residents 200 feet under all of these airplanes landing.  I don’t know.  I would like to hear 
comments.  I would like to get more information about that.   
 
Chairman Reid: Ed, if I can, let’s hear from anyone else that wants to speak and then we 
will have the DOA respond to all the comments that have been made.  Anyone else? 
 
Hi, my name is Joe Capozzi.  I am a Las Vegas resident in the southwest part of town in 
Nevada Trails.  I have been attending the Public Meetings for maybe nine months now.  
By the way, Jeff and Andrea and his department I have been dealing with them and they 
have been very cordial so not that I agree with everything they have been saying but I 
have prepared a statement that I would like to read.   
 
There are several issues with regard to the airport noise over our community of Nevada 
Trails.  The first one, I have been submitting noise complaints to the noise abatement 
hotline at the airport for about a year now.  And you may have recently noticed there has 
been a reduction in the number of complaints from our community based on the monthly 
reports that you receive from the airport office.  This is not because noise has been 
reduced or there are fewer planes flying over our neighborhood but because it would be a 



full time job to call in each time a loud plane flies by.  Rather a call is placed when 
people have time to call.  I have asked repeatedly if I could create a log of complaints and 
call in once with the list but I’ve been told that that would only be counted as a single call 
so in other words, one call is one complaint so if I called in ten complaints on one phone 
call it would be still be considered one.  It is a numbers game.  In addition you have to 
listen to a recorded message before you leave the complaint information.  I also asked if 
there was a way to bypass the information and was told no which takes 20 to 30 seconds 
to listen to.  So, you see, it is a very frustrating process and we sometimes just can’t be 
bothered to call so you may see a reduction in the number of complaints but in fact, there 
is no reduction in planes or noise - just frustration on our part.  In addition the report that 
is sent out by the Airport Planning Department states the number of complaints called in 
from our community.  However, there is a disclaimer noted in bold print that indicates 
that if you didn’t count the calls from a single party, which is probably me, there really 
aren’t many complaints and everything is fine in Kansas.  This is absurd in my opinion.  
This statement implies that you should ignore the person, the one person’s telephone 
complaints.  I feel this is a disservice and disrespectful.  I also asked that they include a 
statement report that states that homeowners are frustrated with the manner in which you 
have to report complaints, i.e., one call equals one plane rather than logging them.  I 
haven’t seen this happen.  The residents are just tired of taking the time to call in the 
complaints under the current process.  So the noise complaint report issued by the 
Planning Department is not an accurate reflection of the actual complaints.   
 
Number two - second issue - we knew about the planes.  Well, that is all I hear about 
from everyone.  Well, I’m tired of that response also.  The fact of the matter is that we 
did not know about the planes contrary to popular opinion.  I have a document from the 
Clark County Planning Commission dated May 26, 2001, I have it here – it’s 2000 – 
June 6, 2000 that was addressed to McCarran Airport that states that condition of 
approval to develop the subject land for residential use is that each homeowner would be 
provided with a single page Airport Noise Disclosure acknowledging that the area that 
we would be living in may have an effect upon the livability, value and suitability of the 
property for residential use.  It was to be signed by the buyer and forwarded to the 
Department of Aviation Noise office by the developer.  For the record, I or no one else in 
our community ever received such a disclosure and no one in their right mind would sign 
and buy the property under those conditions.  I will say that there was an eleven page 
disclosure consisting of many items of our closing documents that was buried in with 
about fifty other disclosures that said that we lived near several airports and there may be 
planes flying by at some times.  It came right before a notice about various schools and 
community amenities so it was kind of buried in there.  Well, for that matter everybody in 
Las Vegas lives near some airport and it would be expected to see a few planes every 
once in a while.  In no way was the tone or intent of the paragraph in our disclosure 
meant to sway buyers from purchasing a residence here.  First of all I would like to see a 
signed disclosure, and I have a copy of the disclosure that somebody provided me along 
with the approval document from the County Commissions, I haven’t seen an approval 
back yet but I would like to see this document signed and also my signature on the 
disclosure that I signed that this place was not suitable for living.   
 



Third issue I have.  I understand that Nevada Trails is no longer in the 60 decibel range.  
Well, I feel the method used to gather the statistics is flawed.  Not for the equipment per 
se but using an average to measure and report sound levels.  To draw an analogy – Jeff, I 
think you probably have read this already because I sent it to him - if I got stopped on the 
215 by a Nevada State Trooper for speeding going 80 mph I really shouldn’t get a 
citation because my response would be that all the other times I was driving I was only 
driving at 55 and so that averaged out to 59 mph.  Well, that is how the measurements are 
used in this study.  These planes fly over like SCUD missiles one after another, one or 
two minute intervals.  They are also not always turning at Sierra Vista High School like 
they are supposed to contrary to what we have been told.  I have been sitting at Sierra 
Vista and they are cutting short of that, not all of them there’s been a little bit of 
improvement but they are still not going over like they are supposed to. 
 
Fourth issue, we also believe that even if the right hand proposal is adopted this will not 
reduce the planes flying over the community.  This will merely offset the anticipated 
growth in a number of takeoffs to the west spreading them out some to the left some to 
the right like the gentleman earlier stated.  I would like to leave a copy of this with the 
Commission with the document for the approval as well as the Disclosure statement that 
we were supposedly to sign. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Thank you.  Is there anyone else here to speak?  Again, this is a Public 
Hearing.  Anyone else?  I will close the Public Hearing and ask the DOA if they would 
like to respond to anything that was said. 
 
Randall Walker:  I will respond generally to all of the input, Mr. Chairman.  In terms of 
the area to the south, by Sierra Vista High School and the concentrations of the airplanes 
that was pointed out by the first speaker, that is absolutely correct.  That has been the 
traditional pattern and what happened is when the FAA put in the 4-Corner Post program 
a few years ago it got a little out of traditional pattern in terms we had the fanning that 
Jeff showed you which spread noise across a whole bunch of areas of the community 
which had not previously had any overflights and what the FAA has been attempting to 
do and doing a much better job although they could still do a little bit better is to get the 
people to fly within a range around that corridor that has been established and was the 
corridor that they had projected in their Environmental Assessment when they did the 
4-Corner Post.  So, we will get better compliance as time goes on but it is true that those 
that live right under that corridor are going to get all of the flights, that is absolutely 
correct.   
 
Chairman Reid:  Mr. Walker, can I interrupt? 
 
Randall Walker:  Yes. 
 
Chairman Reid:  This doesn’t have anything to do with flight paths, does it? 
 
Randall Walker:  No.  Only to the extent that where the planes fly that is where the noise 
is created but the point is… 



 
Chairman Reid:  Excuse me.  This doesn’t suggest where the flight path should be, in 
fact, do we have the ability to dictate that? 
 
Randall Walker:  Absolutely not.  That is the FAA’s prerogative of where the planes go.  
They are in charge of the airspace and they could change the airspace, they would have to 
go through their own process to do that like they did for the 4-Corner Post and like what 
they are doing for the Right-hand Turn proposal.  The airport, the County cannot dictate 
to the FAA where planes fly and the whole point of this is to try to model where the noise 
is going to be and then come up with mitigation plans to address that but as Jeff indicated 
and the federal process which is the process that we are in we can only identify 
procedures within the 65 and higher in terms of specific mitigation and this property is 
not in the 65, I guess I should cut that and just say that.  In terms of the comments in 
Naples, the property that was mentioned was not previously in the acquisition program 
and the Part 150 that was adopted in the early 1990s.  It is being proposed in this and 
therefore, there would be an opportunity to acquire those homes under the Part 150 
program and as we always do when we acquire enough of the homes in a general area we 
tear them down and put them into a non-residential use.  In terms of Nevada Trails the 
only thing I can comment on that is that is a good reason why the Board has been getting 
stronger and stronger with the developers in providing the disclosure to the residents so 
that they do have specific disclosure and it has been a progression and what the airport 
always asks for, of course, is individual disclosures which would be bright pink or orange 
so it stands out but we don’t get to dictate that but we do think people should be put on 
noise notice that they are in an area that would be subjected to over flights so they can 
make an educated decision and that is what we have always asked the developers to do 
and as the program has grown this Board has required them to get more and more specific 
which I think is the right direction.  But we aren’t going to change where the airplanes 
fly; we are just modeling where they fly and we are coming up with mitigation measures, 
that is what this whole program is about, and I think that the Committee has come up 
with some good recommendations based on the noise exposures and we will try to 
accomplish those if the Board adopts this and directs us to move forward with the FAA to 
try to get it approved. 
 
Chairman Reid:  May I ask you to respond to what Mr. Uehling said? 
 
Randall Walker:  Yes, that is the Naples property where in the 1992 approved plan those 
properties were not included in the voluntary acquisition area.  They are proposed to be 
included in this current voluntary acquisition area so we would be doing exactly what he 
proposes. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Are there any other questions?  Commissioner Woodbury? 
 
Commissioner Woodbury:  Just a comment, Mr. Chairman.  Based on all the input I have 
received over the years and then again here today I think that probably we, as a 
governmental entity dropped the ball when it came to the Nevada Trails approval and I 
do accept my share of that responsibility.  There should have been some kind of a 



follow-up to make sure that people honestly did sign a separate disclosure statement.  
But, yes, there are going to be noise impacts.  I guess at the time nobody knew exactly 
what those were going to be but there were anticipated to be noise impacts and you are 
right, the County is doing a better job of it now but when citizen after citizen says they 
were never given a separate disclosure and I think that must have been the case and there 
is no way for us to go back but we just need to make sure that that never gets repeated. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Other comments?  Commissioner Boggs-McDonald? 
 
Commissioner Boggs-McDonald:  Along these lines I don’t know if it is possible if either 
the airport or now that Chris Robinson has been ratified this morning, can go back with 
some of these, especially the major master developers in the area that you had on the map 
just to ensure that they do have those disclosure processes in place.  Because often times 
what I have found is that people may start off with good intentions and then either turn 
over of staff or new people come on board and then these procedures somehow fall by the 
wayside.  So I think just making contact with especially major master-planned developers 
like Southern Highlands, Mountain’s Edge and Summerlin, Rhodes Ranch and others – 
Nevada Trails, just to ensure that they are in fact, giving those property disclosures. 
 
Randall Walker:  We certainly can do that and always better effort can be done I am sure.  
A lot of those subdivisions that you mentioned are outside the 60 and so they are not 
required to do any kind of noise disclosure because they are outside those 60 contours but 
the ones that are in the 60 and higher is, this Board, at least as long as I have been 
associated with the airport, has always required or almost always required noise 
disclosure and sound attenuation for the homes that are in the 60 and higher and certainly 
we will, as you suggest, be more aggressive in the future in trying to make sure the 
developer actually comply with what the Board has directed them to do.   
 
Jeff Jacquart:  If I can follow up on that just for a moment the other thing that our office 
is doing is when this process is completed, like it did a couple years ago, we are going to 
send out a mass mailing to every licensed real estate agent and broker within Southern 
Nevada.  In 2002, we sent out 15,000 packets of ten maps that shows where airplanes fly, 
what are the noise contours, we tried to identify where noise disclosure was required by 
this Commission and we plan on doing that again once this process is completed.  That is 
another way where we can reach out to concerned citizens that do fall within the contours 
that Randy referred to. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Any comment from the Board?  I guess what we need to do now is 
direct the staff to receive the comments that were given here today and that were given 
formally throughout the process and make sure they are incorporated in the document 
within the appropriate response in the final document that goes to the FAA and Jeff, you 
mentioned some changes and make sure that I am doing this correctly.  We are changing 
the boundary amendments for mitigation measures for 1, 3 and 4, is that correct? 
 
Jeff Jacquart:  Correct. 
 



Chairman Reid:  And you are eliminated mitigation measures 2 and 5 entirely? 
 
Jeff Jacquart:  Correct, that is our recommendation. 
 
Chairman Reid:  All right.  So my motion would include that and also, that you forward 
the document, once it is complete, to the FAA for their review and approval and also if 
there are any noise mitigation measures that we can implement without FAA approval, 
we should do that as soon as we can.  And I don’t know if, I guess I’ll ask our counsel -, 
is this just Staff direction or do we need a motion that we vote on? 
 
District Attorney’s Office:  I think the Board should vote on it. 
 
Chairman Reid:  Are there comments or questions from the Board on that motion?  All 
right, cast your vote. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Background 
 
McCarran International Airport is currently the sixth largest airport in North America in 
terms of airline passengers, and the numbers of passengers and aircraft operations are 
expected to increase dramatically over the next 20 years. Additional aircraft operations 
may lead to additional noise in communities surrounding the airport.  
 
In order to address existing and future noise generated by aircraft operations at the 
airport, the Clark County Department of Aviation is conducting an update to the 1994 
McCarran International Airport Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study. The FAR Part 150 Study Update identifies measures aimed at 
reducing the level of aircraft noise in the airport vicinity. Preparation of the FAR Part 150 
Study Update was not mandatory. However, by conducting the study the Department of 
Aviation becomes eligible to receive funds from the Federal Aviation Administration to 
implement the study’s recommended measures should the FAA approve those 
measures. 
 
Public Working Group  
 
Because the Department of Aviation wanted to encourage public involvement throughout 
the study, it convened a public working group to advise the project team as the study 
was developed. The 23 member working group included representatives from the county 
and local cities, residents from communities surrounding the airport, land use planners, 
airlines, businesses, the FAA and housing developers. The public working group 
participated in 10 regularly scheduled meetings and one supplemental, informational 
meeting over the course of 12 months. Each of the meetings focused on various 
informational and educational issues including the airport system, historical and future 
operations demands, legal and jurisdictional issues, the FAR Part 150 process, aircraft 
and flight characteristics, how noise is defined and assessed, and other issues that may 
influence the FAR Part 150 Study Update.  
 
The principal role of the public working group was to examine the effectiveness of the 
existing noise mitigation and abatement measures at McCarran International Airport and 
to recommend whether the measures should be retained, amended or abandoned, as 
well as whether new measures would be appropriate for the updated program.  In 
examining the measures, the public working group’s noise reduction strategy 
recommendations had to address known and expected capacity impacts. 
  

Public Working Group Tours 
 

The public working group also participated in two tours which provided additional 
information on the issues they would be discussing during the process. The first 
tour, held on August 9, 2005, was of the air traffic control tower at McCarran 
International Airport. On this tour, the public working group experienced first-
hand the volume and frequency at which aircraft fly in and out of the airport. The 
second tour, held on August 23, 2005, was a tour of the airport environs. The 
public working group visited actual noise monitoring sites located in the 
communities surrounding the airport and saw the noise modeling equipment and 
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procedures conducted in real time. Both tours helped establish a common 
understanding for all members, both in terms of airport operations and noise 
monitoring practices. 

 
Public Open Houses  

 
In addition to the public working group meetings, three public open houses were 
held, on August, 24, 2005, October 26, 2005 and May 24, 2006, to gather 
additional input from the public. Several public working group members attended 
these open houses to hear the public’s comments firsthand. The Department of 
Aviation and consultants staffed the open houses and were available to answer 
any questions, take comments or respond to community concerns. The project 
team developed display boards and handouts to easily depict the sometimes 
complicated information presented. However, the Department of Aviation did not 
present anything at the public open houses that had not already been presented 
to the public working group. Public comment forms were available at each open 
house. These forms allowed the public an opportunity to voice their concerns in 
writing. The forms will be included in the study update.  

 
Identification of Recommended Measures 

 
Over the course of ten meetings, the public working group had extensive opportunity to 
listen and comment on past, present and potential future noise abatement and mitigation 
measures. In particular, several meetings were dedicated to the exchange of information 
and ideas on potential measures to include in the FAR Part 150 Study Update. The 
following is a summary, in chronological order, of the process used to derive the specific 
recommendations detailed in this report. 
 

• At fifth meeting held on Oct. 25, 2005, the Department of Aviation presented all 
of the noise abatement and mitigation measures that have previously been 
adopted and considerations for whether those measures should be included in 
the FAR Part 150 Study Update. At the conclusion of this presentation, the public 
working group provided initial comments on measures that should be included in 
the Part 150 Study Update, including the retention of existing measures and the 
consideration of new measures. 

 
• At the sixth meeting held on Jan. 24, 2006, the public working group continued its 

discussion of measures that might be included in the FAR Part 150 Study 
Update. The Department of Aviation also informed public working group 
members that they could contact the Department of Aviation outside the formal 
public working group meetings to provide additional input.  Several members did 
so and offered additional input on measures to include in the FAR Part 150 Study 
Update. 

 
• At the seventh meeting held Feb. 28, 2006, the Department of Aviation presented 

23 noise abatement and mitigation measures that, based on prior public working 
group input and the Department’s analysis, were being considered for inclusion 
in the FAR Part 150 Study Update. 
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• At the eighth meeting held on March 28, 2006 and the ninth meeting held on April 
18, 2006, the public working group discussed each of the 23 measures 
previously presented and provided input on each measure.  In many instances, 
the public working group’s input led to modifications in the language of the 
measure. In instances in which a public working group member’s comment was 
not accepted by the Department of Aviation or the majority of the public working 
group, the language of the measure remained and the commenter’s position was 
noted in the meeting minutes (and is reflected herein).   

 
The result of this process is the list of recommended measures contained in this report.  
The Department of Aviation will use these recommendations to help formulate its FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update, subject to further analysis and coordination 
with the FAA. It is important to recognize that the recommendations contained herein are 
general concepts and are not intended to represent the exact language to be included in 
the official FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update. Although the Department of 
Aviation may alter the language in order to comply with the technical requirements of 
FAR Part 150, the Department of Aviation fully intends to retain the original intent and 
ideas of the public working group. 
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Mission Statement and Principles of Participation 
 
A mission statement and principles of participation were developed by the project team, 
and reviewed and approved by the public working group members at the first meeting. 
The project team introduced the mission statement and principles of participation as the 
foundation for the group’s involvement in the overall process. The mission statement 
defined the group’s goal and the principles of participation outlined the general ground 
rules for meeting participation and participant conduct. It was important for the group’s 
success that each member understood and respected these guidelines. The mission 
statement and principles of participation, as approved by the public working group are 
provided in the following paragraphs. 
 
Mission Statement 
 
The mission of the McCarran International Airport FAR Part 150 Public Working Group is 
to assist Clark County Department of Aviation staff and consultants in preparing a Noise 
Compatibility Study Update by providing review and feedback throughout the Update’s 
development.   
 
Principles of Participation 
 
Role of Working Group Members  
To achieve the goals of the Public Working Group, the Clark County Department of 
Aviation (CCDOA) is asking participants to: 

• Understand the current and future role of Clark County’s public-use airport 
system. 

• Become familiar with current and projected levels of air traffic at McCarran 
International Airport. 

• Provide feedback on the Update’s technical assumptions and projections. 
• Identify community and airport user issues and concerns related to air traffic 

operations and noise generation.  
• Assist in the development of criteria to evaluate noise abatement measures 

at McCarran International Airport. 
• Review existing and suggest potential noise abatement measures for 

McCarran International Airport operations, with emphasis on measures that 
can be legally or reasonably pursued. 

 
Representation 
Participants are being sought based upon several qualities: 

• Willingness to work cooperatively with other Public Working Group members. 
• Commitment to attend the Public Working Group meetings. 
• Demonstrated ability to present the perspective of an organization or 

constituency affected by air traffic operations associated with McCarran 
International Airport. 

 
Every Public Working Group member is asked to report back to his or her respective 
constituency to keep them aware of the Public Working Group’s discussions and the 
issues that have been identified.  CCDOA staff and consultants will be available to assist 
in this communication process, if desired. 
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Discussion Process 
Committee members agree to abide by the following discussion process: 

• All perspectives are valued. 
• One person speaks at a time. 
• The preferred deliberation process is collaborative problem solving. 
• In cases of non-consensus, alternative perspectives will be documented. 
• Public Working Group members treat each other with respect. 
• A neutral third-party of Katz & Associates, Inc. will facilitate the meetings. 

 
Meeting Attendance 
In order for the process to work effectively, full participation of members will be essential.  
Public Working Group members are asked to commit to attend meetings consistently.  If 
a Public Working Group member becomes unavailable to attend a meeting, he or she 
may send an alternate to monitor that meeting.  The alternate should be briefed by the 
Committee member regarding the status of prior discussions and decisions.  Active 
participation by the alternate is permissible if the alternate does not impede the progress 
of the Committee. 
 
Support 
A neutral third-party facilitator of Katz & Associates, Inc. will conduct all Public Working 
Group meetings.  The role of the facilitator is to ensure all perspectives are heard 
through a collaborative discussion process.  CCDOA staff and consultants will provide 
technical and logistical support, including making presentations, answering questions, 
coordinating meetings and documenting meeting content.  Meeting discussions may be 
audio taped to aid in the preparation of meeting summaries. 
 
Meeting Agendas 
Public Working Group participation in establishment of agendas and matters of 
discussion will be encouraged.  CCDOA staff and the facilitator will be responsible for 
preparing the agendas in collaboration with Public Working Group members.  At the 
conclusion of each meeting, staff and committee members will recommend items for 
inclusion in the next agenda and any action items requiring additional research.  
 
Timeline 
It is anticipated that the draft 2005/2006 LAS Part 150 Update will need to be completed 
by March 2006, and finalized by June 2006.  In order to accommodate this aggressive 
schedule, it will be important for the Public Working Group to address items presented at 
each meeting as fully as possible.  Lengthy discussions on items in which a majority 
consensus cannot be made, or where differing positions impede the process of the 
Working Group as a whole, should be limited. 
 
Public Working Group Communication 
To make information about the Public Working Group’s activities available to all 
interested parties, the facilitator will develop a Web page for the group that will include 
meeting date information, agendas, meeting summaries and any findings or actions of 
the group.  This Web page will be accessible from the CCDOA’s existing Web site. 
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Observers 
Observers are welcome at Public Working Group meetings.  However, meetings are 
intended for the benefit of the Public Working Group members to promote balanced, 
constructive interaction.  Observers will be asked to refrain from commenting during the 
proceedings.  There will be an opportunity for public comment at the end of each 
meeting. 
 
Media 
Media present, if any, will be identified for the benefit of Public Working Group members. 
Members will be asked not to make public statements about the group’s deliberations to 
the media that would tend to hamper constructive discussions.  CCDOA staff and 
consultants will also refrain from such statements about the Committee’s deliberations. 
 
Work Product 
The Public Working Group will be asked to summarize its discussions at the conclusion 
of its work in the form of a written report.  The written report will be prepared by the 
facilitator, in collaboration with Public Working Group members.  A draft summary report 
will be presented to the Committee for review and comment.  It is suggested the report 
document the following: 

• The scope and content of the Public Working Group’s discussion. 
• Recommendations regarding noise abatement measures. 
• Individual opinions and observations that may not be reflected in the main 

body of the report. 
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Public Working Group Member Roster 
 
Member Organization Member Name 
City of Boulder City, Community Development 
 

Brok Armantrout 
 

City of Henderson 
 

Stephanie Garcia-Vause 
 

City of Las Vegas, Planning Department 
 

Andrew Powell 
 

City of North Las Vegas, Planning Department 
 

Ned Thomas 
 

Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
 

Jon Wardlaw 
 

Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
 

Anthony Molloy 
 

Enterprise Area 
 

David Broxterman 
 

Enterprise Area 
 

Bill Goff 
 

Federal Aviation Administration 
 

Joseph Rodriguez 
 

Federal Aviation Administration 
 

Tom Petrakis 
 

Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
 

Keith Lynam 
 

Las Vegas Convention and Visitor's Authority 
 

Luke Puschnig 
 

National Business Aviation Association, Inc. 
 

Dan Burkhart 
 

Paradise Area 
 

Randy Barnes 
 

Rhodes Ranch Area 
 

Ray Blonn 
 

Southern Highlands Area 
 

DeCourcy Graham 
 

Southern Nevada Home Builders Association 
 

Mick Galatio 
 

Southwest Airlines  
 

Billy Self 
 

Spanish Trail Area 
 

Jerry McDonald 
 

Summerlin South/Red Rock Country Club Area 
 

Jay Halstead 
 

The Lakes Area 
 

Greg Toussaint 
 

US Airways 
 

John Miller 
 

Winchester Area 
 

Justin Gilbert 
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Recommendations 
 
The recommendations listed below primarily include noise reduction strategies 
presented by the Clark County Department of Aviation to the public working group and 
considered during the course of the public working group meetings, as outlined above. 
These recommendations are from previous Part 150 Studies, ongoing policies, or were 
presented by the working group as a whole or as individuals. The recommendations 
outlined in this report gained general support from a majority or all of the public working 
group members.  
 
Recommendations for inclusion 
Below are the general concepts the public working group identified for inclusion in the 
update. 
 
• Maintain (and clarify) informal preferential runway use program: 

o JET defined as aircraft weighing more than 75,000 lbs. 
o 25R is the preferred JET departure runway.  (Not just for scheduled air carrier 

jets.) 
o 25L is the preferred JET arrival runway.  (Established in the 1988 EA to construct 

7R-25L.) 
o 19L is the preferred JET departure runway when southern departures are 

required.  (Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.)  
o Between 8 PM and 8 AM, if weather, traffic congestion, or construction conditions 

permit, JET operations on 19L and 19R will be restricted.  (1978 regulation 
applied restriction to turbojet aircraft, unless operational requirements dictate.  
1988/1989 & 1994 FAR Part 150 programs applied restriction to air carrier 
operations, when air traffic and weather conditions permit.  Clarifies “air traffic” 
issues.) 

o 1R is preferred JET departure runway when northern departures are required. 
(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.)  

o 7L is preferred JET departure runway when eastern departures are required. 
(Established in the 1988 EA to construct 7R-25L.)   

The concept of this recommendation received general approval from the public working 
group.  
 
The Rhodes Ranch representative prefers 7L be the preferred JET departure runway 
during summer months, and 7R be the preferred JET arrival runway during summer 
months. In addition, he expressed his disagreement with the following portion of the 
recommendations:  
• 25L is the preferred JET arrival runway. (Established in the 1988 EA to construct 7R-

25L.) 
• 19L is the preferred JET departure runway when southern departures are required. 

(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.). 
  
The City of Henderson representative indicated that the preferential runway use program 
is the single most important recommendation, and requested the following be included 
as part of the preferential runway use measure: 
• The use of Runway 7R/L for departures would not increase in future years. 
• Renew the Interlocal Agreement, which was put into effect in 1988 and expired in 

2003, between the City of Henderson and Clark County. 
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• Incorporate a definition of the circumstances under which the preferred runway 
usage could be abandoned. 

• Request that the FAA comply more often to the preferential use program. 
 
• Clarify preferred departure flight corridors and improve compliance:  

o 4 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / right-hand pattern.  
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Rainbow.) 

o 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / left-hand pattern. 
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.) 

o Encourage and support voluntary use of a 'straight out" procedure for 25L/R. 
o 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 19L/R JET departures. (Prevents aircraft 

from utilizing a runway heading beyond Blue Diamond Road.) 
o 7 NM (from DME) runway heading for 07L/R JET departures. (Prevents aircraft 

from turning before passing Boulder Highway.) 
o 2 NM (from DME) runway heading for 01L/R JET departures. (Prevents aircraft 

from turning within the airport fence line.) 
o Helicopter tour departure procedures along Tropicana Avenue. (Keeps 

helicopters over a major roadway.) 
The concept of this recommendation received general approval from the public working 
group.  
 
However, the Rhodes Ranch representative expressed his disagreement with the 
following portion of the recommendation:  
• 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / left-hand pattern. 

(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.). 
The representative believes this creates “unfair air traffic burden on Rhodes Ranch.” He 
also prefers a 90 degree heading at Jones for aircraft turning south. 
 
• Conduct a study to assess the distant noise abatement departure profile 

(NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 19L/R, and 07L/R. (Due to location of 
Nellis’s airspace, a distant NADP on 01L/01R is not feasible.) 

 
• Identify preferred arrival flight corridors which mimic, if safe and efficient, the 

same areas as those impacted by the departure corridors. 
o Review if runway heading from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is feasible. 
o Review standard arrival flow into 07L/07R.   
o Helicopter tour arrival procedures along Charleston Blvd., Fremont St., Industrial 

Rd., and I-15. 
 
• Conduct a study to assess benefit of the continuous descent approach (CDA) 

procedure for JETS on all runways. (Community benefits were found 
approximately 10 miles from the Sacramento Mather Airport.) 

 
• Continue to use designated locations for engine run-up maintenance activity. 
 
• Continue to encourage airlines to utilize quieter aircraft. (Establish a 

recognition program for LAS’ “flying quietly” airlines, which combines fleet 
mix with flight track conformance.) 
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• Continue to support use of other General Aviation reliever airports for non-JET 
aircraft. 

 
• Continue to support legislation requiring higher noise aircraft standards for 

aircraft including eliminating further use of hushkits or other methods used to 
reduce aircraft noise.   

The concept of supporting federal legislation to promote quieter aircraft received general 
approval from the public working group.  
 
However, the US Airways and Southwest Airlines representatives were not satisfied with 
this revised recommendation and noted the airlines would prefer the recommendation to 
read:  
• Continue to support legislations to reduce noise levels by lobbying for more stringent 

noise standards for new aircraft types. 
 
• Continue pursuit of Southern Nevada Regional Heliport. (Intended to 

accommodate helicopters providing tours to/from the Grand Canyon.) 
 
• Continue bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing traffic and 

helicopter tour traffic originating from LAS. 
 
• Expand noise compatibility public information program: 

o Develop fly quietly brochure for JET and GA aircraft at LAS. 
o Include fly quietly procedures in Jeppesen charts. 
o Expand material contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report. 

• Added Daytime and Nighttime JET Runway Use. 
• Added Hourly Departure and Arrival Operational Information. 
• Added JET Fleet Mix. 

o Begin to hold regular meetings with Chief Pilots and/or local managers. 
o Continue regular meetings with helicopter operators. 
o Redistribute noise information material to real estate community. 
o Post additional noise information on website. 
o Post signage on airport property concerning “noise sensitive airport”. 
o Utilize a supplementary noise metrics for noise disclosure information. 

This recommendation received support from the group.  
 
The Winchester Area representative however, would like to see this recommendation 
enhanced and provide more noise complaint information through the Web site to the 
public and potential property buyers. 
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• Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive 

Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, and UNLV 
to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the introduction of noise 
sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses within the airport environs. 
o Utilize 60 DNL area for comprehensive land use planning. 

The concept of utilizing the 60 DNL area for comprehensive land use planning received 
general approval from the public working group.  
 
However, the City of Henderson prefers the 65 DNL criteria and does not believe using 
the 60 DNL contour for compatible land use planning is justified given the longstanding 
use of the 65 DNL contour to define the district. 
 
• Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from noise sensitive 

land uses to an airport compatible use. 
 
• Update AEOD map in County and Henderson codes. 

o 2017 NEM. 
o Amend Major Flight Corridor to reflect recent NEM. 

The concept of utilizing the 2017 NEM received general approval from the public working 
group.  
 
However, the City of Henderson stated that the 2011 NEM is preferred.   
 
• Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) land use compatibility 

requirements currently included in County and Henderson development codes. 
o Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL. 
o Apply mixed-use sound attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise 

projects 
• 35 dB sound attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or higher, 

and greater than 35 feet. 
• 30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet. 

 
• Continue to review land use applications and express/condition airport related 

issues. 
o Improve coordination of noise disclosure requirements. 

 
• Pursue airport noise disclosure requirements at local and state level for seller 

disclosure of buyer for resale in 60 DNL. 
o Improve current conditions to include stand-alone language and proximity map. 
o Utilize supplemental noise metric in disclosure issues 

 
• Continue avigation easement requirements in the County and Henderson 

development process. 
o Create database which identifies parcels containing an avigation easement. 
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• Establish a voluntary program to acquire, provide transaction assistance, or 

sound insulate, as a voluntary measure, existing incompatible land uses in the 
new/amended AE-70. 
o No incompatible land uses exist in the AE-75. 
o Existing uses constructed with appropriate sound attenuation requirements are 

deemed “compatible”. 
o Relocation costs not reimbursable. 
 

• Establish voluntary program to acquire vacant parcels in the new/amended 
AE-70 that are master planned for incompatible land uses when 
adjacent/nearby development is airport compatible. 

  
• Expand the voluntary property acquisition, transaction assistance, or sound 

insulation program to existing incompatible land uses in the new/amended AE-
65. 
o No incompatible land uses exist in the AE-75. 
o Existing uses constructed with appropriate sound attenuation requirements are 

deemed “compatible”. 
o Relocation costs not reimbursable. 
  

• Expand the voluntary acquisition of vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-65 
that are master planned for incompatible uses when adjacent/nearby 
development is airport compatible. 
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Conclusion 
 
Over the course of 10 meetings and almost a year of information sharing and 
discussions, the McCarran International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 
Update Public Working Group met for the last time on May 23, 2006. During this year 
long process, the group successfully adhered to the mission statement and principles of 
participation and as a result, endorsed the general concepts of the 23 noise abatement 
and mitigation measures listed in this report. These recommendations will be studied 
further by the Department of Aviation and likely included in the Part 150 Study Update. 
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Public Working Group Meeting Schedule 
 
The following is a schedule of the meetings held by the public working group: 
 

Meeting #1 
 

……… Tuesday, June 21, 2005 

Meeting #2 
 

……… Tuesday, July 26, 2005 

Airport Traffic Control Tower Tour 
 

……… Tuesday, August 9, 2005 

Meeting #3 
 

……… Tuesday, August 23, 2005 

Airport Environs Tour 
 

……… Tuesday, August 23, 2005 

Open House #1 
 

……… Wednesday, August, 24, 2005 

Meeting #4 
 

……… Tuesday, September 27, 2005 

Meeting #5 
 

……… Tuesday, October 25, 2005 

Open House #2 
 

……… Wednesday, October 26, 2005 

Meeting #6 
 

……… Tuesday, January 24, 2006 

Meeting #7 
 

……… Tuesday, February 28, 2006 

Optional Meeting 
 

……… Tuesday, March 14, 2006 

Meeting #8 
 

……… Tuesday, March 28, 2006 

Meeting #9 
 

……… Tuesday, April 18, 2006 

Meeting #10 
 

……… Tuesday, May 23, 2006 

Open #House 3 
 

……… Wednesday, May 24, 2006 

  
 
All meetings were held at the Clark County Government Center, 500 S. Grand Central Pkwy., 
Pueblo Room, First Floor, from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. An opportunity for public comment was provided 
at each regularly scheduled meeting. 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, June 21, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Welcome and Introductions (Lewis Michaelson, Facilitator, Katz & 

Associates) 
 

2. Objective of Public Working Group and Anticipated Deliveries (Jeff 
Jacquart, Project Manager, Clark County Department of Aviation) 

 
3. Review Mission Statement and Principles of Participation (Lewis 

Michaelson) 
 

4. Overview of Clark County Aviation System (Randy Walker, Director, 
Clark County Department of Aviation) 

 
5. Overview of FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study Update (Adrian 

Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc.) 
 

6. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, July 26, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review June 21, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 

2. Airports and Noise: Who’s in charge? (Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & 
Rockwell LLP) 

 
3. FAR Part 150 Background, Process and Examples (Adrian Jones, Ricondo & 

Associates) 
 
4. A Preview of Aircraft Noise Assessment (Bob Brown, Brown-Buntin 

Associates) 
 
5. August Tours Details (Jeff Jacquart, Project Manager, Clark County 

Department of Aviation) 
a. Airport Traffic Control Tower Tour (August 9) 
b. Impacted Areas Site Tour (August 23) 

 
6. Next Meeting 

 
7. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, August 23, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review July 26, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Airport Traffic Control Tower Tour Debrief (Jeff Jacquart, Clark County 

Department of Aviation) 
 
3. Aircraft Noise Assessment (Bob Brown & Jim Buntin, Brown-Buntin 

Associates) 
 
4. Aircraft and Flight Characteristics 101 (Mike Loghides, Clark County 

Department of Aviation) 
 
5. Next Steps 

a. August 24 Open House 
b. September 27 Public Working Group Meeting 
 

6. Public Comment 
 
Following tonight’s meeting the Public Working Group members will have a brief break before 
beginning the site tour. Public Working Group members should meet the tour bus in the 
Government Center parking lot at 5:45 p.m. The tour will begin promptly at 6 p.m. 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, September 27, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review August 23, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Site Tour and Open House Debrief (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates) 
 
3. History and Future of Operations at McCarran International Airport (Jeff 

Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation) 
 
4. History of Noise Complaints and Reduction Measures at McCarran 

International Airport (Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of 
Aviation) 

 
5. Next Steps 

• October 25 Public Working Group Meeting 
• October 26 Open House 

 
6. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, October 25, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review September 27, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 

2. Capacity Analysis for the Baseline Runway Use Projections (John 
Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc.) 

3. Baseline Noise Exposure Maps (Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.) 
 
4. History of Noise Complaints and Reduction Measures at McCarran 

International Airport (Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of 
Aviation) 

 
5. Discussion: Which noise reduction measures could be initially 

evaluated by the Part 150 Study team? (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 
Associates) 

 
6. Next Meeting 
 
7. Public Comment 



 

 
 

7McCarran International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
Public Working Group Summary Report, Appendix B: Meeting Agendas 

McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, January 24, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review October 25, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Overview of Working Group Progress and Next Steps (Jeff Jacquart, 

Clark County Department of Aviation) 
 
3. Presentation on the Selection Process for FAR Part 150 Noise Measures 

(Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc./ Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & 
Rockwell) 

 
4. Summary of Public Comments Received Through November 2005 

(Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc.) 
 
5. Working Group Discussion of Noise Measure Objectives and 

Preliminary Identification of Most Promising Measures 
 
6. Next Meeting 
 
7. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, February 28, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review January 24, 2005 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Initial Recommendations of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures (Jeff 

Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation) 
 
3. Working Group Discussion of Noise Measure Objectives and 

Preliminary Identification of Most Promising Measures 
 
4. Upcoming Public Working Group Meeting Schedule 

The following meetings have been scheduled and will be held in the Pueblo 
Room of the Clark County Government Center from 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. 

a. Tuesday, March 14, 2006: Supplementary capacity presentation  
b. Tuesday, March 28, 2006: Regularly scheduled March meeting 
c. Tuesday, April 18, 2006: Change of April meeting date from originally 

scheduled date of Tuesday, April 25, 2006 
 
5. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

OPTIONAL Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, March 14, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Welcome (Sara Katz, Katz & Associates) 
 
 
2. McCarran International Airport – Airfield and Airspace Capacity (John 

Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc.) 
 
 
3. Working Group Questions and Comments 
 
 
4. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, March 28, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review February 28, 2006 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Continued Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and 

Working Group Identification of Most Promising Measures (Jeff Jacquart, 
Clark County Department of Aviation) 

 
3. Upcoming Public Working Group Meeting Schedule 

The following meetings have been scheduled and will be held in the 
Pueblo Room of the Clark County Government Center from 4 p.m. 
to 6 p.m. 

c. Tuesday, April 18, 2006: Change of April meeting date from 
originally scheduled date of Tuesday, April 25, 2006 

 
4. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, April 18, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
 
1. Review March 28, 2006 Meeting Summary (Sara Katz, Katz & Associates) 
 
2. Finalize Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and 

Working Group Identification of Most Promising Measures (Jeff Jacquart, 
Clark County Department of Aviation) 

 
3. Review Draft Public Working Group Final Report (Sara Katz, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
4. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Agenda 

 
Tuesday, May 23, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
1. Review April 18, 2006 Meeting Summary (Lewis Michaelson, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
2. Finalize Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and 

Working Group Identification of Most Promising Measures (Jeff Jacquart, 
Clark County Department of Aviation) 

 
3. Review Draft Final Public Working Group Final Report (Sara Katz, Katz & 

Associates) 
 
4. Thank you for your participation! (Randy Walker, Clark County Department 

of Aviation) 
 
5. Public Open House Reminder: Wednesday, May 24, 2006, 6 p.m. – 8 p.m. 
 
6. Public Comment 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, June 21, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas 
Anthony Molloy, Clark County 
Comprehensive Planning 
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area 
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
Brok Armantrout, City of Boulder City 
Dan Burkhart, National Business Aviation 
Association, Inc. 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands 
Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area 
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South/Red Rock 
Country Club Area 
John Miller, America West Airlines 

Chuck Pulsipher on behalf of Jon Wardlaw, 
Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas 
Association of Realtors 
Luke Puschnig, Las Vegas Convention and 
Visitor's Authority 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas, 
Planning Department 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation 
Administration 

  
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Joseph Rodriguez, Federal Aviation Administration 
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home Builders Association 
 
Observers 
William Reed  
Bill Theisen 
Amanda Koonie 
Craig Teglia 

Charles Jones 
Tim Martin 
Donna Harris 
Lorraine Blanco 

David Parks 
Ellen Sleinns  
Maggie Moncleso 
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Project Team Members  
Randall H. Walker, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP  
Bob Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
Dave Marciniak, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson, the meeting facilitator, began the meeting by welcoming the public working 
group members and observers to the first meeting. He briefly explained the public participation 
process the Clark County Department of Aviation has set for the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study Update. He said that this public working group was one component of the 
public involvement process. He described how the working group meetings initially will be 
educational to level the playing field of knowledge among working group members.  Subsequent 
meetings will provide time for feedback and input. The advantage of a public working group is 
that members will have the opportunity to build shared understandings and relationships along 
the way and be able to provide informed recommendations.  In addition, there will be large 
public workshops throughout the process for the general public, and a Web site will be 
maintained so everyone can stay abreast of the process.  
 
Mr. Michaelson then explained his role as a neutral third-party facilitator, and that he will 
manage the meetings to ensure they stay on track and on time and that efficient use is made of 
the time being volunteered by members. He clarified that he is not an employee of the Clark 
County Department of Aviation. He concluded by saying the goal is to provide an open, 
transparent and fair process. He briefly reviewed the working group binder and meeting agenda. 
 
Mr. Michaelson asked that each of the working group members take a moment to introduce 
themselves to the rest of the group. After the introductions were complete, he introduced Mr. 
Jacquart, project manager with the Clark County Department of Aviation. 
 
Objective of Public Working Group and Anticipated Deliverables 
Mr. Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation, again thanked the members for their 
participation and began with an overview presentation outlining the group’s mission, the 
participation process, anticipated deliverables and a schedule of events. Mr. Jacquart then 
asked the working group if there were any questions.  
 

• Mr. Greg Toussaint asked if all project materials will be posted on the Web site. 
o Mr. Michaelson said they would be. 

• Mr. Blonn asked how the public participation process and working group fit into the final 
decision making process and implementation of noise abatement recommendations. 
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o Mr. Jacquart said the working group will play an advisory role and the working 
group’s final summary report will capture all input provided by the group. He said 
the summary report will be considered when preparing the study update. 

• Mr. Blonn asked how the County Commissioners will be involved. 
o Mr. Jacquart said the County Commissioners will be asked to adopt the plan at a 

hearing at the conclusion of the public comment period in June 2006 
• Mr. Blonn asked what the steps are after the County Commissioners adopt the update. 

o Mr. Jacquart said the study will be forwarded to the FAA for review and approval 
of some or all of the proposed mitigation measures.  Approval would mean that 
McCarran Airport would be eligible to seek FAA funding for those approved 
measures. 

• Mr. Miller asked how the update fits into the national system. 
o Mr. Walker said while operations at McCarran will be the focus of the Part 150 

Study, McCarran’s interdependent role in the national system will be considered. 
• Mr. Broxterman asked what the FAA’s role is in the process. 

o Mr. Jacquart requested that this question be deferred to the next meeting when 
more time can be devoted to the subject. 

 
At the conclusion of the question and answer period, Mr. Jacquart asked Mr. Michaelson to 
review the group’s mission statement and principles of participation. 
 
Review Mission Statement and Principles of Participation 
Mr. Michaelson reviewed the draft mission statement and principles of participation. The group 
did not have any changes or revisions to the document, therefore it became final. Mr. 
Michaelson then briefly provided a live demonstration of the Web site. He reviewed the 
“schedule,” “public working group” and “contact us” links. Mr. Michaelson then introduced Mr. 
Walker. 
 
Overview of Clark County Aviation System 
Mr. Walker, Clark County Department of Aviation, provided an overview presentation of the 
Clark County Aviation System. The presentation included information about the current system 
airports and planned airports, the history of McCarran International Airport, facts about 
McCarran, economic impact facts, historical passenger growth, airport noise abatement, recent 
passenger counts, future passenger growth and, planned construction and improvements at 
McCarran to address growing demands. 

• Mr. Blonn asked if the planned Terminal 3 will be an international terminal. 
o Mr. Walker said there would be an international component to the terminal 

because the conditions at the existing international terminal are unattractive and 
becoming constrained. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked what the passenger growth trends have been in the last 10 years at 
McCarran.  

o Mr. Walker said the last 10 years are not a good gauge due to the events of 9/11. 
Looking at the years between 1990 and 2000 indicates a growth rate in excess of 
the national average, but he does not believe the airport can sustain that rate of 
growth. However, he added that the airport’s build-out capacity cannot keep up 
with the number of hotel rooms that are planned for the future and number of 
passengers that will generate. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked what is planned for the two year gap between 2015, when 
McCarran is at capacity and 2017 when Ivanpah is expected to be operational. 
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o Mr. Walker said they are currently working on strategies for how to accommodate 
passenger growth at McCarran until Ivanpah would open.  

• Mr. Blonn asked if the Department of Aviation had considered the impact of the “condo 
phenomenon,” and the increase in the number of trips that timeshare and second-home 
condominiums would generate.  

o Mr. Walker explained that there are two trends the Department of Aviation is 
seeing, although the department does not yet have sufficient data to know how 
they will affect passenger growth. The first is the increase in timeshares. He said 
these travelers come for longer periods of time and in larger groups. The second 
is the increase in permanent residences, although 70 percent of the 
condominiums being built are second or third homes, which may have more of an 
impact on private aircraft capacity than on commercial airlines. Mr. Walker added 
that there isn’t historical data to study. 

 
Mr. Michaelson asked Mr. Walker to address the link between meeting passenger demand past 
2015 and the Part 150 Study. Mr. Walker said the FAR Part 150 is for McCarran only, not the 
entire system of airports. Therefore the recommendations will be for McCarran. However, Part 
150 studies may need to be conducted on other airports in the system. 
 
Overview of FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study 
Mr. Jones, Ricondo & Associates, provided a brief presentation that provided an overview of 
aviation noise regulations, study background, FAR Part 150 Terminology and FAR Part 150 
Study Process. 

• Mr. Pulsipher clarified that the airport environs overlay zone was originally adopted in 
1986, rather than in 1990 as indicated in the presentation.  The boundaries of the airport 
environs overlay zone were updated in 1990 following completion of the 1988/89 FAR 
Part 150 Study. 

o Mr. Jacquart thanked him for the clarification. 
• Mr. Self added that during this process, it is beneficial to have air traffic control 

representatives available to answer questions and provide clarifications. 
 
Public Comment 
William Reed (6240 Westwind Road, Las Vegas, NV 89118) 

• Mr. Reed has lived in his current home for the past 11 years. He said recent policy 
changes allow planes to fly 200 – 300 feet above his house. He said this is a current 
problem and didn’t occur in the previous 11 years. 

o Mr. Jacquart said he would like to speak with Mr. Reed after the meeting and 
look at his specific situation and concerns. 

 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned. 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, July 26, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas 
Anthony Molloy, Clark County 
Comprehensive Planning 
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area 
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
Dan Burkhart, National Business Aviation 
Association, Inc. 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands  
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area 
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South/Red Rock 
Country Club Area 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
John Miller, America West Airlines 
Jon Wardlaw, CC Comprehensive Planning 

Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas 
Association of Realtors 
Luke Puschnig, Las Vegas Convention and 
Visitor's Authority 
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home 
Builders Association 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas, 
Planning Department 
Cindy Dawson on behalf of Randy Barnes, 
Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, FAA 

  
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Brok Armantrout, City of Boulder City 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
Joseph Rodriguez, Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Observers 
Bob Reeve 
Bill Theisen 
Tim Martin 
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Project Team Members  
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP 
Bob Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and 
observers to the first meeting. He briefly reviewed the working group binder inserts that were 
distributed and meeting agenda. He then asked for any revisions to the June 21, 2005 meeting 
summary. No revisions were requested.  
 
Mr. Jacquart briefly explained that the Department of Aviation is offering a tour of the McCarran 
Airport Traffic Control Tower. He explained that the tour will leave promptly at 4 p.m. on August 
9 and distributed a handout with further instructions and a tour sign up sheet. 
 
Airports and Noise: Who’s in charge? 
Mr. Kirsch provided a presentation on the law of noise regulation, what Clark County and local 
governments can and cannot do to address noise, and information from the Guide to Airport 
Noise Rules and Regulations.  
 

• Mr. Self said in 1998 the FAA made a ruling that if buildings are built within the 65 dBL of 
an airport the developer and/or owner is no longer eligible for noise attenuation or airport 
buyout of the property. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked if the BLM had any control over restrictions placed on construction 
and development within the 65 dBL contour. 

o Mr. Jacquart said that BLM does not have a lot of land left under its jurisdiction in 
the area. On the upcoming site tour the working group will be visiting areas within 
the 65 dBL contour and they can observe land ownership aspects at that time. 

• Mr. Burkhart asked if the money received from passenger facility charges goes back to 
the airport. 

o Mr. Kirsch said the passenger facility charge monies are applied to airport capital 
improvement costs only and do not go to airport staff salaries or other uses. He 
added that if the money is unused it can go back to the FAA. However, that very 
rarely occurs.  

• Mr. Goff asked if the three studies underway at Burbank, LAX and Van Nuys airports are 
focusing on aircraft types.  

o Mr. Kirsch said that the three studies are looking at the potential for implementing 
a curfew at those airports. 

• Mr. Self said that in 1990 the airlines were required to replace or retrofit all stage 2 
aircraft to stage 3 standards. He said that because this had been such a substantial 
financial hit to the airlines, congress provided the incentive of no restrictions on stage 3 
aircraft. 
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• Mr. Blonn asked if the requirements and restrictions will change as technology advances 
and engines become increasingly quieter.  

o Mr. Kirsch said all current and future aircraft that are being manufactured are 
stage 4 but he was not sure if the same restrictions will be put on stage 3 aircraft 
as were required of stage 2 previously. 

• Mr. Self said that the six requirements of the Part 161 Study are so stringent that is it 
almost impossible for airports to conduct the study and make a finding in favor of further 
flight restrictions such as curfews. He added that only seven airports have conducted a 
Part 161 Study and all have failed with the exception of one. He said that the airline 
industry tried to discourage Burbank from conducting the study and encouraged using 
the money for other solutions. 

o Mr. Kirsch said that that point brings up the costs versus benefits of conducting a 
Part 161 Study.  

 
FAR Part 150 Study Background, Process and Examples 
Mr. Jones provided a presentation on why a FAR Part 150 Study is conducted, who participates 
in the study, what the study produces, examples of airports currently conduction Part 150 
Studies, Part 150 Study process, commonly asked questions and a case study of the San 
Antonio International Airport Part 150 Study.  
 

• Mr. Toussaint asked if the projected results of any of the previously conducted studies 
have been compared to the actual results after the study recommendations have been 
implemented. 

o Mr. Jones said this information may be available on the FAA Web site.  
o Mr. Michaelson added that the study recommendations are not short term 

improvements, rather improvements for the long term, therefore the results may 
not be readily available. 

• Mr. Blonn asked if this Part 150 Study will track the recommendations. 
o Mr. Jacquart said there is money in the budget to project how the 

recommendations may change or affect the noise contours. 
 Mr. Blonn said it is very important to have a baseline to measure against. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked how the actual 2004 maps compared to the projected 2004 maps in 
the San Antonio example. 

o Mr. Williams said it is difficult to tell because the study recommendation to 
purchase monitoring equipment was not implemented; therefore, there is no way 
of measuring the actual changes. 

o Mr. Jacquart said Part 150 studies should be conducted every five years, which 
provides another way to monitor, although an update has not been done at 
McCarran for over 11 years.  

 
A Preview of Aircraft Noise Assessment 
Mr. Brown provided a presentation on the definition of Day Night Level (DNL), how DNL is 
calculated, aircraft noise modeling, aircraft noise monitoring and key topics for the next public 
working group meeting.  
 

• Mr. Blonn said he believes if five or six daily flights were changed, that would greatly 
impact the 65 DNL. 
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Public Comment 
There were no public comments. 
 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned. 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, August 23, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas Luke Puschnig, Las Vegas  
Garrett Terbere, Clark County Comprehensive Planning Convention and Visitor’s Authority 
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines Home Builders Association 
Susan Danielewicz, Boulder City Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands Sean Robertson, City of Henderson 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation  
John Miller, America West Airlines Administration 
Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive Planning Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area 
Jason Jones, Southern Highlands 
 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Dan Burkhart, National Business Aviation Association, Inc. 
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South/Red Rock Country Club Area 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Joseph Rodriguez, Federal Aviation Administration 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas, Planning Department 
 
Observers 
Ron Garman 
Margo Garman 
Jan Waters 
Tabitha Keeta 

Ralph Millara 
William Stewart 
Troy S. Marty 
Bill Theisen 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
C.M. Loghides, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Lisa Gibson, Clark County Department of Aviation 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Jim Buntin, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
David Marciniak, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and 
observers to the third meeting. He briefly reviewed the working group binder inserts that were 
distributed and meeting agenda. He then asked for any revisions to the July 26, 2005 meeting 
summary. No revisions were requested. He then reminded working group members who are 
attending the site tour that the bus would leave promptly at 6 p.m. 
 
Airport Traffic Control Tower Tour Debrief 
Mr. Jacquart thanked the working group members for their participation in the Aug. 9, 2005 
McCarran Airport Traffic Control Tower tour. He said the tour provided members with a better 
understanding of airport operations and offered a good opportunity to ask general questions 
about air traffic control. During the tower tour, participants received an overview of radar 
operations. He said that later in the Part 150 process the group would be presented information 
about radar data, so the tour offered participants valuable insight to apply to the future session. 

 
Aircraft and Flight Characteristics 101 
Mr. Loghides gave a presentation on aircraft flight characteristics focusing on how aircraft fly, 
why they do not all operate the same way and why they sound different. Mr. Loghides explained 
that there are many pieces to the puzzle that comprise flight characteristics. Aircraft type, 
airline/company flight policy, performance, navigational equipment, payload and destination, 
wind and weather conditions are some of the key variables. 
 
Mr. Loghides discussed the “physics” that affect the flight of an aircraft: thrust, drag, lift and 
weight. Normally, in order to increase one flight factor (e.g. lift) others need to be decreased or 
increased. All these factors need to balance each other. He showed a chart indicating flight 
tracks during a given period. In a perfect world, Mr. Loghides said, all flights would follow similar 
paths, but due to differences in flight conditions and the performance capabilities of different 
aircraft, flight paths can very considerably. He said the weight and size of planes are two of the 
major factors that influence flight paths. 
 

• Mr. Loghides then gave an overview of different engine types on airplanes, discussing 
hush kits and high bypass engines and their difference noise generating characteristics. 

• Mr. Galatio asked why the red and white striped unidentified planes operate out of 
McCarran. 
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• Mr. Jacquart said the airport has asked those planes if they can operate out of Nellis Air 

Force Base, but the operator has chosen to continue to operate out of McCarran. 
• Mr. Loghides said the operator is technically a private company that works for the 

Department of Defense, so they are not just a military operator. 
 
Aircraft Noise Assessment 
Mr. Buntin and Mr. Brown gave a presentation on aircraft noise assessment, explaining noise 
concepts and the dynamics of noise. 
 
Mr. Buntin said noise is measured in decibel (dB) levels. He further explained that A-weighted 
sound pressure levels known as dBA levels match human response to noise. He showed a 
chart detailing decibel levels and a comparison of what sounds may fall within certain ranges. 
The chart further classifies decibel levels into ranges from very faint to painful and dangerous. 
 
Mr. Buntin reviewed several aircraft noise terms and how they relate to each other. He said the 
maximum A-weighted sound level (Lmax) is the loudest part of a noise event, measured in 
decibels.  The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) metric represents the sound energy of a single 
noise event at a duration of one second. The term Day-Night Level (DNL) is used as the overall 
standard for measurement within a surrounding community. This measurement is the average 
aircraft noise level over a 24-hour day, with a 10-dB penalty for nighttime noise events. He 
explained that the 10-dB penalty addresses the heightened sensitivity of most people to noise 
during nighttime hours. In the calculation of DNL, nighttime refers to the period from 10 p.m. to 7 
a.m. The noise contour maps being generated for the FAR Part 150 Study Update will be based 
on DNL metric. 
 
Mr. Buntin said the FAR Part 150 study closely examines areas exposed to aircraft noise of 
DNL 65 and higher. He said the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency developed the concept 
of DNL in 1974 as the preferred method to measure aircraft noise annoyance in affected 
populations. The FAA uses this measurement to determine eligibility for federal funds for noise 
abatement. He said the FAA considers all land uses compatible with DNL 65 or less. Over time, 
the DNL 65 threshold has proved to be a very effective tool for measuring the real-world 
annoyance of noise at airports. 
 
Mr. Brown then presented information on the Clark County Aircraft Noise Measurement 
Program and how noise exposure maps are prepared. Mr. Brown said there are 10 sites around 
the valley that measure noise twice per year. Automated noise monitors run 24 hours per-day 
during a two-week monitoring period. Data collected include DNL and SEL values, along with 
flight tracks and runway use. He presented some of the noise monitoring data from summer, 
2004 to demonstrate how noise levels vary between locations. 
 
Mr. Brown discussed the use of DNL for the noise exposure maps. Noise modeling will be 
conducted to develop noise exposure contours for existing conditions and for forecast 
conditions (five years into the future). The Federal Aviation Administration’s Integrated Noise 
Model (INM) is used for this modeling. The INM is a state-of-the-art tool for conducting aircraft 
noise analysis and will be used to compare noise exposure in different years and under different 
operational alternatives. The INM offers a consistent method of comparing alternatives.  
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Mr. Brown discussed inputs to the noise model including runway configuration, runway 
utilization, and aircraft fleet mix. He then presented information from calendar year 1992 that 
was analyzed during the last FAR Part 150 Study update. He discussed Stage 2 and 3 
compliance requirements for commercial aircraft and displayed noise “footprints” associated 
with typical of Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft. 
 
Mr. Michaelson asked about the difference between noise footprints associated with newer 
technology aircraft versus older technology aircraft. Mr. Brown explained that the older 
technology aircraft generally produce a larger noise footprint and are considerably louder at 
takeoff than when they land. Newer technology aircraft (Stage 3 and Stage 4) are much quieter 
on takeoff. 
 
Mr. Brown then showed the noise exposure map from 1992. He said that on the bus tour, 
working group members would see typical noise monitoring sites, receive an equipment 
demonstration, observe aircraft, get a feel for single event noise levels and have an opportunity 
to ask questions to better understand aircraft noise. 
 
August 24 Open House 
Mr. Michaelson discussed the open house and invited observers to attend that meeting to ask 
more questions about aircraft noise. He said presentation boards summarizing the FAR Part 
150 process and several handouts would be on-hand at the workshop. 
 
September 27 Public Working Group Meeting 
Mr. Michaelson reminded the working group that the next meeting is scheduled from 4 p.m. to 6 
p.m., Sept. 27, 2005 in the same meeting room. 
 
Public Comment 
Mr. Michaelson asked that individuals wishing to speak, fill out a speaker slip that is available in 
the back of the room and present it to him. 
 
Bill Stewart (3534 Freedom Ave., Las Vegas, NV, 89121).  
 

• Mr. Stewart said he lives in an area that is impacted by departures on Runways 1L and 
1R. He said he moved to the area from San Diego and is a retired air traffic controller. 
He moved into the neighborhood not realizing it would be as heavily impacted as it is by 
departures. He said that most of the noise impacts are from DC 9s that are taking off. 
These aircraft tend to make an immediate right turn once they take off. He said he has 
spoken with an air traffic control representative that indicated that planes departing 
Runways 1L and 1R do receive clearance for immediate right turns. Mr. Stewart said 
these right turns are impacting the DNL in his neighborhood and need to be taken into 
consideration during modeling. Mr. Stewart also asked about an agreement he thought 
was in writing between the airport and the community that Runways 1L and 1R were 
only supposed to be used for emergencies. He asked officials to research this, because 
clearly Runways 1L and 1R are being used regularly.  

 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.  
Committee members left shortly thereafter on a bus tour of the airport environs. 
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, September 27, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas Luke Puschnig, LVCVA  
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada  
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community Dev. Home Builders Association 
Dan Burkhart, NBAA Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area  Anthony Molloy, CC Comp.Planning 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area Stephanie Garcia-Vause,  
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South City of Henderson 
John Miller, US Airways   
Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation Administration  
  
Public Working Group Members Absent 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands Area 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas Planning Department 
 
Observers 
Bill Theisen 
William Stewart 
Art Foote 
Stephanie Allen, KKBR 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Jim Buntin, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
David Marciniak, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and 
observers to the fourth meeting. He briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda. He 
then asked for any revisions to the August 23, 2005 meeting summary. No revisions were 
requested.  
 
Site Tour and Open House Debrief 
Mr. Michaelson thanked group members for their participation in the site tour and open house 
events. He said the site tour offered working group members a wealth of information about 
airplane flight paths and an opportunity to become more familiar with aircraft noise levels in the 
vicinity of McCarran International Airport. He thanked members who attended the public open 
house and said he hoped they found it as valuable as the residents who attended. 
 
Mr. Jacquart said about 50 people attended the open house and about three-dozen comments 
were collected from the public. He said those comments will be valuable and will be considered 
as the process moves forward. 
 
Mr. Jacquart showed members a computerized animation of aircraft flight tracks at McCarran.  
The video depicted some of the arriving and departing flights that the working group watched 
during the tour. He explained the differences between the aircraft and described the noise 
footprint associated with each aircraft. 

 
History and Future of Operations at McCarran International Airport  
Mr. Jacquart gave a presentation regarding the history and future of aircraft operations at 
McCarran International Airport, with special emphasis on growth in the number of aircraft 
operations and historical and forecasted runway use and flight tracks.  
 
Mr. Jacquart showed a chart detailing annual passenger growth between 1989 and 2004. 
During that time the airport experienced a 5.7 percent annual average growth rate. He then 
showed a forecast of annual passenger growth for the period between 2005 and 2025. He said 
during this time, a 2.7 percent annual average growth rate is anticipated. 
 

• Public working group members asked why future forecasts are lower than the historic 
rate, especially given the airport’s expansion plans? 

o Mr. Jacquart said the reason behind the projected decrease in the passenger 
growth rate is that the airport physically cannot keep pace with demand. He said 
the airport can only add so many new gates, and regardless of when the 
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proposed airport in the Ivanpah Valley comes online, future growth at McCarran 
is constrained. 

 
Mr. Jacquart then discussed fleet mix information pointing out historical and forecasted fleet 
mixes. Among some of the information presented was a chart showing the phase out noisier 
aircraft in the future. He then discussed historical aircraft departure information and forecasts. 
He said that 2004 calendar year operations data would represent the “baseline” in the FAR Part 
150 study update.  
 
Mr. Jacquart also reviewed changes in runway use during the past ten years, highlighting 
differences in the number of nighttime operations performed by air carriers. He also reviewed 
adherence with the Department of Aviation’s preferred arrival and departure corridors. He said, 
in general, larger aircraft are encouraged to operate on the east-west runways as much as 
possible with the inner north-south runway used for overflow. Smaller aircraft primarily use the 
outer north-south runway (Runway 1L-19R). 
 
He presented charts that showed that runway use for larger aircraft has not changed much with 
the exception of more nighttime operations on the north-south runways. He said as the number 
of aircraft operations performed at McCarran continues to increase, the historical preferred 
runway configuration (described above) would likely be used less frequently to address capacity 
demands.  
 
Mr. Jacquart presented several slides that discussed aircraft arrival trends: 

• The percentage of arrivals from the east will likely decrease in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently to address future capacity demands. 

• The percentage of arrivals from the north will likely increase in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently to address capacity demands. Although 
future daytime percentages should not exceed 1986 and 1992 percentages, nighttime 
arrivals will likely exceed previous levels. 

• The percentage of arrivals from the south will likely increase in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently to address capacity demands. Future 
daytime percentages may slightly exceed 1986 and 1992 percentages, and nighttime 
arrivals will likely exceed previous levels. 

• The percentage of arrivals from the west will likely increase in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently to address capacity demands. Future 
daytime and nighttime percentages will likely exceed previous levels. 

Mr. Jacquart presented several slides that discussed aircraft departure trends: 
• The percentage of departures to the west will likely decrease in future years as different 

runway configurations are used more frequently to address future capacity demands. 
• The percentage of daytime departures to the south will likely decrease in future years as 

different runway configurations are used more frequently to address capacity demands, 
but nighttime departures will likely increase to address capacity demand during nighttime 
hours. 

• The percentage of departures to the north will likely increase in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently o address capacity demands. Although 
future daytime percentages should not exceed 1992 percentages, nighttime departures 
will likely exceed previous levels. 
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• The percentage of departures to the east will likely increase in future years as different 
runway configurations are used more frequently to address capacity demands. Future 
daytime and nighttime percentages will likely exceed previous levels. 

 
Several working group members asked for better clarification about preferred runway 
configurations and which planes can use which runways. 

• Mr. Jacquart said that the County couldn’t force aircraft to only use certain runways 
during certain times.  

• Mr. Petrakis said that the FAA doesn’t just let pilots do as they wish. He said there 
are several factors that are taken into account that explain how aircraft use the 
available runways at McCarran. He pointed out that the last FAR Part 150 study 
process laid the foundation for how the runways are used today, but winds and 
weather are the main factors that influence how FAA uses the various runway 
configurations that are possible at McCarran. 

• Mr. Jacquart added that one common instance that may require a deviation from the 
preferred runway use configuration happens during the summer when the hot 
weather is a factor in takeoffs. He said the east-west runway has an incline, so 
planes have difficulty achieving lift if they are routed uphill (west). Therefore, during 
hot periods planes generally takeoff to the east (downhill) so they can gain altitude 
more quickly. 

 
Mr. Jacquart went through several slides that show arrival and departure flight tracks for 
both large and small aircraft. He said in general, larger aircraft fly a more defined flight 
pattern whereas there is more dispersion with smaller aircraft flight patterns. He said that 
until October 2001, very few changes in typical arrival and departure flight tracks have 
occurred for larger aircraft traffic patterns. He said in October 2001, the Las Vegas Four 
Corner Post Airspace Management Plan (FCPP) amended some typical arrival and 
departure procedures. There were several adjustments thereafter to bring arrival and 
departure procedures more in line with preferred historical flight corridors. Mr. Jacquart said 
that adherence or “compliance” with the preferred arrival and departure procedures is not 
mandatory.  
 
Mr. Jacquart pointed out that an interlocal agreement with the City of Henderson that limited 
takeoffs to the east expired a couple years ago. He said since it expired, some of the 
limitations on  departures to the east had been relaxed. He said this may have to be 
revisited with the city, but no further agreements have been finalized to date. 

• Mrs. Garcia-Vause and Mr. Blonn asked about shifting air traffic to use the north-
south runways as the primary runways instead of the east-west runways that seem 
to impact the most homes?  

o Mr. Jacquart reiterated the need for eastern takeoffs on hot days so planes 
can achieve lift better/faster. He also said weight is a factor all year and that 
pilots of heavier planes feel that it is safer to depart on the longer east-west 
runways. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked if the County could develop flight track maps that depict 
seasonal differences in runway use? He explained that many people in the public 
have a hard time believing the average numbers presented, because during certain 
seasons, the number of daily overflights is much higher. 

o Mr. Jacquart said that the Part 150 process requires that noise exposure 
maps be developed for the average annual day condition. 
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• Mr. Toussaint said he understood FAA’s requirements, but it would be handy as a 
reference to have the seasonal maps to show to constituents. He said many of his 
constituents do not understand the formula used to compute average annual day 
conditions, and having seasonal maps showing trends would better explain the 
variations they experience throughout the year. 

 
Mr. Jacquart then presented several slides depicting samples of actual radar flight tracks 
and how they adhere to the preferred arrival and departure flight corridors. Each slide 
showed the location of flight tracks with respect to specific communities including Boulder 
City, Coronado Ranch, Rhodes Ranch, Spanish Trail, Summerlin South and Southern 
Highlands. Each slide presented information regarding the number of aircraft flight tracks 
(arrivals or departures) that cross over or near the communities. The data also showed 
changes in the number of aircraft that adhered to the preferred flight corridors as FAA and 
the Department of Aviation worked together to make adjustments to arrival and departure 
procedures following the adoption of the Four Corner Post Plan. 
 

• Several group members asked why the flight tracks vary so much and do not seem 
consistent with the preferred departure and arrival flight corridors. 

o Mr. Jacquart said some of the planes have different turning abilities and 
characteristics, such as smaller planes versus big planes. If a smaller plane is 
given a certain heading after takeoff or during arrival, they will have a 
different flight track than a larger plane, which makes wider turns due to size 
and weight. He pointed to several instances where the aircraft flight tracks 
generally adhered to the preferred arrival and departure flight corridors. He 
then pointed some instances when aircraft have strayed from the corridors 
and noted that the failure of certain aircraft to adhere to preferred flight 
corridors will be addressed in the FAR Part 150 process. 

• Mr. Burkhart said many planes have prescribed instrument flight plans, a type of 
navigation aid that programs preferred corridors into flight navigation. He said 
generally all pilots adhere to their prescribed instrument flight plan. He said not 
all pilots have this equipment, so that might explain some variations in flight 
tracks. He said even if an aircraft strays from the preferred corridor, there are 
exceptions that might make that deviation legitimate such as wind and weather, 
or even a hot air balloon or other aircraft in the vicinity. 

• Mr. Petrakis said that it’s important for group members to understand that nobody 
can just make a turn without a reason, and the FAA is in constant 
communications with aircraft to determine what track they need to use. 

 
Mr. Jacquart said that the Department of Aviation has received requests from local 
developers to realign existing flight patterns to avoid planned major residential development 
projects, even though developers knew that certain areas have been and will likely continue 
to be exposed to significant aircraft noise due to their proximity to historical flight corridors. 

 
History of Noise Complaints and Reduction Measures at McCarran 
Due to time constraints, Mr. Jacquart tabled this presentation until the next meeting. 
 
Next Steps 
Mr. Michaelson said the next meeting is scheduled for October 25th. He said the second open 
house would be held on October 26th. He said the holiday schedule will have the group 
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breaking for a couple months following the October meetings but there is still a lot of information 
to cover. He asked group members if they would like to extend the next meeting for an hour. 
The group agreed to meet for an extra hour. Mr. Jacquart said the extra time would be added to 
the end of the meeting. 
 
Public Comment 
Mr. Michaelson asked that individuals wishing to speak fill out a speaker slip that is available in 
the back of the room and present it to him. 
 
Bill Stewart (3534 Freedom Ave., Las Vegas, NV, 89121).  
 

• Mr. Stewart suggested that maybe the community doesn’t want more airplanes. He said 
the community has had no say in whether it wants an increase in capacity at the airport. 
He passed out a map showing the airport and landmarks, one of which is his home. He 
said that the tower is giving every departure on the 1 Runways an initial heading of 050 
and that they are ignoring the standard instrument departures that show a later turn. Mr. 
Stewart suggested that by assigning a heading of 050, FAA air traffic controllers are 
putting planes on a direct path over his community. He said part of the problem is a lack 
of communication between McCarran and Nellis ATC. He said there needs to be better 
coordination between the two so that commercial planes can use a different heading. 

 
Art Foote (Freedom Ave., Las Vegas, NV, 89121). 

o Mr. Foote said he has lived in Las Vegas for 30 years and has seen the airport grow 
tremendously. He said that when the airport built the north-south runways officials said 
they would only be used in the case of an emergency. Then they extended the runways 
and now they are in use for regular operations all the time. He said he lives a couple 
blocks north off Flamingo Road and he cannot hear the television at his house when 
planes fly overhead. He said in 2000, airport officials said that the quieter engines being 
used on new aircraft would help his situation, but the planes still make too much noise. 
He said when he first moved into his home 30 years ago there was minimal noise, and 
now it has gotten to the point where it is very loud. He said he wants to make sure his 
neighborhood is taken into consideration concerning the noise impacts of aircraft, 
because the situation has gotten much worse with time. 

 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, October 25, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas   
Anthony Molloy, Clark County Comprehensive Planning  
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines  
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area  
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area 
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South  
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home Builders Association 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area   
Luke Puschnig, LVCVA 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation Administration  
 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Brok Armontrout, City of Boulder City 
Dan Burkhart, NBAA 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
John Miller, America West Airlines 
Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas Planning Department 
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Observers 
Bill Theisen 
William Stewart 
Bud Visalli 
Karyl Dennison 
Larry Ober 

Diane & Fred Arcuri 
Kyle C. Walton 
Jason Jones 
Rick Rexius 

 
Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Jim Buntin, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell LLP 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
David Marciniak, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and 
observers to the fifth meeting. He reminded the members that this meeting will conclude at 6:45 
p.m., rather and the normal time of 6 p.m. He then briefly reviewed the working group meeting 
agenda. He then asked for any revisions to the September 27, 2005 meeting summary. No 
revisions were requested.  
 
Capacity Analysis for the Baseline Runway Use Projections 
Mr. Bergener began his presentation which reviewed why it is necessary to model airport 
operations, described the Total Airspace and Airport Model (TAAM), reviewed model input data, 
depicted projected runway day and night time departures for Runway 07L and 19L, showed the 
results of the baseline capacity analysis, and provided the next steps in the process. 

 
• Mr. Blonn asked if the normal operations from west to east would be changed. 

o Mr. Jacquart said no, not at this time. He clarified that the data presented explain 
what could happen in 2017 based on historical data. 

 Mr. Blonn asked if the takeoffs today are based on weather conditions. 
• Mr. Petrakis said yes, departure direction is primarily wind driven. 

 
• Mr. Toussaint asked if the FAA changes departure direction based on capacity, in 

addition to weather or temperature. 
o Mr. Jacquart said that it is a combination of all three factors. 

 Mr. Blonn asked how capacity can be greater if the planes depart to the 
east. 

• Mr. Jacquart said that this is a different discussion that would take 
another very lengthy presentation. He asked if the group would 
like a presentation on capacity, but there did not appear to be 
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sufficient interest on the part of the members. The group then 
redirected its attention to the noise study. 

 
Baseline Noise Exposure Maps 
Mr. Brown provided a presentation on the Integrated Noise Model (INM), basic noise modeling 
inputs, baseline noise exposure maps for 2004, 2011 and 2017, and a comparison of measured 
and predicted DNL values. 
 

• Mr. Broxterman asked how increases in aircraft operations are forecasted. 
o Mr. Jacquart said anticipated growth in passenger aircraft operations is 

determined by historical passenger demand, information regarding  the airline 
industry and changes to aircraft types and  fleet mix, and projected increases in 
tourism.  It is not just based on local population growth, since tourism is such a 
huge part of what drives air travel into and out of Las Vegas.  

 
• Mr. Blonn asked why the contour to the west changed so dramatically from one map to 

the next. 
o Mr. Brown said the change reflects the anticipated reinstitution of the right turn 

for aircraft departing on Runway 25 but headed for destinations north and 
northeast of the Airport. 

 
• Mr. Toussaint asked if future land use and changes in land use had been studied. 

o Mr. Jacquart said that has not been studied yet, but will be in later iterations of 
the study. 

 
• Ms. Garcia-Vause asked if money in the budget can be used to create additional 

baseline maps with less of a dramatic increase in departures to the east? 
o Mr. Jacquart said he would like to hear what other members of the group feel 

should be studied and then prioritize the needs to determine what additional 
money will be spent on additional studies and maps, but that yes, there was 
sufficient money in the budget to do some modeling of abatement alternatives. 

 
• Mr. Broxterman asked if the bottom line was that there will be more noise. 

o Mr. Brown said there will be more planes in the future, therefore more noise. 
 

• Mr. Blonn asked if fleet technology has been taken into consideration. 
o Mr. Brown said yes it had been. 

 
History of Noise Complaints and Reduction Measures at McCarran International 
Airport 
Ms. McKenzie provided a presentation that included a snapshot of growth around McCarran 
International Airport, an overview of the responsibilities of the noise office, a history of noise 
complaints, and historical noise abatement and mitigation measures for McCarran International 
Airport. 
 

• Mr. Toussaint asked what happens to the contours (note: referring to the Airport 
Environs Overlay District) when the environs change. 
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o Mr. Jacquart said that decision is up to the Clark County Board of County 
Commissioners and more analysis is needed.  They could choose to leave the 
existing contours in place or used an updated one. 

 
• Mr. Goff asked if there were communities that have not signed a noise disclosure form.  

o Ms. McKenzie said yes there are because it is not required.  
 Mr. Jacquart added that DOA is trying to create a separate noise 

disclosure document for developers and realtors to use. 
• Mr. Galatio said that the Southern Nevada Homebuilders 

Association supports a separate noise disclosure document and 
would be happy to use one. 

 
Discussion: Which noise reduction measures could be initially evaluated by the 
Part 150 study team? 
Mr. Michaelson then asked the group to review the list of 50 abatement and mitigation 
measures and to provide suggestions to the project team for further evaluation in this update. 
 
The following noise reduction measures were referenced from the presentation or discussed 
amongst the group as candidates for continuing, strengthening or introducing as future 
measures: 
 

• Abatement Measure #1: Runway 25 is designated the preferred runway for scheduled 
air carrier jet aircraft. 

• Determine flight path realignments and adjustments based on future and projected land 
use. 

• Develop DNL contour maps based on seasons or smaller periods of time than one year. 
• Remedial Mitigation Measure #28: Establish a soundproofing program for existing single 

family residences and schools in areas exposed to aircraft noise of 70 to 75 DNL. 
• Remedial Mitigation Measure #29: Establish a limited soundproofing assistance for 

owners of existing single family homes in areas exposed to aircraft noise of 65 to 70 
DNL. 

• Remedial Mitigation Measure #30: Provide property transaction assistance for owners of 
existing single family homes in areas exposed to aircraft noise of 70 to 75 DNL. 

• More evaluation of arrival procedures and rerouting over Rhodes Ranch area. 
• Extension of existing runway (Runway 7L-25R). 
• Shift Runways 7 and/or 25. 
• Do not reinstitute right turn after take off on Runway 25L or 25R. 
• Consider stricter sound attenuation measures for high rise developments. 
• Consider aircraft performance when determining noise measures, especially when 

considering reinstituting the right hand turn after departure. 
• Consider increasing the incline and decline of departures and landings at McCarran 

International Airport (i.e. noise abatement departure and arrival profiles).. 
• Convert defined approach and departure corridors to a city map. 

 
Public Comment 
Mr. Michaelson asked that individuals wishing to speak fill out a speaker slip (located  in the 
back of the room) and to present it to him. 
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Diane Arcuri (Saddle Peak HOA, 7292 Glacier Basin Ct.) 

• Ms. Arcuri said when she bought her home from Pardee she did sign a noise disclosure, 
therefore she knew there would be noise. However, she said at the time when she 
bought her home, the planes were in the distance and in the past few years planes have 
begun to travel over Nevada Trails. She asked that the airlines go back to abatement 
measures 3 and 4 and focus on the route over Sierra Vista. 

 
Bill Stewart (3534 Freedom Ave., Las Vegas, NV, 89121).  
 

• Mr. Stewart said he does not believe the noise monitoring stations are located in the 
correct areas to accurately collect data on the north side of the Airport. He added that he 
does not believe the DOA is taking the prevailing winds into account at the correct time 
of year according to the national weather service. He concluded by saying there needs 
to be fewer departures to the north. 

 
Bud Visalli (7167 Frontier Hills Ave., Las Vegas, NV, 89113). 

o Mr. Viscalli said he agreed with Ms. Arcuri’s earlier comments. 
 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation, reminded the group that there will not 
be meetings in November or December, the next meeting will be held in January 2006. Mr. 
Jacquart reminded the group and observers about the open house to be held October 26, 2005 
from 6 p.m. – 8 p.m. at the Clark County Government Center Cafeteria. The meeting was then 
adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, January 24, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas   
Anthony Molloy, CC Comp. Planning  
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines   
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands  
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area  
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South  
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 

John Miller, US Airways 
Jon Wardlaw, CC Comp. Planning 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area 
Luke Puschnig, LVCVA 
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home 
Builders Association  
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area  
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area  
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson

 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community Dev. 
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas Planning Department 
Tom Petrakis, FAA 
 
Observers 
W.K. Reed 
A. Ferlo 
E. Cutler 
S. Hockadosy 
John Powell 

Ed Kucas 
Edward Boyd 
Terry Gilbert 
Bill Theisen 
Jason Jum 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Ms. Katz began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and observers to 
the sixth meeting. She briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda, and then asked for 
any revisions to the October 25, 2005 meeting summary. No revisions were requested.  
 
Ms. Garcia-Vause requested a capacity presentation be given to the group as requested at the 
previous meeting. Mr. Jacquart asked if the group would be interested in a supplemental 
meeting to review capacity issues. The majority of the group showed an interest, therefore the 
project team will host a supplemental meeting in March. More details will be sent via e-mail to 
the PWG members. 
 
Overview of Working Group Progress and Next Steps  
Before Mr. Jacquart began his presentation on the working group’s next steps he clarified that 
the baseline noise exposure maps for 2011 and 2017 are based on the assumption that the 
FAA will reinstate a right hand turn procedure for departures on Runways 25L and 25R. He said 
that although this is being assumed, the Part 150 Study Update is not evaluating new routes, 
but rather how DOA can best mitigate the noise impacts from the reinstituted right-hand turn. He 
added that the FAA has extended their public review period for an additional 60 days through 
March 2006.  He added that the FAA PWG representatives will be absent from the next few 
PWG meetings because the FAA is using all of its resources to review comments received to 
date on the Supplemental EA. 
 
Mr. Jacquart provided a presentation on the working group’s next steps.  

• Ms. Garcia-Vause said that the information provided looked helpful and responds to 
many of the requests made by various members. She added that there seems to be a lot 
to digest and would like to review and pose questions at the next meeting or via e-mail to 
the project team. 

o Mr. Jacquart said the team still has a few outstanding items and will continue to 
provide additional information as it becomes available.  

 
Presentation on the Selection Process for FAR Part 150 Noise Measures  
Mr. Jones began a presentation outlining the selection process for FAR Part 150 noise 
abatement and noise mitigation measures. Mr. Kirsch concluded the presentation by providing a 
legal perspective regarding aircraft noise abatement and noise mitigation.  Mr. Kirsch also 
outlined  how  noise abatement and mitigation measures are evaluated and approved by FAA. 

• Mr. McDonald asked if requesting quieter aircraft is a realistic request 
o Mr. Jones requested that the question be deferred to the question and answer 

period (Agenda item #5). . 
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• Mr. Toussaint asked if DOA or FAA have identified the funding levels for the noise 
abatement and noise mitigation measures that will be recommended. 

o Mr. Jones explained that the FAA typically funds 80 percent and DOA funds the 
remaining 20 percent. He then said that the FAA may approve noise abatement 
and noise mitigation measures recommended by the Clark County Department of 
Aviation but may not have funding available for immediate implementation.  

 Mr. Jacquart added that each year congress establishes the amount of 
money to be applied toward airport capital improvement projects and 
noise mitigation projects across the country and then it is up to the 
airports to “compete” for the available funds. 

• Mr. Wardlaw asked what happens if the measure is approved but the FAA doesn’t 
approve or provide funding for implementation. He asked if the County is then 
responsible or able to fund the measure. 

o Mr. Jacquart said it would be up to the County, or a partnership with other 
agencies, to provide funding. 

• Mr. Molloy asked who makes the “safe and efficient” determination mentioned in Mr. 
Kirsch’s presentation. 

o Mr. Kirsch said the FAA makes that determination. 
• Ms. Garcia-Vause asked what community input opportunities are there if the FAA rejects 

one of the recommended noise abatement measures. 
o Mr. Kirsch said that if the abatement measure is rejected then there is no further 

action that can be taken. However, in most cases the FAA will ask for more 
information or further investigation into the purpose and need for the particular 
abatement measure. 

• Mr. Toussaint asked if there was an appeal process after measures are rejected. 
o Mr. Kirsch said that there generally is not an appeal process but would have to 

think about that question. 
• Mr. Self provided examples of why some noise abatement measures are rejected by the 

FAA due to safety issues. He also added that the pilots are currently trying to do 
everything they can do to adhere to airport guidelines; therefore there aren’t many 
additional changes that the pilots can make to their current routines. He said, therefore, 
that the noise compatibility program for McCarran International Airport should focus on 
land use compatibility. 

• Mr. Goff added that consistency in procedures if very important with respect to pilot 
performance/adherence to procedures. 

 
 
Summary of Public Comments Received Through November 2005 
Mr. Jones provided a summary of public comments from the beginning of the study process 
through November 2005.  
 
Working Group Discussion of Noise Measure Objectives and Preliminary 
Identification of Most Promising Measures  
Ms. Katz then asked the group to begin to think about noise measures objectives and identify 
the most promising measures in their opinion. Mr. Jacquart began the discussion to give the 
group an example of the types of measures that might be appropriate. Some of the suggestions 
included: 

• Develop a Fly Quiet brochure for all pilots. 
• Develop procedures and guidelines for “unmarked” aircraft. 
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• Regulate altitudes for departures. 
• Develop disclosure statements for use during home/real estate transactions. 
• Inform pilots of the locations of noise sensitive land uses. 
• Create a photographic simulation from the cockpit’s perspective depicting the exact 

route; include “information to know about landing/departing at McCarran International 
Airport.” 

• Hold regularly scheduled meetings with chief pilots to discuss noise issues. 
• Use ground based navigation aids (beacons) to define noise abatement procedures. 
• Ensure pilots follow the preferred flight corridors. Heighten pilots’ sensitivity to the noise 

issue. 
• Establish a noise advisory committee and hold quarterly meetings. 
• Consider using visual landmarks to help define the preferred flight corridors for pilots. 
• Hold annual land use/zoning “tuneup” sessions with DOA and impacted communities. 
• Provide monthly reports identifying the airlines that regularly deviate from the preferred 

flight corridors. 
• Do not change existing runway use or establish a preferential runway use program that 

holds runway utilization at existing levels. 
 
Other comments the group had during the discussion included: 

• Ms. Garcia-Vause suggested that some time be set aside at the February meeting to 
discuss additional ideas the members may think of after reading the back up materials 
provided at the meeting. 

• Mr. Wardlaw suggested that the DOA develop a matrix with what in their professional 
opinions are the most promising measures, and present that to the group. 

 
Public Comment 
Ms. Katz asked individuals wishing to speak to fill out a speaker slip..  The following individuals 
provided public comment. 
 
Ed Kulas (9124 Prospectors Lane, Las Vegas, NV).  
 

• Mr. Kulas said he attended the recent FAA meeting to discuss the right-hand turn issue. 
He asked if anyone had examined or quantified the difference in fuel useage that would 
result from changing the flight pattern. 

 
William W. Reed (6240 Westwind Rd., Las Vegas, NV). 

o Mr. Reed said he has had enough with all of the planes flying over his home. He said the 
planes should fly over the least populated areas, or more commercial areas in the valley. 
He added that he wanted the County to purchase his home and that he wanted to be 
relocated to another neighborhood. He said that zoning restrictions should be enforced. 
He asked if there was federal funding available to move residents impacted by the noise.  

 
Conclusion 
Ms. Katz thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, February 28, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas   
Andy Richards*, FAA (ADO) 
Anthony Molloy, CC Comp. Planning  
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands  
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area  

Jay Halstead, Summerlin South 
John Miller, US Airways 
Luke Puschnig, LVCVA 
Mick Galatio, SNHBA 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area  
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area  
Sean Robertson*, City of Henderson 

*Alternate  
 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community 
Dev. 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Jon Wardlaw, CC Comp. Planning 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
 

Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area  
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas 
Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas 
Planning Department 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, FAA 

Observers 
W.K. Reed 
John Powell 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Ms. Katz began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and observers to 
the seventh meeting. She briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda, and then asked 
for any revisions to the January 24, 2006 meeting summary. No revisions were requested.  
 
Initial Recommendations of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures  
Mr. Jacquart presented an initial list of noise measures to carry forward in the 2005/2006 FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan Update for McCarran International Airport (LAS). He listed 23 
measures and invited questions and comments from the public working group members as each 
measure was discussed. The following list was generated based on comments and questions 
raised by the members. 
 

• Identify months/seasons when runway patterns can be changed or alternated in order to 
spread the noise and impacts throughout the valley and avoid continually flying over one 
community the entire year.  

 
• Review “straight out” route opportunities (assuming safety is not an issue) to reduce air 

traffic noise over current departure paths. 
 
• Study the restrictions of a continual climb out. 
 
• Discuss arrival corridors with airlines and air traffic controllers. 
 
• Review award/recognition procedures from other airports that can and should be applied 

to LAS. 
 
• Include standard statement in pilot brochures indicating that LAS is a noise sensitive 

airport.  
 
• Further discuss measure 13: “Continue to work with the Clark County Department of 

Comprehensive Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, and 
UNLV to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the introduction of noise 
sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses within the airport environs. Utilize a 65 
DNL area or 60 DNL area? Amend CMA boundary, through Congress, to reflect recent 
NEM?” at March meeting. 

 
• Discuss ways to enhance the public information program and community outreach 

efforts. 
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• Further discuss measure 15: “Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) 

land use compatibility requirements currently included in County and Henderson 
development codes. Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL? Apply mixed-use sound 
attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise projects? 35 dB sound 
attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or higher, and greater than 35 feet? 
30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet?” at March 
meeting. 

 
• Include a separate disclosure statement to buyers of new and resale properties. 
 
• Further discuss the boundaries of noise disclosure at March meeting. 
 
• Develop a lay person’s guide to describing different noise levels, equating to more 

tangible examples for inclusion in noise disclosures. 
 

• Renewal of inter-local agreement between Henderson and Clark County. 
 

Public Comment 
Ms. Katz asked individuals wishing to speak to fill out a speaker slip.  The following individual 
provided public comment. 
 
William W. Reed (6240 Westwind Rd., Las Vegas, NV). 

o Mr. Reed said that the noisy aircraft should operate at 2:30 p.m., not at 2:30 a.m. as they 
have been in the past. He also said that he bought his property in 1995, and in 2001 the 
air traffic patterns changed and began to severely impact him. He asked when the 
patterns will change again to impact someone else. He added that he wants to sell his 
home and will sell it to someone for less money than he thinks it is worth if the buyer 
doesn’t mind the airport noise. He asked if noise was related to distance as it appears to 
him that arrivals are quieter than departures. He feels that if the planes are higher 
quicker than the noise will be further away from the ground and his home, and therefore 
quieter in his neighborhood. 

 
Conclusion 
Ms. Katz thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

OPTIONAL Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, March 14, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas   
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community 
Dev. 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 

Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area 
Jon Wardlaw, CC Comp. Planning 
Luke Puschnig, LVCVA 
Mick Galatio, SNHBA 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, FAA 

 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Anthony Molloy, CC Comp. Planning  
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands  
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South  
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
John Miller, US Airways 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
 

Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area  
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas 
Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas 
Planning Department 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area  
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area  

Observers 
Al Ferlo 
Ayoub Ayoub 

 

Tracy Foutz 



 

 
 

13McCarran International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
Public Working Group Summary Report, Appendix C: Meeting Summaries 

Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Ms. Katz began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and observers to 
the optional public working group meeting. She briefly reviewed the schedule of the remaining 
meetings and open houses. She informed the group that if they or the organizations they 
represent are interested in receiving a recap presentation of the Part 150 Study process from 
Jeff Jacquart, that he is willing to do so and that they should let a member of the project team 
know.  
 
Mr. Jacquart then explained that capacity at McCarran International Airport is a very 
complicated issue and that Mr. Bergener’s capacity presentation has been as simplified as 
possible, and members are invited to ask questions during the presentation.  
 
McCarran International Airport – Airfield and Airspace Capacity  
Mr. Bergener provided a presentation that defined airfield and airspace capacity, identified how 
capacity varies and how it is estimated, and briefly reviewed the airfield configurations. 
 

• Mr. Galatio asked what the difference is between a B757 aircraft and a large aircraft. 
o Mr. Bergener said B757s have a different classification for wake turbulence. 

 
• Ms. Garcia-Vause asked if capacity at McCarran could be increased if general aviation 

was eliminated. 
o Mr. Jacquart responded and said DOA is trying to discourage general aviation, 

that is aircraft under 75,000 pounds, at LAS, but that they cannot mandate that 
the smaller aircraft use the other regional airports. He added that the county is 
investing a lot of money into the other airports to make them more appealing for 
general aviation. 

 Ms. Garcia-Vause said that it is her understanding and that she has been 
advised by her attorneys that there are ways to mandate that general 
aviation use the other airports, besides McCarran. She said she would be 
happy to share some of the tactics. 

 
• Mr. Toussaint asked if the distance separation standards for arrivals and departures the 

same? 
o Mr. Bergener said that departures separations are more time based, rather than 

space based. 
 
 
• Ms. Garcia-Vause asked if future capacity forecasts take the investments at the general 

aviation facilities and heliport into account. 
o Mr. Jacquart said yes, they do, as well as the right turn. 
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• Mr. Galatio asked if DOA anticipates having to conduct a similar Part 150 process at the 

smaller airports in the region as they begin to grow and capacity increases. 
o Mr. Jacquart said that has not been determined. 

 
• Ms. Garcia-Vause stated that with the reinstitution of the right-hand turn and with 

improvements to the other airports in the region to attract GA, capacity at McCarran 
should be increased. 

o Mr. Jacquart said DOA is trying to anticipate what will occur in the future.  
 Ms. Garcia-Vause said she is simply trying to understand the 

methodology behind the numbers presented in the presentation. 
 
• Mr. Wardlaw said the public working group should make a recommendation that capacity 

relates to noise impacts. 
o Mr. Jacquart said that could be a recommendation but it is important to 

remember that this presentation is for information purposes only and that the Part 
150 Study relates to noise mitigation and abatement, not capacity issues. 

 
• Mr. Galatio asked if any improvements are being done on the airfield. 

o Mr. Jacquart said there will be no runway expansions at McCarran because of 
future development at Ivanpah. He said that currently one runway is being 
repaved and maintenance work such as this will continue to occur at McCarran, 
however no expansions are planned. 

 
• Mr. Toussaint said it would be helpful for the community if DOA notified impacted 

communities when flight paths and patterns changed at the airport. 
o Mr. Jacquart said DOA is trying to improve press releases and outreach. 

 
• Mr. Wardlaw requested that Mr. Jacquart make a Part 150 Study progress update 

presentation to the county on the second Monday of June to the Clark County Steering 
Committee. 

o Mr. Jacquart said he would look at his calendar and noted that he will be making 
a presentation to home builders in the near future, a presentation that Mr. Galatio 
requested. 

 
Public Comment 
Ms. Katz asked individuals wishing to speak to fill out a speaker slip.  No public comment was 
given. 
 
Conclusion 
Ms. Katz thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, March 28, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Anthony Molloy, CC Comp. Planning    
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines  
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community 
Dev.  
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area  
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands 
Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area   
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South  
John Miller, US Airways   

Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive 
Planning 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area  
Luke Puschnig, LVCVA  
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home 
Builders Association  
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation 
Administration 
Tracy Foutz, City of Henderson* 
*Alternate 

 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas  
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas Planning Department 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
 
Observers 
Al Ferlo 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP. 
Lewis Michaelson, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Mr. Michaelson began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and 
observers to the eighth meeting. He briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda. He 
then asked for any revisions to the February 28, 2006 and March 14, 2006 meeting summaries. 
Mr. Foutz, on behalf of Ms. Garcia-Vause, and Mr. Burkhart requested revisions. Mr. 
Michaelson said the revisions will be incorporated and the summaries will be finalized.  
 
Continued Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and Working 
Group Identification of Most Promising Measures 
Mr. Jacquart began his presentation, which reviewed 23 proposed recommendations. Below are 
all the discussed recommendations along with the conclusions associated with each. The items 
in red are those recommendations that need further review, discussion or information before 
determining appropriateness of inclusion. The recommendations in blue are those that the 
working group determined were acceptable for inclusion in the Part 150 Study Update.
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
1. Maintain (and clarify) informal 

preferential runway use program: 
1a. JET defined as aircraft 

weighing more than 75,000 
lbs.  (Same as ANCA criteria. 
Clarifies if program tied to 
scheduled air carriers, all air 
carriers, or turbojets.) 

1b. 25R is the preferred JET 
departure runway.  (Not just 
for scheduled air carrier jets.) 

1c. 25L is the preferred JET 
arrival runway.  (Established in 
the 1988 EA to construct 7R-
25L.) 

1d. 19L is the preferred JET 
departure runway when 
southern departures required.  
(Established in the 1994 EA to 
upgrade 1L-19R.)  

1e. Between 8 PM and 8 AM, if 
weather, traffic congestion, or 
construction conditions permit, 
JET operations on 19L and 
19R will be restricted.  (1978 
regulation applied restriction to 
turbojet aircraft, unless 
operational requirements 
dictate.  1988/1989 & 1994 
FAR Part 150 programs 
applied restriction to air carrier 
operations, when air traffic 
and weather conditions permit.  
Clarifies “air traffic” issues.) 

1f. 1R is preferred JET departure 

• Mr. Foutz suggested that the 
language “to improve compliance” 
found in Recommendation 2 be 
added to Recommendation 1. 
o Mr. Jacquart clarified that 

Recommendation 1 simply 
describes preferential runway use 
program, while Recommendation 
2 describes methods to improve 
compliance with that program. 

• Mr. Halstead said he did not agree 
with Recommendation 1a because 
there are some smaller aircraft that 
make more noise. He suggested 
removing the 75,000 pound qualifier 
from Recommendation 1a. 

• Mr. Foutz said he would like the word 
“required” reexamined in 
Recommendation 1g. 
o Mr. Jacquart indicated that the 

preferential runway use program 
was just that, and could not be 
required. 

 

• The project team will reexamine 
Recommendation 1a further. 

• The project team will reexamine the 
language and review of 
Recommendation 1h further.  

• Recommendations 1, 1b, 1c, 1d, 1e, 
1f and 1g will be carried forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
runway when northern 
departures required. 
(Established in the 1994 EA to 
upgrade 1L-19R.)  

1g. 7L is preferred JET departure 
runway when eastern 
departures required. 
(Established in the 1988 EA to 
construct 7R-25L.) 

1h. If safe and efficient, move 
towards greater “equalization” 
of runway use?  

 
2. Clarify preferred departure flight 

procedures and improve compliance:  
2a. 4 NM (from DME) runway 

heading for 25L/R JET 
departures / right-hand 
pattern.  (Prevents aircraft 
from turning before passing 
Rainbow.) 

2b. 3 NM (from DME) runway 
heading for 25L/R JET 
departures / left-hand pattern. 
(Prevents aircraft from turning 
before passing Jones.) 

2c. Review development of a 
formal “straight out” procedure 
for 25L/R. (Encourages 
greater use of this procedure 
currently being utilized on an 
ad hoc basis.)  

2d. 3 NM (from DME) runway 
heading for 19L/R JET 
departures. (Prevents aircraft 

• Mr. Blonn requested that the 
Recommendation 2b flight path be 
drawn in such a way that the planes 
take a sharper turn and head due 
south. 
o Mr. Self said that due to safety, 

the pilots wouldn’t be able to 
make that sharp of a turn. 

o Mr. Jacquart said that this sharper 
turn would result in lower attitude 
and slower speeds, creating more 
noise than the current condition. 

o Mr. Galatio said there is a new 
housing development currently 
planned at the end of the 
Recommendation 2b flight path. 
He said that in two years, there 
will be 1,500 homes outside the 
CMA. 

• Mr. Blonn asked if noise modeling 
had been updated to reflect 
Recommendation 2c. 

• The project team will conduct noise 
modeling on the Recommendation 2c 
flight path and provide the data to the 
group at the next meeting. 

• Recommendations 2, 2a, 2b, 2d, 2e, 
2f and 2g will be carried forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
from utilizing a runway 
heading beyond Blue 
Diamond Road.) 

2e. 7 NM (from DME) runway 
heading for 07L/R JET 
departures. (Prevents aircraft 
from turning before passing 
Boulder Highway.) 

2f. 2 NM (from DME) runway 
heading for 01L/R JET 
departures. (Prevents aircraft 
from turning before passing 
Jones.) 

2g. Helicopter tour departure 
procedures along Tropicana 
Avenue. (Keeps helicopters 
over a major roadway.) 

 

o Mr. Jacquart said it had not, but 
that this would be done by the 
next meeting. 

• Mr. Wardlaw said that he supports 
Recommendation 2c because it looks 
like it helps capacity, and directs air 
traffic over the mountains were there 
isn’t any current or planned residential 
development. 

 

3. Conduct a study to assess the distant 
noise abatement departure profile 
(NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 
19L/R, and 07L/R. (Due to location of 
Nellis’s airspace, a distant NADP on 
01L/01R is not feasible.) 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendation 3 will be carried 
forward. 

 

4. Identify preferred arrival flight 
corridors which mimic, if safe and 
efficient, the same areas as those 
impacted by the departure 
procedures. 
4a. Review if runway heading 

from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is 
feasible. 

4b. Review standard arrival flow 
into 07L/07R. 

• Mr. Miller said he cannot comment on 
these recommendations before he 
speaks with his ATC. However, he 
said that he does not anticipate a 
problem. 

 

• Recommendations 4,4a, 4b and 4c 
will be carried forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
4c. Helicopter tour arrival 

procedures along Charleston 
Blvd., Fremont St., Industrial 
Rd., and I-15. 

 
5. Conduct a study to assess benefit of 

the continuous decent approach 
(CDA) procedure for JETS on all 
runways. (Community benefits were 
found approximately 10 miles from 
the Sacramento Airport.) 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 
 

• Recommendation 5 will be carried 
forward. 

 

6. Continue to use designated locations 
for engine run-up maintenance 
activity. 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendation 6 will be carried 
forward. 

 

7. Continue to encourage airlines to 
utilize quieter aircraft. (Establish a 
recognition program for LAS’s “flying 
quietly” airlines, which combines fleet 
mix with flight track conformance.) 

 

• Group agreed but wondered what 
incentives could be created to 
recognize/reward accomplishments. 

 

• Recommendation 7 will be carried 
forward. 

 

8. Continue to support legislation which 
phases-out noisier aircraft: 
8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) 

standards for JET aircraft. 
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) standards 

for non-JET aircraft. 
 

• Mr. Miller said that the language 
“without utilizing/requiring hush kit” 
should be added to this 
recommendation. 

 

• The project team will review the 
language of Recommendation 8 
before carrying forward. 

 

9. Continue to support use of other 
General Aviation reliever airports for 
non-JET aircraft. 

 

• Mr. Toussaint said there should be 
improved transportation between the 
reliever airports and the Strip. 
o Mr. Wardlaw said the county has 

looked into improved 
transportation and other options in 

• Recommendation 9 will be carried 
forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
the past. 

• Mr. Foutz said that the county should 
institute an incentive program to 
attract aircraft to the GA facilities and 
reliever airports. 

 
10. Continue pursuit of Southern Nevada 

Regional Heliport. (Intended to 
accommodate helicopters providing 
tours to/from the Grand Canyon.) 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendation 10 will be carried 
forward. 

 

11. Continue bi-annual noise monitoring 
program for fixed-wing traffic and 
helicopter tour traffic originating from 
LAS. 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendation 11 will be carried 
forward. 

 

12. Expand noise compatibility public 
information program: 
12a. Develop fly quietly brochure 

for JET and GA aircraft at 
LAS. 

12b. Include fly quietly procedures 
in Jeppesen charts. 

12c. Expand material contained 
within the bi-monthly noise 
complaint report.  
• Added Daytime and 

Nighttime JET Runway 
Use.  

• Added Hourly Departure 
and Arrival Operational 
Information. 

• Added JET Fleet Mix. 
12d. Begin to hold regular meetings 

with Chief Pilots and/or local 

• Mr. Jacquart asked that the public 
working group wait to discuss 
Recommendation 12g, as it is 
included in a later recommendation.  

• Mr. Toussaint said that currently it is 
difficult to determine from the Web 
site who to contact with a noise 
complaint. 

• Mr. Gilbert said there should be more 
information for potential home buyers 
on the current Web site. He 
suggested providing flight corridors 
and more data beyond what a real 
estate agent may provide. 

• Mr. Foutz said that basic educational 
information on the Web site might be 
helpful to users. 
o Mr. Jacquart said that all of these 

ideas can be considered and will 

• The group will discuss 
Recommendation 12g at the next 
meeting. 

• Recommendation 12, 12a, 12b, 12c, 
12d, 12e, 12f, 12h and 12i will be 
carried forward.  
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
managers. 

12e. Continue regular meetings 
with helicopter operators. 

12f. Redistribute noise information 
material to real estate 
community. 

12g. Utilize a supplementary noise 
metrics for noise disclosure 
information.  
• Will be discussed in detail 

at April PWG meeting. 
12h. Post additional noise 

information on website. 
12i. Post signage on airport 

property concerning “noise 
sensitive airport”. 

 

be evaluated by DOA. 
 

13. Continue to work with the Clark 
County Department of 
Comprehensive Planning, City of 
Henderson Community Development 
Department, and UNLV to amend 
land use and/or master plans to 
discourage the introduction of noise 
sensitive and otherwise incompatible 
land uses within the airport environs. 
13a. Amend CMA boundary, 

through Congress, to reflect 
recent NEM?  

13b. Utilize a 65 DNL area or 60 
DNL area? 

• Mr. Foutz said that if the CMA is 
decreased than there will be a 
tendency to fly to the east, which 
Henderson would not support. 

• After comments and discussion about 
the benefits and disadvantages to 
both redevelopment and affordable 
housing, versus noise impacts. The 
group agreed that this was a policy 
decision with different tradeoffs. From 
a noise compatibility standpoint, 
however, reducing the CMA boundary 
would be a step in the wrong 
direction. 

 

• Discussion of Recommendation 13 
began at the March 28, 2006 meeting, 
however, due to time constraints the 
group did not determine a point of 
action for this item. Therefore, it will 
be reviewed and more information will 
be provided at the April 18, 2006 
meeting. 
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Recommendations 14 – 23 
• Due to time constraints recommendations 14 – 23 were not discussed. They will be 

discussed at the April 18, 2006 meeting. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
Conclusion 
Mr. Michaelson thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, April 18, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas  
Anthony Molloy, CC Comp. Planning    
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area  
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines  
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands 
Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area  
John Miller, US Airways  

Luke Puschnig, LVCVA  
Mick Galatio, Southern Nevada Home 
Builders Association 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area 
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, Federal Aviation 
Administration 

 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Brok Armantrout, Boulder City Community Dev.Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area  
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South  
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trails Area 
Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive Planning 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area  
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors 
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas Planning Department 
 
Observers 
Al Ferlo 
Jason Jones 
Sean Robertson 
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Project Team Members 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP. 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Ms. Katz began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and observers to 
the nineth meeting. She briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda. She then asked for 
any revisions to the March 28, 2006 meeting summary.  
 
Finalize Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and Working 
Group Identification of Most Promising Measures 
Mr. Jacquart began his presentation, which reviewed the remaining proposed recommendations 
that were not discussed at the March meeting. Below are all the discussed recommendations 
along with the conclusions associated with each. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
4. Continue to work with the Clark 

County Department of 
Comprehensive Planning, City of 
Henderson Community Development 
Department, and UNLV to amend 
land use and/or master plans to 
discourage the introduction of noise 
sensitive and otherwise incompatible 
land uses within the airport environs. 

13a.     Utilize a 65 DNL or 60 
DNL to define the airport environs 
for land use planning purposes? 
13b. The “facilitation” of 
compatible land use planning with 
the BLM (1992 agreement) within 
the CMA was completed with the 
passage of the 1998 SNPLMA 
(i.e., previously managed federal 
lands are prohibited from being 
developed with an incompatible 
use).  Does the Part 150 Update 
impact the CMA conditions/Act? 

 

• Ms. Garcia-Vause said that the city of 
Henderson likes the 65 DNL and 
would like to use that to define the 
airport environs for land use planning 
purposes in the city of Henderson. 

• It was determined that the 60 DNL 
should be used for comprehensive 
land use planning for Clark County, 
with the exception of Henderson 
where 65 DNL will be used. 

 

5. Continue to support redevelopment in 
areas transitioning from noise 
sensitive land uses to an airport 
compatible use. (Examples include 
areas south of Helen Cannon Middle 
School and northwest of I-215 and I-
15.) 
  

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendation 14 will be carried 
forward. 

 

6. Update AEOD map in County and • Ms. Garcia-Vause stated that the city • Recommendation 14 will be carried 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
Henderson codes. 
15a. 2011 or 2017 NEM? 
15b. Amend Major Flight 
Corridor to reflect recent NEM. 

 

of Henderson would like to use the 
2011 NEM. 
o As a follow up, one working group 

member stated that because no 
other working group members, 
except Ms. Garcia-Vause, had a 
strong opinion on the preferred 
NEM, that the working group 
should recommend use of the 
2011 NEM. 

o Mr. Jacquart stated that DOA 
would prefer to use 2017 NEM to 
stay consistent with long term 
planning.  

 

forward and DOA will use the 2017 
NEM, recognizing that the city of 
Henderson would prefer to use the 
2011 NEM. 

 

7. Continue Airport Environment Overlay 
District (AEOD) land use compatibility 
requirements currently included in 
County and Henderson development 
codes. 

16a. Codify 25 dB sound 
attenuation in 60 DNL? 
16b. Apply mixed-use sound 
attenuation requirements for 
residential mid to high-rise 
projects located within the MFC? 
35 dB sound attenuation required 
for residential units in 65 DNL or 
higher, and greater than 35 feet? 
30 dB attenuation required for 
units in 60 DNL, and greater than 
35 feet? 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

 

• Recommendations 16, 16a and 16b 
will be carried forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
 
8. Continue to review land use 

applications and express/condition 
airport related issues. 

17a. Improve coordination of 
noise disclosure requirements, 
and when noise disclosure 
conditioned, require stand-alone 
disclosure and associated 
proximity map. 
17b. Develop penalty for 
developers which don’t follow 
conditions. 

 

• Mr. Molloy stated that it is important 
that the documents described in 17a 
be recorded. 

• Mr. Petrakis said he does not think 
that penalties, described in 17b apply 
or should be included in this study 
because the group has not 
considered penalties for any of the 
other recommendations.  
o Mr. Self replied and said that this 

falls under the umbrella of 
prevention – preventing 
developers from disobeying 
regulations. 

o Mr. Molloy said that the penalties 
do not have to be monetary; they 
can be denying necessary permits 
rather than fines or fees.  He 
described a two step process: 

 The builder would be 
required to sign a 
disclosure to be recorded 
before being issued a 
permit to build 

 The buyer would later 
being required to sign the 
same disclosure. 

o Mr. Toussaint said the procedures 
described in this recommendation 
need to be determined by the 
county, he said it is not the place 

• Recommendations 17, 17a and 17b 
will be carried forward. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
of the PWG to determine or 
enforce these penalties. 

 Mr. Barnes replied that he 
feels this determination 
does fall under the role of 
the PWG. 

• Mr. Jacquart clarified that DOA can 
alter the language of this 
recommendation slightly, 
emphasizing the enforcement aspect 
without specifically mentioning 
penalties.  

• After the discussion the group agreed 
this was worth studying. 

 
 

9. Pursue airport noise disclosure 
requirements at local or state level. 

18a. Improve current conditions 
to include stand-alone language 
and proximity map. 
18b. Utilize supplemental noise 
metric in disclosure issues? 

 

• Group agreed this was worth studying 
with the change to: “ Pursue airport 
noise disclosure requirements at the 
local and state levels for all new and 
resold properties” 

 

• Recommendations 18, 18a and 18b 
will be carried forward with the new 
language. 

 

10. Continue avigation easement 
requirements in the County and 
Henderson development process. 

19a. Create database which 
identifies parcels containing an 
avigation easement. 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

• Recommendations 19 and 19a will be 
carried forward. 

 

11. Acquire, provide transaction • Group agreed this was worth • Recommendation 20 will be carried 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
assistance, or sound insulate, as a 
voluntary measure, existing 
incompatible land uses in the 
new/amended AE-70. (Existing uses 
constructed with appropriate sound 
attenuation requirements are deemed 
“compatible”.) (Relocation costs not 
reimbursable.) 

 

studying. forward. 
 

12. Acquire vacant parcels in the 
new/amended AE-70 that are master 
planned for incompatible land uses 
when adjacent/nearby development is 
airport compatible. 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

• Recommendation 21 will be carried 
forward. 

 

13. Expand the voluntary property 
acquisition or sound insulation 
program to existing incompatible land 
uses in the new/amended AE-65. 
(See #20 notes) 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

• Recommendation 22 will be carried 
forward. 

 

14. Expand acquisition of vacant parcels 
in the new/amended AE-65 that are 
master planned for incompatible uses 
when adjacent/nearby development is 
airport compatible. 

 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying. 

• Recommendation 23 will be carried 
forward. 
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Upon conclusion of the discussion of the remaining recommendations, Mr. Jacquart reviewed the recommendations discussed at 
the March 28, 2006 meeting but required additional information or discussion. 
 

Recommendation Discussion Action 
12g. Utilize a supplementary noise 
metrics for noise disclosure information.  
 

• Group agreed this was worth 
studying.  It was also recommended 
that additional information be included 
with the disclosures describing what 
each level of exposure might mean 
(e.g., 0 decibels = the threshold of 
hearing, 50 decibels = the level of 
normal conversation, etc.) 

 

• Recommendation 12g will be carried 
forward. 

 

8.  Continue to support legislation which 
phases-out noisier aircraft without 
utilizing hush-kit or other methods which 
modify existing aircraft: 

8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) 
standards for JET aircraft. 
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) 
standards for non-JET aircraft. 

 

• Mr. Miller said he is ok with the “new 
aircraft” language but still doesn’t 
believe that hush-kits to the existing 
fleet is a suitable solution.  

• Recommendation 8 will be carried 
forward. 

 

 
Recommendations 2c, 1h and 1a will be discussed at the May 23, 2006 meeting.  
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Review Draft Public Working Group Final Report 
Ms. Katz then asked the public working group to review the draft report and provide any 
feedback. She said that this is a partial report and the recommendations that were discussed at 
today’s meeting will be included and the report will be redistributed to you for your final review. 
Mr. Burkhart asked if the document could be emailed as a word document so the members 
could track their changes for consideration. Ms. Katz said that could be considered. Mr. Petrakis 
pointed out that on the bottom of page seven the street name is incorrect. Mr. Jacquart said that 
will be corrected. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
Conclusion 
Ms. Katz thanked the group for their participation and the meeting was adjourned.   
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McCarran International Airport 
FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Update 
 

Public Working Group 
Meeting Summary 

 
Tuesday, May 23, 2006, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Clark County Government Center, Pueblo Room, 1st Floor  
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  

 
Public Working Group Members Present 
Andrew Powell, City of Las Vegas 
Anthony Molloy, Clark County 
Comprehensive Planning 
Bill Goff, Enterprise Area 
Billy Self, Southwest Airlines 
Dan Burkhart, NBAA  
David Broxterman, Enterprise Area 
DeCourcy Graham, Southern Highlands 
Area 
Greg Toussaint, The Lakes Area 
Jay Halstead, Summerlin South/Red Rock 
Country Club Area 

John Miller, US Airways 
Jon Wardlaw, Clark County Comprehensive 
Planning 
Luke Puschnig, Las Vegas Convention and 
Visitor's Authority 
Mick Galatio, SNHBA 
Randy Barnes, Paradise Area 
Ray Blonn, Rhodes Ranch Area  
Stephanie Garcia-Vause, City of Henderson 
Tom Petrakis, FAA (ATC) 

 
Public Working Group Members Absent 
Brok Armantrout, City of Boulder City, Community Development 
Jerry McDonald, Spanish Trail Area 
Joseph Rodriguez, FAA (ADO) 
Justin Gilbert, Winchester Area 
Keith Lynam, Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors
Ned Thomas, City of North Las Vegas, Planning Department 
 
Observers 
Bill Theisen 
Bill Greenberg 
Al Ferlo 
 



 

 
 

McCarran International Airport FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update 
Public Working Group Summary Report, Appendix C: Meeting Summaries 

Project Team Members 
Randy Walker, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Rosemary Vassiliadis, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Jeff Jacquart, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Andrea McKenzie, Clark County Department of Aviation 
Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Williams, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
John Bergener, Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 
Robert Brown, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Dan Reimer, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell, LLP. 
Sara Katz, Katz & Associates 
Jen Shira, Katz & Associates 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
Ms. Katz began the meeting by welcoming the public working group members and observers to 
the last meeting. She briefly reviewed the working group meeting agenda. She then asked for 
any revisions to the April 18, 2006 meeting summary. Ms. Garcia-Vause and Mr. Wardlaw 
requested revisions. The summary will be revised to reflect these requests. 
 
Mr. Walker then thanked the public working group for their participation, dedication and hard 
work over the past year.  
 
Finalize Discussion of Reasonable Noise Reduction Measures and Working 
Group Identification of Most Promising Measures 
Mr. Jacquart began his presentation, which reviewed the remaining proposed recommendations 
that were marked for further discussion. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
8.  Continue to support legislation which 
phases-out noisier aircraft without 
utilizing hush-kit or other methods which 
modify existing aircraft: 

8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) 
standards for JET aircraft. 
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) 
standards for non-JET aircraft. 

 

• Mr. Jacquart proposed new language 
that could potentially address Mr. 
Miller’s concerns. The new language 
makes the recommendation more 
specific.  
o Mr. Boxterman said he favored 

the new language.  
o Mr. Miller said he still could not 

support the recommendation, 
even with the rewording. 

o Mr. Self said he agrees with Mr. 
Miller’s position on behalf of the 
airlines.  

o Mr. Miller then said the new 
language could be included as 
part of the recommendations from 
the working group, but he asked 
that the footnote that is currently 
in the working group report remain 
with the new language, stating US 
Airways’ position. 

 

• The recommendation will be carried 
forward with the following language: 
o “Continue to support 

legislation requiring quieter 
aircraft standards including 
eliminating further use of 
hushkits and other methods to 
reduce aircraft noise.” (8a and 
8b will be deleted from the 
recommendation). 

o A footnote will be included in the 
public working group noting Mr. 
Miller and Mr. Self’s disagreement 
on behalf of the airlines. 

2c. Review “straight out” procedure from 
25L/R 

• Mr. Jacquart said that this measure 
has been commented on by the FAA 
Airport Traffic Control Tower working 
group representative, and the 
“straight out” procedure does not 
meet safety requirements. 
o Mr. Del Meadows, an LAS airport 

traffic control tower 
representative, described the 
reasons why this procedure does 
not meet the safety criteria. 

• Mr. Self said that this procedure is not 
done often but has to be done 

• The recommendation will be carried 
forward with the following language: 
o “Encourage and support the 

voluntary use of the ‘straight 
out’ visual procedure for 
25L/R.” 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
correctly as it is not an FAA approved 
procedure. He said that once the pilot 
requests this departure, the departure 
separation monitoring becomes the 
responsibility of the pilot, not the FAA. 

  
1a. Define JET aircraft as those weighing 
more than 75,000 pounds. 

• The group agreed that this definition 
was clear. 

 

• Noise abatement recommendations 
included in the Noise Compatibility 
Program update will be focused on 
aircraft over 75,000 pounds to be 
consistent with previous Noise 
Compatibility Programs.  

1h. If safe & efficient, move towards 
greater “equalization” of runway use. 

• Mr. Boxterman asked if this 
recommendation contradicts 1a, b 
and c. 
o Mr. Jacquart said that this 

“softens” those recommendations. 
o Mr. Boxterman said that because 

of the preferred runway use he 
could not support this 
recommendation. 

 Ms. Garcia-Vause said 
she agreed with Mr. 
Boxterman and that she 
could not support this 
recommendation. 

• Mr. Barnes said it would be great if 
the noise could be equally distributed 
among the communities in the valley 
but it has been explained by the FAA 
representative that it is difficult to “turn 
around” the airport, therefore this 
recommendation does not seem 
practical. 

• Mr. Blonn, who suggested the 

• This recommendation will not be 
carried forward for further study. 
However, Mr. Blonn’s concerns will be 
noted in the public working group 
report. 
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Recommendation Discussion Action 
recommendation, said that he would 
like to “turn the airport around” during 
the summer months, making easterly 
departures the norm during the 
summer months so that the 
communities throughout the valley 
would have equal noise distribution 
throughout the year. 
o Mr. Meadows explained that for 

efficiency reasons the easterly 
departures cannot be used as the 
norm during the summer months. 
He added that this has a greater 
impact on the other runways and 
airports in the region.  

• Mr. Jacquart explained that the airport 
does not want to “bind the hands” of 
the airlines and the FAA, and that 
DOA will allow them to make the 
determination of when easterly 
departures are necessary, rather than 
regulating the percentage of 
departures in each direction. 

• Ms. Garcia-Vause added that the 
group had previously discussed 
seasonal changes in departures at 
earlier meetings in the process and it 
was her recollection that this was 
something that could not be done, 
therefore the group did not provide it 
as a recommendation. 
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Ms. Katz then asked the working group if they had any other recommendations or ideas for 
further study. Mr. Toussaint said public information and education could be improved. He said 
that one way this could be done is to provide a map with every square mile of Southern Nevada 
and the DNL for each area. Mr. Jacquart said that this could lead to misconceptions by the 
public because DNL modeling is a very complex subject, and without the proper knowledge it is 
hard to completely understand what the DNL mapping information describes. He added that 
DOA is brainstorming public information ideas and is looking into what information can be 
posted on the Web site. 
 
Next Steps 
Mr. Jacquart reviewed the next steps in the process. He said that the third public open house 
will be held Wednesday, May 24, 2006. After the third open house the project team will finalize 
the Noise Compatibility Program report. When the Noise Exposure Map report and Noise 
Compatibility Program report are completed, they will be published for public review and 
comment. A public open house or workshop will be held during the public comment period 
which should be later this summer. He added that the formal public hearing before the Clark 
County Board of Commissioners will be in August or September 2006. He said that the PWG 
will be notified of all upcoming dates via email from Katz & Associates. 
 
Review Draft Final Public Working Group Final Report 
Ms. Katz then asked the public working group to review the draft final report. There were no 
comments on the draft final report. Ms. Katz said that the recommendations reviewed today and 
any differing opinions will be included in the final report. She said a final report will be emailed to 
the group for their final review before it is bound and submitted to the project team, the working 
group and the Department of Aviation. 
 
Public Comment 
There was one public comment.  
Mr. Bill Greenberg 
River Mountain HOA 
1131 Galangate 
Henderson, NV 
 
My name is Bill Greenberg. I am a board member of the River Mountain Home Owners 
Association, representing 1547 residents in the southeast corner of Henderson. It is our 
understating (according to information at mccarrannoisestudy.com) that a purpose of the FAR 
150 Noise Compatibility Study, was to reduce the level of noise on residential neighborhoods. 
 
Since the beginning of April this year, commercial aircraft flying into the airport has been flying 
so low, that we can’t even carry on a normal conversation inside our homes! Commercial 
aircraft noise has been tremendously increased since your study started. WHAT IS GOING 
ON?! Why weren’t we informed that commercial traffic arriving at McCarran was to be rerouted 
right over our neighborhood; flying east, circling over our houses (near Boulder Highway and 
the River Mountains), and then heading west to the airport? Nowhere on the Noise Exposure 
Map does it project that we will be subject to this: even out to the year 2017! 
 
I recall seeing on the news stations, homeowners in Summerlin screaming that they did NOT 
want commercial aircraft flying at low altitudes right over their neighborhood. Why weren’t we all 
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given the same opportunity to voice our opposition to this awful noise pollution? We will yell and 
scream our outrage even louder, because the flight track was just dumped on us. 
 
We thought that FED Part 150: Noise Capability Study was supposed to help lessen aircraft 
noise, and the effect on communities. The increase in noise since the beginning of April has 
had a very negative effect on our neighborhoods. We thought that there were supposed to be 
suggestions for noise abatement. Here’s our suggestion/plea: PLEASE return the wonderful 
quiet of our neighborhood. Using your terminology – PLEASE “abate” the new arrival flight 
paths over our houses in the southeast corner of Henderson; and rid us of the “significant 
noise exposure” that “interferes with human activity.”  Thank you. 
 
Conclusion 
Ms. Katz thanked the group for their participation and participation in the collaborative process 
of the past year. Mr. Jacquart presented each member with a certificate of appreciation and the 
meeting was adjourned. 
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Objective of Public Working 
Group and Anticipated 

Deliveries

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator
Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group
June 21, 2005

PWG Mission

County
& Cities

Airlines

Residents

Federal Aviation
Administration

Business

Development
Community

Land Use
Planners

To assist the Clark County 
Department of Aviation in 

preparing a Noise 
Compatibility Study Update 

by providing review and 
feedback throughout the 
Update’s development.

Asking participants to:

Understand the current and future role of Clark County’s public-
use airport system.
Become familiar with current and projected levels of aircraft traffic 
at McCarran International Airport.
Provide feedback on the Update’s technical assumptions and 
projections.
Identify community and airport user issues and concerns related 
to aircraft traffic operations and noise generation. 
Assist in the development of criteria to evaluate noise abatement 
measures at McCarran International Airport.
Review existing and suggest potential additional noise 
abatement measures for McCarran International Airport 
operations, with emphasis on measures that can be legally or 
reasonably pursued.

Participation Process

The Public Working Group will be asked to summarize 
its discussions at the conclusion of its work in the form 
of a written report, prepared by the facilitator, 
documenting the following:

The scope and content of the Public Working Group’s 
discussion.
Recommendations regarding noise abatement measures.
Individual opinions and observations that may not be 
reflected in the main body of the report.

Anticipated Deliverables

June 21, 2005 - PWG Meeting - General Introduction & Purpose.
July 26, 2005 - PWG Meeting - Project Introduction & Noise/Law “101”.

August ?, 2005 - Informal Tour - Tour of Control Tower at McCarran.

August 23, 2005 - PWG Meeting - Tour (four-hours) of Impacted Areas & 
Noise Monitoring Program.

August 24, 2005 - Public Workshop - Project Introduction, Purpose, & Timing.
(6:00 P.M. in the Gov. Center cafeteria)

September 27, 2005 - PWG Meeting - History of Noise Environs/Mitigation 
Measures & New Measure Discussion.

October 25, 2005 - PWG Meeting - Present Baseline Noise Maps & Continue 
Discussion of New Measures.

October 26, 2005 - Public Workshop - Present Baseline Noise Maps & Initial 
Discussion of Measures.
(6:00 P.M. in the Gov. Center cafeteria)

Schedule of Events - 2005

(Formal PWG item) (Workshop for General Public) (Additional Event)

January 24, 2006 - PWG Meeting - Present Findings of Measure Analysis & 
Initial Selection of Final Measures.

February 28, 2006 - PWG Meeting - Present Additional Measure Analysis & 
Continue Selection of Final Measures.

March 28, 2006 - PWG Meeting - Final Selection of Measures & Discuss 
PWG Summary Report .

April 25, 2006 - PWG Meeting - Finalize PWG Summary Report & 
Development of LAS Part 150 Update.

May 16, 2006 - County Action - Formally Release Draft LAS Part 150 
Report & Open Public Comment Period.

May 23, 2006 - PWG Meeting - Wrap-Up & Discuss Draft LAS Part 150 
Update.

May 24, 2006 - Public Workshop - Present Draft LAS Part 150 Update .
(6:00 P.M. in the Gov. Center cafeteria)

June 20, 2006 - County Hearing - Host Formal Public Hearing & Close 
Public Comment Period.

Schedule of Events - 2006

(Formal PWG item) (Workshop for General Public) (Additional Event)
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FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study UpdateFAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update
McCarran International AirportMcCarran International Airport

Adrian Jones, Project Manager
Ricondo & Associates, Inc

Public Working Group Meeting #1
June 21, 2005
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Aviation Noise RegulationsAviation Noise Regulations

Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150
Interim Rule on FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 
Planning, issued in 1981.  

FAR Part 150 finalized in 1985.

Issued in response to provisions contained in the Aviation 
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.  

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors to become 
eligible for grant funds for approved airport noise programs.

Sets forth the methodology and procedures to be followed 
when preparing aircraft noise exposure maps and developing 
airport/airport environs land use compatibility programs.

Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150
Interim Rule on FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 
Planning, issued in 1981.  

FAR Part 150 finalized in 1985.

Issued in response to provisions contained in the Aviation 
Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979.  

Voluntary program established for airport sponsors to become 
eligible for grant funds for approved airport noise programs.

Sets forth the methodology and procedures to be followed 
when preparing aircraft noise exposure maps and developing 
airport/airport environs land use compatibility programs.
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Aviation Noise RegulationsAviation Noise Regulations

Overview of Recent Actions
FAA issued its final policy on approval of FAR Part 150 noise 
mitigation measures in October 1998.  

FAA issued its Draft Aviation Noise Abatement Policy 2000 in 
July 2000.

The Lott Amendment 

FAA issued its Final Rule on Amendment Number 1150-4 to 
FAR Part 150 on May 19, 2005

Overview of Recent Actions
FAA issued its final policy on approval of FAR Part 150 noise 
mitigation measures in October 1998.  

FAA issued its Draft Aviation Noise Abatement Policy 2000 in 
July 2000.

The Lott Amendment 

FAA issued its Final Rule on Amendment Number 1150-4 to 
FAR Part 150 on May 19, 2005
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BackgroundBackground

The CCDOA completed an Airport Noise Control and Land Use 
Compatibility (ANCLUC) Study for McCarran International Airport 
in 1981 (amended in 1983).

The CCDOA completed its first FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study in 1988/1989.  

The Board of County Commissioners adopted the Airport 
Environs Overlay District (AEOD), which is based on projected 
noise exposure contours for 1992 included in the 1988/89 FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study.

An update to the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study was 
completed in 1994.

The CCDOA completed an Airport Noise Control and Land Use 
Compatibility (ANCLUC) Study for McCarran International Airport 
in 1981 (amended in 1983).

The CCDOA completed its first FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study in 1988/1989.  

The Board of County Commissioners adopted the Airport 
Environs Overlay District (AEOD), which is based on projected 
noise exposure contours for 1992 included in the 1988/89 FAR 
Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study.

An update to the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study was 
completed in 1994.
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FAR Part 150 TerminologyFAR Part 150 Terminology

Noise Exposure Map (NEM) 
A noise exposure map is a map showing noise exposure contour 
lines (or footprints) which identify areas of specific noise exposure 
levels around an airport.  NEMs also include a graphic description 
of geographical features and land uses that surround an airport.

Noise Exposure Map (NEM) 
A noise exposure map is a map showing noise exposure contour 
lines (or footprints) which identify areas of specific noise exposure 
levels around an airport.  NEMs also include a graphic description 
of geographical features and land uses that surround an airport.
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FAR Part 150 TerminologyFAR Part 150 Terminology

Noise Exposure Map Report (NEM)
The noise exposure map report contains detailed information on existing and future 
aircraft noise.

Base year (2004) Day-night average sound level (DNL) aircraft noise exposure 
contours
Future aircraft noise exposure contours

Noise Compatibility Program Report (NCP)
The noise compatibility program report includes descriptions and a detailed 
evaluation of noise abatement and noise mitigation options applicable to the Airport.

The NEM and NCP reports can be included in a single document for
submittal to the FAA

Noise Exposure Map Report (NEM)
The noise exposure map report contains detailed information on existing and future 
aircraft noise.

Base year (2004) Day-night average sound level (DNL) aircraft noise exposure 
contours
Future aircraft noise exposure contours

Noise Compatibility Program Report (NCP)
The noise compatibility program report includes descriptions and a detailed 
evaluation of noise abatement and noise mitigation options applicable to the Airport.

The NEM and NCP reports can be included in a single document for
submittal to the FAA
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FAR Part 150 TerminologyFAR Part 150 Terminology

Noise Abatement Options are intended to reduce actual 
aircraft noise levels in noise-sensitive areas by either reducing 
aircraft noise at the source by using quieter aircraft or by instituting 
operational measures, such as changes in aircraft flight tracks or in 
approach or departure flight profiles

Noise Mitigation Options are intended to reduce the effects of 
aircraft noise on the receiver.  Noise mitigation strategies may
include outright property acquisition, acoustical treatment / 
soundproofing programs, purchase of avigation easements, and 
land use control measures.

Noise Abatement Options are intended to reduce actual 
aircraft noise levels in noise-sensitive areas by either reducing 
aircraft noise at the source by using quieter aircraft or by instituting 
operational measures, such as changes in aircraft flight tracks or in 
approach or departure flight profiles

Noise Mitigation Options are intended to reduce the effects of 
aircraft noise on the receiver.  Noise mitigation strategies may
include outright property acquisition, acoustical treatment / 
soundproofing programs, purchase of avigation easements, and 
land use control measures.
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FAR Part 150 Study ProcessFAR Part 150 Study Process

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 
Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval
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Overview of the
Clark County

Aviation System

Randall H. Walker, Director

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

June 21, 2005

Airports

McCarran International Airport

North Las Vegas Airport

Henderson Executive Airport

Overton –Perkins Field

Searchlight Airport

Jean Airport

? Future Airport in Ivanpah Valley ?

? Future Non-Urban Heliport ?

• McCarran International Airport - purchased in 1948
– Southern Nevada’s premier passenger service airport

• North Las Vegas Airport - purchased in 1987
– General Aviation reliever airport for northern Las Vegas area

• Henderson Executive Airport – purchased in 1996
– General Aviation reliever airport for southern Las Vegas area

• Jean Airport - purchased in 1951
– Sport Aviation complex

• Searchlight Airport - managed by Clark County since the mid 1950s
– General Aviation service airport for southern rural areas

• Overton-Perkins Field - owned by Clark County since 1949
– General Aviation service airport for northern rural areas

• Ivanpah International Airport – ? Operational in 2017 ?
– Southern Nevada’s supplementary passenger airport

• Non-urban Heliport – ? Operational in 2009 ?
– Southern Nevada’s Grand Canyon heliport facility

• These facilities are intended to function as a system, providing access 
and opportunity to all segments of the aviation industry and residents. 

County Airports McCarran - That Was Then . . 

Circa - 1950 

. . That Was Awhile Back . . 

Circa - 1970 

. . This is Now
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Fast Facts about McCarran
• McCarran handles more than 

110,000 passengers a day

• Today, McCarran ranks as the 6th

busiest airport in North America
(based on total passengers)

• McCarran is the 2nd busiest O&D 
airport, trailing only Los Angeles. 

• Approximately 50% of all visitors to 
Las Vegas arrive by air through 
McCarran. 

• Passenger demand will continue to 
increase due to a lack of highway 
capacity and a growing reliance on 
visitors traveling from destinations 
beyond 500 miles.

Economic Impact Facts
• 1990 – County’s airport system has a $17.6 billion impact on the 

region.  (International Planning and Analysis Center)

• Today - County’s airport system has a $27.9 billion impact on the 
region.  (UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research)

• Today – County’s airport system employ 10,355 full time equivalent 
workers for a payroll/benefit package of approximately $350 
million.

• Today – County’s airport system and spin-off market produce 
417,000 jobs in Southern Nevada. 

• Today – The Clark County Department of Aviation is an Enterprise 
fund…meaning general tax revenue is not used to support aviation 
functions and facility needs. 

Historical Passenger
Growth

0
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45,000
Passengers (000)

0

25
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125

150
Rooms (000)

Passengers Rooms

Passengers 17,109 19,084 20,172 20,913 22,492 26,850 28,027 30,460 30,306 30,227 33,669 36,866 35,181 35,009 36,265 41,442

Rooms 67.391 73.73 76.879 75.475 86.053 88.56 90.046 99.072 105.35 109.37 120.29 124.27 126.61 126.79 130.48 131.5

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Passenger loss 
due to the events 

of 9/11.

Airport Noise Abatement
McCarran International Airport

North Las Vegas Airport

Henderson Executive Airport

Overton –Perkins Field

Searchlight Airport

Jean Airport

? Future Airport in Ivanpah Valley ?

? Future Non-Urban Heliport ?

Very few noise-related issues

Very few noise-related issues

Very few noise-related issues

Primarily being pursued to 
address urban noise issues

Addressed noise issues 
since late 1980s.

Addressed noise issues 
since acquisition in 1996

Addressed noise issues 
since late 1970s

Noise issues being 
addressed since conception

What We’ve Done to 
Accommodate the

Historical Passenger
Growth!

Original Runways & 
Terminal (1940’s)

Terminal 1 (1960’s)

A & B Cluster Buildings 
(1970’s)

Terminal 2 (1970’s)

Third Runway - 01L/19R (1970’s) 
& Air Carrier Upgrade (1990’s)

C Gates (1980’s)

Cargo Center (1990’s)
Fourth Runway –
07R-25L (1990’s)

Airport Tunnel (1990’s) D-Gates (1990’s)

McCarran’s History
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Recent Passenger Counts
Month 2005 2004 2003 2005/2004 

% Change
3,271,627 9.8%

3.1%

7.8%

3.4%

9.3%

December 3,316,609 2,930,233 13.2%

6.8% YTD

3,166,083

3,919,248

3,707,051

3,903,950

17,967,959

2004/2003 
% Change

January 2,979,523 2,813,320 5.9%

February 3,070,444 2,710,352 13.3%

March 3,636,437 3,132,727 16.1%

April 3,569,915 2,894,788 23.3%

May 3,570,508 3,033,610 17.7%

June 3,533,118 3,083,042 14.6%

July 3,699,442 3,247,162 13.9%

August 3,639,725 3,242,938 12.2%

September 3,385,400 2,952,035 14.7%

October 3,645,573 3,248,066 12.2%

November 3,394,837 2,977,659 14.0%

Total 41,441,531 36,265,932 14.3%
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Future Passenger
Growth

2.7% Growth LAS airport 
capacity…
53 million

Passengers
(millions)

What Are We Doing to 
Accommodate

Future Passenger
Growth?

McCarran’s Future

NE Wing of “D” (2005)

Rent-A-Car Center (2006)

Terminal 3 (2010)Terminal 1 Bag Claim 
Expansion (2007)

Roadway Re-alignments (post-2010)

NW Wing of “D” (2008)

Terminal 2 
Expansion (2005)

Rent-A-Car Center Full Construction of D Gates
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D Gates and Terminal 3 D Gates and Terminal 3

Need To Accommodate
Additional Growth?

Beyond 53 Million

What happens when 
demand exceeds the 
targeted 53-million 

passenger capacity at 
McCarran?

Use of Existing Facilities for 
Additional Carrier Traffic?

• McCarran Expansion - Possibility of adding another runway (would be 
#5) and other related facilities (ticketing, check-in, bag claim, parking, 
etc.) is cost-prohibitive due to existing residential land uses and 
potential opposition from those neighbors, future airspace conflicts with 
additional traffic, and off-airport traffic congestion. 

• Henderson Executive Expansion – Runway length limited, land 
availability limited, airspace conflicts with McCarran traffic for the larger 
aircraft types, opposition from existing neighbors, and terrain conflicts 
for the larger aircraft types.

• North Las Vegas Expansion - Runway length limited, land availability 
limited, opposition from existing neighbors, and airspace conflicts with 
Nellis A.F.B. traffic for the larger aircraft types.

• Jean Airport - Terrain conflicts for the larger aircraft types and conflicts 
with existing multi-story structures for the larger aircraft types.

Supplemental Carrier Airport
(in Ivanpah Valley)
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A Preview of Aircraft Noise 
Assessment

Robert E. Brown, President
Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.

Public Working Group Meeting #2
July 26, 2005

Day Night Level (DNL)

• Calculated…..not heard
• Represents cumulative noise exposure
• Used for noise compatibility planning
• Required by the FAA for FAR Part 150
• Correlates well with annoyance
• Supplementary noise metrics

How is DNL Calculated?

• Loudness of individual aircraft events
• Number of events per day
• Time of day of events
• Equivalent number of operations

Aircraft Noise Modeling

• Integrated Noise Model (INM)
• Annual average conditions
• Aircraft fleet mix
• Airfield configuration
• Temporal distribution of flights
• Runway use
• Aircraft flight tracks

Aircraft Noise Monitoring

• Documents existing noise levels
• May not be used to predict future conditions
• May not represent annual average 

conditions
• May be used to validate noise modeling

Key Topics For Next Month

• Review of basic acoustics and noise metrics
• Evolution of the 65 DNL criterion
• Noise modeling inputs
• Overview of the Clark County airport noise 

monitoring program
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Airports and Noise:
Who’s in Charge?

Peter J. Kirsch
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Today’s Presentation
Background on the law of noise 
regulation

What Clark County and local 
governments can, cannot do to 
address noise

Guide to Airport Noise Rules and 
Use Restrictions
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Today’s Presentation

Topics
Division of responsibility
Federal government
Clark County
Surrounding cities

Noise Rules (Part 161)
Land Use Compatibility (Part 150)
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General Overview

Law and policy are not static

Careful balance between federal and local 
authority

FAA sets many rules and controls 
funding

Local governments have important role 
through regulation of land use
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Who Can Regulate Airport Noise?

Federal Aviation Administration
Delegated power from Congress
Conferred by Constitution

Clark County
Airport owner
Local government 

Local governments
Reserved power over land use
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FAA
Control flight of aircraft

Shared with pilot-in-command

Responsibility to control noise
Noise at its source (i.e., aircraft engines)
USEPA -- no regulatory authority

Exclusive authority to certify aircraft and pilots

Allocates funds under the Airport Improvement 
Program and authorizes local Passenger Facility 
Charges
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7Clark County
(as operator of McCarran)

Limited authority to adopt local restrictions
Examples:  curfews, noise limits
Cannot restrict flight of aircraft

Reasonable, nonarbitrary and not unjustly 
discriminatory restrictions

Capital improvements

Could be liable for noise-related damages 
(takings, nuisance)

8Clark County
(as operator of airport system)

Can promote use of particular airports in 
system for different types of traffic

Largely a function of infrastructure

Significant limits on local rules
Response to congestion
Accommodate all users within system
Rates and charges must be reasonable and 
not unjustly discriminatory
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Local Governments Can . . .
Regulate land use in areas surrounding 
airport

Promote compatible land use through zoning
Prohibit incompatible land use
Mandate sound-insulating building materials
Require real estate disclosure
Include current noise data in municipal code
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Local Governments Cannot . . .
Directly restrict aircraft operations

Use land use power indirectly to restrict 
aircraft operations

Regulate “routes, rates or service” of air 
carriers

Tax airport passengers
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The Legal Pyramid

Local
Gov’ts

Airport
Proprietors

FAA (Federal Law)

FAA (U.S. Constitution)
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Control of Noise at its Source
Long-standing effort by FAA (since 1968)

Increasingly stringent controls

Stage rating (1, 2, 3, 4)

Current status
All aircraft weighing more than 75,000 pounds 
are Stage 3 or Stage 4
1,400 registered non-Stage 3 or 4
New aircraft type certifications after January 2006 
must be Stage 4
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1990 Airport Noise Act
Three primary elements
1. Banned Stage 2 civilian aircraft over 75,000 after 

January 2000
2. No Stage 3 restrictions without FAA approval
3. Established procedures for Stage 2 restrictions

Any restriction that affects Stage 2 or Stage 3 
aircraft is subject to Noise Act

Includes leases, regulations
Does not affect pre-1990 noise rules
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Stage 2 Restrictions
Stage 2 = older business jets

Mostly a problem at general aviation airports

Extensive study and public review required

No FAA approval, but FAA has back-door 
review authority

Only one airport has adopted a Stage 2 
restriction since 1990 (Naples, Florida)
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Stage 3 Restrictions
FAA approval required

Process:  study, public comment, FAA review

Six FAA conditions for approval (Noise Guide
pp. 59-61)

Three studies underway (Burbank, LAX/Van 
Nuys)

Costly, cumbersome, uncertain  and 
challenging
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What is Part 150?
Congress established a voluntary program in 1979 
to promote compatibility between airports and 
surrounding neighborhoods

Two primary elements
Noise Exposure Map (NEM)
Noise Compatibility Program (NCP)

Funding is key
Study itself
Approved projects

Some liability protection
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Part 150 (continued)
Congress told FAA to establish three noise 
standards
1. Single system of measuring noise

FAA Standard = dBA
2. Single system for measuring exposure of 

individuals to noise
FAA Standard = DNL

3. Land uses normally compatible with various 
exposures of individuals to noise

FAA Standard = DNL 65 dBA

NEXT MEETING!

NEXT MEETING!

NEXT MEETING!

DNL Contours
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Land Use Compatibility: FAA Views
Part 150 identifies land uses considered to be 
compatible with various noise levels (Noise 
Guide p. 47)

All land uses considered to be compatible with 
noise below DNL 65 dB

Important footnote:
“FAA determinations under Part 150 are not 

intended to substitute federally determined land 
uses for those determined to be appropriate by 

local authorities . . .”

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level, 
DNL, in Decibels
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Legal Significance of DNL 65 dB
Clark County cannot include 
measures in its Study to mitigate 
noise below DNL 65 dB (Lott 
Amendment)

Clark County can recommend that 
local governments adopt regulations 
to address lower levels of noise
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Legal Processes
Aircraft
Part 91

Land Use
Zoning

Airspace
Control

Planning
Part 150

Noise Rules
Part 161
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Summary
Part 150 is about land use compatibility

Compatibility is a two-way street

Airport Community
Clark County cannot control how much noise 
an aircraft makes but has some ability to 
control how aircraft operate

Clark County and communities have 
considerable power to mitigate noise

SEPT. MEETING!

SEPT. MEETING!

24

Questions
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Adrian Jones, Project Manager
Ricondo & Associates, Inc
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Why do a FAR Part 150 Study?Why do a FAR Part 150 Study?

A FAR Part 150 Study
Assesses the impacts of aircraft noise on the area surrounding the 
airport.

Identifies measures to reduce aircraft noise (noise abatement) and 
limit its impacts (noise mitigation).

Outlines a program for implementation of noise abatement and 
mitigation measures.

Allows FAA approved measures to be eligible for federal funding.
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Who Participates in the Process?Who Participates in the Process?

The Clark County Department of Aviation

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Aircraft operators, including airlines and corporate and general
aviation operators

Representatives of neighborhoods and communities affected by 
aircraft noise exposure

Local planning agencies

The general public
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What does a FAR Part 150 Study What does a FAR Part 150 Study 
Produce?Produce?

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs)
These maps show areas of equal aircraft noise (noise contours) 
superimposed on local land use maps.
Existing and future noise levels are evaluated.

Noise Compatibility Program (NCP) 
The NCP includes descriptions and evaluations of noise abatement
and noise mitigation options/programs applicable to an airport.
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FAR Part 150 Program FAR Part 150 Program -- StatisticsStatistics

Total airports participating in the program:  260

Total Airport Improvement Program Funds 
For preparing FAR Part 150 studies:  $73,041,049
For FAR Part 150 implementation:  $3,907,443,967
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Some Airports Currently Some Airports Currently 
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FAR Part 150 Study ProcessFAR Part 150 Study Process

Identify and 
Evaluate 
Alternatives

Gather Data

Public Outreach and Involvement

Quantify 
Noise 
Exposure

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 
Submittal To 
The FAA
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Noise exposure contours identify areas of equal noise exposure 
around an airport.  

Noise exposure contours are similar to contours on topographic 
maps which show areas of equal elevation.
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Public Involvement Summary
Two working groups received briefings and provided feedback

Noise Abatement Advisory Committee 
Technical Advisory Committee 

10 meetings held with the Technical Advisory Committee

7 meetings held with the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee

Other public involvement
2 Public Workshops
2 Public Hearings
Briefings to neighborhood associations
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airport
Also addressed ground run-up noise
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Encourage voluntary noise abatement departure profiles.

Establish a preferential runway use program.

Establish a noise abatement departure corridor for Runway 3.

Establish a noise abatement departure corridor for Runway 21.

Incorporate results of engine run-up study into FAR Part 150 
program.
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Enhance pilot awareness by adding information regarding the 
location of noise sensitive land uses to pilot manuals and charts.

Investigate the use of noise barriers at runway ends to reduce 
takeoff roll noise.

Establish a phase-out schedule for aircraft originally manufactured 
as FAR Part 36 Stage 2 that have been modified or are operated to 
meet Stage 3 standards.

Encourage the FAA to develop a phase-out schedule for FAR Part 
36 Stage 2 aircraft weighing less than 75,000 pounds.
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Develop an expanded residential acoustical treatment program.

Provide acoustical treatment for schools and religious facilities 
that are exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 and higher.

Study the mechanism for and impact of incorporating noise 
exposure acknowledgements into real estate transactions.

Study mechanisms to maintain compatible land uses in current 
and proposed flight corridors and to prevent the development of 
incompatible development in areas exposed to DNL 65 and higher.
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Aircraft Noise Assessment
Part I

McCarran International Airport

FAR Part 150 Update
Public Working Group Mtg. #3

August 23, 2005

Presented By:

Jim Buntin

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.

Noise Concepts

Noise is “unwanted sound”
Noise levels range from faint to deafening due 
to human activities and nature.
The range of acoustical energy that we can 
perceive is very large, so the decibel (dB) is 
used to measure noise.
A-weighted sound pressure levels (dBA) match 
human response to noise.

The A-weighting Curve

Figure A-2
A-Weighting Filter Response
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How We Hear Changes in Noise

SUBJECTIVE REACTION TO CHANGES IN NOISE LEVELS

Change, dB Subjective Reaction Energy Factor

1 Imperceptible 
(Except for Tones)

1.3

3 Just Barely 
Noticeable

2.0

6 Clearly Noticeable 4.0

10 About Twice (or 
Half) as Loud

10.0

Source: Architectural Acoustics, M. David Egan, 1988.

Aircraft Noise Terms

Sound Exposure Level (SEL):  Total noise energy 
during an event, as though it occurred in one second.
Maximum Level (Lmax):  Highest noise level measured 
during an event.
Time Above (TA):  Time in seconds above a given 
noise level.
Day-Night Level (DNL):  Average aircraft noise level 
over a 24-hour day.
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Single Event Noise Descriptors

 

 
Source: Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
Prepared by: Ricondo & Associates, Inc. 

Day-Night Level (DNL)

Average aircraft noise level over a 24-hour day, with a 
10 dB penalty for nighttime noise events.

– CaIculated value (not heard)
– Includes the energy of all aircraft noise events
– Each nighttime event equals 10 daytime events
– (Nighttime is 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
– Is the sum of the weighted noise levels, divided by the number 

of seconds per day (86,400)
– Accounts for the loudness of each event, the number of 

events, and time of day

Relationship of SEL to DNL

Different Combinations of Noise Levels and Numbers 
of Events That Would Produce DNL 65 dB

Either:SEL, dB, per Event

No. of Daytime 
Events

No. of Nighttime 
Events

114 1 0.1

111 2 0.2

104 10 1

94 100 10

84 1000 100

Use of DNL

Developed by U.S. EPA in 1974.
Remains the best indication of annoyance in affected 
populations.
Used by FAA for land use compatibility guidelines.
Used by FAA to determine eligibility for federal funds 
for noise abatement (policy implementation)
FAA considers all land uses compatible with 65 dB 
DNL or less.

Why 65 dB DNL?

Acceptable interior noise level of 45 dB DNL 
can be achieved with standard construction.
65 dB DNL minimizes the percent of population 
expected to be highly annoyed.
Federal agencies (FAA, HUD, DoD, etc.) need 
a standard for project funding and land use 
planning that considers cost and feasibility.

Supplemental Noise Metrics

No accepted criteria for supplemental metrics.
SEL – relevant to sleep disturbance.
Lmax – relevant to speech interference.
Time Above – describes effects of changes in 
runway use, numbers of operations, etc.
Number Above – describes number of events 
exceeding a certain noise level.
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Aircraft Noise Assessment
Part II

McCarran International Airport

FAR Part 150 Update
Public Working Group Mtg. #3

August 23, 2005

Presented By:

Robert E. Brown

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.

Topics to be Covered

Clark County Aircraft Noise Measurement Program
- McCarran International Airport
- Other Airports    
- Today’s Tour
Preparation of Noise Exposure Maps
- Noise Modeling Tools
- Noise Modeling Assumptions
- 1992 Noise Exposure Map

Clark County Aircraft
Noise Measurement Program

McCarran International Airport (LAS)
- 10 sites
- Twice per year (summer & winter)
North Las Vegas Airport (VGT) 
- 5 sites
- Once per year (September)
Henderson Executive Airport (HND)
- 4 sites
- Once per year (October) 

Noise Monitoring Procedure

Automated noise monitors run 
24 hrs/day
2-week noise monitoring 
period
Single-event noise monitoring
Noise monitoring data
- Daily DNL values
- Lmax and SEL values
Flight tracks and runway use

LAS Noise Monitoring Sites Noise Monitoring Results – M1

C-1
Daily Measured DNL Values

M cCarran International Airport
Site M1: Summer 2004
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Noise Monitoring Results – M10

C-10
Daily Measured DNL Values

M cCarran International Airport
Site M10: Summer 2004
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Noise Exposure Maps

DNL Required for FAR Part 150
Contours Show Areas with Equal Aircraft Noise 
Exposure
Policy Implementation Boundaries
Existing Noise Exposure Conditions
Forecast Future Noise Exposure (5 years)

Noise Modeling Tools

Integrated Noise Model (INM)
INM History and Development
Required for FAR Part 150 and Analysis of 
Proposed Changes to Facilities or Procedures
Consistent Method for Comparing Alternatives
Calculated Noise Levels May be Compared to 
Noise Monitoring Results 

Noise Modeling Assumptions

Airfield Configuration
Annual Average Aircraft Operations
Aircraft Fleet Mix
Day/Night Distribution of Flights
Runway Use
Generalized Aircraft Flight Tracks

Airfield Configuration
1992 Aircraft Operations 
and Fleet Mix – 467,930 Operations
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200+ seats
150-200 seats
50-149 seats
Gen. Aviation
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Typical Air Carrier Aircraft - 1992

200+ Seats 150-200     
Seats

50-149
Seats

Less than 50 
Seats

B-747 B-727 B-737-200 EMB-120

B-767 B-757 B-737-300 DHC-6

DC-10 MD-90 B-737-500 DHC-8

DC-8 A-320

A-310 MD-80

1992 % Stage 3 Compliance

0
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80

100

200+ seats 150-200
seats

50-149
seats

Stage 2
Stage 3

Noise Footprint Comparison

B-727-200 (Stage 2)

B-727-200 (Hush-kitted Stage 3)

MD-82 (Stage 3)

B757-200 (Stage 3)

1992 Jet Runway Use – Daytime
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1992 Jet Runway Use - Nighttime
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1992 Noise Exposure Map Today’s Tour – Noise Monitoring

Typical Noise Monitoring Sites
Noise Monitoring Equipment Demonstration
Aircraft Over-flight Observations
Typical Single Event Noise Levels
Opportunity to Ask Questions
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History and Future of 
Operations at McCarran

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

September 27, 2005

Purpose
Review the growth in aircraft operations, both 
historical and forecast.

Review changes in the fleet mix, both historical and 
forecast.

Review runway use changes, with special interest in 
nighttime operations performed by air carrier (larger) 
aircraft.

Review adherence with preferred arrival and 
departure corridors by air carrier (larger) aircraft. 

Historic Annual
Passenger Growth

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

40,000

45,000
Passengers (000)

0

25

50

75

100

125

150
Rooms (000)

Passengers Hotel Rooms

Passengers 17,109 19,084 20,172 20,913 22,492 26,850 28,027 30,460 30,306 30,227 33,669 36,866 35,181 35,009 36,265 41,442

Hotel Rooms 67.391 73.73 76.879 75.475 86.053 88.56 90.046 99.072 105.35 109.37 120.29 124.27 126.61 126.79 130.48 131.5

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Passenger loss 
due to the events 

of 9/11.

AAGR = 5.7%

Forecast Annual
Passenger Growth
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Passengers 42,13 43,27 44,44 45,64 46,88 48,14 49,51 50,78 52,16 53,57 55,02 56,51 58,04 59,61 61,22 62,87 64,58 66,32 68,12 69,96 71,85

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

AAGR = 2.7%

“Epic Year” where demand 
exceeds sustainable 

capacity of 26.5 million 
enplaned passengers (or 53 

million total passengers).

“First Year” where the 
international airport in 

the Ivanpah Valley 
could be operational.

Fleet Mix Grouping
Generalized 
Aircraft Type

Aircraft Categories Included Typical No. 
of Seats

Air Carriers / "The Big Guys"

747400 B742, B744, B747 410
767300 B762, B763, B764, B767, B769 220
777300 B777 386
777200 7E7, B772 230
A310 A306, A310, A331, A332, A343, A36 253
DC1030 DC10, L101, MD10, MD11, DC8 320

737800 B738, B739 165
727EM2 B721, B722, B727, B727Q 170
757RR B751, B752, B753, B757, B75E 185
A320 A32, A320, A321 149
MD9028 MD90, MD92 152

737300 B733 138
737400 B734 140
737500 B735 122
737700 B737, B736 137
717200 B717 117
737N17 B732, B73Q, B73S 130
A319 A318, A319 125
CL601 CL60, Cl64 50
DC93LW DC9, DC93, DC9Q 112
GV CR7, CR9, E170, E190 80
MD81 MD80, MD81, MD87 149
MD82 MD82 147
MD83 MD83, MD88 143

Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

Small (50-149 seats)

Generalized 
Aircraft Type

Aircraft Categories Included Typical No. 
of Seats

Others

Air Taxi

DHC6 Large Twin Turboprop, DH6, DHC6 18
EMB120 E120 30
EMB145 CRJ-200, E135, E145

AS350 Helicopters (Strip + Canyon) 5.5

General Aviation

BEC58P Twin Piston Prop (Beech Baron)
CNA441 Twin Turboprop (King Air)
COMJET Med./Sm. Stage 2 Bizjet (LR24, LR25)
GASEPV Single Engine Prop (C172)
GIIB Large Stage 2 Bizjet (GII, GIII, Sabr)
GIV Large Stage 3 Bizjet (GV)
LEAR35 Med./Sm. Stage 3 Bizjet (LR35)

Military

F-18 Military Jets (F16)

Helicopters

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)
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AAGR for Air Carriers & Cargo = 4.3%

AAGR for Air Taxi & Commuter = 1.9%

AAGR for General Aviation = -1.9%

AAGR for Military = -5.2%

AAGR Total = 2.2%

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004



2

0.0

100.0

200.0

300.0

400.0

500.0

600.0

700.0

800.0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

D
ai

ly
 A

ve
ra

ge
 D

ep
ar

tu
re

s

Air Carrier & Cargo Air Taxi & Commuter General Aviation Military

Historic Growth Daily 
Aircraft Departures

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

“Baseline” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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“Five-year forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update

“Worst-case forecast” for 2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Update
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Other Air Carriers

Fleet Mix Changes

Changes in Noisier Fleet

INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

Daily 
Depts.

% of 
Fleet

DC10s 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%

727Qs 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.3 0.3% 0.0 0.0%

737Qs 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 2.9 0.3% 0.0 0.0%

Total 157.0 30.9% 98.8 17.5% 73.5 10.9% 25.2 3.4% 5.2 0.6% 0.0 0.0%

Small (50-149 seats)

2011 2017

Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

1986 1992 1997 2004

INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

747400 1.0 0.2% 0.2 0.0% 0.4 0.1% 1.0 0.1% 3.0 0.3% 5.8 0.6%
767300 2.0 0.4% 2.4 0.4% 9.4 1.4% 8.8 1.2% 12.6 1.4% 17.5 1.7%
777300 1.0 0.1% 1.8 0.2%
777200 0.0 0.0% 2.2 0.3% 5.9 0.6%
A310 0.6 0.1% 2.5 0.3% 2.6 0.3% 4.7 0.5%
DC1030 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0%
Subtotal 25.0 4.9% 16.3 2.9% 19.9 2.9% 13.8 1.8% 21.5 2.4% 35.7 3.5%

737800 16.3 2.2% 18.1 2.1% 25.7 2.5%
727EM2 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.2 0.3%
757RR 3.0 0.6% 21.8 3.9% 35.9 5.3% 73.4 9.8% 82.6 9.4% 90.2 8.8%
A320 (w /MD81) 11.7 2.1% 26.6 4.0% 80.9 10.8% 95.4 10.8% 92.8 9.1%
MD9028 (w /MD81) 2.9 0.4% 2.8 0.3% 3.1 0.3%
Subtotal 51.0 10.0% 70.5 12.5% 86.1 12.8% 179.6 24.1% 201.1 22.8% 211.8 20.7%

737300 6.0 1.2% 124.3 22.0% 204.4 30.3% 129.7 17.4% 157.51 17.9% 170.2 16.6%
737400 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 3.2 0.4% 0.9 0.1%
737500 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 8.7 1.2% 4.0 0.5%
737700 83.0 11.1% 113.03 12.8% 132.8 13.0%
717200 1.9 0.3% 2.9 0.3% 3.6 0.4%
737N17 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 3.1 0.4%
A319 23.4 3.1% 35.5 4.0% 48.3 4.7%
CL601 0.0 0.0%
DC93LW (w /B737N17) 1.7 0.2% 0.8 0.1% 1.8 0.2% 1.2 0.1%
GV 10.3 1.4% 22.8 2.6% 55.0 5.4%
MD81 32.0 6.3% 14.5 2.6% 45.4 6.7% 11.8 1.6% 12.3 1.4% 12.8 1.3%
MD82 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 9.3 1.2% 11.7 1.3% 9.4 0.9%
MD83 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 7.8 1.1% 7.2 0.8% 6.8 0.7%
Subtotal 125.0 24.6% 186.9 33.1% 291.7 43.3% 307.6 41.2% 372.8 42.3% 440.1 43.0%

Total 201.0 39.6% 273.6 48.4% 397.7 59.0% 501.0 67.1% 595.4 67.5% 687.6 67.2%

DHC6 0.1 0.0% 6.5 8.1 0.8%
EMB120 5.5 0.7% 10.5 1.2% 13.1 1.3%
EMB145 8.9 1.2% 9.2 1.0% 11.4 1.1%

Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 14.5 1.9% 26.2 2.2% 32.6 3.2%

AS350 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%
Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%

BEC58P 177.0 34.8% 98.4 17.4% 51.7 7.7% 19.48 2.6% 24.47 2.8% 24.1 2.4%
CNA441 12.0 2.4% 37.7 6.7% 55.1 8.2% 6.63 0.9% 7.34 0.8% 6.6 0.6%
COMJET 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 4.68 0.6% 4.23 0.5% 4.2 0.4%
F-18 19.0 3.7% 7.5 1.3% 9.0 1.3% 0.52 0.1% 0.39 0.0% 0.3 0.0%
GASEPV 78.0 15.4% 63.4 11.2% 44.8 6.6% 20.26 2.7% 20.34 2.3% 20.2 2.0%
GIIB 4.0 0.8% 29.8 5.3% 29.1 4.3% 3.89 0.5% 2.46 0.3% 2.4 0.2%
GIV 9.0 1.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 21.86 2.9% 14.74 1.7% 14.7 1.4%
LEAR35 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 42.2 6.3% 31.28 4.2% 25.16 2.9% 24.9 2.4%

Total 307.0 60.4% 291.4 51.6% 275.9 41.0% 108.6 14.6% 99.1 11.2% 97.4 9.5%

Grand 
Total 508.0 100.0% 565.0 100.0% 673.7 100.0% 746.1 100.0% 882.1 99.3% 1022.8 100.0%

Air Carrier
Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

20171986 1992 1997 2004 2011

Small (50-149 seats)

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)

Helicopters

Other Operations

Fleet Change Specifics

Year 1986 1992 1997 2004 2011 2017

Total 201.0 273.6 397.7 501.0 595.4 687.6

Daily Air Carrier / "The Big Guys" Departures

Year 1986 1992 1997 2004 2011 2017

Total 508.0 565.0 673.7 746.1 882.1 1,022.8

Total Daily Departures
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Aircraft Runway Use
In general, larger aircraft are encouraged to operate on 
the east-west runways (7L-25R and 7R-25L) as much as 
possible with the inner north-south runway used for 
overflow (1R-19L) whereas smaller aircraft primarily use 
the outer north-south runway (1L-19R).

Runway use for larger aircraft has not changed much with 
the exception of more nighttime operations on the north-
south runways.  (Focus of following slides.)

As larger aircraft operations continue to grow at 
McCarran, the preferred runway configuration will likely be 
used less frequently to address capacity demands. 

Arrival Runway Use
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Arrivals from the East

Percentage of arrivals from the east will likely decrease in 
future years as different runway configurations are used 

more frequently to address future capacity demands.
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Arrivals from the North

Percentage of arrivals from the north will likely increase 
in future years as different runway configurations are 
used more frequently to address capacity demands.  

Although future daytime percentages should not exceed 
1986 and 1992 percentages, nighttime arrivals will 

likely exceed previous assumptions.

Nighttime Arrivals Detail
2004 Large Aircraft Arrivals into Runways 19L/19R
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Arrivals from the South

Percentage of arrivals from the south will likely increase 
in future years as differing runway configurations used 

more frequently to address capacity demands.  Although 
future daytime percentages may just slightly exceed 
1986 and 1992 percentages, nighttime arrivals will 

likely exceed previous assumptions.
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Nighttime
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Arrivals from the West

Percentage of arrivals from the west will likely increase 
in future years as differing runway configurations used 
more frequently to address capacity demands.  Future 
daytime and nighttime percentages will likely exceed 

previous assumptions.

Departure Runway Use
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Departures to the West

Percentage of departures to the west will likely decrease 
in future years as different runway configurations are 

used more frequently to address future capacity demands.
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Departures to the South

Percentage of daytime departures to the south will likely 
decrease in future years as different runway configurations 
are used more frequently to address capacity demands, but 

nighttime departures will likely increase to address 
capacity demand during nighttime hours.

2004 Large Aircraft Departures from Runways 19L and 19R
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Departures to the North

Percentage of departures to the north will likely increase 
in future years as different runway configurations are 
used more frequently to address capacity demands.  

Although future daytime percentages should not exceed 
1992 percentages, nighttime departures will likely 

exceed previous assumptions.
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Nighttime
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Departures to the East

Percentage of departures to the east will likely increase 
in future years as different runway configurations are 
used more frequently to address capacity demands.  

Future daytime and nighttime percentages will likely 
exceed previous assumptions.

Summary of Runway Use
2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 

Change

LAS-19L 8.1% 9.5% 10.6% 2.5%
LAS-19R 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.3%

LAS-1L 6.8% 8.5% 10.0% 3.2%
LAS-1R 5.6% 7.1% 8.3% 2.7%

LAS-25L 72.0% 66.5% 61.7% -10.3%
LAS-25R 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% -0.1%

LAS-7L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
LAS-7R 1.9% 2.3% 2.7% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 15.6% 16.3% 16.9% 1.3%
LAS-19R 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 0.2%

LAS-1L 4.0% 4.4% 4.8% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 0.6%

LAS-25L 67.3% 65.9% 64.7% -2.6%
LAS-25R 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% -0.3%

LAS-7L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Arrivals

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 23.6% 20.8% 18.4% -5.2%
LAS-19R 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%
LAS-1R 10.5% 13.9% 16.7% 6.2%
LAS-1L 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% -0.1%

LAS-25R 53.9% 47.6% 42.1% -11.8%
LAS-25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7L 8.6% 14.5% 19.6% 11.0%
LAS-7R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 7.8% 10.0% 12.0% 4.2%
LAS-19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
LAS-1R 7.3% 7.6% 7.7% 0.4%
LAS-1L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%

LAS-25R 80.6% 76.6% 73.1% -7.5%
LAS-25L 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
LAS-7L 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 3.0%
LAS-7R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Air Carrier Departures

Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

Aircraft Flight Tracks
In general, larger aircraft fly a more defined flight pattern 
whereas there is more dispersion with smaller aircraft 
flight patterns.

Until October 2001, very few changes in typical arrival and 
departure flight tracks have occurred for larger aircraft 
traffic patterns.

In October 2001, the Las Vegas Four Corner Post 
Airspace Management Plan (FCPP) amended some 
typical arrival and departure procedures.

Adherence, or “compliance”, with the preferred arrival and 
departure procedures are not mandatory. 

Arrivals

Departures

Larger vs. Smaller
Typical Day 2005 Tracks

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1989 Arrival
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1989 Departure 
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures
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2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1993 Arrival
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1993 Departure 
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1996 Arrival
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 1996 Departure 
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2000 Arrival
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2000 Departure 
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures
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2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2005 Arrival
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

2001 (pre FCPP) vs. 2005 Departure 
Flight Tracks for Air Carriers

Arrivals

Departures

Potential Reinstatement

Corridor Adherence –
Arrivals near Boulder City

Boulder City Gate Analysis
(For Larger Aircraft Arriving into 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 0.5

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 2/19/03: 441 days) 34.0
1st Correction (2/20/03 - 11/11/03: 238 days) 14.7
2nd Correction (11/12/03 - 8/15/05: 662 days) 3.0

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Coronado R.

Coronado Ranch Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 17.9

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 47.3
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 265.9

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 54.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 141.9
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 22.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 5.4
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 2.7
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 6.1

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Rhodes R.

Rhodes Ranch to West Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 4.8

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 102.7
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 1.5

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 101.7
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 30.3
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 12.0

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 20.7
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 27.7
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 9.7

Rhodes Ranch to South Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 4.7

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 8.6
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 0.9

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 8.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 28.0
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 11.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 30.1
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 47.4
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 10.8

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Spanish Trail

Spanish Trails Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 43.4

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 8.4
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 4.1

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 6.9
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 6.5
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 7.8

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 5.0
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 7.8
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 15.8



8

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Summerlin S.

Summerlin South Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 25L and 25R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 6.6

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 1.8
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 1.6

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 1.1
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 0.9
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 1.4

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 1.2
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 1.2
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 -8/15/05: 152 days) 1.5

Corridor Adherence –
Departures near Southern H.

Southern Highlands Gate Analysis
(For Large Aircraft Departing from 19L and 19R)

Daily 
Average

Pre FCPP (7/1/00 - 10/15/01: 326 days) 3.8

Initial FCPP (10/16/01 - 10/3/02: 307 days) 23.3
No RNAV (10/4/02 - 11/4/02: 27 days) 23.1

Reinstate initial RNAV (11/5/02 - 01/22/03: 79 days) 16.4
1st Correction/2.5 DME (1/23/03 - 2/19/03: 28 days) 12.5
2nd Correction/3 DME (2/20/03 - 9/3/03: 181 days) 15.1

3rd Amendment/Classic (9/4/03 - 11/11/03: 57 days) 15.3
4th Amendment/ROP (11/12/03 - 3/15/05: 470 days) 15.3
5th Amendment/CMA (3/17/05 - 8/15/05: 152 days) 13.5

5th Amend. before construction impact (3/17/05 - 5/16/05 - 62 days)
(Very few southern departures from 5/17/05 - 8/15/05)

32.1

Summary
The number of larger aircraft operating from McCarran 
International Airport will continue to grow as our community 
and economy continues to flourish.

The number of “noisier” aircraft operating from McCarran is 
expected to continue to decrease through natural 
marketing/business decisions associated with fuel 
consumption and pilot requirements for these older aircraft.

The amount of traffic abiding by the preferred runway use 
program has slowly been decreasing as traffic/capacity 
demands require a more flexible use of the airport’s runway 
system.

Summary Continued
Over the last few years, significant attention has been 
given to ensure that historical flight corridors are utilized as
much as possible by the larger aircraft.

The FAA and the airlines are already “threading the needle”
to avoid, as much as possible, direct overflight of 
developed residential areas.

There have been requests to realign existing flight patterns 
to avoid major residential development projects, even 
though developers knew that certain areas have been and 
will likely continue to be exposed to significant aircraft noise
due to their proximity to historical flight corridors.

Summary Continued
“New home euphoria” seems to focus one’s attention on 
the development/building…so existing aircraft traffic 
patterns may not be fully noticed/appreciated by the 
homebuyer or renter.

Adherence, or “compliance”, with the preferred arrival and 
departure procedures is not mandatory. 

What can be done to address future aircraft noise impacts 
considering historical noise reduction programs and 
anticipated changes in runway use and nighttime 
operations? 
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History of  Noise Complaints 
and Reduction Measures 

at McCarran

Andrea McKenzie, Planner
Clark County Department of Aviation 

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group
September 27, 2005 
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Introduction

• Snapshot of growth around McCarran International 
Airport

• Overview of the Noise Office

• Noise Complaints, specifically those associated with 
aircraft operations originating from McCarran 
International Airport

• Noise Abatement and Mitigation Measures

3 4

5

CIRCA

6
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Noise Office

• What we do…….
• Log complaints (261-3694 or 261-5600).

– Address Matching
– Proximity to noise contours
– Length of residence

» Likelihood that realtor/developer disclosed appropriate 
information concerning proximity to McCarran

– Link flight tracks to complaint
» Determine whether it was a typical or non-typical event

• Respond to complaint and, when appropriate, 
remediate.  (Most responses are educational since 
remedial measures are limited.)

• Complete Bi-monthly Noise Reports.

9

Address MatchingAddress Matching

10

Noise Complaints

McCarran Noise Complaints
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McCarran Noise 
Complaints

Departures VS. Arrivals
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McCarran's Noise Complaints 
versus Top Five Airports in 2004
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* One caller in 2004 issued 2411 complaints for LAS.
14

• Abatement measures reduce the amount of noise generated by 
airport operations (i.e., using quieter aircraft, redirecting 
flights).

• Mitigation measures reduce the amount of incompatible 
development impacted by airport operations (i.e., land 
acquisition, sound attenuation).

• Remedial Noise Mitigation options reduce or improve the 
compatibility of existing land uses (i.e., sound insulation)

• Preventive mitigation discourages the development of new 
incompatible land uses (i.e., zoning regulations, McCarran’s 
AEOD)

Key Terms

15

Runway 25 is designated the 
preferred runway for scheduled 
air carrier jet aircraft.

Pilots will follow FAA 
recommended noise abatement 
take-off and departure 
procedures for civil turbojets.  
(Only applied to narrow-body 
aircraft.)

Turbojets departing runway 25 
will keep runway  heading until 
leaving 4,000 ft MSL before 
turning over city (northwest 
bound).  (Discussed 6,000 ft. 
altitude criteria.)

Turbojets departing runway 25 
southwest bound will be kept 
on runway heading until 2 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Turbojets departing runway 19 
will be kept on runway heading 
until 3 NM before proceeding 
on course.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Continue 
preferential runway use 
program, as highlighted in the 
1988 interlocal agreement 
between Clark County and the 
City of Henderson.

Revised - Conduct a test of the 
1991 FAA noise abatement 
departure profiles (NADPs) 
described by FAA AC: 91-53A.

Amended - Community 
requested a test of runway 
heading until 3 NM.  After test, 
community requested return 
to 4 NM.

Retained.

Retained.

Consider Reviewing -
Agreement expired in 
December 2003.  Consider 
reassessing  with current 
capacity demands and existing 
runway use.

Consider Reviewing- 1994 test 
not fully conducted.  Consider  
reassessing with current fleet 
mix and departure procedures.

Consider Reviewing - Consider 
Incorporating  4 NM criteria 
into proposed procedure 
currently being reviewed by the 
FAA.  This “track” needs to 
mimic historical departure 
profiles.

Consider Reviewing - The 
Focus on specific adherence to 
route near Sierra Vista High 
School/CMA corridor.

Consider Reviewing

Retained - Minimize departures 
to the east when air 
traffic/weather conditions 
permit by established 
preferential runway  use 
program.

Not Retained - FAA was in the 
process of developing 
“standardized” procedures.

Amended - Procedure 
developed to incorporate 
runway heading until 4 NM.  
Changed from altitude 
preference to a distance 
preference.

Amended - Turbojets departing 
runway 25 keep heading until 3 
NM before proceeding on 
course

Retained.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Close-In Procedure 
Benefits

"Close-In" Noise 
Sensitive 

Communities Distant Procedure

Benefits "Distant" 
Noise Sensitive 
Communities

800-1000 ft Reduce Thrust 800-1000 ft

Retract Flaps Reduce 
Thrust (Later...Not as 

Much)

3000 ft
Retract Flaps Normal 

Climb 3000 ft Normal Climb

Abatement Measures 2

17

3 DME

3 DME

4 DME

Abatement Measures 3, 4, & 5

18

During noise sensitive hours 
(10 PM and 7 AM) runway 1R-
19L departures for turbojet 
operations will be authorized 
only when operational 
requirements dictate.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up prior to departure on 
runway 19 will be headed 
north.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up in passenger terminal ramp 
area will position aircraft to 
avoid hazard to parked aircraft, 
taxiways, or spectators which 
potentially may occur as a 
result of propeller slip stream 
or jet blast

Ground check of engines 
following repairs will be made 
on Taxiway “B” between 
Taxiways “M” and “F”.

RWY 1L and 19L are left-hand 
traffic patterns or as directed 
by ATC.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained.

Not Retained.

Retained.  Designated an 
engine run-up area within the 
middle of airfield.

Not Retained.

Not Retained - Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.  

Consider Reviewing – Upgrade 
of 1L-19R in 1997 applied same 
restrictions/discouragement of 
1R-19L.  Consider reassessing 
with current capacity demands 
and existing runway use.

Completed.

Consider Reviewing  - In the 
past it has not been deemed 
necessary to construct noise 
barriers at the designated site.

Completed.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has out dated this 
measure 

Amended - Continue existing 
runway use program that 
restricts the use of runway 1R-
19L between 8 PM and 8 AM 
when air traffic and weather 
conditions permit.

Not Retained.

Revised - Relocate the aircraft 
engine run-up areas to a less 
noise-sensitive location on the 
airport and, if necessary, 
construct appropriate noise 
attenuating barriers at the new 
site.

Not Retained.

Not Retained.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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9. Engine Run-up Areas

7. Run-ups on 19 head North 
- Keeps noise on airfield

Abatement
Measures

7 & 9

20

Runway 1R and 19R are right-
hand traffic patterns or as 
directed by ATC.

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
under 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 800ft 
AGL.  

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
over 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 1,500ft 
AGL.  

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained.  Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.

Not Retained - Very few 
General Aviation 
traffic/training operations.

Not Retained - Very few large 
Commuter traffic/training 
operations.

Completed – Runway 7R-25L 
operational in 1991.  Construct 
assumed runway to be used 
primarily for jet arrivals from 
the east.

Establish eastern departure 
criteria as part of Henderson 
agreement/construction of 7R-
25L.

Completed - Test was 
conducted by FAA/Airlines, 
but not supported due to 
proximity of Mt. Potosi.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has out dated this 
measure 

Not Applicable  - LAS uses has 
outdate this  measure

Not Applicable  - LAS uses 
have outdate this  measure

Consider Reviewing – Recent 
and forecasted runway use 
shows 7R-25L also being used 
for jet arrivals from the west.  
Consider establishing a 
preferred arrival corridor from 
the west.

Consider Reviewing – Current 
Runway heading until 7 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Not Applicable – 1990 test 
would now divert aircraft 
over/close to residentially 
developed areas.

Not Retained

Not Retained 

Not Retained 

Build parallel runway south of 
runway 7-25 to enhance airfield 
capacity and provide flexibility 
in implementing other noise 
abatement measures 
(minimizing use of 1-19 complex 
and eastern departures).

Conduct a test of a change to 
the standard instrument 
departure (SID) for westerly 
departures from runway 25R.

11.

12.

13.

14.

14a.

15.

21

Nellis Airspace

2 DME

7 DME

Abatement Measure 14a

22

Abatement Measure 15

4 DME

15 Degree Change in Departure Angle5 DME

23

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained - Procedure was 
found to not be practical due 
to safety and airport capacity 
concerns or necessary for 
noise reduction after opening 
runway 7R-25L.

Retained - Encourage airline 
companies to use Stage 3 
aircraft for operations 
occurring between 10 PM and 
7 AM

Completed.

Not Retained

Retained.

Not Applicable – Current RNAV 
procedure reduces fanning 
impact.

Completed - Aviation Noise 
and Capacity Act of 1990 
eliminated large Stage 2 
aircraft at the close of 2000. 

Completed – Henderson 
Executive Airport also being 
improved to accommodate 
General Aviation.

Partially Completed - Noise 
monitoring conducted twice a 
year.

Consider Reviewing 

Use existing localizer for 
instrument landing system (ILS) 
for arrivals to runway 25R from 
the east to also provide from 
RWY 7L to the east when such 
departures are required by air 
traffic or weather conditions. 

Encourage the airlines to 
increase use of Stage 3 aircraft 
between 10 PM and 7 AM

Upgrade the facilities at North 
Las Vegas Air Terminal as a 
means of encouraging greater 
use for general aviation 
operations, including training.

Continue to evaluate the need 
for and benefit of permanent 
noise-monitoring system. 

Maintain the existing noise 
abatement staff and expand, as 
necessary, to assist in the 
implementation of Noise 
Compatibility Program.  

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

24

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained

Retained.

Not Retained - Not approved by 
FAA and conditions of ANCA.

Implement a voluntary 
intersection departure 
procedure for aircraft departing 
to the west on runway 25R.

Analyze the noise-related 
benefits of revising the Oasis 
Standard Instrument Departure 
(SID) procedures for departures 
to the west on RWY 25R to 
minimize over flight of noise-
sensitive areas.

Consider Reviewing - Currently 
deals with noise abatement 
program, Noise Hotline, 
responses to noise-related 
complaints or questions, and 
bi-monthly noise  report.

Partially completed - ANCA Act 
phased out by 2000 for only 
larger civilian aircraft.

Not Applicable - ANCA 
prohibits these types of 
restrictions.

Not Applicable  – Intersection 
departures required significant 
workload demand.  Impacted 
neighborhood mitigated.

Consider Reviewing - It has  
currently been revised and is 
on ongoing. New RNAV 
procedures consistently being 
reviewed to enhance flight 
track conformance.

Establish noise compatibility 
public information program.

Support legislation to phase out 
Stage 2 aircraft 

Limit training operations for 
turbojet aircraft exceeding 
12,500 pounds 8 PM to 12 AM 
and 6 AM to 8 AM to aircraft 
complying with Stage 3 noise 
standards, and prohibit training 
operations for all aircraft 
between midnight and 6AM 

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
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Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Approx. 189 parcels 
at an approx. cost of $37.9 
million for parcels within 70+ 
DNL.

Retained - Worked with other 
agencies to implement 
redevelopment programs to 
achieve land use compatibility 
on properties located near the 
Airport which are not needed for 
aviation-related purposes.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition.

Not Retained - Program focused 
on land acquisition in higher 
noise contours.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition. 

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 75 DNL.

Consider Reviewing - The 
benefits of  land use planning 
with other agencies, as 
appropriate.

Consider Reviewing –Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that where built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing – Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that where built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not participated 
in property transaction.

26.

27.

28.

29

30.

Acquire property developed in 
residential or other noise-
sensitive uses in areas exposed 
to aircraft noise of 75 DNL.

Plan, with the assistance of 
Department of Comprehensive 
Planning and the Office of 
Economic Development, 
potential redevelopment 
programs for areas to be 
acquired for noise compatibility 
purposes 

Establish a soundproofing 
program for existing single-
family residences and schools in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL.

Establish a limited 
soundproofing assistance for 
owners of existing single-family 
homes in areas exposed to 
aircraft noise of 65 to 70 DNL.

Provide property transaction 
assistance for owners of 
existing single-family homes in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL.

26

Remedial Measure 26 - 33

27

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Facilitate lease or purchase 
agreements with the UNLV to 
provide for the conversion of 
incompatible to compatible uses 
or to prevent the development of 
new incompatible uses on UNLV 
property exposed to aircraft 
noise levels of 65 + DNL.

Acquire property where 
Paradise Elementary School is 
located and convent  to a 
compatible use. 

Expand the property transaction 
assistance program to include 
existing single-family residences 
located within the 65-70 DNL 
area. Currently have purchased 
Approx. 59 parcels at an approx. 
cost of $16.9 million for parcels 
located within 65 DNL.

Consider Reviewing – Benefits  
of continuing to work with 
UNLV on long-term 
compatibility between 
University and Airport uses.

Completed. Approx. $7.5 
million to purchase school, 
relocate existing UNLV sport 
facilities, and rebuild Paradise 
school on UNLV property.

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 65 -70 DNL.

31.

32.

33.

28

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Revised - Encourage the active 
enforcement of the AEOD, 
update maps based upon the 
most current Part 150 Noise 
Exposure Maps.  (New maps not 
adopted by County due to 
impacts of Desert Storm on 
traffic demands, but were 
adopted by the City of 
Henderson.)

See Measure #34

Not Retained – Enforcement 
unknown.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Revised - Amend AEOD map to 
reflect the projected 1992 noise 
exposure map and make other 
changes to conform with the 
guidelines in FAR Part 150.  
(Completed in 1990.)  Work with 
and encourage the City of 
Henderson to adopt the AEOD.

See Measure #34.

Retained and Revised -
Requiring disclosure of existing 
and forecast noise exposure for 
all potential buyers/lessees of 
property in AEOD and 
encourage City of Henderson to 
adopt similar requirements. 

Retained and Revised – Acquire 
avigation easements in areas 
exposed to aircraft noise of 65 + 
DNL for existing homeowners 
where avigation easements not 
already acquired.

Develop comprehensive noise 
and land use compatibility 
guidelines/plans.  Airport 
Environs Overlay District 
(AEOD) codified in 1986.  AEOD 
map adopted and AEOD 
standards established.

Recommend noise-attenuation 
construction be required if 
development occurs in high 
noise exposure zones.

Sight and sound disclosure 
requirements,  require seller to 
inform buyer.

Require avigation easements. 
Avigation easements have been 
required for “enhanced”
development since 1970s. 

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have adopted 
“worse-case/2017” AEOD 
maps.  Since 1998, on a case 
by case basis, homes within 
the 1997 AE-60 have  been 
condition with a 25dB 
reduction (the same level as 
the AE-65 standard).  Should 
AE-60 conditions be codified?

See Measure #34

Consider Reviewing– Updating 
info letter sent to Real Estate 
industry in 2002.  On a “case-
by-case” basis, since 1998 
approximately  92 communities 
have been conditioned with 
noise disclosure.  Consider 
Reviewing  if disclosure should 
be/could be codified.

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not have not 
implemented program.

29

• Adopted in 1986 by the Clark County Board of Commissioners 

– Provide for a range of uses compatible with airport accident hazard and noise 
exposure areas.

– Prohibit the development of incompatible uses that are detrimental to the 
general health, safety and welfare.

– Require noise attenuated construction, as indicated by table 30.48-AE in 
accordance with the noise attenuation construction standards in Chapter 22.22 
of the Clark County Code, within these airport environs.  The regulations of the 
AE Overlay District shall supersede the regulations of the underlying district if 
there is a conflict.

– Comply with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. (ord 3051/2 (part),32004)

Airport Environs Overlay 
District (AEOD)

30

Portion of AEOD Table
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Adopted AEOD Map

32

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Has resulted in the 
purchase of several parcels of 
vacant land, which could have 
been developed into 
incompatible uses. 

Retained.

Retained - Continue to consider 
land use compatibility planning 
when implementing capital 
improvement or public works 
projects.

Retained –Airport staff proactive 
in revising lands use plans and 
consistently reviews/comments 
on all land use development 
applications.

Continue to facilitate the noise 
compatibility planning 
provisions of the existing 
cooperative agreement of 1992 
between BLM and Clark County 
regarding development of 
federal lands within the Airport 
Environs. 

Consider Reviewing  – Review 
if any vacant lands within 75+ 
DNL master planned an 
incompatible use.  

Consider Reviewing – Review 
FHA and VA policies.

Consider Reviewing – Most 
capital improvements already 
completed within the Airport 
Environs (I.e., water/ sewer/ 
street improvements).

Consider Reviewing 

Completed – BLM, per the 1998 
SNPLMA, transferred over 
5,230 acres of federally owned 
land within the CMA to Clark 
County. 

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Acquire undeveloped land areas 
exposed to 75+ DNL in runway 
clear zones or in locations that 
would  facilitate redevelopment 
in Airport-compatible land uses. 

Encourage the continuation of 
FHA and VA mortgage insurance 
policies and practices. 

Sequence the implementation of 
capital improvements and public 
works projects to be consistent 
with land use compatibility 
objectives.

Encourage the preparation of 
specific area plans for certain 
land exposed to aircraft noise of 
60+ DNL.

33

Preventive
Mitigation Measures

What is the Cooperative Management Agreement?
• In 1992, an agreement was established to set forth the responsibilities 

of Clark County, through the Department of Aviation and the Las Vegas 
District, Bureau of Land Management, United States Department of
Interior, in their cooperative management of the lands underneath the 
departure flight tracks from Runways at McCarran Airport.

34

- Mutually beneficial agreement between the Bureau of Land and Clark
County Department of Aviation that helps to promote compatible land 
use planning around McCarran Airport. 

– To provide proper land use planning and management to protect against 
the encroachment of incompatible land uses on federal land under the 
airspace used for McCarran.

– To facilitate the efficient management and protect against unlawful use 
of public land in these areas.

– To ensure that the affect areas are regularly patrolled and monitored to 
reduce unlawful disposal of trash, littler and hazardous materials.

– To prevent the transfer of public lands to private ownership without the 
concurrence of Clark County. 

- In 1998, under the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act 
(SNPLMA) the BLM transferred ownership of approximately 5,230 
acres of land making up the CMA to Clark County. 
– The county retains 10% of gross proceeds from the sale of the land for 

airport development and the Noise Compatibility Program.

Cooperative Management 
Agreement (CMA)

35 36

Questions?
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History of  Noise Complaints 
and Reduction Measures 

at McCarran

Andrea McKenzie, Planner
Clark County Department of Aviation 

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group
September 27, 2005 

2

Introduction

• Snapshot of growth around McCarran International 
Airport

• Overview of the Noise Office

• Noise Complaints, specifically those associated with 
aircraft operations originating from McCarran 
International Airport

• Noise Abatement and Mitigation Measures

3 4

5

CIRCA

6
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7 8

Noise Office

• What we do…….
• Log complaints (261-3694 or 261-5600).

– Address Matching
– Proximity to noise contours
– Length of residence

» Likelihood that realtor/developer disclosed appropriate 
information concerning proximity to McCarran

– Link flight tracks to complaint
» Determine whether it was a typical or non-typical event

• Respond to complaint and, when appropriate, 
remediate.  (Most responses are educational since 
remedial measures are limited.)

• Complete Bi-monthly Noise Reports.

9

Address MatchingAddress Matching

10

Noise Complaints

McCarran Noise Complaints
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McCarran Noise 
Complaints

Departures VS. Arrivals
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McCarran's Noise Complaints 
versus Top Five Airports in 2004
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* One caller in 2004 issued 2411 complaints for LAS.
14

• Abatement measures reduce the amount of noise generated by 
airport operations (i.e., using quieter aircraft, redirecting 
flights).

• Mitigation measures reduce the amount of incompatible 
development impacted by airport operations (i.e., land 
acquisition, sound attenuation).

• Remedial Noise Mitigation options reduce or improve the 
compatibility of existing land uses (i.e., sound insulation)

• Preventive mitigation discourages the development of new 
incompatible land uses (i.e., zoning regulations, McCarran’s 
AEOD)

Key Terms

15

Runway 25 is designated the 
preferred runway for scheduled 
air carrier jet aircraft.

Pilots will follow FAA 
recommended noise abatement 
take-off and departure 
procedures for civil turbojets.  
(Only applied to narrow-body 
aircraft.)

Turbojets departing runway 25 
will keep runway  heading until 
leaving 4,000 ft MSL before 
turning over city (northwest 
bound).  (Discussed 6,000 ft. 
altitude criteria.)

Turbojets departing runway 25 
southwest bound will be kept 
on runway heading until 2 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Turbojets departing runway 19 
will be kept on runway heading 
until 3 NM before proceeding 
on course.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Continue 
preferential runway use 
program, as highlighted in the 
1988 interlocal agreement 
between Clark County and the 
City of Henderson.

Revised - Conduct a test of the 
1991 FAA noise abatement 
departure profiles (NADPs) 
described by FAA AC: 91-53A.

Amended - Community 
requested a test of runway 
heading until 3 NM.  After test, 
community requested return 
to 4 NM.

Retained.

Retained.

Consider Reviewing -
Agreement expired in 
December 2003.  Consider 
reassessing  with current 
capacity demands and existing 
runway use.

Consider Reviewing- 1994 test 
not fully conducted.  Consider  
reassessing with current fleet 
mix and departure procedures.

Consider Reviewing - Consider 
Incorporating  4 NM criteria 
into proposed procedure 
currently being reviewed by the 
FAA.  This “track” needs to 
mimic historical departure 
profiles.

Consider Reviewing - The 
Focus on specific adherence to 
route near Sierra Vista High 
School/CMA corridor.

Consider Reviewing

Retained - Minimize departures 
to the east when air 
traffic/weather conditions 
permit by established 
preferential runway  use 
program.

Not Retained - FAA was in the 
process of developing 
“standardized” procedures.

Amended - Procedure 
developed to incorporate 
runway heading until 4 NM.  
Changed from altitude 
preference to a distance 
preference.

Amended - Turbojets departing 
runway 25 keep heading until 3 
NM before proceeding on 
course

Retained.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

16

Close-In Procedure 
Benefits

"Close-In" Noise 
Sensitive 

Communities Distant Procedure

Benefits "Distant" 
Noise Sensitive 
Communities

800-1000 ft Reduce Thrust 800-1000 ft

Retract Flaps Reduce 
Thrust (Later...Not as 

Much)

3000 ft
Retract Flaps Normal 

Climb 3000 ft Normal Climb

Abatement Measures 2

17

3 DME

3 DME

4 DME

Abatement Measures 3, 4, & 5

18

During noise sensitive hours 
(10 PM and 7 AM) runway 1R-
19L departures for turbojet 
operations will be authorized 
only when operational 
requirements dictate.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up prior to departure on 
runway 19 will be headed 
north.

Aircraft performing engine run-
up in passenger terminal ramp 
area will position aircraft to 
avoid hazard to parked aircraft, 
taxiways, or spectators which 
potentially may occur as a 
result of propeller slip stream 
or jet blast

Ground check of engines 
following repairs will be made 
on Taxiway “B” between 
Taxiways “M” and “F”.

RWY 1L and 19L are left-hand 
traffic patterns or as directed 
by ATC.

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained.

Not Retained.

Retained.  Designated an 
engine run-up area within the 
middle of airfield.

Not Retained.

Not Retained - Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.  

Consider Reviewing – Upgrade 
of 1L-19R in 1997 applied same 
restrictions/discouragement of 
1R-19L.  Consider reassessing 
with current capacity demands 
and existing runway use.

Completed.

Consider Reviewing  - In the 
past it has not been deemed 
necessary to construct noise 
barriers at the designated site.

Completed.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has out dated this 
measure 

Amended - Continue existing 
runway use program that 
restricts the use of runway 1R-
19L between 8 PM and 8 AM 
when air traffic and weather 
conditions permit.

Not Retained.

Revised - Relocate the aircraft 
engine run-up areas to a less 
noise-sensitive location on the 
airport and, if necessary, 
construct appropriate noise 
attenuating barriers at the new 
site.

Not Retained.

Not Retained.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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9. Engine Run-up Areas

7. Run-ups on 19 head North 
- Keeps noise on airfield

Abatement
Measures

7 & 9

20

Runway 1R and 19R are right-
hand traffic patterns or as 
directed by ATC.

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
under 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 800ft 
AGL.  

All traffic patterns for aircraft  
over 12,500 pounds will be 
flown at an altitude of 1,500ft 
AGL.  

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained.  Tied to safety 
operations for General 
Aviation aircraft, as deemed 
appropriate by FAA.

Not Retained - Very few 
General Aviation 
traffic/training operations.

Not Retained - Very few large 
Commuter traffic/training 
operations.

Completed – Runway 7R-25L 
operational in 1991.  Construct 
assumed runway to be used 
primarily for jet arrivals from 
the east.

Establish eastern departure 
criteria as part of Henderson 
agreement/construction of 7R-
25L.

Completed - Test was 
conducted by FAA/Airlines, 
but not supported due to 
proximity of Mt. Potosi.

Not Applicable - Change in the 
fleet in addition to instrument 
procedures has out dated this 
measure 

Not Applicable  - LAS uses has 
outdate this  measure

Not Applicable  - LAS uses 
have outdate this  measure

Consider Reviewing – Recent 
and forecasted runway use 
shows 7R-25L also being used 
for jet arrivals from the west.  
Consider establishing a 
preferred arrival corridor from 
the west.

Consider Reviewing – Current 
Runway heading until 7 NM 
before proceeding on course.

Not Applicable – 1990 test 
would now divert aircraft 
over/close to residentially 
developed areas.

Not Retained

Not Retained 

Not Retained 

Build parallel runway south of 
runway 7-25 to enhance airfield 
capacity and provide flexibility 
in implementing other noise 
abatement measures 
(minimizing use of 1-19 complex 
and eastern departures).

Conduct a test of a change to 
the standard instrument 
departure (SID) for westerly 
departures from runway 25R.

11.

12.

13.

14.

14a.

15.

21

Nellis Airspace

2 DME

7 DME

Abatement Measure 14a

22

Abatement Measure 15

4 DME

15 Degree Change in Departure Angle5 DME

23

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Not Retained - Procedure was 
found to not be practical due 
to safety and airport capacity 
concerns or necessary for 
noise reduction after opening 
runway 7R-25L.

Retained - Encourage airline 
companies to use Stage 3 
aircraft for operations 
occurring between 10 PM and 
7 AM

Completed.

Not Retained

Retained.

Not Applicable – Current RNAV 
procedure reduces fanning 
impact.

Completed - Aviation Noise 
and Capacity Act of 1990 
eliminated large Stage 2 
aircraft at the close of 2000. 

Completed – Henderson 
Executive Airport also being 
improved to accommodate 
General Aviation.

Partially Completed - Noise 
monitoring conducted twice a 
year.

Consider Reviewing 

Use existing localizer for 
instrument landing system (ILS) 
for arrivals to runway 25R from 
the east to also provide from 
RWY 7L to the east when such 
departures are required by air 
traffic or weather conditions. 

Encourage the airlines to 
increase use of Stage 3 aircraft 
between 10 PM and 7 AM

Upgrade the facilities at North 
Las Vegas Air Terminal as a 
means of encouraging greater 
use for general aviation 
operations, including training.

Continue to evaluate the need 
for and benefit of permanent 
noise-monitoring system. 

Maintain the existing noise 
abatement staff and expand, as 
necessary, to assist in the 
implementation of Noise 
Compatibility Program.  

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

24

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Abatement Measures
Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained

Retained.

Not Retained - Not approved by 
FAA and conditions of ANCA.

Implement a voluntary 
intersection departure 
procedure for aircraft departing 
to the west on runway 25R.

Analyze the noise-related 
benefits of revising the Oasis 
Standard Instrument Departure 
(SID) procedures for departures 
to the west on RWY 25R to 
minimize over flight of noise-
sensitive areas.

Consider Reviewing - Currently 
deals with noise abatement 
program, Noise Hotline, 
responses to noise-related 
complaints or questions, and 
bi-monthly noise  report.

Partially completed - ANCA Act 
phased out by 2000 for only 
larger civilian aircraft.

Not Applicable - ANCA 
prohibits these types of 
restrictions.

Not Applicable  – Intersection 
departures required significant 
workload demand.  Impacted 
neighborhood mitigated.

Consider Reviewing - It has  
currently been revised and is 
on ongoing. New RNAV 
procedures consistently being 
reviewed to enhance flight 
track conformance.

Establish noise compatibility 
public information program.

Support legislation to phase out 
Stage 2 aircraft 

Limit training operations for 
turbojet aircraft exceeding 
12,500 pounds 8 PM to 12 AM 
and 6 AM to 8 AM to aircraft 
complying with Stage 3 noise 
standards, and prohibit training 
operations for all aircraft 
between midnight and 6AM 

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
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Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Approx. 189 parcels 
at an approx. cost of $37.9 
million for parcels within 70+ 
DNL.

Retained - Worked with other 
agencies to implement 
redevelopment programs to 
achieve land use compatibility 
on properties located near the 
Airport which are not needed for 
aviation-related purposes.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition.

Not Retained - Program focused 
on land acquisition in higher 
noise contours.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition. 

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 75 DNL.

Consider Reviewing - The 
benefits of  land use planning 
with other agencies, as 
appropriate.

Consider Reviewing –Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that where built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing – Potential 
to go back and soundproof 
homes that where built prior to 
1986 (AEOD requirements).

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not participated 
in property transaction.

26.

27.

28.

29

30.

Acquire property developed in 
residential or other noise-
sensitive uses in areas exposed 
to aircraft noise of 75 DNL.

Plan, with the assistance of 
Department of Comprehensive 
Planning and the Office of 
Economic Development, 
potential redevelopment 
programs for areas to be 
acquired for noise compatibility 
purposes 

Establish a soundproofing 
program for existing single-
family residences and schools in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL.

Establish a limited 
soundproofing assistance for 
owners of existing single-family 
homes in areas exposed to 
aircraft noise of 65 to 70 DNL.

Provide property transaction 
assistance for owners of 
existing single-family homes in 
areas exposed to aircraft noise 
of 70 to 75 DNL.

26

Remedial Measure 26 - 33

27

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Remedial 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Facilitate lease or purchase 
agreements with the UNLV to 
provide for the conversion of 
incompatible to compatible uses 
or to prevent the development of 
new incompatible uses on UNLV 
property exposed to aircraft 
noise levels of 65 + DNL.

Acquire property where 
Paradise Elementary School is 
located and convent  to a 
compatible use. 

Expand the property transaction 
assistance program to include 
existing single-family residences 
located within the 65-70 DNL 
area. Currently have purchased 
Approx. 59 parcels at an approx. 
cost of $16.9 million for parcels 
located within 65 DNL.

Consider Reviewing – Benefits  
of continuing to work with 
UNLV on long-term 
compatibility between 
University and Airport uses.

Completed. Approx. $7.5 
million to purchase school, 
relocate existing UNLV sport 
facilities, and rebuild Paradise 
school on UNLV property.

Consider Reviewing – For 
potential homes still located 
with in 65 -70 DNL.

31.

32.

33.

28

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Revised - Encourage the active 
enforcement of the AEOD, 
update maps based upon the 
most current Part 150 Noise 
Exposure Maps.  (New maps not 
adopted by County due to 
impacts of Desert Storm on 
traffic demands, but were 
adopted by the City of 
Henderson.)

See Measure #34

Not Retained – Enforcement 
unknown.

Retained – Program not 
implemented with focus on land 
acquisition.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Revised - Amend AEOD map to 
reflect the projected 1992 noise 
exposure map and make other 
changes to conform with the 
guidelines in FAR Part 150.  
(Completed in 1990.)  Work with 
and encourage the City of 
Henderson to adopt the AEOD.

See Measure #34.

Retained and Revised -
Requiring disclosure of existing 
and forecast noise exposure for 
all potential buyers/lessees of 
property in AEOD and 
encourage City of Henderson to 
adopt similar requirements. 

Retained and Revised – Acquire 
avigation easements in areas 
exposed to aircraft noise of 65 + 
DNL for existing homeowners 
where avigation easements not 
already acquired.

Develop comprehensive noise 
and land use compatibility 
guidelines/plans.  Airport 
Environs Overlay District 
(AEOD) codified in 1986.  AEOD 
map adopted and AEOD 
standards established.

Recommend noise-attenuation 
construction be required if 
development occurs in high 
noise exposure zones.

Sight and sound disclosure 
requirements,  require seller to 
inform buyer.

Require avigation easements. 
Avigation easements have been 
required for “enhanced”
development since 1970s. 

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have adopted 
“worse-case/2017” AEOD 
maps.  Since 1998, on a case 
by case basis, homes within 
the 1997 AE-60 have  been 
condition with a 25dB 
reduction (the same level as 
the AE-65 standard).  Should 
AE-60 conditions be codified?

See Measure #34

Consider Reviewing– Updating 
info letter sent to Real Estate 
industry in 2002.  On a “case-
by-case” basis, since 1998 
approximately  92 communities 
have been conditioned with 
noise disclosure.  Consider 
Reviewing  if disclosure should 
be/could be codified.

Consider Reviewing –
Currently have not have not 
implemented program.

29

• Adopted in 1986 by the Clark County Board of Commissioners 

– Provide for a range of uses compatible with airport accident hazard and noise 
exposure areas.

– Prohibit the development of incompatible uses that are detrimental to the 
general health, safety and welfare.

– Require noise attenuated construction, as indicated by table 30.48-AE in 
accordance with the noise attenuation construction standards in Chapter 22.22 
of the Clark County Code, within these airport environs.  The regulations of the 
AE Overlay District shall supersede the regulations of the underlying district if 
there is a conflict.

– Comply with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. (ord 3051/2 (part),32004)

Airport Environs Overlay 
District (AEOD)

30

Portion of AEOD Table
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31

Adopted AEOD Map

32

Pre-Part 150 
Measures

Part 150
1988-1989 Measures

Considerations for
2005 Update

Preventive 
Mitigation Measures

Part 150 Update 
1994 Measures

Retained - Has resulted in the 
purchase of several parcels of 
vacant land, which could have 
been developed into 
incompatible uses. 

Retained.

Retained - Continue to consider 
land use compatibility planning 
when implementing capital 
improvement or public works 
projects.

Retained –Airport staff proactive 
in revising lands use plans and 
consistently reviews/comments 
on all land use development 
applications.

Continue to facilitate the noise 
compatibility planning 
provisions of the existing 
cooperative agreement of 1992 
between BLM and Clark County 
regarding development of 
federal lands within the Airport 
Environs. 

Consider Reviewing  – Review 
if any vacant lands within 75+ 
DNL master planned an 
incompatible use.  

Consider Reviewing – Review 
FHA and VA policies.

Consider Reviewing – Most 
capital improvements already 
completed within the Airport 
Environs (I.e., water/ sewer/ 
street improvements).

Consider Reviewing 

Completed – BLM, per the 1998 
SNPLMA, transferred over 
5,230 acres of federally owned 
land within the CMA to Clark 
County. 

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Acquire undeveloped land areas 
exposed to 75+ DNL in runway 
clear zones or in locations that 
would  facilitate redevelopment 
in Airport-compatible land uses. 

Encourage the continuation of 
FHA and VA mortgage insurance 
policies and practices. 

Sequence the implementation of 
capital improvements and public 
works projects to be consistent 
with land use compatibility 
objectives.

Encourage the preparation of 
specific area plans for certain 
land exposed to aircraft noise of 
60+ DNL.

33

Preventive
Mitigation Measures

What is the Cooperative Management Agreement?
• In 1992, an agreement was established to set forth the responsibilities 

of Clark County, through the Department of Aviation and the Las Vegas 
District, Bureau of Land Management, United States Department of
Interior, in their cooperative management of the lands underneath the 
departure flight tracks from Runways at McCarran Airport.

34

- Mutually beneficial agreement between the Bureau of Land and Clark
County Department of Aviation that helps to promote compatible land 
use planning around McCarran Airport. 

– To provide proper land use planning and management to protect against 
the encroachment of incompatible land uses on federal land under the 
airspace used for McCarran.

– To facilitate the efficient management and protect against unlawful use 
of public land in these areas.

– To ensure that the affect areas are regularly patrolled and monitored to 
reduce unlawful disposal of trash, littler and hazardous materials.

– To prevent the transfer of public lands to private ownership without the 
concurrence of Clark County. 

- In 1998, under the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act 
(SNPLMA) the BLM transferred ownership of approximately 5,230 
acres of land making up the CMA to Clark County. 
– The county retains 10% of gross proceeds from the sale of the land for 

airport development and the Noise Compatibility Program.

Cooperative Management 
Agreement (CMA)

35 36

Helicopter
Abatement Measures

Pursuing the development of a Non-Urban Heliport Site.

43.
Helicopter Abatement Measures not associated with Previous Part 150 Studies

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Ongoing review of flight corridors to minimize, as much as possible, direct overflight of residential neighborhoods.

Increasing permitted altitude for tours from 2,500 feet MSL (300 feet above ground level) to 3,000 feet or 3,500 feet MSL.

Encouraging a reduced tour airspeed of 80 knots.

Discouraging passing along all corridors.

Working with the Advisory Committee on Helicopter Noise.

Working with the Helicopter Users Group.

Requesting voluntary acquisition of quiet helicopter technology.

51.
Temporary moratoriums on the approval of new heliport facilities.

52.
Annually collecting noise monitoring data for helicopter noise impacts.
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Questions?
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Baseline Noise Exposure Maps

McCarran International Airport

FAR Part 150 Update
Public Working Group Mtg. #5

October 25, 2005

Presented By:

Robert E. Brown

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc.

Topics to be Covered

Integrated Noise Model (INM)
Basic Noise Modeling Inputs
Baseline Noise Exposure Maps 
- 2004 (existing conditions) 
- 2011 (5-year forecast)
- 2017 (near-capacity conditions)   
Comparison of Measured and Predicted DNL 
Values

Integrated Noise Model (INM)

Required for Preparation of FAR Part 150 
Noise Exposure Maps
Current Version of INM is 6.1
The INM Provides a Consistent Method for 
Comparing Baseline Noise Exposure Maps and 
Potential Noise Abatement Alternatives
Calculated Noise Levels May be Compared to 
Noise Monitoring Results

Noise Modeling Inputs

Annual Average Aircraft Operations

Aircraft Fleet Mix

Runway Use

Other Factors

Annual Average Daily 
Aircraft Operations
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Daytime Arrival Runway 
Use (%): Air Carrier Jets
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2017 Baseline DNL Contours Noise Monitoring Results

N o is e  M e a s u re m e n t  D a ta

S ou th er n  H ig h lan d s

C or o n a d o
R an c h

N e v ad a
T ra il s

S p an ish  T r a il

1 58 3  R o u g h r id e r
Y ea r D N L
2 0 02  m o n ito r in g  (S u m m e r) 6 3 .5
2 0 03  m o n ito r in g  (S u m m e r) 6 3 .4
2 0 04  m o n ito r in g  (W inte r ) 6 1 .6
2 0 04  m o n ito r in g  (S u m m e r) 6 2 .9
2 0 04  c o n t ou r 6 0 -65
2 0 05  m o n ito r in g  (W inte r ) 6 3 .5
2 0 05  m o n ito r in g  (S u m m e r) 6 3 .0

2 4 -h r . F itn e ss
Y e ar D N L
20 0 2  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 67 .7
20 0 3  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 67 .6
20 0 4  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 65 .6
20 0 4  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 67 .3
20 0 4  co n tou r 65 -7 0
20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 67 .4
20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 67 .4

29 0 0  O q u e n d o
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G a rd e n s W e st  P o o l
Y e a r D N L
2 0 02  m o n ito r in g (S u m m e r) 5 5 .5
2 0 03  m o n ito r in g (S u m m e r) 5 4 .8
2 0 04  m o n ito r in g (W i nter ) 5 1 .4
2 0 04  m o n ito r in g (S u m m e r) 5 1 .9
2 0 04  c o n to u r < 60
2 0 05  m o n ito r in g (W i nter ) 5 2 .2
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U N L V
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20 0 3  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 66 .8
20 0 4  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 68 .3
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20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 69 .2
20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 62 .6

7 42 8  C o m a n ch e
Y e a r D N L
2 00 2  m o ni to r in g (S u m m e r) 5 8 .1
2 00 3  m o ni to r in g (S u m m e r) 6 0 .5
2 00 4  m o ni to r in g (W in te r ) 5 5 .6
2 00 4  m o ni to r in g (S u m m e r) 5 5 .5
2 00 4  c o n to u r < 60
2 00 5  m o ni to r in g (W in te r ) 5 6 .7
2 00 5  m o ni to r in g (S u m m e r) 5 5 .7

5 29 6  E sp e r on
Y e ar D N L
20 0 2  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 52 .1
20 0 3  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 54 .2
20 0 4  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 55 .4
20 0 4  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 48 .5
20 0 4  c on tou r < 6 0
20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (W in te r ) 52 .8
20 0 5  m o n ito r in g  (S um m e r) 50 .7

3 7 65  R ob in d a le
Y e a r D N L
2 00 2  m o n ito r i ng  (S u m m e r) 60 .7
2 00 3  m o n ito r i ng  (S u m m e r) 61 .0
2 00 4  m o n ito r i ng  (W in te r ) 61 .2
2 00 4  m o n ito r i ng  (S u m m e r) 58 .9
2 00 4  c on to u r 60 -6 5
2 00 5  m o n ito r i ng  (W in te r ) 62 .9
2 00 5  m o n ito r i ng  (S u m m e r) 56 .0

W h itn e y
R a n c h
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Population Impact Analysis

Population Households Population Households Population Households

DNL 75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
DNL 70 to 75 220 90 190 80 220 90
DNL 65 to 70 2,930 1,370 3,150 1,470 3,900 2,000
Total DNL 65+ 3,150 1,460 3,340 1,550 4,120 2,090
Total DNL 60+ 29,220 14,110 31,690 14,300 35,050 16,320

Range of 
Noise 

Exposure

2004 2011 2017

Noise Sensitive Institutions

Year
Noise Sensitive 

Institutions DNL 75+ DNL 70 to 75 DNL 65 to 70 Total DNL 65+ Total DNL 60+

2004
Schools 0 0 0 0 8
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 10
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 0
Religious Facilities 0 1 2 3 11

2011
Schools 0 0 2 2 11
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 13
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 3
Religious Facilities 0 2 0 2 11

2017
Schools 0 0 3 3 11
Day Care Facilities 0 0 3 3 14
Historical Places 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals 0 0 0 0 3
Religious Facilities 0 2 0 2 12

Range of Noise Exposure
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FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study Update FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study Update 
Capacity Analysis for the Baseline Runway Use Capacity Analysis for the Baseline Runway Use 

ProjectionsProjections

John Bergener
Ricondo & Associates, Inc

Public Working Group Meeting #5
October 25, 2005
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Airport Capacity ModelingAirport Capacity Modeling

Why model airport operations?
Help visualize air traffic and runway use configurations
Provide capacity and delay comparisons between proposed 
alternatives
Provide additional data for use in the decision making process
Other Airport planning purposes

Why model airport operations?
Help visualize air traffic and runway use configurations
Provide capacity and delay comparisons between proposed 
alternatives
Provide additional data for use in the decision making process
Other Airport planning purposes
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Simulation ModelSimulation Model

Capacity modeling using the Total Airspace and Airport Modeler 
(TAAM):

TAAM is a fast-time simulation model that incorporates randomization 
of aircraft flight characteristics

It is important to note that TAAM
is not a human-in-the-loop simulation
is not a design tool

Capacity modeling using the Total Airspace and Airport Modeler 
(TAAM):

TAAM is a fast-time simulation model that incorporates randomization 
of aircraft flight characteristics

It is important to note that TAAM
is not a human-in-the-loop simulation
is not a design tool
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TAAM ExampleTAAM Example

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update
Public Working Group Meeting – October 25, 2005

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Update
Public Working Group Meeting – October 25, 2005

Model Input DataModel Input Data

Operational demand and aircraft fleet mix
Average daily schedule for forecast years
Projected fleet mix

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents

Air traffic control procedures
Airspace separations
Runway interactions
Ground movements

Operational demand and aircraft fleet mix
Average daily schedule for forecast years
Projected fleet mix

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents

Air traffic control procedures
Airspace separations
Runway interactions
Ground movements
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Model Input Data (continued)Model Input Data (continued)

Model Calibration: Ensuring TAAM and INM inputs are the same

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents
Runway configurations

19-25, 01-25, 01-07, 07-19...
Example: 19-25 → Land 25L, 19L, and 19R; Depart 25R and 19L

Runway configuration percents
19-25 = 83%
01-25 = 8%
01-07 = ...

Result – Runway use percents

Iterative process

Model Calibration: Ensuring TAAM and INM inputs are the same

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents
Runway configurations

19-25, 01-25, 01-07, 07-19...
Example: 19-25 → Land 25L, 19L, and 19R; Depart 25R and 19L

Runway configuration percents
19-25 = 83%
01-25 = 8%
01-07 = ...

Result – Runway use percents

Iterative process
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Projected Runway 07L Departures Projected Runway 07L Departures 
–– INM DaytimeINM Daytime

Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM Daytime
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Projected Runway 07L Departures Projected Runway 07L Departures 
–– INM NighttimeINM Nighttime

Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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Projected Runway 19L Departures Projected Runway 19L Departures 
–– INM NighttimeINM Nighttime

Projected use of Runway 19L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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Baseline Capacity AnalysisBaseline Capacity Analysis
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Existing Runway Use Percentages

Projected Runway Use Percentages

2011 = 4.3% Average Delay Reduction
(0.4 minutes/operation or 4,300 hours/year)

2017 = 7.8% Average Delay Reduction
(1.9 minutes/operation or 24,000 hours/year)
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Next StepsNext Steps

Discuss potential noise mitigation and abatement measures – next 
several meetings

For noise abatement (reduction/relocation of noise at its source), 
test potential measures for their effects on:

Noise – amount and location (INM)
Airport capacity (TAAM)

Discuss potential noise mitigation and abatement measures – next 
several meetings

For noise abatement (reduction/relocation of noise at its source), 
test potential measures for their effects on:

Noise – amount and location (INM)
Airport capacity (TAAM)
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Overview of Working Group 
Progress and Next Steps

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

January 24, 2006
1

Purpose

Review Public Working Group accomplishments. 

Establish where we are in the FAR Part 150 update.

Review noise issues identified to-date.

Review other discussion items raised by the PWG.

Summarize back-up material.

Discuss 2006 agenda and next steps.

2

Accomplishments To-Date

Reviewed PWG mission statement and principals of participation.

Reviewed objectives and anticipated deliverables.

Reviewed the Clark County aviation system.

Reviewed laws of noise regulations.

Reviewed the FAR Part 150 process, elements, and requirements.

Toured the radar control facility at McCarran.

Reviewed differences in aircraft flight characteristics. 

Reviewed how aircraft noise is monitored and modeled.

3

Accomplishments To-Date

4

Toured impacted noise areas around McCarran.

Reviewed the history and future operations at McCarran.

Reviewed baseline runway use projections and capacity analysis.

Reviewed the baseline noise exposure maps.

Reviewed historical noise complaints and reduction measures.

PWG provided initial noise reduction suggestions.

Received comments from PWG and other interested parties.

Held two open houses

• Noise abatement 
measures

• Noise mitigation 
measures

• Evaluate in terms of:

Identify and Evaluate 
Alternatives

• Develop noise exposure 
maps using the FAA’s 
Integrated Noise Model 
(INM)

• Current year (most 
recent full calendar 
year)

• Five-year look ahead
• Other years identified 

by the Clark County 
Department of Aviation

• Assess effects on 
population & land use

• Effectiveness of noise 
reduction

• Effects on Airport 
operations

• Cost
• Potential for 

implementation

• Noise measurements
• FAA Air Traffic Control 

Tower data
• Runway use data
• Aviation activity
• Land use and zoning 

data
• Wind and weather
• Community input

Gather Data

Public Outreach and InvolvementPublic Outreach and Involvement

Quantify Noise 
Exposure

• Abatement and 
mitigation measures

• Implementation and 
monitoring plan

• General steps:

Develop Noise 
Compatibility 
Program For 

Submittal To The FAA

• Clark County 
Department of Aviation 
recommends

• Public reviews and 
provides input

• Clark County Board of 
County Commissioners 
adopts program

• Submit program to FAA 
for review and approval

The FAR Part 150
Study Process

√ √
5

Identified Noise Issues

There is an increase in use in the arrival procedure over the Summerlin area.

Aircraft destined for test site are not utilizing published routing procedures.

Western departing aircraft turning north are turning too early.

Western departing aircraft turning south are still fanning a bit too much, over the 
Rhodes Ranch, Coronado Ranch, and Nevada Trails.

There is an increase in the number of southern departing aircraft flying directly over 
Southern Highlands.

Western/southern departing aircraft are turning early over Anthem, downtown 
Henderson, and Boulder City.

The amount of large air carrier traffic utilizing the north-south runways from 8 PM to 8 
AM (which should be limited under the preferred runway use program) is increasing.

Northern departing aircraft may not be following the SID procedure.

Noise disclosure requirements should be “beefed-up” to ensure that potential 
property owners/renters are well informed of noise impacts.6
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Other Discussion Items

Would it be beneficial to develop “worse-case” scenario NEMs?

Currently, are the arrival procedures over populated areas of the Las Vegas Valley 
utilizing a “continuous approach decent”?

Currently, are the departure procedures over populated areas of the Las Vegas 
Valley utilizing a distant “noise abatement departure profile”?

How do the NEMs compare with/without the reinstatement of the right-hand turn?

Which existing land uses are deemed “incompatible” based on the new NEMs?

Which future land uses could be developed with an incompatible use based on the 
new NEMs?

Is there a benefit to revitalize the agreement with the City of Henderson?

How would the NEMs look if the east-west runways were extended east?

How does the recent trend of new high-rises impact noise mitigation options?

How should the 8:00 PM to 8:00 AM Preferred Runway Use Program be addressed?
7

Back-Up Material

Readable fleet-mix tables.

Baseline runway use development.

Hourly runway use.

Seasonal runway use.

Actual flight tracks versus NEM flight tracks.

Actual flight tracks versus SIDs and STARs.

Baseline NEMs and planned land uses.

2017 NEMs with and without the anticipated change in runway use.

Changes to the western departure procedure.

“Compliance” to the Western Departure Procedure for Aircraft Turning South.

8

2006 Agenda & Next Steps

Five (5) PWG meetings left.

January meeting – noise measure selection process and discussion on 
preliminary identification of most promising measures.

February meeting – review NEMs existing and future land use impact analysis, 
Airport to present potential measures, and continued discussion on 
identification of most promising measures.

March meeting - continued discussion on identification of most promising 
measures.

April meeting – finalize identification of most promising measures and initial 
discussion on PWG summary report.

May meeting – finalize PWG summary report and wrap-up PWG activities.

Draft Part 150 Update completed in May/June/July (tentative).

Host Third Open House in May/June/July (tentative).

Host Formal Public Hearing in June/July/August (tentative).
9
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Next Steps
Back-Up Material

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

January 24, 2006
1

Readable Fleet Mix Table

2

INM 
Type

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

Daily 
Depts. % of Fleet

747400 1.0 0.2% 0.2 0.0% 0.4 0.1% 1.0 0.1% 3.0 0.3% 5.8 0.6%
767300 2.0 0.4% 2.4 0.4% 9.4 1.4% 8.8 1.2% 12.6 1.4% 17.5 1.7%
777300 1.0 0.1% 1.8 0.2%
777200 0.0 0.0% 2.2 0.3% 5.9 0.6%
A310 0.6 0.1% 2.5 0.3% 2.6 0.3% 4.7 0.5%
DC1030 22.0 4.3% 13.7 2.4% 9.5 1.4% 1.5 0.2% 0.0 0.0%
Subtotal 25.0 4.9% 16.3 2.9% 19.9 2.9% 13.8 1.8% 21.5 2.4% 35.7 3.5%

737800 16.3 2.2% 18.1 2.1% 25.7 2.5%
727EM2 48.0 9.4% 37.0 6.5% 23.7 3.5% 6.1 0.8% 2.2 0.3%
757RR 3.0 0.6% 21.8 3.9% 35.9 5.3% 73.4 9.8% 82.6 9.4% 90.2 8.8%
A320 (w /MD81) 11.7 2.1% 26.6 4.0% 80.9 10.8% 95.4 10.8% 92.8 9.1%
MD9028 (w /MD81) 2.9 0.4% 2.8 0.3% 3.1 0.3%
Subtotal 51.0 10.0% 70.5 12.5% 86.1 12.8% 179.6 24.1% 201.1 22.8% 211.8 20.7%

737300 6.0 1.2% 124.3 22.0% 204.4 30.3% 129.7 17.4% 157.51 17.9% 170.2 16.6%
737400 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 3.2 0.4% 0.9 0.1%
737500 (w /B733s) (w /B733s) 8.7 1.2% 4.0 0.5%
737700 83.0 11.1% 113.03 12.8% 132.8 13.0%
717200 1.9 0.3% 2.9 0.3% 3.6 0.4%
737N17 87.0 17.1% 48.1 8.5% 40.4 6.0% 17.6 2.4% 3.1 0.4%
A319 23.4 3.1% 35.5 4.0% 48.3 4.7%
CL601 0.0 0.0%
DC93LW (w /B737N17) 1.7 0.2% 0.8 0.1% 1.8 0.2% 1.2 0.1%
GV 10.3 1.4% 22.8 2.6% 55.0 5.4%
MD81 32.0 6.3% 14.5 2.6% 45.4 6.7% 11.8 1.6% 12.3 1.4% 12.8 1.3%
MD82 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 9.3 1.2% 11.7 1.3% 9.4 0.9%
MD83 (w /MD81) (w /MD81) 7.8 1.1% 7.2 0.8% 6.8 0.7%
Subtotal 125.0 24.6% 186.9 33.1% 291.7 43.3% 307.6 41.2% 372.8 42.3% 440.1 43.0%

Total 201.0 39.6% 273.6 48.4% 397.7 59.0% 501.0 67.1% 595.4 67.5% 687.6 67.2%

DHC6 0.1 0.0% 6.5 8.1 0.8%
EMB120 5.5 0.7% 10.5 1.2% 13.1 1.3%
EMB145 8.9 1.2% 9.2 1.0% 11.4 1.1%

Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 14.5 1.9% 26.2 2.2% 32.6 3.2%

AS350 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%
Total 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 122.0 16.4% 161.4 18.3% 205.2 20.1%

BEC58P 177.0 34.8% 98.4 17.4% 51.7 7.7% 19.48 2.6% 24.47 2.8% 24.1 2.4%
CNA441 12.0 2.4% 37.7 6.7% 55.1 8.2% 6.63 0.9% 7.34 0.8% 6.6 0.6%
COMJET 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 4.68 0.6% 4.23 0.5% 4.2 0.4%
F-18 19.0 3.7% 7.5 1.3% 9.0 1.3% 0.52 0.1% 0.39 0.0% 0.3 0.0%
GASEPV 78.0 15.4% 63.4 11.2% 44.8 6.6% 20.26 2.7% 20.34 2.3% 20.2 2.0%
GIIB 4.0 0.8% 29.8 5.3% 29.1 4.3% 3.89 0.5% 2.46 0.3% 2.4 0.2%
GIV 9.0 1.8% 18.2 3.2% 22.0 3.3% 21.86 2.9% 14.74 1.7% 14.7 1.4%
LEAR35 4.0 0.8% 18.2 3.2% 42.2 6.3% 31.28 4.2% 25.16 2.9% 24.9 2.4%

Total 307.0 60.4% 291.4 51.6% 275.9 41.0% 108.6 14.6% 99.1 11.2% 97.4 9.5%

Grand 
Total

508.0 100.0% 565.0 100.0% 673.7 100.0% 746.1 100.0% 882.1 99.3% 1022.8 100.0%

Air Carrier
Heavy (more than 200 seats)

Medium (150 Seats to 200 Seats)

20171986 1992 1997 2004 2011

Small (50-149 seats)

Commuter (Less than 50 seats)

Helicopters

Other Operations

Historic 
and 

Forecast
Fleet
Mix

(Only totals for 
departures 

listed)

3

Development of Anticipated 
Runway Use

4
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Reasons for Changes in Runway Use for 
Recent & Future Runway Configurations

Runway 25R-07L (preferred east-west runway) slopes downhill 
towards Eastern Avenue by approximately 130 feet.  So aircraft 
departing to the west are climbing up hill during initial take-off.

Over the last two decades, there has been a significant increase
in the number of long-haul flights (beyond 500 miles) which prefer 
an eastern departure due to:

Altitude of Las Vegas Valley and decreased climb performance if 
departing to the west (LAS above 2,000 feet MSL);
Terrain (rises to the west, drops to the east);
Slope of the runway which impacts fuel burn/costs.

The criteria to align runway use with the wind direction changed
from 10 knots to 5 knots.  Before this change, winds from the 
east of less than 10 knots did NOT require a change.

Land and hold short procedures no longer in use.  The loss of 
this procedure reduces capacity of the preferred 
western/southern runway configuration during heavy traffic flows.
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Runway Use & Capacity
– Eastern Departures

Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM Daytime
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Projected use of Runway 07L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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(1.7% based on 4 days of 
observed runway use in June 

1987.  Actual runway use 
analysis found a higher percent.)

Actual JET Departures to East - Daytime
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Actual JET Departures to East - Nighttime
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Runway Use & Capacity
– Southern Departures

Projected use of Runway 19L for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM nighttime
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runway use program established 

in 1978.  Actual runway use 
analysis found a higher percent.)

Actual JET Departures to South - Daytime

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2011 2017

Pe
rc

en
t o

f A
ll 

D
ep

ar
tu

re
s

LAS-19L LAS-19R

Actual JET Departures to South - Nighttime
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(Trend line not completed 
because forecasted southern 

departures for daytime 
dependent on other runway 

uses.)
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(Trend line not completed 
because forecasted northern 

departures dependent on other 
runway uses.)

Actual JET Departures to North - Nighttime
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Actual JET Departures to North - Daytime
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Runway Use & Capacity
– Northern Departures

Projected use of Runway 01R for departures as a function of annual 
operations - INM Daytime
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Actual JET Departures to West - Nighttime
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Actual JET Departures to West - Daytime
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Runway Use & Capacity
– Western Departures

(Trend line not completed 
because forecasted western 

departures for daytime 
dependent on other runway 

uses.)

(Trend line not completed 
because forecasted western 

departures for nighttime 
dependent on other runway 

uses.)
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Baseline to Projected
Departure %

Step 1: Increased use of 07-19 runway configuration
Step 2: Increased use of 01-07 runway configuration
Step 3: Increased use of Runway 01 for departures during INM daytime
Step 4: Increased use of Runway 19 for departures during INM nighttime

Daytime Air Carrier DEPARTURES

Runway Baseline Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Final Change
19L 23.6% 22.2% 20.0% 18.4% 18.4% 18.4% -5.2%
19R 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%
01L 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% -0.1%
01R 10.5% 9.9% 11.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 6.2%
25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% -0.1%
25R 53.9% 50.6% 45.5% 42.1% 42.1% 42.1% -11.9%
07L 8.6% 14.1% 19.6% 19.6% 19.6% 19.6% 11.1%
07R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%

Nighttime Air Carrier DEPARTURES

Runway Baseline Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Final Change
19L 7.8% 7.6% 7.5% 7.5% 12.0% 12.0% 4.2%
19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
01L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%
01R 7.3% 7.2% 7.7% 7.7% 7.7% 7.7% 0.4%
25L 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
25R 80.6% 79.3% 77.5% 77.5% 73.1% 73.1% -7.5%
07L 1.4% 2.9% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 3.0%
07R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

= Increased runway use

Projected

Projected
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Baseline to Projected
Arrival %

Step 1: Increased use of 07-19 runway configuration
Step 2: Increased use of 01-07 runway configuration
Step 3: Increased use of Runway 01 for departures during INM daytime
Step 4: Increased use of Runway 19 for departures during INM nighttime

Daytime Air Carrier ARRIVALS

Runway Baseline Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Final Change
19L 8.1% 11.3% 11.3% 10.6% 10.6% 10.6% 2.5%
19R 4.3% 6.0% 6.0% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 1.3%
01L 6.8% 6.4% 9.4% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 3.2%
01R 5.6% 5.3% 7.8% 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% 2.7%
25L 72.0% 67.3% 61.8% 61.8% 61.8% 61.8% -10.2%
25R 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% -0.2%
07L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
07R 1.9% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 0.7%

Nighttime Air Carrier ARRIVALS

Runway Baseline Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Final Change
19L 15.6% 16.9% 16.9% 16.9% 16.9% 16.9% 1.2%
19R 3.0% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 0.2%
01L 4.0% 3.9% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 0.8%
01R 3.1% 3.1% 3.7% 3.7% 3.7% 3.7% 0.6%
25L 67.3% 66.0% 64.7% 64.7% 64.7% 64.7% -2.6%
25R 6.5% 6.4% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% -0.3%
07L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
07R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

= Increased runway use

Projected

Projected
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Runway Configuration
Use Percent Change

2004 Baseline Use 2011/2017 Projected Use

Note: Total runway configuration use shown totals 98%; remaining 2% occurs during single direction flow configurations.13

Capacity Analysis
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Air Carrier
Runway Use

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 8.1% 9.5% 10.6% 2.5%
LAS-19R 4.3% 5.0% 5.6% 1.3%

LAS-1L 6.8% 8.5% 10.0% 3.2%
LAS-1R 5.6% 7.1% 8.3% 2.7%

LAS-25L 72.0% 66.5% 61.7% -10.3%
LAS-25R 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% -0.1%

LAS-7L 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
LAS-7R 1.9% 2.3% 2.7% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 15.6% 16.3% 16.9% 1.3%
LAS-19R 3.0% 3.1% 3.2% 0.2%

LAS-1L 4.0% 4.4% 4.8% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 0.6%

LAS-25L 67.3% 65.9% 64.7% -2.6%
LAS-25R 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% -0.3%

LAS-7L 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Arrivals - Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Arrivals - Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 23.6% 20.8% 18.4% -5.2%
LAS-19R 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% -0.2%
LAS-1R 10.5% 13.9% 16.7% 6.2%
LAS-1L 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% -0.1%

LAS-25R 53.9% 47.6% 42.1% -11.8%
LAS-25L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7L 8.6% 14.5% 19.6% 11.0%
LAS-7R 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 7.8% 10.0% 12.0% 4.2%
LAS-19R 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
LAS-1R 7.3% 7.6% 7.7% 0.4%
LAS-1L 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0%

LAS-25R 80.6% 76.6% 73.1% -7.5%
LAS-25L 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% -0.1%
LAS-7L 1.4% 3.0% 4.4% 3.0%
LAS-7R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Departures - Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Departures - Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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General Aviation
Runway Use

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% -0.8%
LAS-19R 61.1% 56.3% 52.2% -8.9%

LAS-1L 13.8% 18.4% 22.3% 8.5%
LAS-1R 1.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.2%

LAS-25L 15.5% 15.5% 15.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0%

LAS-7L 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
LAS-7R 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 8.0% 7.9% 7.8% -0.2%
LAS-19R 53.4% 52.8% 52.2% -1.2%

LAS-1L 9.2% 9.8% 10.3% 1.1%
LAS-1R 2.4% 2.5% 2.7% 0.3%

LAS-25L 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
LAS-25R 12.8% 12.8% 12.8% 0.0%

LAS-7L 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0%
LAS-7R 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Arrivals - Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Arrivals - Nighttime Runway Use Percentages

2004 2011 2017 2004 - 2017 
Change

LAS-19L 34.1% 30.8% 28.3% -5.8%
LAS-19R 30.4% 27.7% 25.4% -5.0%

LAS-1L 9.6% 13.5% 16.7% 7.1%
LAS-1R 5.9% 8.3% 10.3% 4.4%

LAS-25L 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% -0.2%
LAS-25R 9.8% 9.2% 8.6% -1.2%

LAS-7L 7.8% 8.1% 8.4% 0.6%
LAS-7R 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

LAS-19L 18.8% 18.6% 18.4% -0.4%
LAS-19R 41.8% 41.2% 41.0% -0.8%

LAS-1L 5.7% 6.2% 6.5% 0.8%
LAS-1R 3.4% 3.6% 3.9% 0.5%

LAS-25L 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% -0.1%
LAS-25R 21.7% 21.6% 21.4% -0.3%

LAS-7L 3.9% 4.1% 4.2% 0.3%
LAS-7R 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Departures - Daytime Runway Use Percentages

Departures - Nighttime Runway Use Percentages
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Runway Use
Summarized by Hour

17

Hourly Runway Use
for Air Carriers
2004 Hourly Operational Air Carrier Percentages
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Runway Use
Summarized by Season
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Seasonal Runway Use
for Air Carriers

Air Carrier Departure Percentage Averages
(July 2000 through April 2005)
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Western/southern 
departures drop while 

northern/eastern 
departures increase 

due to northerly winds.  
(Change from 19/25 
configuration to 1/25 
or 1/7 configuration.)

Western/southern 
departures drop while 

northern/eastern 
departures increase 

due to northerly winds.  
(Change from 19/25 
configuration to 1/25 
or 1/7 configuration.)

Southern departures 
drop while eastern 
departures increase 

due to heat.  (Change 
from 19/25 

configuration to 
straight 25 or 1/7 
configuration.)
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Seasonal Runway Use
for Air Carriers – To West

Air Carrier Western Departure Percentage by Month
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Seasonal Runway Use
for Air Carriers – To South

Air Carrier Southern Departure Percentage by Month
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Seasonal Runway Use
for Air Carriers – To North

Air Carrier Northern Departure Percentage by Month
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Seasonal Runway Use
for Air Carriers – To East

Air Carrier Eastern Departure Percentage by Month
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Actual Flight Tracks versus 
Those Used to Develop the 

Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs)
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Actual Eastern Arrival
Tracks versus NEMs Input

26

Actual Northern Arrival
Tracks versus NEMs Input

27

Actual Southern Arrival
Tracks versus NEMs Input

28

Actual Western Arrival
Tracks versus NEMs Input
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Actual Western Departure
Tracks versus NEMs Input
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Actual Southern Departure
Tracks versus NEMs Input

31

Actual Northern Departure
Tracks versus NEMs Input

32

Actual Eastern Departure
Tracks versus NEMs Input
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Actual Flight Tracks versus 
Those Used for Air Navigation 
(RNAV) Standard Instrument 
Departure Procedures (SIDs) 

and Standard Terminal Arrival 
Routes (STARs)
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Actual Eastern Arrival
Tracks versus STARs
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Actual Northern Arrival
Tracks versus STARs
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Actual Southern Arrival
Tracks versus STARs
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Actual Western Arrival
Tracks versus STARs
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Actual Western Departure
Tracks versus SIDs
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Actual Southern Departure
Tracks versus SIDs
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Actual Northern Departure
Tracks versus SIDs

41

Actual Eastern Departure
Tracks versus SIDs
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2004, 2011, and 2017 
Baseline Noise Exposure 
Maps (NEMs) and Planned 

Land Uses

43

Baseline 2004 NEM and
Planned Land Uses

44

Baseline 2011 NEM and
Planned Land Uses

45

Baseline 2017 NEM and
Planned Land Uses
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2017 Noise Exposure Maps 
(NEMs) with and without
Anticipated Changes in 

Runway Use

47

2017 DNL Contours with
Forecasted Runway Use

48
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2017 DNL Contours without
a Change in Forecasted Runway Use

49

Why a Significant Change Did Not
Occur Between the 2017s NEMs

DAILY OPERATIONS
Arrivals: 1,023

Large: 720
Small: 98
Helicopters: 205

Departures: 1,023
Large: 720
Small: 98
Helicopters: 205

Total: 2,046 

With Forecasted Runway Use

Without Forecasted Runway Use
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Changes to the Western 
Departure Procedure

(Amendments made by FAA, DOA, and 
Airlines to improve “compliance” with the 

preferred departure procedure.)

51

Pre October 2001 Change
(Only Air Carrier Departures Depicted)

Approximately 60%
(200 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned north
(July 2000-October 2001)

Approximately 40%
(130 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned south
(July 2000-October 2001)

Exit Point 
within CMA

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

52 * CMA – Cooperative Management Area

Initial Amendments
(Only Air Carrier Departures Depicted)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Many aircraft are “fanning”
and no “repeatable” track

Initial Change (10/16/01)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Aircraft turning 
way to early

Temporary Cancellation 
(10/02)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Aircraft still 
fanning too much

2nd Correction (2/20/03)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Aircraft turning 
to early

1st Correction (1/23/03)

53

Recent Amendments
(Only Air Carrier Departures Depicted)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Aircraft west of SVHS 
and CMA “exit” point

3rd Correction (11/4/03)

Preferred Procedure

Exit Point 
within CMA

Sierra Vista 
High School

Aircraft still fanning, but 
significant improvement 
over previous procedures

4th Correction (3/17/05)

54
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Current Situation
(Only Air Carrier Departures Depicted)

Approximately 5%
(20 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned north
(March 2005-November 2005)

Approximately 95%
(420 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned south
(March 2005-November 2005)

Sierra Vista 
High School

Exit Point 
within CMA

55

Exit Point 
within CMA

Potential in 2005/2010
(Only Air Carrier Departures Depicted)

Preferred ProcedureExit Point 
within CMA

Approximately 33%
(125/145 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned north

Approximately 66% 
(250/290 aircraft per average day)

of the large air carrier 
traffic departing west 

turned south
(March 2005-November 2005)

Sierra Vista 
High School

56

Exit Point 
within CMA

“Compliance” of Western 
Departure Procedure for 
Aircraft Turning South

57

62
%

14
%

17
%

93%

2%

2%

Compliance of 2005 Large
Air Carrier Departures

58



1
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LAS FAR Part 150 Study Update
Summary of Comments Received as of 

November 1, 2005

Adrian Jones, Project Manager
Ricondo & Associates, Inc

Public Working Group Meeting #6
January 24, 2006
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Summary of Comments Received Summary of Comments Received 
(November 2005)(November 2005)
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1 Resident requests LAS runway use data. 2

2 Resident suggests looking at noise study results at SFO. 2

3 Nellis AFB should allow more National Guard and Reserve Unit
aircraft to land, lessening the noise burden on LAS. Resident
suggests aircraft alter flight patterns and thrust to reduce noise.

2 2 2

4 Resident requests noise study information and suggests noise
monitoring on Moverly Ave and Industrial Rd. 3 3

5 Resident notes aircraft noise has increased in Sun City MacDonald
Ranch. Southwest Airlines does not seem to observe the 10,000-ft.
ceiling.

2

6 Resident requests noise information about Henderson Executive
Airport and helicopters. 2 2

7 Resident compliments LAS ATC and would like to help solve
problems in Class B airspace. 2

8 Resident would like noise from Nellis AFB to be studied. 2

9 Appears recently that an increased number of aircraft are taking off
towards the east. 2

10 Appears departure path for aircraft has migrated south during the
past few years. Resident requests detailed breakdown of planned
flight corridors and runway use.

2 2

11 Appears a large number of aircraft turn south after initial departure
to the west.  Champion Air aircraft are very noisy. 1 1
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12 Resident states Enterprise Township has become a major noise
corridor. Westbound departures are turning south too early and are
flying over Enterprise. Noise should be spread throughout the Las
Vegas Valley.

1 1

13 Rhodes Ranch resident states aircraft fly over resident's home, but
not over Spanish Trails. 1

14 Better information about flight tracks should be available to the
public. Resident would like noise monitoring under flight tracks.
Problems of air pollution must be addressed. Public should be
better informed about noise and air pollution.

1 1 1 1

15 Resident states an increasing number of aircraft fly at lower altitudes
in west to east route to LAS. 1

16 Private jets fly over an apartment complex near Southern Hills
Hospital. NEMs show noise contours extend to Sunset and Buffalo
but resident feels these contours do not capture noise that occurs as
far away as Sunset Rd. and Durango Dr.

1 1

17 Federal EG&G aircraft do not seem to follow designated flight
corridors. Aircraft arriving from southwest need to follow flight
corridors. Better enforcement to follow flight paths is needed.
Resident requests information on noise study and suggests studying
effects of aircraft noise on residents' health.

1 1 1 1 1
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18 Resident would like to see real time flight paths online. Champion
Air does not follow proper flight paths. Noise should be spread
throughout the valley.

1 1 1 1

19 Nevada Trails resident states aircraft turn early over Nevada Trails
or late over Rhodes Ranch when flight path should be over Sierra
High School.  These aircraft are disruptive.

1

20 Resident voices support for Airport/CCDOA. 2

21 Nevada Trails resident states aircraft flying are too loud (both in
early morning and late evening). Suggest take offs on runway 19L
and 19R should follow I-15 or I-215, then turn. Resident suggests
building new airport near Jean, NV. Resident raises potential for
damage to health and home.  Champion Air aircraft are very noisy.

2 2 2 2 2

22 Resident observed increased air traffic (both in early morning and
late evening). Aircraft fly over resident's home but not over
Southern Highlands area.

3 3

23 Aircraft flying over Green Valley Ranch are very disturbing. A
possible flight path could be along the Black Mountains. 2 2

24 Nevada Trails resident states overflying aircraft are too loud.
Westbound aircraft turn south too early. Resident suggests
monitoring and enforcing flight rules.

2 2 2

25 Nevada Trails resident states that aircraft turn early over Nevada
Trails or late over Rhodes Ranch when their flight path should be
over Sierra High School.  These aircraft are disruptive.

2
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26 Aircraft flying over Nevada Trails drop debris into resident's yard.
Nevada Trails resident states overflying aircraft are too loud and that
they have been awakened in early morning hours.

3 2

27 Nevada Trails residents state that aircraft flying over Nevada Trails
are too loud. Aircraft could possibly fly along I-15 or SR215, which
would be less disruptive to residents.

2 2

28 Residence at Schuster St. and Haleh Ave is supposedly out of the
LAS noise area, but resident notes they experience very intense
aircraft noise. Airport should keep planes within designated noise
zone.

2 2

29 Nevada Trails resident states that aircraft turn early over Nevada
Trails or late over Rhodes Ranch when flight path should be over
Sierra High School. These aircraft are disruptive. Champion Air
aircraft are very noisy.

2 2

30 Rhodes Ranch resident can hear low-flying, turning aircraft from
inside house (both in early morning and late evening). Aircraft could
possibly turn west or east of Rhodes Ranch.

2 2 2

31 Aircraft fly low and are very noisy over residence (Oquendo Rd). 2

32 Resident states aircraft that turn over the RNP in the southwest are
consistently louder than the 65 DNL limit set by the FAA. Stage 2
aircraft are the loudest.

3

33 Resident would like Champion Air to phase out 727 aircraft. 3 2
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34 Nevada Trails resident states that aircraft overflying are too loud
(both in early morning and late evening). 2

35 The noise near Rancho Ocaso Apartments is very loud, and the
resident is sure that it exceeds noise standards. Resident interested
in finding out noise level in neighborhood.

2

36 There appears to be a large number of aircraft that turn south after
initial west departures. 2

37 Resident states that increased aircraft noise has increased in the
past few years.  Resident would like to participate in noise study. 2

38 Noise over Red Rock Country Club has increased significantly
during the past 2 to 3 months. 2

39 Nevada Trails resident states increased number of aircraft flying
over Nevada Trails area. CCDOA could implement a procedure
similar to the one employed at John  Wayne Airport.

2 2 2

40 Nevada Trails resident states that overflying aircraft are too loud. 2

41 Resident suggests general aviation aircraft should be encouraged to
use Henderson Executive and North Las Vegas airports by
instituting higher landing fees at LAS.

1

42 Resident notes NEMs need street names. 1

43 Summerlin resident states that number of overflying aircraft has
significantly increased. 1
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LAS FAR Part 150 Study Update:
Selecting Potential Measures

Adrian Jones, Ricondo & Associates, Inc.
Peter Kirsch, Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell
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FAR Part 150 Study ObjectivesFAR Part 150 Study Objectives

Develop a noise compatibility program that successfully reduces 
noise and improves land use compatibility.

Prepare a noise compatibility program that is approvable by the 
FAA.

Obtain determination from FAA that the program is eligible for 
federal funding.

Evaluate and enhance the effectiveness of ongoing measures.

Consider noise reduction in light of capacity needs.

Address noise outside areas considered by FAA to be 
significantly affected (i.e., outside DNL 65 dB).

Enlist the assistance of local governments and other neighbors.

Develop a noise compatibility program that successfully reduces 
noise and improves land use compatibility.

Prepare a noise compatibility program that is approvable by the 
FAA.

Obtain determination from FAA that the program is eligible for 
federal funding.

Evaluate and enhance the effectiveness of ongoing measures.

Consider noise reduction in light of capacity needs.

Address noise outside areas considered by FAA to be 
significantly affected (i.e., outside DNL 65 dB).

Enlist the assistance of local governments and other neighbors.
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Presentation OutlinePresentation Outline

Terminology

Noise Abatement Options

Noise Mitigation Options

Evaluation of Measures

Strategic Considerations

Terminology

Noise AbatementAbatement Options

Noise Mitigation Mitigation Options

Evaluation of Measures

Strategic Considerations
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Key Distinction 1:  Key Distinction 1:  
Abatement versus MitigationAbatement versus Mitigation

Noise Abatement Options involve reducing aircraft noise at the 
source –
• using quieter aircraft
• instituting operational measures
• changes in approach or departure flight profiles

Noise Mitigation Options address aircraft noise from the point of the 
receiver –
• outright property acquisition
• acoustical treatment / soundproofing programs
• purchase of avigation easements
• land use control measures.

Noise Abatement Options involve reducing aircraft noise at the 
source –
• using quieter aircraft
• instituting operational measures
• changes in approach or departure flight profiles

Noise Mitigation Options address aircraft noise from the point of the 
receiver –
• outright property acquisition
• acoustical treatment / soundproofing programs
• purchase of avigation easements
• land use control measures.
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Key Distinction 2:Key Distinction 2:
Types of MitigationTypes of Mitigation

Remedial mitigation – intended to reduce or improve the 
compatibility of existing  land uses (for instance sound 
insulation)

Preventive mitigation – intended to discourage the 
development of new incompatible land uses (i.e., zoning 
regulations, preparing/amending comprehensive plan 
documents, etc.)

Remedial mitigation – intended to reduce or improve the 
compatibility of existing  land uses (for instance sound 
insulation)

Preventive mitigation – intended to discourage the 
development of new incompatible land uses (i.e., zoning 
regulations, preparing/amending comprehensive plan 
documents, etc.)
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Noise Abatement OptionsNoise Abatement Options

Airfield Design
Runway extensions
Construct new runways
Decommission existing 
runways
Relocate runway thresholds

Airfield Design
Runway extensions
Construct new runways
Decommission existing 
runways
Relocate runway thresholds

Operational
Fanning departure tracks
Flight tracks based on new 
navigational technologies to 
follow less noise-sensitive 
corridors
Change departure profiles
Departure profiles specific to 
runway ends
Modify arrival profiles
Increase or decrease 
utilization of runways
Rotational runway use
Ground runup facility

Operational
Fanning departure tracks
Flight tracks based on new 
navigational technologies to 
follow less noise-sensitive 
corridors
Change departure profiles
Departure profiles specific to 
runway ends
Modify arrival profiles
Increase or decrease 
utilization of runways
Rotational runway use
Ground runup facility
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Noise Abatement OptionsNoise Abatement Options

Restrict operations
Ground run-up restrictions 
Curfews
Noise level restrictions
Noise budget
Limit number of operations

Restrict operations
Ground run-up restrictions 
Curfews
Noise level restrictions
Noise budget
Limit number of operations

Management
Pilot awareness program
Noise sensitive areas noted 
in pilots navigation chart

Management
Pilot awareness program
Noise sensitive areas noted 
in pilots navigation chart
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Noise Mitigation OptionsNoise Mitigation Options

Remedial
Property acquisition 
Redevelopment programs
Sound insulation
Avigation easements
Transaction assistance programs

Preventive
Land banking
Comprehensive planning 
Growth management
Noise overlay zones
Property disclosure statements
Transfer of development rights

Remedial
Property acquisition 
Redevelopment programs
Sound insulation
Avigation easements
Transaction assistance programs

Preventive
Land banking
Comprehensive planning 
Growth management
Noise overlay zones
Property disclosure statements
Transfer of development rights
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FAR Part 150 RequirementsFAR Part 150 Requirements

FAR Part 150 requires consideration of at least the 
following measures:

Property acquisition and avigation easements
Noise barriers and acoustical shielding
Preferential runway system
Noise abatement flight procedures and flight tracks
Mandatory noise rules
Other actions to control or abate noise
Other actions recommended for airport-specific analysis by the 
FAA

FAR Part 150 requires consideration of at least the 
following measures:

Property acquisition and avigation easements
Noise barriers and acoustical shielding
Preferential runway system
Noise abatement flight procedures and flight tracks
Mandatory noise rules
Other actions to control or abate noise
Other actions recommended for airport-specific analysis by the 
FAA
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Evaluation ProcessEvaluation Process
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Technical Evaluation of MeasuresTechnical Evaluation of Measures

Level of Noise Reduction
Effects on airfield capacity and aircraft delay
Effects on airspace/air traffic control procedures
Consistency with FAA safety and other standards
Other environmental effects (e.g., air quality)
Operational effects and costs 
Financial feasibility
Consistency with Clark County policies

Level of Noise Reduction
Effects on airfield capacity and aircraft delay
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Other environmental effects (e.g., air quality)
Operational effects and costs 
Financial feasibility
Consistency with Clark County policies
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Regulatory Evaluation of MeasuresRegulatory Evaluation of Measures

All measures must –
Reduce incompatible land use and prevent or reduce future 
incompatible land use
Ensure safety and efficiency
Be consistent with powers and duties of the FAA
Be subject to revision if necessary 

Noise restrictions or rules must –
Not unjustly discriminate
Not impose an undue burden on interstate commerce (requires 
balancing of interests)
Meet both local needs and national air transportation system 
needs

All measures must –
Reduce incompatible land use and prevent or reduce future 
incompatible land use
Ensure safety and efficiency
Be consistent with powers and duties of the FAA
Be subject to revision if necessary 

Noise restrictions or rules must –
Not unjustly discriminate
Not impose an undue burden on interstate commerce (requires 
balancing of interests)
Meet both local needs and national air transportation system 
needs
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Noise Restrictions or RulesNoise Restrictions or Rules

May be subject to ANCA and FAR Part 161
Curfews, etc.
FAA does not approve noise rules through FAR Part 150

Even if not subject to FAR Part 161, must withstand 
rigorous scrutiny

Reduce existing land use incompatibility above DNL 65 dB
Reasonable and not unjustly discriminatory
No undue burden on interstate commerce
New FAA standard = “balanced approach”
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Even if not subject to FAR Part 161, must withstand 
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Getting FAA Approval of ProgramGetting FAA Approval of Program

FAA review and acceptance of Noise Exposure Map
Technical review only

FAA review study for completeness
Technical, policy, effectiveness review

FAA 180-day review of each individual measure

FAA actions for each measure at end of review period
Approve
Reject
Demand additional study (including environmental study)

Additional FAA review (no deadline) for any airspace 
measures (maybe FAA environmental review also)
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Difficulty of Getting FAA ApprovalDifficulty of Getting FAA Approval

Easy Very Tough

Difficulty of FAA Approval
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More restrictive the measure, the harder it is to get  FAA 
approval
More restrictive the measure, the harder it is to get  FAA 
approvalNoise rules

Flight tracks, etc.

Land acquisition,
sound insulation
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Strategic ChallengesStrategic Challenges

Find effective and approvable measures

If no “silver bullet,” focus on combination of measures

Ensure that measures are enforceable and will be implemented

Understand and work within the limitations of FAR Part 150

Address noise outside DNL 65 dB without violating Lott 
Amendment

Balance competing interests (e.g., carriers, pilots, neighbors)

Balance noise, safety and capacity

Find effective and approvable measures

If no “silver bullet,” focus on combination of measures

Ensure that measures are enforceable and will be implemented

Understand and work within the limitations of FAR Part 150

Address noise outside DNL 65 dB without violating Lott 
Amendment

Balance competing interests (e.g., carriers, pilots, neighbors)

Balance noise, safety and capacity
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Initial Recommendations 
of Reasonable Noise 
Reduction Measures

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

February 28, 2006
2

Purpose
Present initial list of noise reduction measures to carry forward in the 
2005/2006 FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan Update for 
McCarran International Airport (LAS).

Previous Noise Compatibility Measures (including clarification or 
amendments – depicted in a green color).
Previous non-Noise Compatibility Measures (new formal Part 150 
measures – depicted in a red color).
Measures discussed, in general, through the Public Working 
Group (new formal Part 150 measures – depicted in a red color).
Measures suggested by individual Public Working Group 
members (new formal Part 150 measures – depicted in a red 
color).
Other measures.

Discuss “reasonableness”.
Clarify vagueness, when appropriate.

3

Initial Recommendations
1. Clarify informal preferential runway use program:

1a. 25R is preferred JET departure runway;
1b. 25L is preferred JET arrival runway;
1c. 19L will be used by JETs only when weather, traffic congestion, or construction 

conditions require use;  (8 PM to 8 AM time limit removed since “traffic 
congestion” is currently the overriding factor.)

1d. 1R is preferred JET departure runway when northern departures required;
1e. 7L is preferred JET departure runway when eastern departures required;
1f. JET defined as aircraft weighing more than 75,000 lbs.

2. Clarify preferred departure flight procedures and improve compliance: 
2a. 4 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / right-hand pattern;
2b. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R  JET departures / left-hand pattern;

• Review development/establishment of a “straight out” procedure?
2c. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 19L/R JET departures;
2d. 7 NM (from DME) runway heading for 07L/R JET departures;
2e. 2 NM (from DME) runway heading for 01L/R JET departures;
2g. Include helicopter tour departure procedures within measure.

4

Initial Recommendations
3. Conduct a study to assess the distant noise abatement departure 

profile (NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 19L/R, and 07L/R.
(Due to location of Nellis’s airspace, a distant NADP on 01L/01R is not feasible.)

4. Identify preferred arrival flight corridors which mimic, if safe and 
efficient, the same areas as those impacted by the departure 
procedures.

4a. Review if runway heading from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is feasible?
4b. Review standard arrival flow into 07L/07R?
4c. Include helicopter tour arrival procedures within measure.

5. Conduct a study to assess benefit of the continuous decent approach 
(CDA) procedure for JETS on all runways?
(Community benefits were found approximately 10 miles from the Sacramento Mather 
Airport.)

6. Continue to use designated locations for engine run-up maintenance 
activity.

5

Initial Recommendations
7. Continue to encourage airlines to utilize quieter aircraft.

(Establish an recognition/award program, combined with #2 [flight track conformance] for 
LAS’s “flying quietly” airlines.)

8. Continue to support legislation which phases-out noisier aircraft:
8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) standards for JET aircraft.
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) standards for non-JET aircraft.

9. Continue to support use of other General Aviation reliever airports for 
non-JET aircraft.

10. Continue pursuit of Southern Nevada Regional Heliport.
(Intended to accommodate helicopters providing tours to/from the Grand Canyon.)

11. Continue bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing traffic and 
helicopter tour traffic originating from LAS.

6

Initial Recommendations
12. Expand noise compatibility public information program:

12a. Develop fly quietly brochure for JET and GA aircraft at LAS.  (See page 10 for an 
example.)

12b. Include fly quietly procedures in Jeppesen charts.
12c. Expand material contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report.
12d. Hold regular meetings with Chief Pilots and/or local managers.
12e. Continue regular meetings with helicopter operators.
12f. Redistribute noise information material to real estate community.
12g. Post additional noise information on website.

13. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive 
Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, 
and UNLV to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the
introduction of noise sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses 
within the airport environs.

13a. Utilize a 65 DNL area or 60 DNL area?
13b. Amend CMA boundary, through Congress, to reflect recent NEM?
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Initial Recommendations
14. Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from noise 

sensitive land uses to an airport compatible use.
(Examples include areas south of Helen Cannon Middle School and northwest of I-215 
and I-15.)

15. Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) land use 
compatibility requirements currently included in County and Henderson 
development codes.

15a. Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL?
15b. Apply mixed-use sound attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise 

projects?
• 35 dB sound attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or 

higher, and greater than 35 feet?
• 30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet?

16. Update AEOD map in County and Henderson codes.
16a. 2011 or 2017 NEM?
16b. Amend Major Flight Corridor to reflect recent NEM.

8

Initial Recommendations
17. Continue to review land use applications and express/condition airport 

related issues.
17a. Improve coordination of noise disclosure requirements.
17b. Develop penalty for developers which don’t follow conditions.

18. Pursue airport noise disclosure requirements at local or state level.
18a. Improve current conditions to include stand-alone language and proximity map.  

(See page 11-12 for an example.)
18b. Utilize supplemental noise metric in disclosure issues?

19. Continue avigation easement requirements in the County and 
Henderson development process.

19a. Create database which identifies parcels containing an avigation easement.

9

Initial Recommendations
20. Acquire or soundproof, as a voluntary measure, existing incompatible 

land uses in the new/amended AE-70.  (See maps on pages 19-20.)
(No incompatible land uses exist in the AE-75.)
(Existing uses constructed with appropriate sound attenuation requirements are deemed 
“compatible”.)
(Relocation costs not reimbursable.)

21. Acquire vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-70 that are master 
planned for incompatible land uses when adjacent/nearby development 
is airport compatible.

22. Expand the voluntary property acquisition or soundproof program to 
existing incompatible land uses in the new/amended AE-65.  (See 
maps on pages 19-20.)
(See #20 notes)

23. Expand acquisition of vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-65 that 
are master planned for incompatible uses when adjacent/nearby 
development is airport compatible. 10

Fly Quietly Example

11

APN: _______________________

AIRPORT NOISE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

AIRPORT NOISE. The buyer hereby acknowledges that he/she is aware of the proximity of McCarran International Airport, 
the North Las Vegas Airport, and/or the Henderson Executive Airport to this development.  The buyer also fully understands that 
existing and future noise levels at this location, associated with existing and future airport operations, may have an effect upon 
the livability, value, and suitability of the property for residential use.  The buyer also understands that these airports have been at 
their present location for many years, and that future demand and airport operations may increase significantly. For further 
information, contact the Clark County Department of Aviation at P.O. Box 11005, Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005, (702) 261-5100.

_____________________________                               _____________________________
Buyer #1 Signature Date Buyer #2 Signature Date

_____________________________ _____________________________
Buyer #1 Name (Printed) Buyer #2 Name (Printed)

_____________________________
Property Address

cc: Clark County Department of Aviation
Noise Abatement Officer
P.O. Box 11005
Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005

Stand-Alone Noise
Disclosure Statement

12

Noise Disclosure
Statement Proximity Map
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FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study Update FAR Part 150/Noise Compatibility Study Update 

McCarran International Airport McCarran International Airport –– Airfield and Airfield and 
Airspace CapacityAirspace Capacity

John Bergener
Ricondo & Associates, Inc

Optional Public Working Group Meeting
March 14, 2006
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Types of Airport CapacityTypes of Airport Capacity

Airfield and Airspace Capacity: The ability of an airfield 
configuration and the supporting airspace to service aircraft 
operations at a given level of delay

Terminal Capacity: The ability of the Airport terminal complex to 
service passenger movements and aircraft parking demand

Ground Access Capacity: The ability of the Airport roadway and 
parking systems to service vehicle access and parking demand

Airfield and Airspace Capacity: The ability of an airfield 
configuration and the supporting airspace to service aircraft 
operations at a given level of delay

Terminal Capacity: The ability of the Airport terminal complex to 
service passenger movements and aircraft parking demand
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DefinitionsDefinitions

Airfield and Airspace Capacity: The ability of an airfield 
configuration and the supporting airspace to service aircraft 
operations at a given level of delay

Acceptance Rate: The rate at which an airfield configuration can
safely and efficiently accept arriving aircraft (e.g., arrivals/hour)

Departure Rate: The rate at which an airfield configuration can 
safely and efficiently process departing aircraft (e.g., 
departures/hour)

Airfield and Airspace Capacity: The ability of an airfield 
configuration and the supporting airspace to service aircraft 
operations at a given level of delay

Acceptance Rate: The rate at which an airfield configuration can
safely and efficiently accept arriving aircraft (e.g., arrivals/hour)

Departure Rate: The rate at which an airfield configuration can 
safely and efficiently process departing aircraft (e.g., 
departures/hour)
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Capacity Capacity –– How Is It Determined?How Is It Determined?

Airfield and Airspace Capacity is not a fixed number and can vary 
due to several factors:

Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights

Airfield and Airspace Capacity is not a fixed number and can vary 
due to several factors:

Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights
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Fleet MixFleet Mix

Fleet mix affects runway acceptance and departure rates due to 
spacing requirements between subsequent aircraft and aircraft 
performance characteristics.

In general, a smaller and more homogeneous fleet mix will result
in more capacity than a larger more heterogeneous fleet mix.

The reliever airports provided by the CCDOA system promotes the 
segregation of smaller versus larger aircraft types.

General Aviation Airports versus International Airports.

Fleet mix affects runway acceptance and departure rates due to 
spacing requirements between subsequent aircraft and aircraft 
performance characteristics.

In general, a smaller and more homogeneous fleet mix will result
in more capacity than a larger more heterogeneous fleet mix.

The reliever airports provided by the CCDOA system promotes the 
segregation of smaller versus larger aircraft types.

General Aviation Airports versus International Airports.
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Separation Standard DiagramSeparation Standard Diagram
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Weather/VisibilityWeather/Visibility

Local weather
Hot summer temperatures may reduce the number of runways 
available for departures by long distance flights and/or by certain 
aircraft
Lower visibility due to poor weather may reduce the number of 
runways available for arrival operations due to limited instrumentation
Lower visibility due to poor weather may result in maintenance of 
strict separation standards to the runway threshold
Wet runways may result in longer runway occupancy times for arrivals 
and slow operations on crossing runways

Remote weather
Weather in the region may decrease the airspace capacity in one or 
more directions for arriving or departing flights
Weather at destination airports may result in aircraft at LAS being held 
on the ground

Local weather
Hot summer temperatures may reduce the number of runways 
available for departures by long distance flights and/or by certain 
aircraft
Lower visibility due to poor weather may reduce the number of 
runways available for arrival operations due to limited instrumentation
Lower visibility due to poor weather may result in maintenance of 
strict separation standards to the runway threshold
Wet runways may result in longer runway occupancy times for arrivals 
and slow operations on crossing runways

Remote weather
Weather in the region may decrease the airspace capacity in one or 
more directions for arriving or departing flights
Weather at destination airports may result in aircraft at LAS being held 
on the ground
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LAS ElevationsLAS Elevations

2,080 ft

2,040 ft2,170 ft
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Monthly Airfield Configuration at LASMonthly Airfield Configuration at LAS
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Airfield Configuration Airfield Configuration -- GeneralGeneral

For a single runway in good weather conditions, the following 
general rates are representative:

Acceptance rate ~ 35 to 40 arrivals/hour (140 knots / 3.x nm average 
separation)
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total ~ 45 to 55 operations/hour

For closely spaced parallel runways in good weather, the following 
general rates are representative:

Acceptance rate ~ 50 to 55 arrivals/hour (140 knots / 2.x nm average 
separation)
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour (unless courses diverge by 
> 15 degrees immediately after departure; then rate could be higher)
Total ~ 85 to 95 operations/hour

For a single runway in good weather conditions, the following 
general rates are representative:

Acceptance rate ~ 35 to 40 arrivals/hour (140 knots / 3.x nm average 
separation)
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total ~ 45 to 55 operations/hour

For closely spaced parallel runways in good weather, the following 
general rates are representative:

Acceptance rate ~ 50 to 55 arrivals/hour (140 knots / 2.x nm average 
separation)
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour (unless courses diverge by 
> 15 degrees immediately after departure; then rate could be higher)
Total ~ 85 to 95 operations/hour
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Airfield Configuration (19Airfield Configuration (19--25)25)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 55 to 60 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 44 to 46 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 55 to 65 departures/hour
Total = 99 to 111 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 55 to 60 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 44 to 46 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 55 to 65 departures/hour
Total = 99 to 111 operations/hour

82%
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Airfield Configuration (01Airfield Configuration (01--25)25)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 95 to 114 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 95 to 114 operations/hour

10%
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Airfield Configuration (01Airfield Configuration (01--07)07)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 99 to 114 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 54 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 99 to 114 operations/hour

4%
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Airfield Configuration (07Airfield Configuration (07--19)19)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 90 to 105 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 50 to 60 departures/hour
Total = 90 to 105 operations/hour

2%
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Airfield Configuration (01s)Airfield Configuration (01s)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 50 to 55 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 30 to 35 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 90 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 50 to 55 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 30 to 35 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 90 operations/hour

1%
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Airfield Configuration (19s)Airfield Configuration (19s)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 30 to 35 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 40 to 45 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 30 to 35 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

<1%
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Airfield Configuration (07s)Airfield Configuration (07s)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

<1%
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Airfield Configuration (25s)Airfield Configuration (25s)

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

Arrival priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Departure priority: Acceptance rate ~ 30 to 35 arrivals/hour
Departure rate ~ 45 to 55 departures/hour
Total = 75 to 80 operations/hour

<1%
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Capacity Capacity -- Other FactorsOther Factors

Other factors causing airfield and airspace capacity to vary:
Controller inputs –duty priorities change based on other workloads at 
the time; Numerous overflight, VFR, or satellite airport operations will 
impact capacity because those additional operations also require
attention
Airspace demand/conflicts with other airports – for example, the 
location of Nellis Air Force Base reduces the acceptance rate of
Runways 19L and 19R

Other factors causing airfield and airspace capacity to vary:
Controller inputs –duty priorities change based on other workloads at 
the time; Numerous overflight, VFR, or satellite airport operations will 
impact capacity because those additional operations also require
attention
Airspace demand/conflicts with other airports – for example, the 
location of Nellis Air Force Base reduces the acceptance rate of
Runways 19L and 19R
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Airfield and Airspace CapacityAirfield and Airspace Capacity

Summary – Airfield and airspace capacity can vary due to several 
factors:

Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights

So, how do we estimate this variable quantity to determine an 
average annual capacity (i.e., the average annual delay per 
operations we would expect to be associated with some level of 
demand)?

Summary – Airfield and airspace capacity can vary due to several 
factors:

Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights

So, how do we estimate this variable quantity to determine an 
average annual capacity (i.e., the average annual delay per 
operations we would expect to be associated with some level of 
demand)?
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Airfield and Airspace Capacity Airfield and Airspace Capacity 
ModelingModeling

Why model airport operations?
Help visualize air traffic and runway use configurations
Provide capacity and delay comparisons between proposed 
alternatives
Provide additional data for use in the decision making process

How do we model airport operations?
Capacity modeling uses the Total Airport and Airspace Modeler 
(TAAM)
TAAM is a fast-time simulation model that incorporates randomization 
of aircraft flight characteristics

Why model airport operations?
Help visualize air traffic and runway use configurations
Provide capacity and delay comparisons between proposed 
alternatives
Provide additional data for use in the decision making process

How do we model airport operations?
Capacity modeling uses the Total Airport and Airspace Modeler 
(TAAM)
TAAM is a fast-time simulation model that incorporates randomization 
of aircraft flight characteristics
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TAAM ExampleTAAM Example
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Model Input DataModel Input Data

Operational demand and aircraft fleet mix

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents

Air traffic control procedures

Model Calibration: Ensuring TAAM and INM inputs are the same

Operational demand and aircraft fleet mix

Runway use percents → Runway configuration percents

Air traffic control procedures

Model Calibration: Ensuring TAAM and INM inputs are the same
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Baseline Capacity Analysis Baseline Capacity Analysis –– All All 
WeatherWeather
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SummarySummary

Airfield and airspace capacity can vary due to several factors:
Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights

Airfield and airspace capacity model:
Inputs account for some sources of variability and are based on actual 
and projected data
Results are weighted/annualized to capture the relative effects each 
airfield configuration has on average capacity

Airfield and airspace capacity can vary due to several factors:
Fleet mix (composition and variability)
Weather/visibility (local and remote)
Airfield configuration
Controller inputs
Airspace demand from other airports/overflights

Airfield and airspace capacity model:
Inputs account for some sources of variability and are based on actual 
and projected data
Results are weighted/annualized to capture the relative effects each 
airfield configuration has on average capacity
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Preliminary QuestionsPreliminary Questions

1. Why does the simulation show that using the 01-07 and 01-25 
configurations would be expected to result in less average annual 
delay per operation than the 19-25 configuration?  Didn’t the 
previous slides show that there is very little difference between the 
capacities of the 19-25, 01-25, and 01-07 configurations?  

2. If the 01-07 configuration has approximately the same capacity 
rates, why doesn’t the Airport operate in this configuration more 
frequently?

1. Why does the simulation show that using the 01-07 and 01-25 
configurations would be expected to result in less average annual 
delay per operation than the 19-25 configuration?  Didn’t the 
previous slides show that there is very little difference between the 
capacities of the 19-25, 01-25, and 01-07 configurations?  

2. If the 01-07 configuration has approximately the same capacity 
rates, why doesn’t the Airport operate in this configuration more 
frequently?
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Arrival PriorityArrival Priority

01-07 configuration push
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Departure PriorityDeparture Priority

01-07 configuration push
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Additional InformationAdditional Information

The two previous diagrams show that the 01-07 configuration has 
a more even capacity balance between acceptance rate and 
departure rate in comparison to the 19-25 configuration

These more balanced rates in combination with the relatively close 
arrival and departure demand peaks, result in less overall delay
throughout the day

Additionally, the more balanced operation results in less controller 
workload and reduces delays associated with changing from one 
priority operation to the other

The two previous diagrams show that the 01-07 configuration has 
a more even capacity balance between acceptance rate and 
departure rate in comparison to the 19-25 configuration

These more balanced rates in combination with the relatively close 
arrival and departure demand peaks, result in less overall delay
throughout the day

Additionally, the more balanced operation results in less controller 
workload and reduces delays associated with changing from one 
priority operation to the other
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Additional InformationAdditional Information

The primary determinant of the runway operating configuration 
used is the existing and near term forecast weather/wind. 

Based on a recent 10 year weather data sample:
Using a 5 knot or greater headwind threshold (the FAA criteria), the 
01-07 configuration can be used 25% of the time.
If the 01-07 configuration is also used during “calm winds” , this 
percent increases to 38%.

Changing the preferred calm wind runway configuration does not address 
historical residential development patterns and runway use programs.

Based on these figures, the projected use of Runway 07L for 
departures (20% in 2017) is less than that permitted if the 
decisions were made solely based on wind direction and speed.

Future runway use balances capacity demands and historical 
preferred runway use program.

The primary determinant of the runway operating configuration 
used is the existing and near term forecast weather/wind. 

Based on a recent 10 year weather data sample:
Using a 5 knot or greater headwind threshold (the FAA criteria), the 
01-07 configuration can be used 25% of the time.
If the 01-07 configuration is also used during “calm winds” , this 
percent increases to 38%.

Changing the preferred calm wind runway configuration does not address 
historical residential development patterns and runway use programs.

Based on these figures, the projected use of Runway 07L for 
departures (20% in 2017) is less than that permitted if the 
decisions were made solely based on wind direction and speed.

Future runway use balances capacity demands and historical 
preferred runway use program.
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QuestionsQuestions

Other Questions?Other Questions?
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1

Continued Discussion of 
Reasonable Noise 

Reduction Measures

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator

Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group

March 28, 2006
2

Recommendations Key

Overall Support (OS) – A majority of the PWG supports the noise 
reduction measure.

Mixed Support (MS) - The PWG is divided on supporting the 
noise reduction measure.

Limited Support (LS) - A majority of the PWG does not support 
the noise reduction measure.

Additional Assessment The PWG believes additional assessment
Needed (AN) – and review of the measure is needed 

before a final position can be made.

No Position (NP) - The PWG has no position of the noise 
reduction measure.

3

Recommendation 1

1. Maintain (and clarify) informal preferential runway use program:
1a. JET defined as aircraft weighing more than 75,000 lbs.  (Same as ANCA criteria.  

Clarifies if program tied to scheduled air carriers, all air carriers, or turbojets.)
1b. 25R is the preferred JET departure runway.  (Not just for scheduled air carrier jets.)
1c. 25L is the preferred JET arrival runway.  (Established in the 1988 EA to construct 

7R-25L.)
1d. 19L is the preferred JET departure runway when southern departures required.  

(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.) 
1e. Between 8 PM and 8 AM, if weather, traffic congestion, or construction conditions 

permit, JET operations on 19L and 19R will be restricted.  (1978 regulation applied 
restriction to turbojet aircraft, unless operational requirements dictate.  1988/1989 & 
1994 FAR Part 150 programs applied restriction to air carrier operations, when air 
traffic and weather conditions permit.  Clarifies “air traffic” issues.)

1f. 1R is preferred JET departure runway when northern departures required. 
(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.) 

1g. 7L is preferred JET departure runway when eastern departures required. 
(Established in the 1988 EA to construct 7R-25L.)

1h. If safe and efficient, move towards greater “equalization” of runway use? 4

Recommendation 1
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5

Recommendation 2

2. Clarify preferred departure flight procedures and improve compliance:
2a. 4 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / right-hand pattern.  

(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Rainbow.)
2b. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R  JET departures / left-hand pattern.

(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.)
2c. Review development of a formal “straight out” procedure for 25L/R.

(Encourages greater use of this procedure currently being utilized on an ad hoc 
basis.) 

2d. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 19L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from utilizing a runway heading beyond Blue Diamond Road.)

2e. 7 NM (from DME) runway heading for 07L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Boulder Highway.)

2f. 2 NM (from DME) runway heading for 01L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.)

2g. Helicopter tour departure procedures along Tropicana Avenue.
(Keeps helicopters over a major roadway.)

6

Recommendation 2

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME

2a

2b

2c

2d

2e

2f

2g
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Recommendation 3
3. Conduct a study to assess the distant noise abatement departure 

profile (NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 19L/R, and 07L/R.
(Due to location of Nellis’s airspace, a distant NADP on 01L/01R is not feasible.)

8

Recommendation 4

4. Identify preferred arrival flight corridors which mimic, if safe and 
efficient, the same areas as those impacted by the departure 
procedures.

4a. Review if runway heading from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is feasible.
4b. Review standard arrival flow into 07L/07R.
4c. Helicopter tour arrival procedures along Charleston Blvd., Fremont St., Industrial 

Rd., and I-15.

9

Recommendation 4

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME

4a

4b

4c

10

Recommendation 5

5. Conduct a study to assess benefit of the continuous decent approach 
(CDA) procedure for JETS on all runways.
(Community benefits were found approximately 10 miles from the Sacramento Airport.)

Benefit found
approximately 
12.5 miles away
from the airport.

11

6. Continue to use designated locations for engine run-up maintenance 
activity.

Recommendation 6

12

Recommendation 7 - 11

7. Continue to encourage airlines to utilize quieter aircraft.
(Establish a recognition program for LAS’s “flying quietly” airlines, which combines fleet 
mix with flight track conformance.)

8. Continue to support legislation which phases-out noisier aircraft:
8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) standards for JET aircraft.
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) standards for non-JET aircraft.

9. Continue to support use of other General Aviation reliever airports for 
non-JET aircraft.

10. Continue pursuit of Southern Nevada Regional Heliport.
(Intended to accommodate helicopters providing tours to/from the Grand Canyon.)

11. Continue bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing traffic and 
helicopter tour traffic originating from LAS.
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13

McCarran International Airport

North Las Vegas Airport

Henderson Executive Airport

Recommendation 9 - 10

Future Non-Urban Heliport

9

9

10
14

Recommendation 11

Noise Monitors for Fixed-Wing Aircraft Operation
Noise Monitors for Helicopter Aircraft Operation

15

Recommendation 12

12. Expand noise compatibility public information program:
12a. Develop fly quietly brochure for JET and GA aircraft at LAS.
12b. Include fly quietly procedures in Jeppesen charts.
12c. Expand material contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report.

• Added Daytime and Nighttime JET Runway Use.

• Added Hourly Departure and Arrival Operational Information.

• Added JET Fleet Mix.

12d. Begin to hold regular meetings with Chief Pilots and/or local managers.
12e. Continue regular meetings with helicopter operators.
12f. Redistribute noise information material to real estate community.
12g. Utilize a supplementary noise metrics for noise disclosure information.

• Will be discussed in detail at April PWG meeting.

12h. Post additional noise information on website.
12i. Post signage on airport property concerning “noise sensitive airport”.

16

Recommendation 12a

17

Recommendation 13 - 14

13. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive 
Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, 
and UNLV to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the
introduction of noise sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses 
within the airport environs.

13a. Amend CMA boundary, through Congress, to reflect recent NEM? 
13b. Utilize a 65 DNL area or 60 DNL area?

14. Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from noise 
sensitive land uses to an airport compatible use.
(Examples include areas south of Helen Cannon Middle School and northwest of I-215 
and I-15.)

18

Recommendation 13a
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19

Recommendation 13b

20

Recommendation 13b & 14

(Still need to exclude deed restricted lands 
and airport owned parcels from map.)

21

Recommendation 15 & 16

15. Update AEOD map in County and Henderson codes.
15a. 2011 or 2017 NEM?
15b. Amend Major Flight Corridor to reflect recent NEM.

16. Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) land use 
compatibility requirements currently included in County and 
Henderson development codes.
16a. Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL and beef-up higher DNL 

requirements?
16b. Apply mixed-use sound attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise 

projects?
• 35 dB sound attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or 

higher, and greater than 35 feet?
• 30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet.

22

Recommendation 15

23

Recommendation 16

AE-60 AE-65 AE-70 AE-75

30 db for > 35’

35 db for > 35’

24

Recommendation 17 - 19

17. Continue to review land use applications and express/condition airport 
related issues.

17a. Improve coordination of noise disclosure requirements.
17b. Develop penalty for developers which don’t follow conditions.

18. Pursue airport noise disclosure requirements at local or state level.
18a. Improve current conditions to include stand-alone language and proximity map.
18b. Utilize supplemental noise metric in disclosure issues?

19. Continue avigation easement requirements in the County and 
Henderson development process.

19a. Create database which identifies parcels containing an avigation easement.
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25

APN: _______________________

AIRPORT NOISE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

AIRPORT NOISE. The buyer hereby acknowledges that he/she is aware of the proximity of McCarran International Airport, 
the North Las Vegas Airport, and/or the Henderson Executive Airport to this development.  The buyer also fully understands that 
existing and future noise levels at this location, associated with existing and future airport operations, may have an effect upon 
the livability, value, and suitability of the property for residential use.  The buyer also understands that these airports have been at 
their present location for many years, and that future demand and airport operations may increase significantly. For further 
information, contact the Clark County Department of Aviation at P.O. Box 11005, Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005, (702) 261-5100.

_____________________________                               _____________________________
Buyer #1 Signature Date Buyer #2 Signature Date

_____________________________ _____________________________
Buyer #1 Name (Printed) Buyer #2 Name (Printed)

_____________________________
Property Address

cc: Clark County Department of Aviation
Noise Abatement Officer
P.O. Box 11005
Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005

Recommendation 18a

26

Recommendation 18a

27

Recommendation 18b

I.O.U. for April meeting

28

Recommendation 20 - 23

20. Acquire or soundproof, as a voluntary measure, existing incompatible 
land uses in the new/amended AE-70.
(No incompatible land uses exist in the AE-75.)
(Existing uses constructed with appropriate sound attenuation requirements are deemed 
“compatible”.)
(Relocation costs not reimbursable.)

21. Acquire vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-70 that are master 
planned for incompatible land uses when adjacent/nearby development 
is airport compatible.

22. Expand the voluntary property acquisition or soundproof program to 
existing incompatible land uses in the new/amended AE-65.
(See #20 notes)

23. Expand acquisition of vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-65 that 
are master planned for incompatible uses when adjacent/nearby 
development is airport compatible.

29

Recommendation 20 - 23

(Still need to exclude deed restricted lands 
and airport owned parcels from map.)

30

Recommendation 20 - 23

(Still need to exclude deed restricted lands 
and airport owned parcels from map.)
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31

Recommendation 20 - 23

(Still need to exclude deed restricted lands 
and airport owned parcels from map.)

32

Recommendation 20 - 23

(Still need to exclude deed restricted lands 
and airport owned parcels from map.)
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Continued Discussion of 
Reasonable Noise 

Reduction Measures

Jeffrey M. Jacquart, Airport Program Administrator
Clark County Department of Aviation

FAR Part 150 Update Public Working Group
April 18, 2006

2

Recommendations Key

√ - Recommended for inclusion

? - Further discussion needed

- To be discussed today

3

Recommendation 1

1. Maintain (and clarify) informal preferential runway use program:
1a. JET defined as aircraft weighing more than 75,000 lbs.  (Same as ANCA criteria.  

Clarifies if program tied to scheduled air carriers, all air carriers, or turbojets.)
1b. 25R is the preferred JET departure runway.  (Not just for scheduled air carrier jets.)
1c. 25L is the preferred JET arrival runway.  (Established in the 1988 EA to construct 

7R-25L.)
1d. 19L is the preferred JET departure runway when southern departures required.  

(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.) 
1e. Between 8 PM and 8 AM, if weather, traffic congestion, or construction conditions 

permit, JET operations on 19L and 19R will be restricted.  (1978 regulation applied 
restriction to turbojet aircraft, unless operational requirements dictate.  1988/1989 & 
1994 FAR Part 150 programs applied restriction to air carrier operations, when air 
traffic and weather conditions permit.  Clarifies “air traffic” issues.)

1f. 1R is preferred JET departure runway when northern departures required. 
(Established in the 1994 EA to upgrade 1L-19R.) 

1g. 7L is preferred JET departure runway when eastern departures required. 
(Established in the 1988 EA to construct 7R-25L.)

1h. If safe and efficient, move towards greater “equalization” of runway use? 

√
√

√

√

√

√

?

4

Recommendation 1
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Recommendation 2

2. Clarify preferred departure flight procedures and improve compliance:
2a. 4 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R JET departures / right-hand pattern.  

(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Rainbow.)
2b. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 25L/R  JET departures / left-hand pattern.

(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.)
2c. Review development of a formal “straight out” procedure for 25L/R.

(Encourages greater use of this procedure currently being utilized on an ad hoc 
basis.) 

2d. 3 NM (from DME) runway heading for 19L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from utilizing a runway heading beyond Blue Diamond Road.)

2e. 7 NM (from DME) runway heading for 07L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Boulder Highway.)

2f. 2 NM (from DME) runway heading for 01L/R JET departures.
(Prevents aircraft from turning before passing Jones.)

2g. Helicopter tour departure procedures along Tropicana Avenue.
(Keeps helicopters over a major roadway.)

(see additional analysis on page 6)

√

√

√

√

√

√

?

6

Recommendation 2

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME

2a

2b

2c

2d

2e

2f

2g

2c JET Departure Analysis
2003 – Daily average of 5.66 using 2c (1% growth in total JET operations)

2004 – Daily average of 4.65 using 2c (15% growth in total JET operations)
2005 – Daily average of 4.65 using 2c (8% growth in total JET operations)

2006 – Daily average of 5.42

2c JET Departure Analysis
2006 – 22% B737-300s

2006 – 21% A320s
2006 - 21% B737-700s

2006 – 19% B737-Hushkitted
Total – 82% for these a/c types

2c JET Departure Analysis
2006 – 32% SWA
2006 – 28% AWE

2006 – 19% EG&G
Total – 79% for these airlines

Even though a 25% growth
in daily JET departures since

2003, no significant change in the
number of operations using 2c.
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Recommendation 3
3. Conduct a study to assess the distant noise abatement departure 

profile (NADP) for JETS on runways 25L/R, 19L/R, and 07L/R.
(Due to location of Nellis’s airspace, a distant NADP on 01L/01R is not feasible.)

√

8

Recommendation 4

4. Identify preferred arrival flight corridors which mimic, if safe and 
efficient, the same areas as those impacted by the departure 
procedures.

4a. Review if runway heading from 9 NM for 01L/R arrivals is feasible.
4b. Review standard arrival flow into 07L/07R.
4c. Helicopter tour arrival procedures along Charleston Blvd., Fremont St., Industrial 

Rd., and I-15.

√
√
√

9

Recommendation 4

4 DME

3 DME

3 DME

2 DME

7 DME

4a

4b

4c

10

Recommendation 5

5. Conduct a study to assess benefit of the continuous descent approach 
(CDA) procedure for JETS on all runways.
(Community benefits were found approximately 10 miles from the Sacramento Airport.)

Benefit found
approximately 
12.5 miles away
from the airport.

√

11

6. Continue to use designated locations for engine run-up maintenance 
activity.

Recommendation 6

√

12

Recommendation 7 - 11

7. Continue to encourage airlines to utilize quieter aircraft.
(Establish a recognition program for LAS’s “flying quietly” airlines, which combines fleet 
mix with flight track conformance.)

8. Continue to support legislation which phases-out noisier aircraft:
8a. Stage 3.5 (or higher) standards for JET aircraft.
8b. Stage 3 (or higher) standards for non-JET aircraft.

9. Continue to support use of other General Aviation reliever airports for 
non-JET aircraft.

10. Continue pursuit of Southern Nevada Regional Heliport.
(Intended to accommodate helicopters providing tours to/from the Grand Canyon.)

11. Continue bi-annual noise monitoring program for fixed-wing traffic and 
helicopter tour traffic originating from LAS.

(add text of:  without utilizing hush-kit or other 

methods which modify existing aircraft)
^

√

?

√

√

√
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McCarran International Airport

North Las Vegas Airport

Henderson Executive Airport

Recommendation 9 - 10

Future Non-Urban Heliport

9

9

10
14

Recommendation 11

Noise Monitors for Fixed-Wing Aircraft Operation
Noise Monitors for Helicopter Aircraft Operation

15

Recommendation 12

12. Expand noise compatibility public information program:
12a. Develop fly quietly brochure for JET and GA aircraft at LAS.
12b. Include fly quietly procedures in Jeppesen charts.
12c. Expand material contained within the bi-monthly noise complaint report.

• Added Daytime and Nighttime JET Runway Use.

• Added Hourly Departure and Arrival Operational Information.

• Added JET Fleet Mix.

12d. Begin to hold regular meetings with Chief Pilots and/or local managers.
12e. Continue regular meetings with helicopter operators.
12f. Redistribute noise information material to real estate community.
12g. Utilize a supplementary noise metrics for noise disclosure information.

• Will be discussed in detail at April PWG meeting.

12h. Post additional noise information on website.
12i. Post signage on airport property concerning “noise sensitive airport”.

√
√
√

√
√
√

√
√

?
(See Recommendation 18b)

16

Recommendation 12a

17

Recommendation 13 - 14

13. Continue to work with the Clark County Department of Comprehensive 
Planning, City of Henderson Community Development Department, 
and UNLV to amend land use and/or master plans to discourage the
introduction of noise sensitive and otherwise incompatible land uses 
within the airport environs.

13a. Utilize a 65 DNL or 60 DNL to define the airport environs for land use planning 
purposes?

13b. The “facilitation” of compatible land use planning with the BLM (1992 agreement) 
within the CMA was completed with the passage of the 1998 SNPLMA (i.e., 
previously managed federal lands are prohibited from being developed with an 
incompatible use).  Does the Part 150 Update impact the CMA conditions/Act?

14. Continue to support redevelopment in areas transitioning from noise 
sensitive land uses to an airport compatible use.
(Examples include areas south of Helen Cannon Middle School and northwest of I-215 
and I-15.)

18

Recommendation 13a

1997 60 DNL
CMA/1990 60 DNL

2017 60 DNL

2017 65 DNL
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19

Recommendation 13a
If area contains large 

portions of 
undeveloped land, 

review if changes to 
the land use plans 

may be appropriate.

20

Recommendation 13b

Original CMA lands.

21

Recommendation 13b

Difference between 1990 60 DNL
and 2017 60 DNL in CMA area.

(Act tied to 1990 map!)

22

Recommendation 14

23

Recommendation 15 & 16

15. Update AEOD map in County and Henderson codes.
15a. 2011 or 2017 NEM?
15b. Amend Major Flight Corridor to reflect recent NEM.

16. Continue Airport Environment Overlay District (AEOD) land use 
compatibility requirements currently included in County and 
Henderson development codes.
16a. Codify 25 dB sound attenuation in 60 DNL?
16b. Apply mixed-use sound attenuation requirements for residential mid to high-rise 

projects located within the MFC?
• 35 dB sound attenuation required for residential units in 65 DNL or 

higher, and greater than 35 feet?
• 30 dB attenuation required for units in 60 DNL, and greater than 35 feet?

24

Recommendation 15a & 16a

1990 65 DNL

1990 75 DNL

1990 70 DNL
2017 65 DNL 2017 70 DNL

2017 75 DNL

25
 dB SA?

25 dB SA?

25
 d

B 
SA

?

25 dB SA?
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25

Recommendation 15b

MFC based on
departure corridors.

26

Recommendation 16a

AE-60

25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

25
25

27

Recommendation 16b

AE-60

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

30
30

If greater than 

35’ and in MFC

35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

35
35

28

Recommendation 17 - 19

17. Continue to review land use applications and express/condition airport 
related issues.

17a. Improve coordination of noise disclosure requirements, and when noise 
disclosure conditioned, require stand-alone disclosure and associated proximity 
map.

17b. Develop penalty for developers which don’t follow conditions.

18. Pursue airport noise disclosure requirements at local or state level.
18a. Improve current conditions to include stand-alone language and proximity map.
18b. Utilize supplemental noise metric in disclosure issues?

19. Continue avigation easement requirements in the County and 
Henderson development process.

19a. Create database which identifies parcels containing an avigation easement.

29

APN: _______________________

AIRPORT NOISE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

AIRPORT NOISE. The buyer hereby acknowledges that he/she is aware of the proximity of McCarran International Airport, 
the North Las Vegas Airport, and/or the Henderson Executive Airport to this development.  The buyer also fully understands that 
existing and future noise levels at this location, associated with existing and future airport operations, may have an effect upon 
the livability, value, and suitability of the property for residential use.  The buyer also understands that these airports have been at 
their present location for many years, and that future demand and airport operations may increase significantly. For further 
information, contact the Clark County Department of Aviation at P.O. Box 11005, Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005, (702) 261-5100.

_____________________________                               _____________________________
Buyer #1 Signature Date Buyer #2 Signature Date

_____________________________ _____________________________
Buyer #1 Name (Printed) Buyer #2 Name (Printed)

_____________________________
Property Address

cc: Clark County Department of Aviation
Noise Abatement Officer
P.O. Box 11005
Las Vegas, NV 89111-1005

Recommendation 18a

30

Recommendation 18a
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31

Recommendation 18b

Typically, speech interference can occur if 
external noise events exceed 60 dB.

If windows are left open, indoor noise levels 
are typically 15 dB below outdoor noise levels.

60 dB plus 15 dB equates to an external noise 
event of 75 dB for interior interference.

32

Recommendation 18b

33

Recommendation 18b

34

Recommendation 20 - 23

20. Acquire, provide transaction assistance, or sound insulate, as a
voluntary measure, existing incompatible land uses in the 
new/amended AE-70.
(Existing uses constructed with appropriate sound attenuation requirements are deemed 
“compatible”.)
(Relocation costs not reimbursable.)

21. Acquire vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-70 that are master 
planned for incompatible land uses when adjacent/nearby development 
is airport compatible.

22. Expand the voluntary property acquisition or sound insulation program 
to existing incompatible land uses in the new/amended AE-65.
(See #20 notes)

23. Expand acquisition of vacant parcels in the new/amended AE-65 that 
are master planned for incompatible uses when adjacent/nearby 
development is airport compatible.

35

Recommendation 20 - 23

36

Recommendation 20 - 23

Existing land
acquisition areas

Offer sound insulation 
or property transaction 
assistance programs
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37

Recommendation 20 - 23

Existing land
acquisition areas

Offer voluntary land 
acquisition program

38

Recommendation 20 - 23

Offer voluntary land 
acquisition program

Existing land
acquisition areas

39

Recommendation 20 - 23

Existing land
acquisition areas

Offer voluntary land 
acquisition program
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