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SUMMARY SHEET 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and 
Logistics),  Room 3E763,  Pentagon, Washington,  O. C. 

Description of the Proposal.    It is proposed to publish,  as an administra- 

tive action of the Department of Defense,  a policy which recognizes that 

some possible uses of land in the vicinity of an air installation are incom- 

patible with air installations operations.    The necessity to prevent the 

placement of obstacles in the path of flight, the noise of aircraft engines, 

even the remote possibility of accident,  all indicate the desirability of 

restricting the use of land in the vicinity of the air installation.    The 

proposed policy defines the methods by which compatible use zones may 

be determined and delineated.    It then requires that the Military Depart- 

ments develop programs to establish compatible use zones by methods 

which range from local zoning,  through State legislation and acquisition 

of restrictive easements by the Federal Government,  to the acquisition 

of title by the Federal Government in certain cases. 

Environmental Impact.    Establishment of compatible use zones would 

promote the development of land use activities which are compatible with 

the noise and the accident potential of aircraft operations.    These activi- 

ties range from open spaces or non-spectator type sports through 

agricultural uses to light industry.   Noise sensitive activities, such as 

residences or non-sound insulated libraries,  as an example, would be 
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discouraged.    Existing uses would not be unduly interfered with.    Height 

limitations on objects in the interest of flight safety would not change. 

Generally,   the Federal Government already owns restrictive or "avigation" 

easements to limit heights of objects in approach/ieparture zones and 

similar areas. 

Adverse Environmental Effects.    There are none foreseen.    Generally, 

attempts to develop these zones for residential and other incompatible 

uses would be discouraged and development for other uses such as recrea- 

tion,   agriculture or industry would be controlled,  thereby contributing to 

an overall beneficial effect on man's environment. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Action. 

1.    No action. 

Z.    Rely completely on local zoning action. 

3. Acquisition by Federal Government of interest up to clear title in 

all cases. 

4. Abandonment of flying activities in any area subject to develop- 

mental pressures. 

5. Noise suppression techniques. 

Comments Requested. 

Department of Interior 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Department of Commerce 

Department of Health,  Education and Welfare 
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Department of Transportation 

Environmental Protection Agency 

General Services Administration 

State Clearinghouses 

Copies of all comments received,  together with a discussion,  are attached 

as enclosure 3. 

Environmental Statement made available to the Council on Environmental 

Quality and the Public. 

Draft    March 19,   1973 

Final       i l JUN 1973 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

Ge ne r al 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) 

proposes to publish an Instruction to establish uniform policy and 

require the Military Departments to develop programs to implement 

it,  defining procedures by which Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

(AICUZ) may be defined,  delineated,  and established at all air installa- 

tions of the Military Departments located within the United Stater,  its 

territories and possessions.    These zones are the areas in the vicinity 

of air installations from which it is generally desirable to exclude certain 

uses -- tall towers should not be in flight paths nor should residences be 

subject to high intensities of aircraft noise or high accident hazard 

potential --as examples.    The necessity of further developing such a 

policy has become clear in recent years as developmental encroachment 

in areas surrounding previously isolated air installations has led to citizen 

complaints regarding the noise of aircraft operations and,  in some cases, 

to modification or curtailment of flying operations. 

Background 

The importance of unobstructed and controlled air space in the 

proximity of air installations was recognized at an early date and was 

one of the prime factors that influenced the site selection of new bases 

over the years, as well as the retention and expansion of existing 

I 



installations.    The development of high performance aircraft and the 

increased role of air power in defense made these factors apparent 

during the 1950*8,  a period in which the Department of Defense carried 

out a substantial program of expansion and modernization in both the 

Air Force and Navy air activities. 

During the 1950'8.  an extensive program of obtaining avigation 

easements at various installations was undertaken.    These easements 

gave the Government the right to fly in the air space above private 

property and prevented the construction of facilities that would interfere 

with or project above the runway approach surface.    In ]ater years,   the 

interest acquired was modified to take only the lesser estate of the flight 

clearance easement.    The primary consideration, however, was pilot 

and aircraft safety rather than noise or external safety.    The inventory 

of jet aircraft was small, and initially the bases conducting full scale 

jet operations were generally those in the more isolated locations.    To 

a small degree, the goals achieved where avigation easements were 

obtained tended to satisfy both noise and safety considerations for the 

aircraft inventory at that time.   It was a step in the right direction. 

Current Situation 

Toward the end of the 1950*8 and extending into the igbO's,  the 

detrimental effects of urban encroachment of air installations became 

increasingly apparent.   In spite of warnings, attempts at zoning, per- 

sistent action by the Armed Services to improve air bast-community 
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relations, and the dissemination of a great deal of public information, the 

hazards and nuisances associated with aircraft operations have often been 

ignored.   This is particularly true with regard to residential development. 

Since air installations are major growth inducers, real estate and housing 

development organizations sometimes seize upon the opportunity to utilize 

the adjacent land areas without sufficient consideration of the health and 

comfort of the subsequent owners and tenants. 

Mis sions /Ope rations 

Incompatible urban development continues unrestricted for the most 

part,'and this phenomenon threatens the operation of many multi-million 

dollar air installations.   At some installations, flying operations have been 

curtailed, traffic patterns changed, and other operational procedures revised. 

Mission degradation is often the result of these factors.    Encroachment at 

several installations was the primary cause for installation closure action, 

and the problem is one of increasing urgency. 

Summary of the Proposal 

The plan is to insure that the use of non-Government land around 

DoD air installations is compatible with mission accomplishment and pro- 

tection of the public.   This will be achieved through zoning by the local 

governing body, or possibly through acquisition of land or interests therein 

by the Federal Government. 

The plan will eventually be implemented at each air installation. 

The area affected will be the land subjected to the greatest aircraft noise 

and the greatest hazard from potential aircraft accidents.   This area is 
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called the Air Installations Compatible Use Zone (AICU2) and is 

basically that land subjected to an intensity and duration of noise such 

as to place it in Composite Noise Rating Zone 3 (a Noise Exposure 

Forecast about 40) or, in some cases. Composite Noise Rating Zone 

2 (a Noise Exposure Forecast of 30 to 40),  and land areas having a 

high potential for aircraft accident.    A brief summary of the methods 

of determining Composite Noise Rating Zones is attached as enclosure 

2.     Generally,   the following factors influence the size and shape of the 

zone: 

Runway configuration 

Local weather patterns and prevailing winds 

Type and number of aircraft and flights 

Type of operations and time of day they are conducted 

Location of engine runup areas 

Topography 

Flight patterns 

It is proposed to publish a Department of Defense Instruction requiring 

the Armed Services to survey their air installations and to develop pro- 

grams for establishing compatible use zones where such are indicated. 

All actions would be reviewed to determine the necessity of individual 

environmental impact statements and Secretarial approval of the pro- 

grams, either on individual Service or Secretary of Defense level, would 

be required depending on the type of action involved. Any action to acquire 
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interests in or title to land would,   of course, be subject to prior author- 

ization and appropriation by the Congress of the United States. 

The Concept in Detail 

The concept is explained in the proposed Instruction, which is 

enclosure 1,  and the reader is referred to it for details of the program 

development requirements, types of compatible uses,  types of Govern- 

ment interests which might be obtained,  and other matters of significance. 

II.        THE PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED 
ACTION 

The goal of the proposed Instruction is to foster land use planning 

in the high noise and risk areas surrounding military air installations 

consistent with the health,  safety and comfort of the users of these areas. 

The end result should be the continued functioning of the essential military 

air installation in harmony with its neighbors.    The net effect on man's 

relation with his environment is consequently seen as beneficial. 

The intent is not to interfere unduly with existing uses,   but to 

assure that future development in these sensitive areas is compatible 

with the mission of the neighboring installation.    Development of the land 

in these areas will occur in any event to the extent not already occurring. 

The intent is to assure«  through the various means mentioned elsewhere 

in this paper,  that such future development is orderly, with types of uses 

suitable to the noise levels and safety factors prevailing at each air 

installation involved.   Some land uses especially sensitive to noise 
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(such as residential,   schools and churches) are compatible only with 

relatively low noise levels.   On the other hand,  land uses not so sensi- 

tive to noise (such as manufacturing and agricultural) are compatible with 

relatively high noise levels which generally encompass land areas closer 

to the air installation. 

In short, the Instruction, by providing overall guidance and direc- 

tion to our military installations in the interest of the orderly development 

of affected land areas,  is seen as having a long-range favorable impact 

upon the environment.    Plans accomplished pursuant to the Instruction at 

particular installations must be examined in the light of their own relevant 

factors to determine the environmental impact in any particular case, and 

the Instruction contemplates the preparation of environmental impact state- 

ments as appropriate before action is taken to implement those plans,  on 

a case by case basis. 

UI.      UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

No overall adverse environmental effects are foreseen from this 

program. When the plan has been implemented,  the environment should 

be improved as a result of controlling the land use in the AICUZ,  in 

comparison with the uses that otherwise would have developed.   For 

example,  additional families will be discouraged from moving into areas 

where they would be exposed to intense noise and safety hazards of airfield 

operations.   Further,  the probable ecological disturbances and environ- 

mental degradation resulting from housing developments will be avoided. 

if 
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Industrial development in a particular area may be seen by some as an 

adverse effect.    However,  industrial development does not occur merely 

because land is zoned industrial •- there are other causitive factors, such 

as economic need.    This proposal offers a further tool by which such 

development may be controlled and its adverse aspects mitigated. 

IV.      ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The No Action Alternative 

If development of the land around our airfields is not controlled, 

more people will be exposed to the noise and safety hazards associated 

with jet aircraft operations and the number and intensity of complaints 

from and the hazards to the surrounding community will continue to 

increase.    The DoD would then be forced to either curtail flying or 

abandon the base to other missions and move the flying activity elsewhere. 

This Instruction provides for this as a possible future course of action 

where dictated by a particular situation.    However, closing of a base or 

a mission change cannot be a general solution, and when taken, such 

action may simply move the problem to another location.   Additionally, 

location is often a crucial factor in mission assignment and accomplish- 

ment.   With the continuing growth of aviation in this country and the heavy 

use of the airways,  relocating a military flying mission is becoming 

increasingly difficult.    This airspace problem,  coupled with the need for 

community support and the high cost of developing a new installation, 

weighs heavily against relocation as a solution.    Therefore, the "no action" 

1 
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alternative is probably the most expensive and most difficult, and would 

eventually lead to a situation where all flying was strictly curtailed, 

thereby severly limiting the; air power capability of the United States -- 

a situation which is unacceptable because of the resultant degradation of 

our capability to provide for the common defense. 

The Exclusive Reliance on Local Zoning Alternative 

Under this alternative the Federal Government would obtain no 

interest in land in compatible use zones,  but would rely on its powers 

of suasion to convince local zoning authorities to so zone the land that 

compatible uses would be encouraged or guaranteed.    There is much that 

is attractive about this ivlternative since it would remove no land from 

local tax roles and would minimize the involvement of the Federal Govern- 

ment in local affairs.    It is unfortunately not always workable since in 

many cases its achievement would conflict with land owners development 

plans or speculative expectations,  thus incurring local political opposition. 

In addition,   such a policy would make it impossible to develop an overall, 

integrated program since each air installation would be subject to con- 

sideration by different organizations who would adopt various positions 

not neces    irlly consistent with the national interest in a viable defense 

posture.    Experience has also proven that developmental pressures and 

a shifting demography often cause changes in zoning to the detriment of 

flying activities.    Thus, while the proposal strongly recommends zoning 

I 8 
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as a desirable method of achieving Air Installations Compatible Use Zones, 

this method cannot be adopted as the method of choice in all cases. 

The Exclusive reliance on Federal Acquisition Alternative 

This alternative is the simplest as it involves the acquisition of 

restrictive easements on or title to all land in the AICUZ area through 

purchase,  land exchange, or other methods.    It has been rejected as 

being the best way to proceed in all cases since it can be the most expensive 

alternative other than that of "do nothing"; since it would unnecessarily 

remove land from tax roles; since it could tend to restrict development 

in many situations; and since it involves the Federal Government exces- 

sively in local affairs.    Therefore,  while acquisition of interests by the 

Federal Government will be indicated in many cases,  it cannot be accepted 

as the only way that compatible use zones may be established. 

The Abandonment of Flying Activities Alternative 

This alternative is very similiar to the "do nothing" alternative, 

except that efforts would be made to relocate a flying activity as soon as 

probable encroachment was perceived to be a problem in lieu of planning 

to avoid incompatible uses.    It is attractive only in that it would permit 

a more orderly shifting of missions than results from the "do nothing" 

alternative and would eventually result in the same dilemma -- installations 

to be moved with no place to move to. 

The Exclusive Reliance on Noise Suppression Techniques Alternative 

Noise suppression techniques are an attractive method of reducing 
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noise from ground installations and as such have been in use for many 

years.    Typical are "mufflers" for jet engine test stands which contribute 

to reduced air pollution as well as to aoise reduction.    Other techniques 

in use include remote siting of noisy activities and modification of flight 

paths and altitudes to av ~>id residential areas wherever possible.    The 

proposal requires that sucn actions be taken to the extent feasible before 

Air Installations Compatible Use Zones are established.    While efforts 

are underway to reduce the noise generating characteristics of aircraft 

engines,  it is unlikely that the problem can be eliminated.    Therefore, 

while noise suppression is required by the proposal,   it in itself is con- 

sidered insufficient to completely control the noise problem and,  of course, 

such measures have no effect on safety considerations. 

V.        THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USE OF 
MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCE- 
MENT OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The implementation of this proposal, whether by mea-is of land 

use zoning,   the purchase of restrictive easements,  or the acquisition 

of the land,  will probably have a short term adverse effect upon market- 

ability and value of some of the lands involved.    This is particularly true 

in areas where residential development is imminent.    In the long run,  it 

is possible -- and more than likely -- that lands within AICUZ will 

increase in value as demand for land use compatible with airfield opera- 

tions increases. 

f 
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Recognizing that areas subject to aircraft noise and hazards are 

not the most desirable for human habitation,   imposition of an AICUZ 

at each DoD air installation will enhance the quality of the human en- 

vironment by making these areas unavailable for residential development, 

but should not otherwise adversely effect the long term productivity of 

such land. 

VI. ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 
RESOURCES WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED 
ACTION SHOULD IT B£ IMPLEMENTED 

No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources are 

involved in this action.   In the event an AICUZ was no longer required 

because of base closure or some advancement in technology reducing the 

requirement for the zone,   the restriction on land use could be removed. 

With the possible exception of some uses of the land which might 

reduce its productivity for agricultural purposes,  uses of land for one 

purpose,  even for a prolonged period, will not diminish its utility for 

any other purpose. 

VII. UNRESOLVED CONTROVERSIES 

The Department of Defense is not aware of any controversy over 

the AICUZ principle.    Complaints from individual landowners can be 

expected where they are not permitted by AICUZ restrictions to carry 

out residential or other development plans.    However,  by a process of 

education, they may be brought to see that a restriction on residential 

11 
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use of the land may result in increased recreational,   commercial and 

industrial use,  and a resultant increase in land value.    Where it becomes 

necessary for U.e Government to acquire land interests to implement 

the AICUZ concept,  constitutional guarantees of "just compensation" 

are, of course,  applicable.    In addition, whenever an action taken 

pursuant to this proposal at a particular installation becomes contro- 

versial -- or is significant in its effect on the local environment — both 

this proposal and the National Environmental Policy Act (P. L.   91-190) 

require that an environmental impact statement be prepared and processed 

for that individual action.    The processing of the instant statement in no 

way removes that requirement.    Thus,  safeguards are established even 

beyond those of "just compensation" to assure that all proposals of the 

Government will fully consider all pertinent matters and result in reason- 

able courses of action. 

12 
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Department of Defense Instruction 

Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

DoD Directive 4165.6,  "Real Property,   Acquisition, Manage- 
ment and Disposal, " September 15,   1955 

Army-Navy-Air Force Tri-Service Manual (AFM 86-5, 
TM 5-365,  NavFac P-98).  "Land Use Planning With 
Respect to Aircraft Noise, " October 1,   1964 (See Section 
III of this Instruction for approval of amendments) 

Department of the Air Force Manual 86-8, "Airfield and 
Airspace Criteria, " November 10,   1964 (See Section 
IV. C of this Instruction for approval of amendments) 

Department of the Navy Publication,  NavFac P-272, 
"Definitive Designs for Naval Shore Facilities, " July 1962 
(See Section IV. C. of this Instruction for approval of 
amendments) 

Department of the Army Technical Manual,  TM 5-803-4, 
"Planning of Army Aviation Facilities, " March 1970 (See 
Section IV. C. of this Instruction for approval of amendrnenLs) 

DoD Directive 6050.1,  "Environmental Considerations in DoD 
Actions, " August 9,  1971 

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-2, August 30, 
1971,   "Utilization, Disposition and Acquisition of Federal 
Real Property" 

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95,  February 9, 
1971,   "Evaluation, Review and Coordination of Federal and 
Federally Assisted Programs and Projects" 

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-103, May 1, 1972, 
"Guidance for Agency Implementation of the Uniform Reloca- 
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, " which implemented P. L. 91-646 of January 2,  1971 

DoD Manual 4145. 27M,  "DoD Ammunition and Explosives 
Safety Standards, " March 1969 (Soon to be republished as 
DoD Standard 5154.4S 

PURPOSE 

This Instruction defines (a) required restrictions on the uses and 
heights of natural and man-made objects in the vicinity of air 
installations and in the immediate vicinity of runways to provide 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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for safety of flight and to assure that people and facilities are not 
concentrated in an area which is susceptible to aircraft accidents, 
and (b) desirable restrictions on land use to assure its compati- 
bility with the characteristics,  including noise, of air installations 
operations.   It describes the procedures by which Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) may be defined,  and provides policy 
on the extent of Government interest in real property within these 
zones which may be retained or acquired to protect the operational 
capability of the DoD active military airfields (subject in each case 
to the availability of required authorisations and appropriations). 

II.       APPLICABILITY 

III. 

This Instruction applies to air installations of the Military Depart- 
ments located within the United States, its territories, trusts, and 
possessions. 

CRITERIA 

Current airfield and airspace clearances may not provide 
sufficient space around air installations to assure that all 
possible uses of land in the vicinity of the air installation are 
compatible with aircraft operations.   In attempting to define 
compatible use,  the safety and noise of aircraft operations 
are prime considerations.    Establishment of criteria for 
acceptable degrees of noise is a complex task.    The Army- 
Navy-Air Force Tri-Service Manual (AFM 86-5,  TM 5-365, 
NavFac P-98),   "Land Use Planning With Respect to Aircraft 
Noise»" (reference (b)), is a basis for establishment of such 
criteria.   Proposed changes in this Manual will be coordinated 
with the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and 
Logistics) prior to publication.    This Manual includes con- 
siderations of total noise intensity, frequency of exposure, 
length of the individual exposure, type of noise,  and time of 
day the noise is produced,  among other factors.    It provides 
for development of three Composite Noise Rating (CNR) zones 
around an airfield.    CNR Zone 3 is the smallest and loudest, 
and is that area in which the frequency of exposure and 
intensity of noise is such as to almost certainly produce 
difficulties in relation to some other possible uses of the 
area, particularly where the use or proposed use may be 
residential.    CNR Zone 2 is a larger area in which similar 
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problems with regard to other uses may occur.    CNR Zone 
1 is all land outside CNR Zone 2 -- an area in which essentially 
no such difficulties may be expected, i.' 

B.    The CNR zones vary extensively with the type of aircraft used. 
CNR Zone 3 could extend several miles beyond the end of a 
runway for frequent heavy bomber night flights,  but less than 
one mile for moderate light aircraft use.    Lateral distances 
from runways can vary from about 1, 000 feet up to maximums 
of about one mile for CNR Zone 3,  and 2-1/2 miles for CNR 
Zone 2.    Topography,  flight patterns,  length and configuration 
of the runway system,  local climatic conditions and engine 
maintenance power check operations will also affect the size 
and shape of the zones.    Therefore, while map studies using 
the procedures of the Tri-Service Manual will provide a useful 
indication of the outlines of the zones at a site,  precise deter- 
mination must be based upon a detailed study of current and 
possible future flight operations at the site and may require 
an actual noise survey. 

IV.      POLICY 

A.    General 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments will develop 
guidance for use by air installations under their jurisdiction 
which is consistent v/ith the following: 

1.     As a first priority step, all reasonable,  economical, and 
practical measures will be taken to reduce and/or control 
the generation of noise from flying and flying related 
activities (see V.C. 2, below).    Typical measures normally 
include siting of engine test and runup facilities in remote 
areas if practical, provision of sound suppression equip- 
ment where necessary, and may include additional measures 
such as adjustment of traffic patterns to avoid built up 
areas where such can be accomplished with safety and 
without significant impairment of operational effectiveness. 

U    Equivalent Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) values,  computed by 
established techniques and considering similar factors,  are accept- 
able and may be used interchangeably with CNR zones for the 
purposes of this Instruction.   NEF values above 40 will be con- 
sidered to bo in CNR Zone 3; values of 30 through 40, in CNR Zone 
2; and values below 30,  in CNR Zone 1. 
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Aftar all reasonable noise source control measures have 
been taken, there will usually remain significant land areas 
wherein the total noise exposure is such as to be incompatible 
with certain uses. 

B.        Compatible Use Land 

To maximize compatible uses in the A1CUZ, it is desirable to 
acquire interests in land within CNR Zone 3 and areas of high 
accident potential, or by some other means to establish controls 
over this land which would allow the prohibition of some uses of 
the land and permit others subject to certain restrictions. 
Similar interests in portions or all of CNR Zone 2 may be 
desirable depending on local circumstances. 

1.     Where practical and advisable,   necessary rights (see para- 
graph C,  below) in land within the AICUZ will be obtained 
through land exchange,  purchase, donation or other methods, 
or retained for the protection of the operational capability of 
air installations under the AICUZ program.    However,  the 
cost of acquisition of such rights may approach the cost of 
fee title.    Therefore, whenever possible and within the 
franiework of OMB Circular A-95 (rofcroncc (h)),   attempts 
should be made to work with local governing bodies,  planning 
commissions (regional and local), zoning boards,   and similar 
bodies to alleviate the problems through means other than 
acquisition. 

Local zoning regulations are, in many ways,  the most 
desirable methods of controlling land use since they do 
not remove land from tax rolls and can achieve orderly 
development of land within minimum Federal involvement. 
Nevertheless,  zoning regulations are not under the authori- 
ty of the Federal Government and are subject to nearly 
constant pressures for change as population centers and 
economic factors change.    Therefore« whenever zoning is 
selected as the method of land use control,   responsible 
installation commanders must assure that constant 
attention is given to the actions of local zoning authorities. 
In addition, where zoning is the method of choice,  positive 
and continuous programs must be established and main- 
tained to provide information to local governing bodies, 
civic associations and similar groups regarding the 
requirements of the flying activity, the noise problems. 

i 
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CNR and NEF data, what is being done to reduce the prob- 
lems,  and similar material in order that the citizenry may 
be fully informed and advised whenever matters affecting the 
air installations are under consideration.    Local ordinances 
requiring that persons contemplating purchase,   rent,  or 
lease in high noise areas be fully informed of such noise, 
are very desirable. 

b.     Agreements with local governing bodies affording the Federal 
Government the opportunity to meet with them and to present 
the circumstances existing with respect to the AICUZ and the 
A1CUZ program whenever any proposed actions affecting land 
within the AICUZ are under consideration,  are also desirable 
and should be sought.    Testimony should be presented in open 
hearings and emphasis should be placed on compatible uses. 
Where statutes allow,   comprehensive plans developed by local 
planning/zoning officials and with the co-operation of the 
Federal Government would be very desirable. 

c*     State legislation providing for necessary controls of land use 
is a possibility that could prove to be more permanent than 
the action of local zoning authorities and, if obtainable, would 
be highly desirable. 

2.        In situations whore compatible use zones involve areas of high 
intensity land use,  acquisition of necessary interests to protect 
the operational capability of the airfield may appear uneconomical. 
In such cases,  a complete economic analysis and assessment of 
the future of the installation must be made. 

i ■ 

a.     Costs of establishing and maintaining compatible use zones 
must be weighed against other available options,  such as 
changing the installation's mission and relocating the flying 
activities,  closing the installation, or such other course of 
action as may be available.    In performing analyses of this 
type,  exceptional care must be exercised to assure that a 
decision to change or relocate a mission is fully justified 
and that all aspects of the situation have been thoroughly 
considered. 

b.     When,  as a result of such analysis, it is determined that 
relocation or abandonment of a mission will be required 
(see paragraph V,  below), then no new construction shall 
be undertaken in support of such activities except as is 
absolutely necessary to maintain safety and readiness pend- 
ing accomplishment of the changes required.    Necessary 
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changes should be accomplished as soon as budgetary con- 
siderations will permit, 

3.     Nothing in this criteria shall be used to justify solely for the 
AICUZ program either the acquisition of interests beyond the 
minimum required to protect the Government, or the retention 
of owned interests beyond the minimum required. 

a. Where the cost of acquisition of required interests 
approaches closely the cost of fee title, consideration 
should be given to whether fee title would be to the 
advantage of the Government. 

b. If fee title is currently held or subsequently acquired to 
an area where compatible non-Government uses could be 
developed and no requirement for interest in the land 
exists,  save to prevent incompatible use, then disposal 
actions will be instituted retaining only those rights and 
interests necessary to establish and maintain compatible 
uses. 

c. Any land acquisitions or dispositions will be carried out 
in accordance with the provisions of OMB Circulars A-2 
and A-103 (references (g) and (i)). 

d. In general, the safety and noise restrictions which are 
necessary in clear zones and in approach/departure zones 
(as defined in references (c),  (d) and (e),  see paragraph C, 
below)) for a distance of 2, 500 to 3, 000 feet beyond the ends 
of runways, are so severe as to require ownership in fee of 
these areas,  and fee title to these areas will normally be 
acquired and/or retained.    Normally, fee title to the areas 
comprising the minimum lateral runway clearances pre- 
scribed in references (c),  (d) and (e) will also be acquired 
and or retained. 

C.     RIGHTS AND INTERESTS WHICH MAY BE OBTAINED 

1.     The height of structures and safety clearances around runways 
and airfields should generally be as presently described in Air 
Force Manual 86-8,  "Airfield and Airspace Criteria (reference 
(c)),  and the Navy's "Definitive Designs for Naval Shore Facili- 
ties" (NavFac P-272) (reference (d)).    Proposed changes to these 
Manuals will be coordinated with the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Installations and Logistics) prior to publication.    For 
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flammable, explosive or other hazardous material siting restric- 
tions,  see DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards,  DoD 
4145. 27M (soon to be republished as DoD 5154.4S),    reference 
(j)). 

2. For Army airfields to which are assigned only light aircraft or 
helicopters,  the clearances and heights may be somewhat less 
stringent and are described in Department of the Army TM 
5-803-4,   "Planning of Army Aviation Facilities, " (reference (e)). 
These requirements should not be adopted without full considera- 
tion of the possibility of heavier aircraft having to operate from 
the installation at some future time.    Proposed changes to the 
abovo Manual will be coordinated with the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Installations and Logistics) prior to publication. 

3. For noise problems,  the rights to or interests in land located in 
CNR Zone 3 (and possibly in CNR Zone 2,   as well as high accident 
potential areas) may be as follows depending on the circumstances. 
The right to: 

a. Restrict the use of the area for human habitation and construc- 
tion of dwellings,  except as to pre-existing dwellings. 

b. Restrict uses other than agriculture and nonspectator recrea- 
tion use,  mining,  quarrying,   and oil and gas production, 
manufacturing, warehousing,  and wholesale merchandising, 
outside storage; scrap and wrecking yards,  transportation 
terminals, maintenance,  repair and overhaul facilities; 
except that uses not specifically identified may be approved 
subject to proper design,  sound attenuation,  and evaluation 
of the proposed use,  and except that uses in conflict with local 
zoning ordinances should not be permitted. 

c. Make low and frequent flights over such land. 

d. Subject such land to the noise generated by aircraft, whether 
in flight or operating on the ground, and by aircraft engines, 
whether in or out of aircraft. 

Be apprised of,  to have access to,  and to review specifications 
and drawings for construction of facilities proposed to be built 
upon such land, whether or not specifically permitted,  and to 
prohibit the construction of facilities not having proper design 
features for insulation against sound or otherwise incompatible 
with use of the area. 

■ 
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4.     In addition to the above,  each individual case should be 
examined for the feasibility of extending certain safety of 
flight restrictions.    This would include the right to prohibit 
the following: 

a«     Release into the air of any substance which would impair 
visibility,  such as steam, dust,  and smoke -- except 
smoke from existing heating plants, incinerators and 
fireplaces. 

b. Light emissions which might interfere with or impair 
pilot vision. 

c. Electrical emissions that interfere with aircraft com- 
munication systems or navigational equipment. 

d. Dumping of garbage,  maintenance of feeding stations 
facilities attractive to birds. 

or 

e.     The erection of permanent structures unless they comply 
with the clearance,  smoke,  light and electronic emission 
requirements and are for uses compatible with airfield 
operations, 

D.    ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 

1. Any actions taken with respect to safety of flight,  accident 
hazard,  or noise which involve acquisition of interests in land 
must be examined to determine the necessity of preparing an 
environmental impact statement in accordance with DoD 
Directive 6050. 1,  "Environmental Considerations in DoD 
Actions, " (reference (f)). 

2. All such environmental impact statements must be forwarded 
to appropriate Federal and local agencies for review in accord- 
ance with reference (f). 

3. Coordination with local agencies will be in accordance with 
OMB Circular A-95 (reference (h)). 

V.    THE AIR INSTALLATIONS COMPATIBLE USE PROGRAM 

I. 

A.    The Secretaries of the Military Departments will develop and 
implement a plan to investigate and study all air installations in 
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necessary order of priority to develop an Air Installations Compati­
ble Use Zone (AICUZ) program for each air installation. The plan 
will be designed to: 

1. Determine by detailed study of flight operations, actual noise 
surveys if necessary, and best available projections of future 
flying activities, the limits of CNR Zones 3 and 2, and any 
areas of high accident potential lying inside or outside of these 
zones. 

2. Realistically appraise land values and probable development in 
the near future and for the long term. 

3. Review the installation master plans to ensure that existing and 
future facilities siting is cons is tent with the policies contained 
in this Instruction and other pertinent documents. 

4. Give full consideration to joint uHe of air installations by activi­
ties of separate Military Departn-\ents and military I civilian joint 
use whenever such use will result in maintaining operational 
capabilities while reducing noise, real estate and construction 
requirements. 

5. Include recommendations for necessary minimum programs of 
acquisition, relocation, work with local zoning boards, or such 
other actions as are indicated by the results of their study. 

B. Based on the results of the above studies and within 15 months of the 
date of this Instruction, each Military Department will prepare 
recommendations for individual installations on AICUZ programs for 
approval as follows: 

1. The Secretaries of the Military Departments or their designated 
representatives will review and approve the above indicated 
studies establishing the individual air ipstallation AICUZ pro­
gram. 

2. When relocation or abandonment of a mission or an installation 
is apparently required, the Secretaries of the Military Depart­
ments will submit the proposed plan for the installation, with 
appropriate recommendations, to the Secretary of Defense for 
approval. 

3. A time-phased fiscal year plan for implementation of the AICUZ 



program in priority order,   consistent with budgetary considera- 
tions, will be developed for approval by the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments,  or their designated representatives. 
These plans will serve as the basis for all AICUZ actions at the 
individual installations. 

C.    The Secretaries of the Military Departments will also take action to 
assure: 

1.     Development,  or continuation with renewed emphasis of pro- 
grams to inform local governments,   citizens groups,  and the 
general public of the requirements of flying activities, the 
reasons therefor,   CNR and NEF data where available, the 
efforts which may have been made or may te taken to reduce 
noise exposure,  and similar matters which will tend to develop 
a public awareness of the complexities of air installation opera- 
tions,  the problems associated therewith,   and the willingness 
of this Department to take all measures necessary to alleviate 
undesirable external effects.    Particular emphasis shall be 
placed on programs of co-operation with local authority in the 
case of joint military/civilian use air installations. 

2.     That as the first priority action in developing an AICUZ pro- 
gram, full attention is given to noise problems in all planning, 
acquisition and siting of noise generating items, such as engine 
test stands,  and that full advantage is taken of available alleviat- 
ing measures such as remote sites or sound suppression equip- 
ment,  and that the noise exposure of on-base facilities and 
personnel are considered together with off-base problems. 

D. Responsibilities for the acquisition,  management,  and disposal of 
real property are defined in DoD Directive  4165. 5 (reference 
(a)). 

E. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and 
Housing), Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations 
and Logistics), will examine the program developed pursuant to 
this Instruction,  and from time to time rewx^w the progress there- 
under to assure conformance with policy. 
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VI.      IMPLEMENTATION 

This Instruction is effective immediately.    Copies of documents 
promulgating the policy set forth and establishing the programs 
required herein will be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Installations and Logistics) within 90 days from the date 
of this Instruction. 
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Simplified Computations of Composite Noise Ratings 

Composite Noise Ratings (CNR) result from a combination of total 

noise intensity, duration of the noise,  its frequency spectrum,   repetition 

of occurances,   and the time of day it occurs,   among other factors.    Jet 

aircraft noise has been correlated with human annoyances to produce the 

simplified method of computing CNR for military aircraft takeoffs. 

1. Select the aircraft of interest from attachment 1 and note this 

flight profile to be used (2A,  2B,  2C or 2D) with corrections specified 

(+5,   -5,  etc.). 

2. Next,   consider the number of operations from the runway of 

interest and apply the following corrections,   selecting the worst case: 

Number of takeoffs per period Correction 

Day (0700 - 2200)       Night (2200 - 0700) 

Less than 3 Less than 2 -10 

3 - 9 

10 - 30 

31 - 100 

More than 100 

2 - 5 

6 - 15 

16 - 50 

More than 50 

-   5 

0 

+  5 

+ 10 

i 

As an example,   consider a base with F-4 aircraft flying from one 

runway,  all takeoffs in the same direction - approximately 25 during the 

day and 20 at night with takeoffs with after burner. 

Attachment 1 informs us that for F-4 aircraft we should use flight 

profile A of contour set 2 with no correction.    The table above indie »tea 
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no correction for the day flights but a plus 5 correction because of the 

numerous night flights. 

To determine the area of CNR Zone 3, we use the 110 line on flight 

profile A.    110 plus the correction of +5 is equivalent to 115.    The defini- 

tion of CNR Zone 3 is that area within the corrected PNdb (perceived noise 

level) contour of 115. 

CNR Zone L is that area between the PNdb contours of 100 and 115. 

In this case,  because of the +5 correction,  between the 95 and 110 contours. 

The contours determined from flight profile A,  contour set 2,  must 

then be transferred to a map of the installation and its environs taking 

appropriate notice of scalr.    The contours are set up for straight flight 

and,  if local flight rules require a turn within the distance involved, 

appropriate bending of the contours must be accomplished. 

Since engine settings during landing are quite different from those 

used for takeoffs.  different contour sets must be used when considering 

landings.   Others are used for ground runups of engines.    Many complicat- 

ing factors may arise such as local topography or a mix of aircraft with 

different noise characteristics. 

The reader is cautioned that the procedure here described is included 

to provide an insight into the areas involved, but cannot be used, except by 

coincidence,  to compute an actual case.   Indeed, in some cases,  noise 

measurements at the site are required in order to establish the contours. 

y.. 
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For those familiar with the Noise Exposure Forecast method of 

computing aircraft noise impact,  it may be noted that Noise Exposure 

Forecast values above 40 are in CNR Zone 3,   Noise Exposure Forecast 

values of 30 through 40 are in CNR Zone 2. 
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TAIL! 1-1: CLASSIFICATION OP MILITARY AIRCRAFT FOR TAKEOFF OPERATIONS 

HMNT MOUT 1 HIONT MOW 5 HIOMT MOW T                     \ 

B-M »ft«rbuni*r         2A+5 F-100 iriilitary                    2B 
F 101 

» WA-G miliUry               2C 

niOHT MOW t F-102 
F-105       " 
F-3 

HIOHT MOW • 
1! 

F-100 afterburner        2A B-52H         military          2C-5       ! 
F-101 F-6 C/KC-135A      '                                 ! 
FM02 
F-104 

p-g 
F-U HMNT MOW *                    j 

F-106 
F-106 

A-3 
A-5 C-135B military                 2010   . 

F-4B, C F-86K, L afterburner 
F-6 F-89 MONT MOW 10 
F-8 F-94 
F-ll T-38 

B^7 military                      2D 
A-5 
B-58 military mONT MOW • 

HMNT MOUP * F-SO                     imlitarv 2B-5 
F S4F 
F MG F-104 military         2A-5 

F-10« F-86E, F. H 
F-4B. C   " F-86V   \ 

F-K 

HMNT MOW 4 
B-67 

F-3 afterburner     2B+5 B-6rt 
F-l 
F-9 
A-4 
T 33 
T-37 
T-38 
T 39 
C-140 
Navy jet trainer» 

! 
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Discuasion of Comments Timely Received on the Draft AICUZ Statement 

1 
The State of New York quesiioned the applicability of the policy 

to National Guard bases which are joint use (military/civilian) bases, 

and the State of Montana and the State of Florida questioned the joint 

use applicability.    The question is interesting since the military flying 

activity on a joint use base may contribute proportionately little or 

much to overall noise production of the airfield.    Because of the highly 

variable degree of such contribution and because the military flying 

activity is often a tenant on joint military/civilian use bases,   an overall 

policy cannot be established beyond that of co-operation and active 

participation by the military with local civil authorities.    That this is 

required has been specifically addressed in the basic policy document. 

The State of New York,  the Environmental Protection Agency, 

ard the State of Wisconsin expressed concern that noise suppression 

techniques were not sufficiently emphasized in the basic policy.    The 

wording of th« policy has accordingly been strengthed in this regard. 

The States of New York, Washington,  Montana,  and the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development all raised questions regarding the use 

of Composite Noise Ratings (CNR) versus Noise Exposure Forecasts 

(NEF) and the handling of helicopter noise.    The basic policy permits 

either CNR or NEF.    The Department of Defense has a new manual 

currently in development which, when adopted, will use the NEF system 

and will also adequately cover helicopter noise. 

Enclosure 3 \M 
  

i|i«i»»v«iig«qM "*m   i   i   mum ^** . *** •■^«III ■   mmu • ■ ■MMMOTMM«WM j 



3-2 

The State of New York raised four questions regarding effects on 

local taxes,  economies,   and land use,   and the appropriate decision 

making authority.    It is presumed that the portions of the basic policy 

requiring full co-operation with local authority and citizens groups will 

provide the means of satisfactorily negotiating differences of opinion 

between local authority and the air installation involved.    It is expected 

that conflictr   between the varying interests will occasionally arise and 

Section V. C. 1 of the policy and the requirement for individual impact 

statements are intended to assure that such conflicts are minimized 

and to provide the means of achieving full understanding among all 

concerned entities. 

The State of Wisconsin asks whether missile installations are 

included in the proposal.    They are not unless a flying activity is also 

carried on at the installation. 

The State of Wisconsin suggests coordination with other agencies 

on land acquisitions.    The requirement for individual project environ- 

mental impact statements is intended to assure that such coordination 

does occur. 

The State of Wisconsin suggests restrictions on flammable and 

hazardous materials for the public health and safety.    Policy on this has 

been added to the basic document. 

The State of Wisconsin questions whether the policy includes 

drainage of valuable waterfowl wetland habitat.   It does not necessarily. 

1 
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Should such drainage appear advisable in a particular case,   an environ- 

mental impact statement would be prepared to assure that all relevant 

factors were considered before a final decision was made. 

The State of Wisconsin suggests joint installation use with civilian 

aviation activities be considered as a means of noise alleviation,  and 

this has been added to the basic policy. 

The State of North Carolina suggests alternatives of combinations 

of two or more of the listed alternatives.    The State of Arkansas comments 

on the separate alternatives similarly as did the States of Indiana and 

Florida.    The basic policy provides for a combination of all or any 

number of the alternatives (exception: the no action alternative).    None 

of the alternatives is in itself sufficient for the overall situation,  but one 

or several may be sufficient in an individual case. 

The State of Arkansas also questions the relationship of the policy 

to the Noise Control Act of 1972.    While the Noise Control Act generally 

excludes military aircraft from its provisions,   this policy has been 

coordinated with the Environmental Protection Agency,  executive agent 

for the Noise Control Act of 1972,  and it is intended that wherever feasi- 

ble,  this policy shall be compatible with any standards issued by that 

Agency. 

The Government of Guam suggests that acquisition of land by the 

Federal Government be through exchange of other land as well as out- 

right purchase.    The policy and the statement have been revised to 
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indicate that this is an acceptable alternative means of land acquisition. 

The State of Alaska suggests that if noise is only a nuisance and 

not a health hazard then perhaps no compatible use zone should be 

enforced.    It is considered that the Government,   to the extent possible, 

has an obligation to not become a nuisance to its citizens and that failing 

this obligation    constitutes a failure in the primary task of promoting the 

general welfare.    Further,the line between nuisance and psychological 

health hazard is ill defined. 

The States of Indiana and Alaska suggest continuation of research 

on noise suppression techniques.    The Department of Defense is actively 

engaged in such research and will continue so; however, it is,  as stated, 

unlikely that the noise problem can be completely eliminated through 

research in the foreseeable future. 

The State of Texas and the State of Indiana recommend that noise 

data be made available to local governments where such data have been 

developed.    This requirement has been added to the basic policy. 

The States of South Carolina and Indiana and the Environmental 

i Prote -.tion Agency suggest a "truth in selling" provision orbuyer educa- 
■ 

. 

tion to assure, that persons considering leasing,  renting or buying land in 

high noise areas are made fully aware of the noise situation.   The desira- 

bility of local ordinances to this effect has been added to the basic poJ.icy. 

The Department of Commerce recommends coordination with 

coastal zone management agencies for installations in coastal areas. 
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It is intended that individual environmental impact statements will be 

coordinated with all interested agencies. 

The Department of Interior suggests interagency planning assistance 

teams to identify and plan fol'" the full range of technical and environmental 

interestsin specific c a ses. Such teams will be considered. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development questions the 

lack of specificity with respect to CNR Zone 2. This is perhaps the 

major failing of the CNR system and a main reason why an NEF system 

is under development for the Department of Defense. With the develop­

ment of the Department of Defense NEF system, this objection should be 

overcome. There is no need to wait for this system to become available, 

however, since noise surveys and other work done under the CN3. system 

will be readily converted to the NEF system. 

The State of Indiana suggests that a model zoning ordinance be 

developed. It is understood that ~~v-e.t· c.:l agencies are involved in develop-

ing and proposing such ordinances. A proposed model ordinance developed 

principally by the U. S. Air Force will be on the agenda for consideration 

by the Council of State Governments at their JuD.e 21-22, 1973 meeting 

in Seattle, Washington. 

The State of lllinois suggests a redefinition of the boltlldaries of the 

CNR zones. These boundaries are not arbitrarily set but are the result 

of a number of studies to determine the noise levels and frequency of 

occurrance which people fitld annoying. At this time, there is no evidence 
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available that would indicate a change of 20 in outer limit of CNR Zone 1. 

The Department of Transportation expressed concern that the policy and 

statement could lead to a conclusion that the limits of the CNR zones also 

defined high accident potential areas.    Thi    is of course not the case. 

There are noisy areas and there are areas of high accident potential. 

They may overlap,   but they are not mutually causal.    Each must be 

measured and defined separately.    This is what the policy requires to 

be done. 

The Department of Transportation also suggests the use of an 

objective measure of noise rather than the subjective NEF or CNR. 

Since the desire of the Department of Defense is to prevent annoying i 

noise and since annoyance is a subjective condition, it is believed that 

any system which only measures noise and does not attempt to predict 

people's reaction to that noise would be insufficient for the instant 

purpose. 

The State of Florida suggests control of heavy vehicle and truck 

generated noise from traffic in and out of air installations.   In general, 

the establishment of a compatible use zone would serve this purpose as 

well because of the   much louder noises being generated by the aircraft 

which defined the zone. 

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare suggests definition 

of the circumstances which would require an environmental impact state- 

ment on an individual action under this policy.    This general guidance is 
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contained in DoD Directive 6050. 1, "Environmental Considerations in 

DoD Actions," which is referenced in the basic policy. 

Attachtnents - 2 



State and Territory Comments 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Florida 

Georgia 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Massachusetts 

Missouri 

Mississippi 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 

Washington 

Wisconsin 
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OFFJ(;E OF THE GOVERNOR I 

STATE PLANNING AND IESEAICH I POUCH AD - JUNEAU 99801 
I PHONE 516-5316 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
Room 3E 763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C . 20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

April 30, 1973 

Subject: Federal Air Installation Compatible Use Zoning 
State I.D. No. 73032102 

The Alaska State Clearinghouse has completed review on the subject project . 

The following agencies were invited to review and comment: 

State of Alaska 

Division of Budget and Management 
Legislative Finance Division 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
Department of Law 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Highways 
Department of Community & Regional Affairs 
Department of Military Affairs 

City of Anchorage 
Greater Anchorage Area Bor ough 
Office of the Governor, Division of Planning & Research 
City of Fairbanks 
Fairbanks North Star Borough 

' Four of the above agencies responded . 

The Department of Environmental Conservation stated: 

The Department of Environmental Conservation agrees 
with the concept of this program . It is a concept which 
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could be adopted by state and local governments in Alaska 
to their advantage . 

The City of Fairbanks stated: 

The establishment of compatible use zones would be in 
concert with policies under consideration by the Fairbanks 
North Star Borough Planning Division . 

While the Fairbanks North Star Borough is, in fact, the 
planning agency for the City of Fairbanks, and has the 
powers, responsibilities and expertise associated there­
with, the project descrj.bed in the enclosure would have 
a definite benefit to the eT\vironment of the entire area. 
We would certainly encourage its development and completion. 

The Division of Planning and Research stated: 

Regarding the submitted project, the only comment I think is 
needed would be one of general support by the State of Alaska. 
This is an excellent idea and if properly carried through would 
be of help both to local communities faced with noise pollution 
problems and the airports in the elimination of noise 
nuisance factors. The regulatio~s. as written, are adequate 
for their purpose and would be able to forestall many noise 
pollution problems . This is definitely a needed approach and 
would help alleviate many problems of development by and/ or near 
military or commercial airstrips . 

The City of AnchorQge stated: 

We have reviewed the proposed Department of Defense policy on 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zoning . We have also reviewed 
a Department of Air Force Vicinity Noise Map for Elmendorf Air 
Force Base which we understand was prepared in accordance with 
the standards set out in the Department of Defense instruction 
for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones. In this review, we 
find that only a small part of Zone 3 touches on one developed 
portion of the City of Anchorage devoted to residential use. A 
sizeable area of Zone 2 embraces residential-type developments 
in the City of Anchorage. There appears to be no particular 
problem in Zone 3 in view of the small area of privately-owned 
property involved and which has been developed for a number 
of years. However, we doubt that further development in this 
Zone 3 area could be controlled by local zoning. In view of the fact 
that it is developed and existing, we doubt that any action would be 
required. 
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We feel that construction in Zone 2 cannot be controlled by local 
zoning and that if these lands are to be acquired or other rights 
obtained for protection of the operational capabilities of Elmendorf 
Air Force Base, a very sizeable outlay of funds would be required. 

We feel that this is a clear cut case that if restrictions are to be 
enforced at this time on privately-owned land that adversely 
affects such property or their use, compensation would have to 
be paid: otherwise, it would constitute a taking of private property 
for a public purpose without compensation. 

Nowhere in the draft did we find any discussion of the criteria 
for the compatible use zones.  There is no discussion in the necessary 
draft of the noise level that becomes a health problem: therefore, we are 
not in a position to say whether or not we would be agreeable with 
the zoning concept and at what point compatible zones should be 
enforced.  If it is a matter of nuisance, then we doubt that 
any compatible use zones should be enforced unless a legal liability 
exists.  If the health and safety of people is involved, it is an 
entirely different matter.   Until there is an actual application of the 
policy contained in this draft, it is difficui'. to respond.   We do 
not object to the concept, but there is a great deal lacking in the 
way of information before we can agree to this draft and the specific 
zones that will arise therefrom as they may apply to the civilian community 
of Anchorage.  We have not attempted to analyse the effect on 
Elmendorf Air Force Base property. 

Of the five alternates listed as to proposed action for the solution 
of this particular problems, it would appear to us that item #5. Noise 
Suppression Techniques, is probably one of the major areas of research 
that should be continued in the effort to reduce noise levels in close 
proximity to major airfields, particularly on base.   Although considerable 
research has been accomplished in this area, it is felt that further 
advancements in technique and refinement in this field can be 
developed. 

The Clearinghouse finds this project to be consistent with State long-range planning 
goals and objectives.  Therefore, this letter will satisfy the review requirements 
of the Office of Management and Budger Circular A-95. 

Sincerely. 

.' 
. 

. 

■♦- 

& fRatfnondW. Estess 
State-Federal Coordinator 

• 

J-AV 

»^«».^ 'JmiiMm * ,~-.~—.  (U 
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DAW:    April 18,  1975 

TO:        Department of Defense 
Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense 
Pentagon Bldg.. 9m. SE763 
Washington, D.C.      20301 

FROM: Regional Clearinghouse  (A-9S) 

SMJBCT:      Project Notification and Review 

Applicant:    Depart»ent of Defense 

Project Title:    Proposed Departnent of Defense Policy on 
Air Installations ftMpatlble Us« Zones 

State Application Identifier:   73-80-0016 

Clearinghouse Staff Contact:   Terry Schütten. Executive Director 

A copy of Notice of Intent For« SQI-l is attached for your review and 
cowent in accordance with OMB Circular A-9S requirements.    Please review 
the proposal as it affects the plans and program of your agency and 
register your response below.    Also note a staff contact within your agency 
in case further consultation is required. 

/_    / Mo interest or comment on the above project. 

/xxx/ Proposal is supported as written. 

/     / Comments are attached. 

./ Additional  information desired, as described in attachment. 

/ Conference desired with applicant. 

Review Agency Staff Contact 
=»=$ 

AuthorlMd Mvle« 
Agency Signature 

J-/-* 

-.r rrrr ^•mm -V-  ■ ' 



RIZONA DEPARTMENT OF 

ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1104 • PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271·5371 

T ·): ~r. Terry Schu~en, Executive Director 
Region \' - Central Arizona Association of Governments 
316 East Fourth Street 
Casa Grande, AZ 85222 

~· ;!c)~ .. f: .J\ri ;-.o:tG-. 5t ~ tc c;le:l ;· j_ :" ; lJo c.~i! (..1'.-~s, 

C. !t: ::u·3:tgho•.l<.. •.:: Stafi Cc;,;;a :.t: M: i l. Co:tstancc ~a Mor.i c.a 

·t-1 1•r,.i :•cl '"fi~! :~ : J'r'.•i:•"J ! ~ \.!' ~ ; -.•. ;:- · •· :-~-.""! .. ' rl! o( .!)~~~:· ~·-·: : ·c.Jl i r..""/ (':l 

/ '. i t lh .. , ;.liJ ·. t :w. ~ C..,vr i:<oi1·.; ..., '..i ~:>c ·~ "'l :H !" 
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Central /Iri/imu AssurJaliim iif liuvernmeDls 
III CAST rOUITM ITtUT 

DATE:     April  IS,  1973 

TO:       Depart»ent of Defense 
Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense 
Pentagon Bldg..  Ra.   5D 171 
Washington.  D.C.    20301 

FROM: Regional Clearinghouse  (A-95) 

SUBJECT:      Project Notification and Review 

Applicant:     Department of Defense 

Project Title:      Proposed Department of Defense Policy 
on lite of Off-Road Vehicles 

State Application Identifier:    73-10-0015 

Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Terry Schütten, Executive Director 

A copy of Notice of Intent lor« SQI-l  is attached for your review and 
cownent in accordance with OMH Circular A-9S requirements.    Please review 
the proposal as it affects the plans and programs of your agency and 
register your response below.    Also note a staff contact within your agency 
in case further consultation is required. 

' 

./ No interest or comment on the above project. 

/ m^ Proposal  is supported as written. 

/     7 Comments are attached. 

/     / Addtti tial information desired, as described in attachment. 

£_/ Conference desired with applicant. 

Review Agency Staff Contact 

Authorised Mvltw 
Agency Signature 

3-/-? 

'.. • m« ^WWfc^J^^wkniilii M'^ -JU. 
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RIZONA 

'■^-r* 

DEPARTMENT OF 

ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
9003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 15012 • (602) 271 5371 

M r. M O !< A N n II 1.1 

TO:        Mr.  Terry Schütten,   Executive Director 
Region V • Central Arizona Association of 

Coverninentt 
316 East Fourth Street 
C*s« Grande, AZ 85222 

rUO;,<: .* ri.-.v.ivn rjtute (;)•;.'. ri i.;-hon f.'  JA-^^I 
Cl'il riiifl'-.i-k'»« Si«i£ CoilUkctt   Mr*.  Coiiltaiico LaMonic: 

S:il"; C'i;     l'r.>.'ct Notification 

/^oj'Uor.n«!      Department of Defense 

J'ji.i-i l '1 r.lf; Proposed Department of Defense Policy 
on Use of Off-Road Vehicles 

Hal.  AI'I'K ■ lio.i (il(«iii(icr:       73-b0-001S 

& It ^ 

.. V  3'/-^ 

-sss^sr >—«—^< 11 ■   Ml J ***■* ■ •     ■ — -JL 

. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF 

ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271-1 5005 | 

M*y 17,  1973 

Mr. Howard L.  Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (Installations and Housing) 
Pentagon,  Room 3E763 
Washington, D. C.       20301 

Re:    Subject;    Proposed Department of Defense Policy on 
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

State Application Identifier*.    73-80-0016 

Dear Mr. Metcalf; 

The Arizona State Clearinghouse has received and reviewed your notifica- 
tion of proposed action concerning the above project.    The Clearinghouse 
review has generated several comments, copies of which are attached for 
your information. 

In accordance with current requirements as set forth in the Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95, Revised, this letter will serve 
as the State Clearinghouse comment on the proposal. 

Please include the above State Application Identifier in any future corre- 
spondence regarding this proposal.    Thank you for providing Arisna with 
the opportunity to comment upon this proposal. 

SincesAy yours,        /) 

tftfl; 
»nnis A. Davis, Chief 

Planning Section 
DAD: If 
end 

k- '• N 

i 

J-Z-f 

V- 
—'»Ml»....»»..» ■■.... H»a -M^.L - - *   -    — . «eh BJS 
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ARIZONA  GAME  A  FISH  DEPARTMENT 
ztaaMUtgiu^ftXMue    (7*-**.-**,** SSQ23     942-3000 

April 11,   1973 

Mr a.  Constance La Monica 
Department of Economic Planning 

and Development 
3003 North Central Avenue,  Suite 1704 
Phoenix, Arizona   85012 

Dear Mrs.   LaMonica: 

In response to your inquiry, we have reviewed the Department 
of Defense Environment Impact Statement:   Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones (73-80-0016). 

Our primary concern is that in the future when implementing this 
program in Arizona, we be given the opportunity to review and comment 
on specific projects.   At that time, we will be available to offer any 
assistance in determining the effects of the program on the wildlife 
resource. 

We believe that this policy, if implemented as written,  adequately 
affords us that opportunity and we, therefore,  support it as presented. 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document, and 
if we can be of further assistance, please contact us. 

WS:iw 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. Jantzen,  Director 

Mw S* 
By:   William Silvey 

Land Project Officer 

w 

—4- —  ■■«. ,l«nii^>'.,<>ii »i^llriiii i«i'i 

3-/'/^ 

tM**.«V<«v*WHU- ^i,«^ y *mr.*r* WHJ" —— 



M70NA    ■''    -V\    DEPARTMENT OF 

^m^   ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

TO: 

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 5371 

Date:     April S,^ 

Dr.  M.  H. Goodwin Jr.,  Director 
Health Planning Authority 
2980 Grand Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona       85017 

FBOVi: Cl»!arlnghouf« S*aff Contact!   Mrs.  Consiance LaMon« 

SUDJi-CT:   Eavir^nn^cntal Statement Review 

Applicant: Department of Defense 

Project Title;       Propoaed Depr.itmunt of Defense lohcy on 
Air InstR!lavi:;.s Cymnaiibl?. Ufit- Zones 

Stale Applicalioa Idcnti/icr: 73-80-0016 

A copy- of 3   Traft  V.'v\x; r.nj'itil Si: tetnent I« ctttnchcJ for your ;»-.■>.«*• s rcl 
covnvj-c-ni la »rcoiti.incc /. iih requir«r;inntfl of C'MB Circular h-'li.    Pl«e.«e 
review thv' -ii opD'-i'. as it ai'iccis th« pi«n« and proprum« oi'your nj^r.cy »'..id 
r»t^i;t«r yoitr rcsp^msv below.    Alte nctn a ntarf contact within /cr ■'^i.r.cy 
::: case further conMiJtatlon ia !*ct;uir«d.    ?t»act- ro'turn this coirply^cd 

<'■_•—       Y    ''Vif        I    II    ll^kiW-^iäA'.'"    '■'"'"•:"      '^C•'^<^i^'^     2|     ''■'n'S       ÜÜSHSSl' 

^Ixj ^0 r '«twn.Mil on llio abtivo pit-ject. 

[_ j Prop;.rat i« s',.:'.:c<i-:\^. «i v. ^iltcn. 

8   I   Con.TTi'.iil.'' .-!■'.■ .ifi.v..-i-A-'.I. 

APR 111973 

RESEARCH & PUNNING 
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

i'lo---<   f.;'--!■..; '.V.i' (■■.. 1 fu^h.jg;!« si o.lId you JoVlre fiirtli««* iiij^rnr'ut-loio   o»" 
i>ci ^ p>'.!»ti .■>?.; 1 M'n«. for :■.•■. lev, ^\ 1       *-—^"^   \ j    \ 

ÄuÜiJrlKi«»! I-'-vifv 
/ Ltrr y Siftiuturr ?-/-*' 

^*,■,""^ ■       i   M*«!..!!! -JL. 
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MONA \     DEPARTMENT OF 

W£r   ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
$& 3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX, ARIZONA b5012 • (602) 271 5371 

Dale:     April 5.   IV73 
r, State Water Engineer 
ion 

J-r^est Monroe Street, Suite 707 
F5M>*hix.  AZ 85003 

^ TO:    //Sj» We8l*y E«  Steinet 
'O^ v'Vtate Water Commiiai< 

,-jj 

,e-\0T 

0-" 
FROM: ^--^Cteartnghov«« S*-*/i Contact:    Mr*.   Cnnrtfincc LaMcnioa 

fAe  
SUBJECT:   Euvirenmvntal Statement Review 

Applican*: Department o( Dct'onse 

Project Titl«;       Proposed Lcparlment ot" Defense Policy on 
Air Instil:.ii.cm.-, '".o-.r.nntiblc Ur.-i Zon^l 

Wate ApttltcatioQ Ictentl/ior; 73-80-00 \h -^OjWWtf 

A coo/ of a DraTt Euvironmer.tal Eta»«n'nl i« attached for your review %$&*S 
comment it) <iccoi-.I»nce with requiremenre of OMB Circular .\-05, lr\j/r*cjy' 
ri,,!J".' the proposal t.% it affects tnc p'rfn\ and Drofrnms of your «u'cnai'^if^«.1,--'   ...■ 
rcf idler ^our response below.    .WHO no'e a 3i«<^f (■o;.tact wtthin^ux ' ^OJJ^X.. " .J^^J 

?n dae further coaettltatlen is rt-qmrffS.    Pifüi<  reiurn thii.-jp^;tf!fn»:o " x." S/Vpf 
f,^:„ .,.;,,,:, , r(, ,., pC) ,,..    ,,■■,,.... rcceinjjljj i".-. sitejt.^y{~'^    ' .<" VjIf' 

\/| N" "ronfirrent on th« rheve projects        4. 

j    j   C OiTiv»: t-n'« it  e r.;t^»; hed. 

.s.» 

FISP«" contact <hr Oearin^hcrttae uhoulO yot» dchit»; furrier inforvratIoni  '»r 
no^ii •.'•J.Hilor.''; fir« • for vcvicv . 

Rhvi<i\/ Aft^nc) f>t«iff Con'.akt 
.i .   . ,_ 

,V''    '. '   ;"' • •* /■< », »<r.l 
i.  .. .   .■.   / -■, •: />.. ,-. •■ 

:■ ■•■•■       •'•.■   REC.'V ;ij 
< 'til»««! ll"**! f*.e« i«"" 

^.,>T1,'    .Si
(;.

,t t.'re 
J-/-/i 

r I 

•J|-~. -..-.; ■.AApwiiw ^ •-:   -        —_ 
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\IZONA A      DEPARTMENT OF 

^m^  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 5371 

Dato:     April 5.  1973 
TO: Mr.  Roland H. Sharer, State Liaison Officer 

Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission 
4433 North l?th Avenue, Suite 203 
Phoenix, AZ 8S015 

FRO?.;: Clearlnphcuse SUff Contact:   Mrs.   Constance LaMonica 

SUBJKCT:    E;.\ironmcjual Statement Review 

\ppllc:.r't Department of Defense 

Project 'litie:       Proposed Department of Defense Policy on 
Air Installation» Compatible Use Zones 

State AppUcafion Iflcnlifier: 73-80-0016 

A cony of 4   Draft  Environmental SlatMnent i« attached for your review and 
corir.-.er.t in ^ccordanca v.'Ith requirements of OMD Circular A-9?.    P!ea.*e 
review tli«   proposal as it r.ii*c*% tlie pu.ns and nrograms of your agency und 
rep,isler yoar response helow.     '.Iso notr a stiff contact within your agency 
in rase fi..''.l..i- coneultaticn i* required.    Plcar.o return this cmvi.lH. d 
fr mi ^ilL^^^^^^^_l^^^_r.' ' \-— ercolcl of this renv. uX, 

Nt) No con'.mcr.i :-\ thi ..liu/c p.oj'-^t. 

^ , lJrcp-<t..-. jr ti^p,!-,, r* <i ?..-» \.»iucn. 

j   1   Commcntn ? re .nt   'icd. 

» 

Plcns" ^.>iit;>rf the Clanrtivjjhciv^o •.> r.-nd ynu dc.^iic (nrther Infoitnalicni,  oi 
need hdJitUcal timo ff):  -. \ irv.. 

(''■:• ■■ i 

f Ai • s 

/.'M'.'Vi.-' d K.-vu-v 
AjiC'»ey Kiftnauira >r~'* 

— - 



UZONA -iÄ|      DePA/tTMCNT OF 

^tt  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 5371 

TO: Mr. Le« Ormsby, Acting Administrator 
Ar icon« Power Authority 
1810 ^est Adams Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85005 

Date:     April 5,  1973 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Clearinghouse Staff Conract:   Mrs.  Constance LaMonica 

Ettvironmcatal Stateme.-.t Reviev/ 

Applicant: Oepartmcnt of DciVnsc 

Project Title:       Proposed Departr-.eut of Defense Policy on 
Air Instillation» Compatible Use Zones 

Stale Aophcaiio i .'dentif'er: 7U80-001»> 

A rupy of a   Drafl  Knvivonri'-ntal Stitoment l« fltichcd for your revic*' and 
comment in accor^aacu "-ith lequiroDicnt» of CM < Circular A-95.    Pleaee 
r'-view the prop.->*<l as U affects th«? ptans and iroj,rRm8 o: vour pgency and 
rr^iblr;- your r<!»iM>ntn below.    AIJO no'.o a Jlaff" contact wilhin your agency 
in cass furthrt consultaliun is required.    Plea«.r return th'y rfir.plctffl 
four, ^Jihin^^j^JJ^X^^^ni yovr rfceipt c;' tlii. retniot. 

Kc l'<o cotiunnnt ov the above project 

L_J  Pi'^pJ"«'1 'r »uppor'Kd a« wrltt 

'   j  Comn^nti »r«* altorKvl. 

on. A?R I :• 1973 

tTATE Ctr.Vvl^GMOUSC 
DEPARTMeNf   )>■ IC0N0MIC 
PLANNING & OCVCLOPMENT 

P?»*»trfW o itnr! 'hr fle'i.lpynnu»« should yiti d.-eirr further iiiformatjon,  er 
nerd ■i'idiM.on.il Limo f.w review. 

Rivlrv. Ancnry .'tcfl Contact 

, Hi\   rvy /a v.' : 

■ >MiiaM»w  ' i'i '■**i It ■»■» Hu 't*m<X' ' 

AutTiTici- ^^Uyfr <•/ 
Agency "rfrrri^/ari' j-/-/y 



UZONA VN.      DEPARTMENT OF 

'te^F  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 95012 • (602) 271 »371 

Date:     Apri) 5,   1973 
TO; Or.  LouU C.  Kottuth,  Commissioner 

Department of Health 
1624 West Adam* Street. Third Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona       85007 iaiiiiWE[5) 

AP^t   9 1973 

STATE DEFT. OF H "Til 
TRONi- Clearing.iouae Staff Contact;   Mrs.   Cunnxa.Typz.l&lfär.ibfci.'j.'i.: 

SUBJECT:    Eniiinmn-ats.'. Strtt-r.-.ont Reviev.- 

Applicant! Department of DafMse 

Project Title;       i'ropos»;^ Department of DefMIM Policy on 
Air IiMOtllahattJ Compctiblc Utc /.once 

State Afjülcation Identifior; 73-80-0016 

A copy of a  Drift rnv'ircnr;i.>nlai .Sir.t.-rr.ent iu altached for your r«vie« ami 
eoartn^ont in aerordMtcd wl»V« r^quir .«ni^Btt of ü.VJö CK'eular A-95.    P'ira.se 
r^■>i   \ the prepoaat ar it ff'Ct«. the p'u-xa and pronrarrs of yowr kgeney nr.'i 
regiat«** your rrBpon.'c hciaw.    A\%v noto a »tatf contact within your a2eu«*y 
^n c«.»»- further eona*iltat1oa :.• r'.^uirtd.    P'-^ane retvn this c^m^lctrr' 
fonTi v i*hi J&SZ of ^Mi» receipt »;f tiitp rooveiit. 

. 

I   I  Ko cr:i;r.'«v.4. ".* rhü c'r v >••• prefect. 

Q coiiutun . H.r^f. v^-«. APR 131973 

RESEARCH & PLANNING 
D, ,    - -v   .- , ,     .; ,     DEPARTMENT Of ECONQMIC 

r.c^ri .•.öf'itii Til rin.«   ,'<jr r.A'("v. 

R'-vi-vw A^ftjiry f;t: 'f Cf.Unci 

'■'   . ii 

r 11" ■ 
/•V.:v 

<=^'*&^<J&I.  
Aviiiorl/.i-(! llfvie^' 
A«on«:y Sffnature s-t-dr 

i 
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UZONA '% DEPARTMENT OF 

W£j  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 5371 

Date:     April 5.   1973 
TO! Mr. Andrew L.   Bettwy,   Commissioner 

Department of Land 
Capitol Ann«x East.  Fourth Floor 
Phoenix.  AZ 85007 

ClMrine1icu4c-5ta/X Contact:   Mrs. (onslanc». LaMonica   ^ V,     ^ T. ^ 

SUBJECT;   E-• itormct««'<tat«ri«j.t «avlew % 

KUM; 

AppUcanl; Depart ..OM of Dafenac *? 
i ^ ^ V. i ! 

If-       r 9 

f reject TUl«i      Preposaii Dapartmant of Defense PoLcy en       « >\   o * 
An- lAStallationa Compatibla Uao Zone« 

Siato AppltcatibO Icicnlificr' 73-80-0016 

A rj;.>y '.»)* a   Draf.  nn^lro-.^iT.tai Sl.ii-n-..'nt ir attached for %;:\ir rt;\i.f*\j .'.id 
•;om:..t».f "n accoicanee  vit.'i rüCiuirtTtnenii «a' CU.iü Circvilr'.r /.-'JJ.    Plo»flc 
rcvic*" the r(r«.>->T.,# l j* it li'-e-tn the plr.r.» and .iro^rcr.-.o of y..ur j^.'iTy a:.^ 
regi*.«*.' yo'.i' rcftptfnsc belrv*.    Also rolf a •l.-.tf coriiact within >ou'- or^^cy 
in cr .';l• fur'.hi r «cn-nil'.i'.i ■ M is i eqi.i-«"^     /'lei re rrlMrn thjf rof.'f ijt''c' 
f.ii-tv   u i*'  •-.   1    •■■■ - i   '\'.:   ■'• - |   <.'  VPV ■   '.-.■O'.Dl   O»   »Jv«   rCCW^St. 

Ijf   F'.-opoaa1 i.i ..!• .p.-: i" .i .-■i *riVi.n. 

I   Co*'»rriViiy «i. ^ ;.il; cV.-i'. 

mir:^ W % 

\o':.- :;/J 

OMTM^ OF ECONOMjC 

Plr;i.-» ccnVtl 'Mr ric.« rlv.^h.-MMn .< .^r'l'l ycj ''»•i.li'fl furih.-i lnfony>\ti*>n,  or 
n.■,•,:: i .idfi!.;r.r>l '.ie'i   l'') ■ ."'»viov. 

ik »' / ;;i-nc'." Si':1:  ■."   •M-' 

; 

' -. 

AnJinrtx "I '.I« •/; -v.- 3'^/< 



IZONA     L   . 1ft     DePARTMENT OP 

'^^f  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 »371 

Ditr-     *irA it,   1973 
TO: Mr. Bill Stephenson 

Department of Economic Planning 
and Development 

3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 1704 
Phoenix,  AZ 85012 t 

Clearinghouse Staff Ccr.Sact:   Vr«. Conatnco l^Monica -'  ^ 
"1 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:   Environmental StaU-tmnt Keview 

Aoplic.M.t: Da'Mrtmeat al Defense 

^ 

insc Pwlicy en    J 

^ 

Project Title;       9tr>y.z*A D*rp»rtiacnt o» Dcfci 
Air I.;ut*rations Compatibl» ÜCJ Zc-c» 

StA**' Apolisation ic'Mila'ier: 73-80-0016 

A »opy o! u   DrAtt  Fnv.rc imenial St^'^ment is »»trxchc«! for yonr review ar.d 
cor.n^ii •<> accordance wilh rftqtitfcmeatc o' OV^ Circular A-9r).    i-"lta3c 
rt'itx the propoaal üS it aliocls Ihn platiu ard nrugramf of your agency i.ui 
re^iater y;ur rotpt^nse hrlcw.    Alao note a *Caf; ccnt-ict within your afronry 
üi <«»<• '»lit: er cenai^Uatios \* required.    Ple»>8 return thtt cr-mnJctod 
hrmjpljljl^fjj^ij^^^j^^gl '-ov.r roccist of this recuost. 

[  I No comment on tht .ibovn project. 

p^J  ProposR* i* ci^oorted r.» written. 

)   ''ointA.r  ia nre attach* ti. 

l'U'i'si .( .i:-.'~; f.- ri< r / in-hcuj«- ehnutd yni* ilt>rtr«i furKiar^arortftyttoe,  or 
in : <•   •d'litj'.r.»! t"W«! in-   •«•••U'V. 

'w •.•)<•% .•.,.fr»ry Stuff CJ.IUI    „H^/ 
^.l 

.' .1.- 
■ I 

j-/-// 
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VZONA 

TO: 

DEPARTMENT OP 

ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
9003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 • (602) 271 5371 

Date:       May 4.  1973 
Mr. James Vercellino, Director 
Department of Aeronautics 
3000 Sky Harbor Boulevard 
Phoenix. Arizona 85034 

FROM: Ciearlngho'^sp Staff Coiiiact:   Mrs.  Constanr« L^Kfentc« 

SUIiJECT:   Eavironraenta! Statement Review 

Applicant:        Department of Dafeata 

Project Title:       Proposed Department of Defense Policy on 
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

State Application Identifier;        73-80-0016 

A copy of a Dr^fl   Environriertjl S^.xtn '.'-w. in a.tsrl'.s<2 fcr y>ur review and 
eemment 'i; aecordanCM 'vilh rcquiretrents cr UN M Ciroular A-V5.    Plcaac 
revi«w the prop:?al a« it affects tht olanf and prograint ^f your a^oncy and 
reßistpr yo'ir response ■•>e)o«v.    Aleu note a stfil c-jn^ac*. vl hin yr,i:r apericy 
in ca.ic farther conialtultun is roquiftd.    Plgayv return *\,'\r .onp'.fct'jti 
forni^y^i^^^^,^^^,^ Pi" vor receipt of '.hit rcraicst. 

\ J No conirri^nt on '.he above project. 

\/\ Proposal if supported as written. 

I  J Conurtcnts tire attached. 

Pleatc i-ontart tiie CUarlnahoutQ should you dotiire further informiticn,  or 
ni'rd Rd(l{tlo.iil 'imc l>:r re^^ew. ' 

Review A^oncy Staff Cor. 

fteK:c 

VERCELLINO 

Autl;ori<*c-ii il'-vicw 
Agency Sign^turp 3" /"-/S 

•** -4—»..» ■ innnm 
J!.. -a. J 
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IZONA " ^     DEPA/tTMeMT OF 

m^  ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE • SUITE 1704 • PHOENIX. ARIZONA «5012 • (602) 271 »371 

Date:     April 5,   1973 
TO; Mr. Justin Herman,  Director 

Department of Highways 
206 South 17th Avenue 
Phoenix. ArUoii.       85007 

KRC'Vi: C'lc; iirf V.T JS» li.ii Cntitart;   Mr».  Cor»t»n-t: LaMonlca 

S175JLCT:   Kn. ivca*-.-ic;;t.'. 1 Jta'.-n.c .? R^vtaw 

Applicant: Depart» •v»-^ of Dof^n-t« 

project Title:       Hropoa^'J Dtp-nrvnt oi De(enM«: Policy o». 
Air ini/ailuf^j Co.un^tibls Use 7.orti>£ 

Sntte Aoolicv-lirn Identifier: 71-ßö-C0if. 

A covf '»* **  J.'ruft Envlrojimcntal SUlemcnt vc attach««! '."or your rovtov f.jd 
comment in itccorHa?ic* w't!» rffq\'ircn»cntr of CH0 Circular A-9?.    Pit-as«; 
rev»».v. t'.io prepern! «s it atTncta tl\c {ila.i» and pro^mmM cf your a^r'U",' -.ni 
rvglfier ^sne rosp-.n^e Itduw.    Alsc not« a slr.ff runfACt within /our a^ün^y 
ii» cut r'.irt'-er cor.i^lti'tion \f re^ulrod.    P1»Ma return thi* cOBPülfV«.^ 
fnnr. ^^M^L^^nB.^^fa}^e{ your racoipt of ^»iw y»quj>ati 

j ^ No ccTT»»r..Mit ei lie »hov, proji'rt. 

pi^j :'..■>%.*;.{ ir tupportc^ &• v/r;t'-.f.\. 

\   I  r^mtrrnt'- vie r.tlachc^. 

n».rtSfl ror.iitl th«   n-.r rh> iiou»- • should Nov. lonirc fv.rthor imormaHon 
'i cd lu'dlrlnnal tlttn- f,>c rt-.i'^". 

■ * • 
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ARKANSAS 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

CAPITOL HILL BUILDING 

LITTLE ROCK.   ARKANSAS 72201 
ARIA COM SOI S71-U11 / 3711 SOI 

April 2,  1973 

CHARLtS T   CHOW 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E 763, Pentagon 
Washington, D.C.  20301 

Re:  Environmental Impact Statement, 
Air Installations Cowpatable 
Use Zones. 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The Department of Planning, State Planning and Development Clear- 
inghouse, as the designated State Clearinghouse and pursuant to 
the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95, dated February 
9, 1971, "Evaluation, Review and Coordination of Federal and Fed- 
erally Assisted Programs and Projects, has coordinated a review 
of your Environmental Impact Statement. 

Copies of the Impact Statement were forwarded to the affected 
areawide clearinghouses. Any comments which they may wish to 
make will be forwarded to you by the respective clearinghouse. 

The alternatives to the proposed action are realistic but all 
facets of each alternative taken do not seem to be presented. 

The No Action Alternative 

Would the No Action Alternative always be the most expensive If 
relocation took the form of combining military and civilian oper- 
ations In one location when interests of national security were 
not at stake. 

The Exclusive Reliance on Local Zoning.AlternatIve 

It Is agreed that no land would be removed from local tax rolls 
but certain situations could be Just as economically dlsasterous. 
If present military and civilian flight Installations are so sit- 
uated In a metropolitan area, you could realize a situation where 
zoning results In single use development of the metropolitan area 

~..*.m 
■  ~^. »«i.« m,*ti,,im tu-mffm   »«■ 
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Mr. Sheridan -2- April 2, 1973 

The Exclusive Reliance on Federal Purchase Alternative 

It is obvious that outright purchase would be the sinpliest in 
the long run but public resentment in some areas could result 
in delays of many years for provising Compatable I'sp Zones. 

The Abandonment of Flying Activities Alternative 

This it an alternative that is questionable and does not address 
the issues and problems of Compatable Use Zones. The "do nothing" 
alternative as quoted may need to be changed to No Action since 
"do nothing" intimates that no problem was recognized In the first 
place. 

The Exclusive Reliance on Noise Suppression Techniques Alternative. 

No mention is made of the Voice Control Act of 1972, signed into 
law October 27, 1972.  Sound level standards have not been made, 
but the Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise Abate- 
ment and Control is authorized to carry out any further standards. 

Each of the alternatives covered is unique, though, one of which 
could be a combination of all or part of the alternatives to ac- 
quire a Compatable Use Zone around air installations. 

Enclosed for your information is some material which addresses 
the issue of Zoning in the State of Arkansas. 

If we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Armand De Laurell 
Director 
State Planning & Development 
Clearinghouse 

AD/vkk 

cc: John Harrington - Metroplan 
Henry P. Jones, III - East Arkansas PDD 

3-*-JW 
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STATE OF ARKANSAS/PEFARTiMENT OF PUNNINC 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 

•UITE   «14,   l«IB   BUILOINO      •      LITTUC   ROCK.   ARKANSAS   7X20S 
■Seil MOCLANO. M——i 

IttC'VCI 
March 23. 1973 

MAR 231973 

Nr. Ken Gucrtln 
State Planning A Development Clearinghouse 
Capitol Hill Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 

Dear Ken: 

I have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement of the Department 
of Defense regarding their proposed policy on Air Installations Compatable 
Use Zones. 

Arkansas already has airport zoning laws that allow cities to promulgate 
and enforce airport zoning regulations (Arkansas Statutes Section 74-301- 
74-308).   Also. Included In the Airport Zoning Act Is Section 74-313- 
74-319 which allows counties and cities to promulgate and enforce zoning 
regulations with respect to United States airports. 

This Airport Zoning Act would permit the Department of Defense, with 
local governing body cooperation, to Implement their proposed Air Installa- 
tions Compatable Use Zones policy it Little Rock Air Force Base and 
Blythevllle Air Force Base. 

Sine 

Eddie Holland 
Administrator 

EH/ab 

J-/'*Z 
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OFFICE OF 

Qlm. 0*2 CJudCi 

c/«« SvCtonneif general 

January 29,  1973 

FEB S  1973 

AHAAI.SAS NtfMV 

JIHTIf f HCILDINQ 

■a-n^ai 

Mr. Charles T. Crow 
Diractor 
Arkansas Department of Planning 
Capitol Hill Building 
Little Rock,  Arkansas      72201 

Dear Mr. Crow: 

This is in response to your letter wherein you asked the 
following questions: 

(1) What changes, if any, have been made in 
Arkansas airport soning legislation since 
the 1947 Arkansas Airport Soning Act? 

(2) Can a county legally adopt soning regula- 
tions for a portion of the county? (For 
example, the 14 square miles including and 
surrounding the Little Rock Air Force Base — 
the L.R.A.F. Bases's conpatible use zone.) 

In answer to your first question, we are enclosing with 
this letter a photostatic copy of Ark. Stat. Ann. SS74-301- 
74-319 (Repl. 1957) which suctions deal with Airport 
Soning. We have been unable to find any 1947 Arkansas 
Airport Zoning Act. However, we feel sure that you refer 
to the 1941 Airport Soning Enabling Act.  (Acts of 1941 
Ho. 116, p. 272) which is now annotated as Ark. Stat. Ann. 
SS74-301 - 74-308 (Repl. 1957) and includad in the attached 
material. 

Your question number 2 is answered by Ark. Stat. Ann. 
174-314 (Repl. 1957) which reads, in applicable part as 
follows: 

Counties are empowered to promulgate and enforce 
soning regulations in the area thereof within 
50,000 foet of a United States airport which is 
not within the limits of a city or town. Provided, 
however, that soning regulations promulgated for 
the benefit of United States sirports shall con- 
form to and be consistent with the United States 
Air Force standards and specifications and such 
waivers of same may be made by the United States 
Government. 

$-/'13 
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Mr.   Charles  T.   Crow -2- January 29,   1973 

The governing body of any county, city, or town may 
delegate the power to promulgate, administer and 
enforce airport zoning regulations granted by this 
Act [§574-313 - 74-319] to any zoning board or 
planning commission under its jurisdiction, and it 
may authorize one agency to promulgate such re- 
gulations and another to administer and enforce them. 

In counties now having a county planning board, such 
board shall promulgage the regulations contemplated 
herein in accordance with the procedures described 
by the Ark. Stats. (1947) §17-1103.  Provided further, 
in counties rvot having a county planning board, the 
county judge, along with four (4) residents of the 
county to be selected by the judge shall compose a 
board to be known as "The County Airport Planning 
Board."  This board shall promulgate the regulations 
contemplated herein in accordance with the procedure 
prescribed in Ark. Stats. (1947) §17-1183 (D). 

Therefore, it appears that a county can legally zone that 
portion of the county lying in an area within 50,000 feet 
of a United States Airport which is defined by Ark. Stat. 
Ann. §74-313 (Repl. 1957)as meaning "any United States 
airport owned or operated by the united States Government, 
any part of which is located within the State of Arkansas", 
either through the use of the county planning board, should 
such be in use in the county, or through the use of a 
County Airport Planning Board. 

We trust the above answers your questions and that if you 
have any further questions concerning this matter, you 
will feel free to get in touch with us. 

Yours very truly, 

JIM GUY TUCKER 
Attorney General 

LP: 1m 
cc:     Dr» 

LOtfNIE  POWERS 
Assistant Attorney General 

John S.   Harrington 

■ 
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Mr. John S. Harrington -2- January 29,   ;i973 

Your question No. 2 is answered by Ark. Stat. Ann. S74-314 
(Repl. 1957) which reads, in applicable part as follows: 

Counties are empowered to promulgate and enforce 
zoning regulations in the area thereof within 
50,000 feet of a United States airport which is 
not within the limits of a city or town, irovided, 
however, that zoning regulations promulgated for 
the benefit of United States airports shall conform 
to and be consistant with the United States Air 
Force standards and specifications and such waivers 
of same may be made by the United States Government. 

The governing body of any county, city or town may 
delegate the power to promulgate, administer and 
enforce airport zoning regulations granted by this 
Act[S§ 74-313 - 74-3191 to any zoning board or. planning 
commission under its jurisdiction, and it may authorize 
one agency to promulgate such regulations and another 
to administer and enforce them. 

In counties now having a county planning board, such 
board shall promulgate the regulations contemplated 
herein in accordance with the procedures described 
by Ark. Stats. (1947) $17-1103. Provided further, 
in counties not having a county planning board, the 
county judge, along with four (4) residents of the 
county to be selected by the judge shall compose a 
board to be known as 'The County Airport Planning 
Board*. ' This board shall promulgate the regulations 
contemplated herein in accordance with the procedure 
prescribed in Ark. Stats. (1947) $17-1183(0). 

Therefore, it appears that a county can legally zone that 
portion of the county lying in an area within 50,000 feet of 
a United States Airport which is defined in Ark. Stat. Ann. 
$74-313 (1957 Repl.) as meaning "any United States airport 
owned or operated by the United States Government, any 
part of which is located within the State of Arkansas", 
either through the use of the county planning board, should 
such be in use in the county, or through the use of a 
County Airport Planning Board. 

3~/~U> 
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Mr. John S. Harrington -3- January 29,   1973 

We trust the above adequately answers the request of your 
letter and  that if you have any further questions con- 
cerning this or any other matter you will not hestiate 
to contact us. 

Very truly yours, 

JIM GUY TUCKER 
Attorney General 

Byi AQ^^r^£^\C^L^€^^r 
CONNIE POWERS 
Assistant Attorney General 

LP:ln 

Mr. Charles T. Crow 
Director 
Arkansas Dept. of Planning 
Capitol Hill Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas  72201 

3~/'*7 
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S213-,l AIRPORT ZONING 74-301 

Section 3 of Act» Ifl.lfl, No. SO tend: 
ll is a;ccrtair.od mul hereby drclarcd 

that the number of airports in this Mate 
> wholly insuOitiint for the s^fciy of 
'iM><e tiaveliiiR by nir; that more p aces 
.-.here airplnncs can land without dancer 
ne essential to the public safety; that 
fur the public safety it is necessary to 
facilitat« their construction; that by the 
passage of this act many cities and town* 
m Arkansas in close proximity to each 
other, which are otherwise financially un- 

able to do so, could provide stich nirpoMs 
and thereby add to the safety of the lives 
of the inhabitants of the State. There- 
fore an cmrmciicy it hciehy declared to 
exist, and this ace bcin^ necessary for 
the nicservntion of the public peace, 
health and safely, shall be in full force 
and effect immediately on its passage." 
Approved February 14, 1939. 

Cross-Rcference. 
Municipality may purchase, rent or let 

realty or personalty for, § 19-2310. 

74-20S. Airporls of stale educational institutions—Cooperation with 
civil aeronautics administration.—The Boards of Trustees of the Uni- 
versity of Arkansas. Agricultural, Mechanical and Normal College, State 
Teachers College (Conway), Henderson State Teachers College (Ar- 
kadelphia), Arkansas State College (Joncsboro), Arkansas Polytechnic , 
College (Russellville), Agricultural and Mechanical College, Third Dis- 
tricc, Arkansas Agricultural and Mechanical College (Monticello) [South- 
ern State College], Junior Agricultural College [Arkansas State College, 
Üeebe Branch], are hereby authorized to cooperate with the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration in the development of the college-owned airports 
and their facilities. [Acts 1947, No. 277, § 2, p. 604; 1947, No. 286, § 2, 
p. 622; 1947, No. 287, § 2, p. 625; 1947, No. 291, § 2, p. 641; 1947, No. 311, 
8 2, p. 693; 1947, No. 314, § 2. p. 699; 1947, No. 315, § 2, p. 702; 1947, 
No. 317, § 3, p. 705; 1947, No. 277, § 4, p. 851.] 
Compiler's Notes. The bracketed words "Southern State 

Thii section is a combination of tht Solle8*'- •"<* "Arkansas State CoileM, 
acts cited in the history Hne. The sec- Be"e Branch" wer« Inserted by the 
tion appeared in the appropriation act compiier because of a change in name of 
for each of the Institution.« named. «"ch institutions.  See  §§ 80-310G.1, 80- 

3142. 

CHAPTER 3 

AIRPORT ZONING 

SECTION 
74-301. 
74-302. 

Definitions. 
Power to promulgate and en- 

force airport zoning regula- 
tions. 

Permits and rariances. 
Power to lower or remove law- 

ful nonconforming uses. 
74-305.   Notice of hearing of applications 

for permits and variances — 
Introduction of evidence. 

Judicial review. 
Penalties and remedies for ton- 

ing regulation violations. 
Short title. 

74-303. 
74-304. 

74-?:: 
74-307. 

74-308. 
74-809. 
74-310. 

Approach rones—Definitions. 
Wires—Construction, operation 

and-maintenance prohibited. 

SECTIOX. 
74-311. 

74-312. 
74-313. 

74-314. 

74-316. 
74-316. 

74-317. 
74418. 
74-310. 

Removal of wires from ap- 
proach son«. 

Violation of act—Penalty. 
Regulations for benefit of 

United States airports—Defi- 
nitions. 

Counties and cities empowered 
to enforce airport zoning 
regulations. 

Permits and variances. 
Power to lowar or remove law- 

ful nonconf orming uses. 
Procedure. 
Judicial review. 
Penalty for violation. 

74-301.   Definitions.—As used in this Act [§§ 74-301—74-308], unless 
the context otherwise requires: 

(1) "Airport" means any area of land usable for the landing and 
taking-off of airplanes. 

(2) A city is "served" by an airport if such airport is used for 
Erivatc flying or otherwise as a point of arrival or departure by air 
y persons residing or having their place of business in such city. 

3-/-^ 
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74-302 AERONAUTICS S2J 

(3) An airport is of the "public utility class" if it is available l. 
the general public for private flying or othenvise as a point of arrival 
or departure by air. 

(4) "Person" means any individual, firm, copartnership, public or 
private corporation, company, association, joint slock association «c 
body politic, and includes any trustee, receiver, assignee or other similar 
representative thereof. ; 

(6)    "Structure" means any object constructed or installed by man 
including, but without limitation, buildings, towel's, smokestacks, ami 
overhead transmission lines.   [Acts 1941, No. 116, § 1. p. 272.] 
Section to Section ntttttnett. Idaho.   Cod« 1947, {{31-601—21-Si;. 

Thi« »ct ({174-301—74-308) U re- "L Rev. Stat. 1938, eh. 15V4, {{4tU. 
ferred to in ( 74-510. <8.87. 

Thi-. «ection is referred to in { 74-304.        *■••*•*• Sut- lü*».?«*! !* ,"' 
,. .,,,.,.       ..   * X. Mot. Sf»t. 1953. {{44-2-1—41-2-1.'. 

^Comperntlve Le«l«Ut»o^ Airport ion-        !>,,«. Code AIUL, {{ 42-401-^2-41». 

Axil.  Rev. SUt, IS 2-321-2-331. 

74-302. Power (o promulgate and enforce airport zoning regulations. 
—In order to protect airport approaches against obstruction, to protect 
the lif« and property of users of airports of the public utility class an<l 
of occupiers of land in their vicinity, to encourage and foster the u.v> 
of such airports, to safeguard the public investment therein, and I« 
promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, all cities, of 
whatever class, are hereby given the power to promulgate, adminUtor. 
and enforce, in the manner and upon the conditions hereinafter pro- 
scribed, zoning regulations with respect to any airports by which they 
may be served, of the public utility class, whether owned by them or 
not, dividing the area surrounding such airports into zones and limitin? 
the height of all existing and future structures and objects of natural 
growth therein; provided, that where such an airport serves more ftna 
one city, this power shall be vested in the Commission vested «Ifit 
control and administration of the port as now presently or may lv 
hereafter provided by the statutes of the State of Arkansas and ordi- 
nances adopted pursuant thereto. 

In promulgating airport zoning regulations under authority of thi.> 
Act [§§ 74-801—74-308]. the city, or agency thereof, promulgating such 
regulations shall prescribe such zone and height limits as it consider.« 
reasonably necessary and calculated to insure airport approaches niol 
tuming space adequate for all flying operations expected to be conducte«! 
at the airport in question; provided, that such limits shall not IH: 
more exacting than is justified taking into account among other con- 
siderations, the terrain in the vicinity of the airport, the height uf 
existing structures and objects of natural growth above the level of 
the airport, and the possibility of lowering or removing existirg obstruc- 
tions; provided further, that the area zones shall in no case exteml 
more than five [5] miles from the airport; provided further, that llw 
zone and height limits shall in no case be more exacting than is ncce*- 
sary to conform to the current airport approach and turning space stand« 
ards of the Civil Aeronautics Authority, or such other agency of th- 
Federal Government as may be concerned with the development of civil 
aeronautics. 

Any city upon which this power is conferred may promulgate, admin- 
ister, and enforce airport zoning regulations even though all or n »art 
of the airport in question, or all or a part of the area to be zoned. I* 
located outside its corporate limits and within the territory of nnotl» r 
political subdivision. In all such cases, the political subdivision havltur 
within Its territorial limits all or a portion of an airport or all or a |H>r- ^-/-Jt. 9 
tlon of its zones but not vested with this power shall not promulgate any ' 
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T. filiations of any kind that would ccnflict or interfere with the airport 
. >ninK regulations promulgated by the city authoiked by this Section 
. f to do, or in any way hinder or interfere with the enforcement of such 
r< mutation. 

The governing body of any city may delegate the power to promul- 
iMtc, administer, and enforce airport zoning regulations granted by 
:i<i> Act to any zoning board or planning commission under its jurisdic- 
liii«, and may, if it so desires, authorize one agency to determine and 
• r.-mulgale the regulations and another to administer and enforce them. 
iAclsl941.No.llC, §2, p. 272.] 
.>rfiio« Ik Srctlon Rcfervnce. Collateral Refercnc«. 

* i.ii fection it referred to in |{ 74-304, Airports and airport titc», loning res- 
TlJlA ulationt as afficling.  161 A. L. R. IZiZ. • 

74-303. Permits and variances.—(a) Permits for continuance of 
nnnronforming uses. The owner of any structure or object of natural 
crowth existing at th« time of the adoption of airport zoning regula- 
tions under authority of this Act 0| 74-301—74-308] which does not 
ionform to said regulations, shall be granted a permit authorizing con- 
tinuance of such nonconforming use upon application therefor made by 
him to the board, commission or agency authorized to administer and 
enforce th« regulations; provided that, if such application is not made 
uithin 90 days of the effective date of the regulnuons in question, such 
l-oard, commission or agency shall by appropriate action compel th« 
owner of th« nonconforming structure or object of natural growth, at 
hi« own expense, to lower or remove such object to th« extent neces- 
sary to conform to th« regulations. 

(b) Permits for change and repair of nonconforming uses. Before 
any existing nonconforming structure or object of natural growth for 
« hich a permit has been issued in accordane« with subsection (a) hereof 
may be altered or repaired, rebuilt, allowed to grow higher, or replanted, 
a permit must b« secured from the board, commission, or agency author- 
i..od to administer and inforce [enforce] th« regulations, authorising 
>uch chang« or repair. No such permit shall be granted that would 
iwmit the structure or object of natural growth in question to be mad« 
higher or become a greater hazard to air navigation than it was when 
the permit for its continuance was granted under subsection (a) hereof; 
and, where th« structur« or object of natural growth has been more than 
*»'.# torn down or destroyed, whether voluntarily, by act of God, or 
ethenria«, or has become more than 60% deteriorated or decayed, no 
I •■rmit shali b« granted that would permit said structur« of [or] object 
••f natural growth to exceed the applicabl« height limit prescribed by 
the zoning r«gulationa; instead, in all such eases of 50% destruction, 
«•vterieration, or decay, whether application is mad« for a permit for 
'»pair or not. th« said board or agency shall by appropriate action 

• compel th« owner of th« nonconforming structur« or object of natural 
rrowth. at his own expense, to lower or remove such object to th« extent 
"• ceiuary to conform to the said height limit. Except as indicated, all 
-plications for permits for change or repair of nonconforming uses 
»hall be granted. 

(r)   Permits for all uses.  Where advisable to faeflltate th« enforce- 
Kwit of zoning regulations adopted pursuant to this Act, a system for 
*-•* granting of permits for all uses and structures within th« toned 

' »r*a may be established. 

(4)   Variances.   Any person desiring to erect any structur« or in-       «>   *    9 
"vane th« height of any structure or permit the growth of any object       3*/*' SO 

.' 
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to consider such applications, for a vr.n'ance from the /.oninjf Kfrulati<in. 
in question. Such variancos sliall be allov «i ii|>on a showing of praciit..! 
difliculty or unnecessary har<Uiiip tofjelher with a showing ili.ii w,,. 
structure or object of natural growth in question wiii not constitute an 
undue hazard to aircraft operations at the airport. 

(c) Obstruction marking and lightini.'. In granting any applicatin's 
for any permit or variance in accordance with this section, the bonnl. 
commission, or agency authorized to do so, may, if it deems such action 
advisable to clTectuato the purposes of this Act, so condition such per- 
mit or variance as to require the owner of the structure or object »f 
natural growth in question to install and maintain obstruction marking 
or lighting. 

(P Exhaustion of remedies. No person desiring to continue a nee* 
coriorming use, to change or repair a nonconforming use, to take any 
action requiring a variance under subsection (d) hereof, or to take 
any other action covered by this section, shall initiate any action in the 
courts unless and until he has exhausted the remedies provided bv 
this section.   [Acts 1941. No. 116, § 3, p. 272.] 
Compiler's Nole». Tht word "voluntsrily" in the tirctrth 

Tho bracketed words "enforet" and '»n« <»' »ukdWUlon (b) was -volunulrly' 
"or" won inserted by the compiler. i" «»>• printed act. 

74-304. Power to lower or remove lawful nonconforming uses.—In 
order to eliminate or mitigate existing hazards to landing and taking- 
off at airports of the public utility class, to improve and make safi r 
such airports, and to permit public use of the obstructed air space 
needed for such use, all cities granted the power to promulgate, admin- 
ister, and enforce airport zoning regulations, by Section 1 [} 74-301] 
hereof, are hereby given the power to acquire, by purchase, grant or 
condemnation, such estate or interest in any structure or object of 
natural growth, existing at the time of adoption of zoning regulations 
Srsuant to the Act [$$74-301—74-308], which does not conform to 

i height limitations of said regulations and for which a permit has 
been fronted in accordance with Section 2 [§ 74-302] (a) hereof, as is 
necessary to permit lowering or removal of such structure or object of 
natural growth to the extent necessary to conform to said height limits. 

In cases of imminent danger to the health, safety and general welfare 
of the public, the city shall have the power to take such immediate steps 
aa are necessary to remove said danger, and a hearing shall thereafter 
be held to determine what compensation, if any, should be made I« 
the owner of the structure or object of natural growth causing said 
danger.   [Acts 1941, No. 116, {4, p. 272.] 

74-305. Notice of hearing of applications for permits and varianre* 
—Introduction of evidence.—In all cases of applications for permits ami 
variances as provided for in Section 2 [§ 74-302] hereof, a public notice 
shall be published in the manner prescribed by law for publication of 
legal notices, of a public hearing upon the application in question; a 
Sblic hearing shall be held at which sny person having an interest in 

i proceedings shall have ai. opportunity to offer evidence for or in 
opposition to the application in question; and written findings of fact 
and conclusions of law shall be made by the board, commission or 
agency authorized to consider such application, based upon the evidence 
offered st the public hearing.   [Acts 1941, No. 110, § 6, p. 272.] 

74-306. Judicial review«—Any person aggrieved by any zoning regu- 
lations adopted pursuant to this Act [$5 74-301—74-308] or by any 
order or ruling upon an application for a permit or variance, may, within 
80 days thereof, appeal therefrom to the Circuit Court of the county 

■ 4— —-      "iliiilwOin*»»1»'1' 'i"11 ■ !■■«■*».-.—.^.<.>.<.i.i. 
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within which the strucUuo or :>'ijocl of natural growth in question is 
located, after luch notice ;is such court «liali ('.irect to the parties 
interested, inchidin? all political suhdivisinns served by the airport 
affected and the city pronudjcatiiijr the zoning regulations in queätion, 
a hearing may he had before such court at an early and convenient 
time and place fixed by it, and said court may, by its decree, annul, 
affirm, or alter the regulations, order or ruling complained of, if it 
finds that the applicable rules of law so require; provided that, in all 
cases, any findings of fact that may have been made by the board, 
commission or agency authorized by substanlial evidence, shall be 
accented by the court as conclusive. Appeals from the Circuit Court 
to the Supreme Court of Arkansas shall be in accordance with the 
statutes governing such appeals now in force and effect. [Acts 1941, 
No. 116, §C, p. 272.] 

74-307. Penalties and remedies for zoning regulation violation».— 
Penalties of fines and imprisonment for violations of any rogidation, 
order, or ruling promulgated or made pursuant to this Act [§§ 74-301— 
74-308], may be prescribed in any airport zoning regulations that may 
be promulgated under authority of this Act. In addition, any city, or 
board, commission or agency thereof, authorized to administer and 
enforce zoning regulations ptomulgated pursuant to this Act, may insti- 
tute in any court of competen [competent] jurisdiction, an appropriate 
action or proceeding to prevent, restrain, correct or abate any violation 
of such zoning regulations, or any order or ruling made in connection 
with their administration or enforcement and the court shall adjudge 
then to the plaintiff such relief, by way of injunction (which may be 
mandatory) or otherwise, as may be proper under all the facts and cir- 
cumstances of the rase, in order fully to carry out and effectuate the pur- 
poses of this Act and of the regulations adopted and orders and rulings 
made pursuant to authority herein given. [Acts 1941, No. 116, §7, 
p. 272.) 
Compiler*« Notn. The bracketed word "competent" was 

Th« word» "which may be mandatory-    ««»trted by the eorapUer. 
wert enclosed in patenthesct in the orig- 
inal act 

74-308.   Short title.—This Act 
and may be cited as "The Airport 
No. 116, § 10, p. 272.] 
Separability. 

Section 8 of Acts 1941, No. 116 read: 
"Each separata provision of this Act 
shall be deemed to be independent of all 
other provisions herein, and if any pro- 
vision of this Act is bald invalid with 
regard to any person or circumstances, it 
shall not be invalid as to other persons 
or eircumstancas." 

Repcaliag Clause. 
Section 9 of Acts 1941, No. 116 n- 

pealed all acts or parts of acts inconsis- 
tent therewith. 

[§§74-301—74-308] shall be known 
Zoning Enabling AcV   [Acts 1941, 

Emergency. 
Section 11 of Acts 1941, No. 116 read: 

"It is ascertained and declared that air- 
ports in all sections of the State art 
needed in connection with th« National 
Defense Proeram and that the us« of 
said airports Is and has been handicapped 
by lack of proper toning of property 
adjacent thereto; and that an emergency 
exists; and the existence of this emerg- 
ency is hereby declared, and for th« im- 
mediate preservation of th« public peace, 
health and safety, this Act shall be in 
full force and effect immediately upon its 
passage and approval." Approved March 
6, 1941. 

74-309. Approach zones—Definitions.—As used in this Act [§§74- 
309—74-312]: "Airport" means any area of land or water designed 
and set aside for the landing and taking-off of aircraft and available to 
and utilized by the general public for private or commercial landing 
and taking-off of aircraft. 5-/-J: 

—^i iiaw   jTh iHimriSBi . 1  
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"Approach zone" nwuitH any area of laml or water, ;tcconliii;r In ;" 
current airpurt iipproiich and tmniiij; spaio standards prbiniiljra'cil ■ 
the Civil Aeronautics Authority, which i.s required for the tli^hi ■ 
aircraft in landinj: or tukiujf-oll at any kirport.    [AcU 1919, No. !••. 
§ 1, p. 852.] 

Comparative  f.cjjislalion. Airport ap- Mich.   Acts 1?50 (Ex. Si>s.), X«. ; 
pionch MOM: p. 31. 

CaL    Detriiifr's     Codci,    Government Pa.    Purdon>   Stat.,   lit.   ?.   |j IJ".. 
Code, {{2IMS3-Ö01S5.14. 1459. 

74-310. Wires—Const ruction, operation and maintenance prnhiliiicd. 
—Hereafter, no uires of any kind or description including but not linuV • 
to those over wliich electricity or mc^saces «re transmitted shall he t-:.. 
structed, operated or maintained within the approach zone of nnv MT. 
port in this State.   [Acts 1949, No. 285, § 2, p. 852.] 

74-311. Kemoval of wires from approach zone.—Every person, con-. 
pea?, firm or corporation which now owns, operate.:, manages or CKS 
trois any wire of «Any kind or description including but not limited !•• 
those over which electricity or messages are transmitted located wit hi-, 
the approach zone of any airport in this State shall, within six [•',; 
months after the passage and approval of this Act, remove such wir. • 
from the approach zone of any such airport, provided, however, thai 
such removal shall not be required until the owner or operator of il:> 
airport affected shall request such removal in writing, specifying ti< 
wires to be removed, end shall have either paid to the person requiM 
by this Act [§£ 74-309—74-312] to remove such wires, or execute! 
good and sufHcient bond with corporate surety thereon as securitv 
for such payment, a sum of money sufficient to pay all the actual c«-: 
of removing such wires, together with the poles, crossarms and oth<r 
equipment connected thereto, and the actual cost of: (1) constructing 
underground conduits and the construction of such wires and equi;- 
ment in such conduits, or (2) rerouting such wires, together with ih«* 
poles, crossarms and other equipment connected thereto together with 
the cost, if any, of new right-of-way made necessary by such rerouting'. 
In the «vent that the parties are unable to agree upon the amount 
of such costs, the Public Service Commission shall determine the atnoun: 
of such costs. Appeal from such determination by the Public Servkv 
Commission shall be had in the manner now provided by law. [Act» 
1949, No. 285, § 3. p. 852.] 

74-312. Violation of act—Penalty.—Any person, company, firm or 
corporation violating the terms of this Act [§$74-309—74-312], »r 
failing or refusing to remove any such lines now established within the 
approach zone of any airport shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and up«:; 
conviction thereof be fined in any sum not less than one thousand d"N 
Jars ($1,000.00) nor more than ten thousand dollars (810,000.00). [Ac:« 
1949. No. 285, § 4, p. 852.] 

74-313. Regulation« for benefit of United States airporls—Defini- 
tions.—As used in this act [§§ 74-313—74-319], unless the context oth- 
erwise requires: 

(1) "United States Airport" means any United States airport own^l 
or operated by the United States Government, any part of which i- 
located within the State of Arkansas. 

(2) "County" means a county within whose borders there is any 
part of a United States airport. 

(8) "City" means any city whose territorial limits are within SCOt"» 
feet from any United States airport 

—«•»eMii i^.*»— IJMtL  I'l*      ll* ' ""   ^ 
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may be altered or repaired, rebuilt, alinwed to grow litshcr, or rcplantt.!. 
a permit must be iccured from llic boünl, conimi.-siun, or ftfrency at:. 
thorized to administer and enforce the refulalion«, authorizing .<'»h 
change or repair. N'o such permit sh.iil he granted that would nenrn* 
the structure or object of natrral growth in question to be made niglivr 
or become a greater hazard to air navigation than it was when t'i..- 
permit for its contiiuiar.ee was granted under subsection (a) hereof; 
and, where the structure or object ot" natural growth has been mi>r.« 
than 50% torn down or destroyed, whether voluntarily, by act of {]<»•. 
or otherwise, or has become more than 30' t deteriorated or decayed. p-> 
permit shall be granted that would permit said structure or object <•: 
natural growth to exceed 'he applicable height limit prescribed by th• 
zoning regulations; instead, in all such cases of 50% destruction, dctori- 
oration, or decay, whether application is mad« lor a permit for repair 
or not, the said board or agency .shall by appropriate action compel tlir>, 
cwner of the nonconforming structure or object of natural growth t-» 
lower or remove su(fh object to the extent necessary to conform to th«- 
said height limit. Except as indicated, all applications for permits for 
change or repair of nonconforming uses shall be granted. 

(c) Permits for all uses. Where advisable to facilitate the enforce- 
ment of zoning regulations adopted pursuant to this act, a system for 
the granting of permits for all uses and structures within the zoned 
area may be established. 

(d) Variances. Any person desiring to erect any structure or in- 
crease the height of any structure or permit the growth of any object 
of natural growth, in excess of height limits prescribed under authority 
of this act, must apply to the board, commission or agency authorirrd 
to consider such applications, for. a variance from the zoning regula 
tions in question. Such variances shall be allowed upon a showing «a* 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship together with a showing 
that the structure or object of natural growth in question will not con* 
stitute an undue hazard to aircraft operations at the airport. 

(e) Obstruction marking and lighting. In granting any application 
for any permit or variance in accordance with this Section, the board, 
commission, or r.gency authorized to do so, may, if it deems such action 
advisable to effectuate the purposes of this act, so condition such permit 
or variance as to require the owner of the structure or object of natural 
growth in question to install and maintain obstruction marking or 
lighting. 

(f) Exhaustion of remedies. No person desiring to continue a non- 
conforming use, to change or repair a nonconforming use, to take any 
action requiring a variance under subsection (d) hereof, or to tike nny 
other action covered by this section, shall initiate any action in the 
courts unless and until he has exhausted the remedies provided by thM 
section.   [Acts 1955, No. 401, § 3, p. 1050.] 

74416. Power to lower or remove lawful nonconforming uses.—In 
order to eliminate or mitigate existing hazards to landing and taking- 
off at United States airports, to improve and make safer such airport.-. 
and to permit use of the obstructed air space needed, all counties, citk-!1. 
towns, or any agency thereof, granted the power to promulgate and en- 
force airport zoning regulations are hereby empowered to acquire, by 
purchase, grant or condemnation, such estate or interest in any stru«'- 
ture or object of natural growth, existing at the time of adoption *<i 
coning regulations pursuant to this act [$<! 74-313—74-319] which duty 
not conform tu the hci.rht limitations of the regulations and for wWj* 
no permit has been granted in nccordance with Section 3 (a) [<i~|- 
315(a)] hereof, ax is necc^ary to permit lowering or removal of siu':: 

.   f" ■■'■■   i'. ' .  ..  , 
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, j) •■l\•^^o^^,' mean« any individual, rum, cojurtnu-jdiip, public or 
:..iU' cmporalion, comiiany, ;ss>ociatiün. joint slock MMKMtign or 
.'\ |H.Iiiic. and includes nv.y lruj>t<C, receiver, MfifDCO or other similar 

it »iiitalivo thereof, 
i.•>    "Structurt-" mean.-« any object coii>tructed or installed by man 
; idin;.', but without limiia'.ion. building», towers, smokesraoks, and 

'•rlaad transmission line».    [Acts 19-Vi, No. 401, § 1, p. 1050.] 
i f..ttiiltle. Uniti<l StnlM aiiportt: and 

.\. in 10'Vi, No. 401 contained a  pre-        Whereat, the unregulated tiM of land 
<i-   v.bich   icad:   "Whereat,   flight    in the vicinity of the United State* air- 
.;.i< contlilut* a dancer to the lives ports cmporiU the utility of such air- 

!   -ropotty  of   persons   living   near    ports.'* 

TI>"Ii. Counties and cities empowered to enforce airport zoning: 
r.julalions.—All counties and cities of any class and towns are em- 

.v.ercd to promulgate tnti enforce zoning regulations with respect to 
i'bited States airports in the manner hereafter provided by dividing 

•• area surrounding such airi)orts into zones and limiting the height of 
...; i sitting und future structure* and objects of natural growth therein. 

('•-.ict rnd towns within 50,000 feet of a United States airport are 
• :r.i*owend to promulnate and enforce zoning regulations within their 
:< •iKCthn city limits only. 

luiinties are empowered to promulgate and enforce zoning regula- 
. ns in the area thereof within 50,000 feet of a United States airport 
h:ch is not within the limits of a city or town. Provided however. 

'.Lit zoning regulations promulgated for the beneflt of United States 
.urports shall conform to and be consistent with United States Air 
r«irce standards and specifications and such waivers of same as may be 
:.;adc by the United States Government. 

The governing body of any county, city or town may delegate the 
]<ower to promulgate, administer, and enforce airport zoning regulations 
minted by this act [|5 74-313—74-319] to any zoning board or planning 
«■•mmission under its jurisdiction, and it may authorize one agency to 
l nunulgate such regulations and another to administer and enforce them. 

In counties now having a county planning board, such board shall 
! rumulgate the regulations contemplated herein in accordance with the 
:r.i.caure prescribed by Ark. Stats. (1947) Section 17-1103.   Provided 
• «rther, in counties not having a county planning board, the county 
:;'ljrc, along with four <4) residents of the county to be selected by the 
:*tei shall compose a board to be known as "The County Airport 
i -inning Board." This board shall promulgate the regulations con- 
*• n i'lated herein in accordance with the procedure prescribed in Ark. 
>:aA*. (1947) Section 17-1103 (D).   [Acts 1955, No. 401, $2, p. 1050.] 

• 1-315. Permits and Tarianeeau—(a) Permits for continuance of 
"••nrimfurming uses. The owner of any structure or object of natural 
pftMrtk existing at the time of the adoption of airport zoning regulations 

"AT authority of this act m 74-313—74-319] which does not con- 
'* nn to said regulations, may be granted a permit authorizing continu- 
■>"->v of such nonconforming use upon application therefor made by him 
'•" the board, commission or agency authorised to administer and en- 
• rev the regulations; provided that, if such application is not made 

> a bin 90 days of the effective date of the regulations in question, such 
" ^rd. commission or agency may by appropriate action compel the 
■ M-.er of the nonconforming structure or object of natural growth to 
"-r or remove such object to the extent necessary to conform to the 

»• v»;l:itlons. 
<••) Permits for change and repair of nonconforming uses. Before 

»ay existing nonconforming structure or object of natural growth for 
v'iirh a permit has been issued in accordance with subsection (a) hereof 

3~h3S 
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.-.rnrliiic or object of luitural Riowlh lo the extent necessary to con- 
.'..:m t« the lioitiiil limits. 

In cs>es of iniminL'nt danper to the hvallli, 5afcl\ and general wcl- 
firr of the public, the county, city or town i> cmixtwcicl to take such 
:..i:>>«liate steps as are necessary to remove the danger, and a hearing 
.»•nil thereafter be held to detornüne what compensation, if any, should 
• o nmdc to the owner of the structure or object of natural growth caus- 
.-.g the danger.   [Acts 1935, No. 401, § 4t p. 1050.] 

; 1-117. Procedure.—In all cases of application.* for permits and vari- 
.-.o-s as provided for in Section 3 [§74-Sl3] hereof, a public notice 
'.ail be published in the manner prescribed by law for publication of 

• ;:ai notices, of a public hcarinjr upon the application in question; a 
;• J-lic hearing shall be held at which any person having an interest in 
■he- proceedings shall have an opportunity to offer evidence for or in 
. j^.itijn to the application in question; and written findings of fact 
.>r.<i voiicltuions of law shall be made by the board, commission or agency 
..'.r.hurizcd to consider sucn application, based upon the evidence offered 
«■. the public hearing.   [Acts 19Ö5, No. 101, § 5, p. 1050.] 

71-118.   Judicial review.—Any person aggrieved by any toning regu- 
Li i^ns adopted pursuant to this act [§§ 74-313—74-319] or by any order 
• r ruling upon an application for a permit or variance, may, within 30 
«Lys thereof, appeal therefrom to the circuit court of the county with« 
i:i which the structure or object of natural growth in question is located. 
.Vft<r such notice as the court shall direct to the parties interested. 
:r.dinling all political subdivisions affected, a hearing shall be held 
Mian such court at a time and place fixed by it, and the court may, 
••y its decree, annul, affirm, or alter the regulations, order or ruling 
ri>mplained of, if it finds that the applicable rules of law so require; 
l-rovided that, in all cases, any findings of fact that may have been 
n!.t«le by the board, commission or agency founded upon substantial 
• vidence, shall be accepted by the courts as conclusive. [Acts 1955, 
NM. 401.16. p. 1050.] 

71-319.   Penalty for violation.—Any person who violates a provision 
• f this act [§S 74-813—74-319] or a regulation promulgated pursuant 
ti.crelo shall be fined in any sum not less than twenty-five dollars 
• ^L'-'t.OO) nor more than one thousand dollan (81,000.00). Each day a 
vaiiation continues is a separate offense. The county, city or town is 
•ntitlcd to the remedy of either affirmative or negative injunction to 
• htttttm its regulations.   [Acts 1955, No. 401, 3 7. p. 1030.] 
"Tirahilily. 

""•'lion t of Acts 1W», No. 401 nad: 
If Mjr of the provition« of this act or 

• ' a|'|>licntion thtrtof to «nr person or 
'   rn .tnncc  is hold invalid, such  In- 

• •   i.tjr j-hnll not affect other portions 
' »; i>!ii*:iti<ms of the act which can bo 

t    r • if.n without the Invalid provision 
' •;•|•Ii^.•ation.,, 

• "«••rcriicjr. 

. °   ::»n 9 of Acts 1055, No. 401 road: 
■'■ Las l.cin found and is declared by 

'•■n.rul Asscmbty of tho State of 

Arkansas that flight hatards exist which 
are a constant danger to occupants near 
United States airports, and that the 
utility of UM airports is impaired by 
nonconforming structures and that the 
enactment of the foresoinf provisions 
will prtcluda the existing conditions. 
Therefor*, an emcrgenry is declared to 
exist, and this act Being necessary for 
tho preservation of the public peace, 
health and safety, shall take effect and 
be in force from the date of its approv- 
al." Approved March 20, lOSSb 
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Apri I   24,   197? 

Mr. Robert L. Gi I Hat 
Office of General Counsel 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E 977 
Washington, D. C.     20301 

Dear Mr.  GIlllat: 

The Association of Bay Area Governments has recently adopted a 
regional  airport plan as a guide for  the development of civil 
airports  In the  nine Bay Area Counties.    During that study  work 
and public hearings that were a part of the study,   it was clear 
that airport/community  problems existed  for both cM I   and 
mi 11tary airports. 

The actions finally adopted by the Association included this 
specific  language with respect to aircraft noise:    "The noise 
criteria used to govern civilian airport planning will  be stated 
to the military with the clear expectation tha' ^nrailel  military 
actions will  take place". 

This  letter  Is written  in support of   the proposed D.TO rule  naklng 
placed   in the Federal   Register,  Vol.   38, No. 61  of March  30,   i973. 
We believe the proposed 000 action will  help provide parallel 
actions between civil  airports and military airports and commu- 
nities adjacent to those airports. 

Siryjerely, biryaerely. 

Den  F. 01 lion 
President 

Association of  Bay Area Governments 

y-i-n 
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rl M.  Starncs 
[   ■   i-.Nisw Diaecroa 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

Iritartmntt of AdmitiiBtration 
Division of Stare Planning 

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH 

TALLAHASSEE 

Sif* 

(90)«)   I<IS-2I01 

Reubln O'D. Askew 
(OVIINO» 

L. K. Ireland. Jr. 
IICMTM' Or UXINIITMTieN 

M«y 17,  1973 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence 
(Installations and Housing) 
OASD (I&L)   ID 
Room  3E763 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C.  20301 

Dear Sir: 

Functioning as the state planning and development clearinghouse con- 
templated in U. S. Office of Managemeu and Budget Circular A-95, we have 
reviewed the following draft envirotmental impact statement: 

Department of Defence 
Compatable Use Zones. 

• Proposed Policy on Air Installations 
SAI Number 73-I046-E. 

During our review we referred the environmental impact statement to 
the following agencies, which we identified aa interested in the project: 
Department of Administration - Bureau of Land Planning; Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services; Board of Trustees of the Internal 
Improvement Trust Fund; Department of Coiaerce; Department of Conmunity 
Affairs; Department of Education; Game and Fresh Water Fish Coonisrion; 
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services; Department of Natural 
Resources; Department of Pollution Control; and Department of Transpor- 
tation. 

Agencies were requested to review the statement and cotment on pos- 
sible effects that actions contemplated could have on matters of their 
concern. Letters of conment on the statement ar« enclosed from the De- 
partment of Agriculture and Consumer Services; Department of Administra- 
tion - Bureau of Land Planning; Board of Trustees of the Internal Im- 
provement Trust Fund; Department of Coasserce; Department of Education; 
Game and Fresh Water Fish Coimalssion; Department of Natural Resources; 
Department of Pollution Control; and Department of Transportation. The 
Department of Community Affairs reported "no adverse comments" by tele- 
phone. No further responses were received. 

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines 
concerning statements on proposed federal actions affecting the environ- 
ment, as required by the National Policy Act of 1969, and V. S.  Office 

25 52« ) 3-*-^ 



Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence 
Page Two 
May 17,   1973 

of Management and Budget Circular A-95,  this letter, with attachments,  should 
be appended to the final environmental impact statement on this project.     Com- 
ments regarding this statement and project attached hereto should be addressed 
in the statement. 

We request to be forwarded one copy of the final environmental state- 
ment prepared on this project. 

Sincerely, 

F..    F..   Marnnpv ' E.  E. Maroney 
Acting Chief 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 

EEM/Wdp 
Enclosures 
cc: Mr. Charles Blair 

Mr. Randolph Hodges 
Mr. Joel Kuperberg 
Mr. John LaCapra 
Mr. Ray L'Anoreaux 
Mr. Charles B. Reid 
Mr. Emmett Roberts 
Mr. David H. Scott 
Mr. Charles Shepherd 
Mr. H. E. Wallace 

i 

3-/-^ 
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I M. Starnes 
riAMIIN«   DIBtCIO« 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

9?partmntt of Adminiatration 
Division of State Planning 

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH 

TALLAHASSEE 
3230« 

C90<O  <tl8-2<«01 

bn\i'm 

Reubln O'D. Askew 
tOVUNO» 

I.. K. frelnnd. Jr. 
IICUTMT W «0«<INItrUT|0K 

T0:   Honorable Doyle Conner 
Conmlssioner of Agriculture 
The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida   32304 
Bureau of   Intergovernmental Relations 

DATL APR 1 3 1973 

DUE DATE:   MAY 1      1973 

sAi;  79- 1046 

Please  review and comment  to us on the  above draft  environmental 
impact statement,  copy attached.    In reviewing the statement, you should 
consider possible effects that actions contemplated could hava on matters 
of concern to your agency. 

If you feel  that a conference  is needed for discussion of the 
project or resolution of conflicts,  or if you have questions concerning 
the statement,  please call Mr.   Estus Whitfield at   (904)  488-2401.     Please 
check  the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your agency's 
scationery and return to IGR or telephone "no adverse comments" by the 
above due date. 

On that date, we intend to consider all review comments received 
and deveJop a state position on the project.     In both telephone and written 
correspondence please refer to the above SAi number. 

Sincerely, 

Chief 
Bureau of  Intergoven rnmental  Relations 

Enclosure   cc:   Charles Logan 

TO:     Bureau of  Intergovernmental Relations 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:    DEIS Review and Comments 

t^   No Comments 

LJ  Comments Attached 

ileviewlng kgencyS././ •//// 
Signature:_ 

%,°«6r. 
'l/l^^/lLs^LL _   /   i-.   ^-  ttni  f*     ' M/v,. 

fir. «a 
Title: ^/? tl ün 

'ont 3~l~¥* 



I M. Starncs 

TO: 

FROH: 

SUBJECT: 

STATE OP FLORIDA 

iptmrtmntt  of Aömtnißtration 
Division of Stare Planning 

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH 

TALLAHASSEE 

Mr 
Bu "edu of land flanning 
Debaffrifeftf of Adminfstra 
Ta 
Bu 

SA 

3130* 

C90<O   '••8-2'»0l 

:ion 

Reubln O'D. Askew 

I.. K. Irelftnd. Jr. 
IICUTMf or UKiMKratris» 

1 a ha s sea,, »r-l orrfa   32804 
eau or Intergovernmental delations 

DATE: 

DUE DATE: 

April  13, 1973 

May 1, 1973 

SM-UO.^ 73-m 

Please review and comment to us on the above draft environmental 
Impact statement, copy attached.  In reviewing the statement, you should 
consider possible effects tiiat actions contemplated could have on matters 
of concern to your agency. 

If you feel that a conference is needed for discussion of the 
project or resolution of conflicts, or if you have questions concerning 
the statement, please call Mr. Estus Whltfleld at (904) 488-2401.  Please 
check the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your apency's 
stationery and return to IGR or telephone "no adverse comments" by the 
above due date. 

On that date, we intend to consider all review comments received 
and develop a state position on the project.  In both telephone and written 
coirespondence please refer to the above SAI number. 

Sincerely, 

^(f "»fl f 7//Va**ju^ 
Chi 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 

Enclosure 
****************************************************************************** 

TO:    Bureau of  Intergovernmental Relations 

FROM:    "^^ U.  k^7k~J, 
SUBJECT:    DEIS Review and Conmenf»       / 

H No Comments 

LJ Comments Attached 
•leviewing^gency-v^-* ^   i 

Signature C^—K^'A'' *tv""'   S       ,)»te: 

Title: 3-/-*7 

.'••'„.'.' -v nil.- *m .ii— 'p^ m**     1  HI '» 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND 

ELLIOT   BUILDING        —        TALLAHASSEE.   FLORIDA   32304 

Joel Kuperberg 
Executive Director 

TCLtPHONC «ti-tita 

May 11,   1973 
|0IVIS.0N Of STAVE PtANNINO.; 

K:rcau Of 

"l!err:! —■ 1 I R-l-tton, 

WAY 15 M73 
Mr. E. E. Maroney, Chief 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 
Department of Administration 
Division of State Planning 
725 South Bronough 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Dear Mr. Maroney: 

Department of Defense, Policy of Air Installa- 
tions Compatible Use Zones, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, SAI Project Number 73-1046 

The Trustees' staff has reviewed the draft environmental 
impact statement regarding the policy on air installations 
compatible use zones as provided by the Department of Defense. 
The following comments are submitted: 

1. Areas within the compatible use zone should be considered 
for open space designation in order to prevent further 
development of base activities, thus calling for still J 

«mother buffer zone. 

2. The staff does not agree with the reference that there 
would be a loss of taxes as a result of the proposed 
policy.  In fact, the result of the removal of lands 
from uses such as those of residential and commercial 
development also reduces the need for public services. 
A reduction of the need for services should result in 
lower taxes. 

The staff is in support of this policy as a step toward 
solving many of the significant social and environmental 
problems associated with "border town" development at the 
edges of military bases throughout the world. We would like 
to review any further information on this project. 

Sin l^siX* 
JK/wng £1 IKuperbecg    /^S" 

cutive Director 

Reubin CD. Askew 
Governor 

Richard (Dick) Stone 
Secretary of Stete 

Robert L. Shevin 
Attomay General 

Fred 0. Dicklmd Wy* 

! MHW1 



rl M. Starnes 
Tt   HMMM  DIMCTO» 

TO: 

FKUM: 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

irpartmntt af Ahmtnialration 
Division of State Planning 

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH 

TALLAHASSEE 
J2J04 

Reubln O'D. Aakew 

I.. K. Irrlnn.l. Jr. 
ticiiTiiT or unnaiiratriM 

SUBJECT:     SAI: 

Mr. Don L. Splcer, Secretary 
Department of Commerce 
Collins Building 
Tallahassee, Florida   32304 
Bureau of  Intergovernmental delations 

73-1046 

DATE: APR 1 3 1973 

DUE DATE:   MAY 1    1973 

Please review and cocnnent to us on the above draft environmental 
impact statenent, copy attached.  In reviewing the statement, you should 
consider possible effects that actions contemplated could have on natters 
of concern to your agency. 

If you feel that a conference is needed for discussion of the 
project or resolution of conflicts, or if you have questions concerning 
the statement, please call Mr. Estus Whitfield at (904) 488-2401. Please 
check the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your agency's 
stationery and return to TOR or telephone "no adverse comnents" by the 
above due date. 

On that date, we Intend to consider all review comments received 
and develop a state position on the project.  In both telephone and written 
correspondence please refer to the above SAI number. 

Sincerely, 

Chief / 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 

ifncinsnre  cc:   Mr. Samuel Ashdown 
****************************************************************************** 

TO:    Bureau of  Tnfergnvernmental Relations 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:    DEIS Review and Comments 

Ö^No Comments 

Ii  Comnents Attached 

Reviewing i\%cacyi*-Sr/^ JS jf^ *, £ 

Sinnatur^t-—\ STJ   --   r^y   >. 

r   * 

— *-*—jn—^rrxc   ■> 



■o T. CMHISTIAN 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
I All A MA$ill     31104 

May 3, 1973 

MM CfCiL OOCDCN 
AtSOCIATf  COMM.iSiONI« 

PLAHHHttaO AND COOHOINATtOM 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mr. EJgar Maioney^ 

FROM:       Oiarles B. Reec 

SUBJECT: SAI #73-1046, "Air Installations Conpatable Use Zones" 

Enclosed for your inforaation is a copy of a letter received today 
from Mr. John E. Jarvis, Director, University Campus Planning, 
University of West Florida.   Mr. Jarvis' letter Is in response to 
the proposed Department of Defense environmental inpact policies. 

You may wish to take this statement into consideration in your 
response to the Department of Defense. 

CBR/hw 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Cecil Golden 
Mr. Forrest Kelley 

3-/- n 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WEST FLORIDA 

PENSACOLA.   KLORIDA   32504 

orr.cc or AOMINISTNATIVC AFFAJH» 

2 May J973 

MAY   3 ij/j 
»■ \(f c t co:- 

Dr. Charles 3.  Reed 
Department of Education 
Room 125,  Hiles-Johnson  Guild'ig 
Tallahassee,  Florida 3230'« 

RE:    "Air  installations Compatible-Use Zones" 

Or.   Reed: 

ThU 1$  In  response  to Forrest Kelley's  letter dated 2k April   1973, refer- 
encing your r^rjue^t, dated 20 April   1973, for review and comments as  regards 
the subject proposed Department of Defense environmental   Impact policies. 

The University of West Florida has been directly concerned with less-than- 
Ideal, existing conditions, as  regards compatible-use zoning  in general, 
and military air Installations  in particular;  I.e.  Ellyson Field (Nnvy 
helicopter training base) has been our "neighbor" from our inception -- 
and  is  Included  in what   is  called "The University of West Florlri» I anfl-ll<<» 
Regulations  District"  (an area of some ten-square-miles surrounding the 
University of West  Florida). 

There has been considerable attention given,  to environmental   impact,   in 
the make-up of said  land-use regulations -- and,   in fact, a  rather extensive, 
comprehensive amendment  to said land-use regulations has Just been put  Into 
erfecL,   In   lit is  regard. 

Whether corollary action, by the military, was:    Because of such action, 
Influenced by such action  (or other, more subtle, public pressures), or if 
there was Jt bit oi rcrtuiplty InvCiVCu --  tnc decision nas ueco (node, 
In the recent shake-up of Naval   Installations,   to transfer the rather noisy 
helicopter operations  to another nearby base and  to convert the existing 
facility to one more compatible — even complimentary,  to the area;  I.e.  to 
house varying Navy education units  (as part of a concept of consolidating 
a major portion of  the "educational" services  to the Pensacola area). 

As stated,  Pages 5 and 6, of said proposal   (underlines by this writer), "The 
goal  of the prc-oscd   instruction is  to foster   land use planning  in  the high 
r.oisc and   ris^. areas   juiVOui'iuirivi iTiilildiy dii   iiibLd! iduons  consistent wi tn 
the health,  süfety and comfort of the users of  these areas.    The end result 

5-y-yr 



Dr.  Charles B.  Reed 
2 May 1973 
Page 2 

should be the continued functioning of the essenti al mil! tary installations 
in harmony wi th i ts neighbors.  The net effect on mar 's relati on with his 
envi ronment is conseouently seen as beneficial 

stl nq uses but to "The Intent is not to interfere unduly with ex assure that 
future dcve oor •:3nt in t^ese sensitive areas is comoatible with the mission 
of the neighboring   installation.     Development of the  land   in these areas will 
occur in. any event  to the extent not already occurring.     The intent  Is  to 
assure,  through  the various means mentioned elsewhere  In  this paper,   that 
such future developnent  is orderly, with types of uses  suitable  to the noise 
levels end safety factors prevailing at each air Installation  Involved.    So^e 
land uses especially r.ensitivc  to noise  (such as  residential, schools and 
churchesj   r.re   zcs.zzti z\e only with  relatively   low noise   levels.     On   the other 
hand,land uses  not  so sensitive  to roise  {such  as manufacturing  and  agri- 
cultural)  are compatible with  relatively high noise levels which generally 
encompass  land areas closer to  the air installation. 

"In short,  the.  Instruction,  by providing overall   guidance  and direction  to 
our military Installations  in the  Interest of the orderly development of 
dnected  land area»,   is  seen as having a  long-range favorable  impact upon 
the environment.    Plan; accomplished pursuant  to the Instruction at parti- 
cular installations rnust be examined in the  light of their own  relevant 
factors  to determine  the envi rorimental   InyjaCt   in any parilcular  case,  and 
the  instruction GOntttf^Titoi   UM prepardLiun of environmental   impact state- 
ments as appropriate before action is taken to implement those plans, on 
a case by case basis." 

The Mln Inporti of this tncclcwtlen't reäponse,  to your  request li  to cite, 
to others, a spec! fie example, of what can be done, to the benefit of all 
parties concerned. 

Thank you for providing us an opportunity to provide Input  to the subject 
proposal. 

John t. Jarvis, 'Ui rector 
vjinlverslty Campus Planning 

1c 

CCi    John G. Martin, Vice President 
for Administrative Affairs, Th« 
University of West Florida 

Forrest M. Kelley, Jr. Physical 
Planning Officer, State University 
Sys tcin 

3-A^ 
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D T. CMmrriAN 
MUIUIONIH 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
TAUAHAttll     11304 

May 1, 1973 

«Ml CtCIl OOLOfN 
Aft»OCIATt COMMISSION! 

riANNINO AND COOAOINA1 

Mr. E. E. Maroney, Chief 
Bureau of InLergovenunental Relations 
Division of State Planning 
Department of Administration 
Tallahassee, Tlorida   32304 

Dear Mr. Maroney: 

We have reviewed SAX *73-1046, Environmental Impact Statement, 
Proposed Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations 
Compatable Use Zones.   We do not feel that the policy state- 
ments will have any detrimental requirements or restrictions 
pertaining to school building construction. 

The proposed environmental impact policies should be beneficial 
to schools located near Department of Defense installations. 

larles B. Reed 
Associate for Planning 

and Coordination 

CBR/hw 

Enclosure 

Division Directors 
Dr. Charles E. Chick 
Mr. rbrrest M. Kelley, Jr. 

J-z-f 
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FLORIDA GAME AND FRESH WATER FISH COMMISSION 

-RO OOOM, C run. id" 
Mari«nn« 

OGOEN M  PMlPPS. Vic« Cnjiim<n 
Miami 

E. P. •,Sonnv•■ BUBNETT 
Ttmpa 

O. L. PEACOCK, JR. 
Ft. Piarc« 

JAMES 8. MINOHAM 
Jacktonviii« 

OR. O. E. FRVE, JR., Dutctor 
H, E. WALLACE, Amslinl Diiector 

HARRIS BRYANT BUILDING 
620 South Mttldian SIIHI 

TallaluMM, Finn 

May 3, 1973 

Mr. E. E. Maroney, Chief 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 
Department of Administration 
725 South Bronmigh 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Re:  SAI #73-1046, Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones 

Dear Mr, Maroney: 

The Environmental Protection Section of the Florida Game and Fresh 
Water Fish Commission has reviewed the environmental impact statement 
on the proposed Department of Defense Policy concerning Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones. 

We offer no adverse comments on the impact statement.  We consider 
this proposed policy very tinwly in light of Increasing land use con- 
flicts in the vicinity of the United States air bases. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If we 
may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

H. E. Wallace 
Assistant Director 

HEW/FHS/ ra 

3'MU 
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STATE OP FLORIDA 

^ DivHi^n of Stare Planning 

APR 16 1973 

I M. Starnes I    .     ^T^Tesou«:.. 
I>L«M.INC DiucTM 1 Qepart""-1?!0' 

745  SOUTH   BRONOUGH 

ALLAHASSEE 
12)04 

Reubln O'D. Aakew 
«ovitwa 

I.. K. Ireland. Jr. 
IICMTU? Of  MKINItntTIM 

TO:   Mr 

Ta 
FROM:     Bu 

SUBJECT:     SAtaAl 

Dtt IUISIQNC CT'T'' PUANNIMft 
Randolph Hodqes, Ex 

Larson Building 
lahassWT* ^JotJda    32)04 

.Re ou 

eau of   Intergovernmen al  delations 
RCCCIVED 

a i  _^ Aß. 

Dir. 
rces 

DAT 

DUE DATE: 

P,  APR 13 1973 

MAY 1     1973 

»ft i 

API?   ii;    & 

Please review and cotranent to us on the above draftl enyironnental 
Impact statement, copy attached.  In reviewing the statement,, you should   "''■ 
consider possible effects that actions contemplated could have BR itiaLL«««—-. '1 
of concern to your agency. 

If you feel that a conference Is needed for discussion of the 
project or resolution of conflicts, or if you have questions concerning 
the statement, please call Mr. F.stus Whltfield at (904) 488-2401.  Please 
check the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your agency's 
stationery and return tu 1GR uc telephone "no adverse comments" by the 
above due date. 

On that date, we Intend to consider all review comments received 
and develop a state position on the project.  In both telephone and written 
correspondence please refer to the above SAI number. 

Sincerely, 

Chief / 
Bureau of intergovernmental Relations 

Enclosure cc: Mr. Will lam Beckham 
*Ä*****X ******* A*KR*nnnft:V I! «I1! AA A A *.'.** ************* A**************************** 

TO:    Bureau of  Interguvernmental Relations 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:    DEIS Rcvicv and Corments 

I^TNo romnpnt« 

I   I   CuiuiaeuLs Attached 

iJevlewing Ageocfy:                     J     Q 

Signature:      Vfljyrry .>  /J,   Ji-ynj.tj  

Title:   Mministrative Assistant 

Date:   ^"Z?'^ 

: i 

3-/-V* 
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STATE OP FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL 
2562 EXECUTIVE CENTER CIRCLE, EAST 

MONTGOMERY BUILDING. TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 

'El ER P. BAI.JCT 
iMCUTivt nnfCTO« May 11,   1973 

DAVID H. LEVIN 

Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 
Air Installations 
Compatable Use Zones 
Department of Defense 
SAI 73-1046 

Mr. K. K. Maroney, Chief 
Bureau of Intergovernmental 

Relations 
Department of Administration 
Division of Rtatn Planning 
725 South Bronough Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Dear Mr. Maroney: 

DIVISION OF STATE PLANNINO. 
Bur«>u ul 

Inteipi -r-r-.f t-l f> h'lon« 

MAY 15 1373 

fECEIVED     .. 

The above draft environmental statement has been reviewed, 
comments are as follows: 

Our 

1. EIS Section IV, page 7 to page 10—There appear to be additional 
.% 7 «'.*..•'. 4. J ..-.,.   4.U..4-    Blmnl/I   l-ia    -r-——* A •"-s.A ""-A   **VC+    '. CL    a.    r-.cdhlA M^. »«.A uu VA »wo    buctb   euwiua.u   we   wouoAuoxeu,       xue   xxxab   xe   &   pvaaluxc 

comblnation(s) of the land use zoning, purchase of restrictive ease- 
ments and land acquisition alternatives. In other words, there Bay 
be some combination of the above alternatives that would result In 
maximum noise abatement for the minimum expenditure of funds and 
effort. 

Second, an additional alternative which considers potential federal 
funding being made available to abate noise in buildings (and pos- 
sible surrounding areas) that for some reason cannot be relocated or 
placed in a compatible CNR zone. This might be accomplished under 
the condition that an air installation changes its mission type or 
aircraft als sc that the change impacts upon an existing hospital, 
school, etc. 

2. DOD Instruction No. 4165.xx, page 5, enclosure 1—It Is stated 
under Section B-l, page 5 that "attempts should be made to work with 
local gcvcrnlng bodies, planning commissions (local and regional), 
zoning boards and similar bodies to alleviate the problems through 
means other than rrauisitlon".  It is suggested that these not be 

Z-hSO 
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Mr. E. E. Maroney -2- May 11, 1973 

"attempts" only, but rather a carefully planned course of coordina- 
tion with these bodies, conducted on a periodic basis, that seeks to 
inform local authorities about impending changes in mission, air- 
craft mix, etc. (within the limits of security).  This could take 
various forms including periodic meetings, updating of CNR zone data, 
impact on local communities and similar information discussed on 
page 6.  This should also liieludv Ih« publication and dissemination 
of an Informational brochure on what CNR zones are, what they mean 
tu vuiious Lypeb und dcuaiLies of inhabited areas (either existing 
or plnnned), how they are measured and updated, etc. 

3. DOD IiissLrucLional, enclosure 1, Section V-C—In addition to pro- 
vidiiiK for aircraft flight and ground operational noise abatement 
in and around air installations, some consideration should be given 
to controlling tho noise generated as a result of truck and heavy 
vehicle traffic in and out of each air installation"!  Unless covered 
in some other instruction this would be a good section in which to 
assure that vehicle traffic noise is also controlled.  This would 
tend to enhance the public relations of each installation with the 
surrounding communities. 

4. Finally, consideration should be given to including public safety 
in the zoiiiug strategy.  For eAtuuple, liiuut>Lrit»» with large uud high 
densities of personnel should be discouraged from locating in flight 
paths. 

^^JJ^ncerely, 

Donald P. Schiesswohl 
Chief. Biirenu of Environment.«! 
Planning and Evaluation 

DPS:sdm 

,?-/-// 
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Florida 
MUeiN 0-0. Ai.-EW 

0OVENNOR 

Department of Transportation 
ttqtm tun» Wm% Mt t—— «wt. TillitiMHi]. HwMi Mm, M^fc— WWI «—TO 
WALTER L. REVELL 

SECRETARY 
RAY 0. L'AMOREAUX. DIRECTOR 

DIVISION OF N.ANMIN0 AND rROGRAMMINQ 

May 3, 1973 

Mr. Edgar E. Maroney 
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations 
Department of Administration 
725 South Bronough Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 

Dear Sir: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Statement 
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 
SAI 73-1046 

This agency has reviewed the subject statement and we have 
the following comments to offer: 

.The statement does not discuss land use regulations at 
military airports that are predominately used for military 
aircraft, but a joint use agreement allows use by civilian 
aircraft. These civilian aircraft will be less noisy than 
military aircraft so the noise impact may be less bignificant. 
However, the regular ucago of military aircraft at a pre- 
dominately civilian airport such as the Air National Guard 
training on weekends create a significant noise problem. 

Romp mpnHon of joint use operations appear Lo be perti- 
nent to the defense policy on AICUZ. 

The opportunity to comment on this statement is appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

OREAUX, DIRECTOR 
Nlf;G AND PROGRAMMING 

WNL:RFK/bp 

cc: Mr. Bill Fowler 
Mr. Warren Merrill 

Chief, Burq^u of Planning 

3-/-^ 
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tee of pianttm^ nnb ^Buhget 
ExfrutiUr  Hfpnrtntrnt 

James T. Mclntyre, Jr. 
Director 

May 25, 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Offioe of the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense 
Department of Defense 
Washington, D. C.      20301 

Re;    Results of State of Georgia 
Review of Proposed DOD Policy 
on Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones (Draft Environmental 
Inpact Statement) Georgia State 
Clearinghouse Control Number: 
73-04-02-05 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

Ihe Georgia State Clearinghouse has coordinated a review by 
several appropriate State Agencies of the above-referenced document. 
No State Agency in Georgia objected to the substance of the document. 

The Georgia Department of Transportation oomnended the Department 
of Defense for this timely proposal and stated:    "Reliance on local 
zoning ordinances around airport facilities has ißt resulted in the 
protection of the general public from excessive noise exposure.    To 
alleviate this condition it is reocmnended that the Federal Purchase 
Alternative be adopted.   Ihis could be a purchase in fee simple or 
the purchase of an easement for the CNR zone 3 and possibly zone 2." 

The Georgia Department of Natural Resources indicated that it 
found that no air pollution would be created and there would pro- 
bably be a beneficial effect in taking such an approach.   It indi- 
cated that it would like to see a similar approach to assess the 
emissiens of air contaminants from the landings and takeoffs of 

?7n  nUaMnnt.»*   «♦      «   »W «.(...-*.-    MC. 
J-/-X3 
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1 
Mr. Edward J. 
Hay 25, 1973 
Page 2 

Sheridan 

such militaiy air installations, but added that "it may work out 
that protection from noise levels, and the distance required there- 
fore, would be more than adequate for air contaminant protection." 
The Department also suggested that "the de^lopment of plans for 
individual installations, to take place within 15 months from 
February, 1973 be coordinated closely with the Georgia Department 
of Natural Resources. Involvement of the Georgia Department of 
Natural Resources is especially cmcial in helping the Department 
of Defense to determine the optimun means of protecting areas af- 
fected by military aircraft-whether by outright purchase, easement, 
or local zoning. In many cases, the proper selection of land con- 
trol method can serve both to assure oompatibility of air installa- 
tions and surrounding land use; and simultaneously to achieve 
certain desirable conrounity goals. Such goals include provision of 
parkland and open space, control of flood hazard areas, securing of 
sites for local govemnental facilities, etc. In short, the Depart- 
ment of Defense effort can trigger a well coordinated public planning 
and acquisition program, at no additional expense to the Department 
of Defense. The Department of Defense should be oomnended on this 
farsighted policy." 

The opportunity to review and coment on this document is ap- 
preciated. 

Sincerely, 

John Robins 
State Clearinghouse Administrator 

JR:bb 

3-/'iV 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

AGANA. GUAM     96910 

Mr. Edward J.  Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense 
Washington, D.  C.     20301 

Dear Mr.  Sheridan: 

This has reference to your letter of March 15,   1973,  concerning the 
proposed DOD policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones.    We 
certainly welcome Department of Defense Interest In the establish- 
ment of Compatible Use Zones,  and It Is our feeling that the need 
for cooperative planning between local government and the military 
Installations should be strongly emphasized.    Such coordination has 
been lacking on Guam and It Is evident that If this continues,  the 
establishment of meaningful compatible use zones at air Installations 
would be seriously hampered. 

The policy statement Is well prepared.    However, we have objections 
to two of the proposed policies.    The policy that indicated fee 
simple acquisition where necessary should be modified to recomnend 
land exchange instead of money purchase.    This is of special signifi- 
cance to Guam and other island states or territories where land tends 
to be scarce.    We also think that the alternative concerning the 
abandonment of flying activities be considered a realistic one.    We 
simply feel that such an alternative is realistic on Guam, as well 
as in many other jurisdictions.    It may well be the least expensive 
alternative considering total community costs, including hazard to 
life and property,  lawsuits, economics of community development, etc. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review your proposed 
policy. 

Sincerely yours. 

vWV 
GERALD S. A. PEREZ 
Director 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
P. 0  »OX MS« • HONOLULU, HAWAII «MM JOHN A ■URN« 

8HAWA?1 April 16,  1973 •M,,-Ut "bÄT 
EOWAHO J. OMEANCV, J*. 

o««trty otnc 

R«f.  Mo.  8622 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defenae 
(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defenae 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

Subject: Draft BIS for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

Thank you for sending the above-mentioned draft to us for our review. 

In reviewing this dtaft, we find that the guidelines proposed for 
Coapatlble Use Zones are applicable only to installations which are in rather 
remote areas since the controlled radius distance desired In connection with 
air installations Is Judged to be from s alls to "several ■lies" beyond the 
end of a runway, and from 1/2 to 2 alles laterally. While this restrictive 
use sone seems to be an excellent guideline. It Is not generally applicable to 
Hawaii since the major military Installations are located In urban sectors on 
the Island of Oahu. 

utfwever, the following policy guideline of the proposed plan Is 
noted as being particularly applicable to Hawaii: Section A-4 (page 12) states 
that "full consideration be given to Joint use of air installations by acti- 
vities of separate Military Departaents whenever auch use will result In 
maintaining operational capabilities while reducing noise, real estate and 
construction requirements." Since Oahu Is very Halted In tens of available 
land areaa, Joint uses of exlatlng allltary installationa would certainly be 
encouraged. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to coaaent. We would 
appreciate being kept infonaed of the progress of this proposed Department of 
Defense policy. 

Sincerely, 

V     SHBLLEY M. HMK  W       ^>s^^ 

>/-^ 
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:ECILD.ANDRUS i>u5K GLENN w. NICHOLS 
GOVERNOR <">VS?!tf\ DIRECTOR 

STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE PLANNING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AGENCY 

BOISE. IDAHO 83707 

April 27,    1973 

Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D. C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridans 

The Idaho State Clearinghouse has completed its review of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Department of 
Defense policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones. Ap- 
propriate State Agencies have been notified end been given 
the opportunity for review and comment. 

The State Clearinghouse views the proposal for establishing 
policies concerning compatible land usage as a positive con- 
tribution and consistent with the State's land use planning 
efforts. 

Thank you for the opportunity for review. Please let us know 
if we can be of any further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Karl Tue Her 
Associate Director «f 
Intergovernmental Coordination 

KTimj 

3'/'^7 
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V STATE OF ILLINOIS 

NATURAL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT BOARD 
CHAIRMAN TECHNICAL SECRETARY 

JR. Wtbb, Chwf. Oiv. ol W«nr 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
232 South CoHtf StrMt 

/AIWP Sp»infli«ld. Mlmo« 62708 
MKWMC (3171535-6136 

Govatnor 
May 14, 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D. C.   20301 

'i Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The Natural Resource Development Board has reviewed the following Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement "Air Installations Compatible Use Zones" 
and has no adverse comment to make thereon.   However, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, Division of Noise Pollution Control, has reviewed the 
subject document and has the following comments: 

Zone 1, the area from which almost no noise complaints can 
be expected, should not exceed a CNR of 80. 

The sleeping areas of homes should be held to a CNR of 
70.    Assuming frame construction homes with open windows 
offer an attenuation of only 10 dB, an outdoor CNR of 80 
would be permissible.2 

-- 1.   Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport Study by 
Joiner-Pelton-Rose, Inc., Dallas, Texas. 

— 2. Federal Register, Volume 37, No. 114, 
Page 11733. 

Sincerely, 

JU—^-^ 
^yjame» R. Webb, Chairman 
CS Natural Resource Development 

1 Board 

IRW:)nü 3-/-v52r 



INDIANA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
336 STATE  HOUSE 

*<iy 3 

INDIANAPOLIS, 46204 

Lieutenant Govtrnor 
ROBERT 0. ORR 

Director 

March 7\ 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D. C.    20301 

Re:    AICUZ Review and Coments 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

We are appreciative of the opportunity to review your 
Department's draft of the proposed policy on Air Installations 
Compatable Use Zones. 

May we first, however, ccmnend those responsible for 
preparing the draft.    The excellence of the piece of work, not only 
in its technical aspects, but the readability is one of the very best 
prepared documents that we have had the opportunity to read in a long, 
long time. 

We concur with the concept of this urgently needed 
policy and in fact we have prepared a similar suggested policy in our 
recently issued "Airport System Plan" for the State of Indiana.   For 
your info mat ion we have enclosed a copy of this document and we 
invite your attention to page 31 through page 36. 

Again we thank you for the privilege of reviewing this 
early draft, and we do support your efforts to get such a policy 
adopted. 

Sintefely yours,   n    / / 

William W. Warren 
Associate Director 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

WWW:c 

Enclosure 

3-i'SV 
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SUGGESTIONS  AND  COMMENTS 

Page  ii    EXCERPTi 

COMMENT: 

Existing uses would not be unduly interfered 
with.  Height limitations on objects in 
the interest of flight safety would not 
change. 

...Some electric lines are not 
covered in existing limitations. 
Also, it has been noted that road 
construction such as 1-465 and 
1-74 near the Indianapolis air- 
port has been elevated at a point 
where the main air approach to 
Weir-Cook Airport may possibly be 
jepordized - either by the elevated 
road or by blinding lights of the 
automotive traffic? 

Page ii Alternative to the Proposed Action 

EXCERPT 1, 
*2, 

*4 

5. 
6. 

COMMENT: 

No action 
Rely ^partically) on local zoning 
actions. 
Purchase by Federal Government of 
interest up to fee title in all 
cases. 
Abandonment of flying activities in 
any area subject to developmental 
pressures. 
Noise suppression technicaue. 
Recommend continued research on 
new motor and energy technicques. 

* recommended alternative plus 
^ item 6. 

Page 1  EXCERPT: 

COMMENT: 

The necessity of further developing such 
a policy has become clear in recent years 
as developmental enrnachment in areas 
surrounding previously voiated air in- 
stallations has led to ctcxeu compxaints. 

...This statement is very true - but 
it may need to be strengthened by 
documenting certain examples? 

J-/-^ 
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Page 3   EXCERPT: 

COMMENT; 

Since air installations are major growth 
inducers, real estate and housing development 
organizations sometimes seize upon the 
apportunity to utilize the adjacent land 
areas without sufficient consideration 
of the health and comfort of the sub- 
sequent owners and tenants. 

.. ./or without regard of the affects ^ 
upon the existing needs and require- 
ments of the air enstallation. 

Page 3   EXCERPTi This will be acheived through zoning 
by local governing body when appropriate 
its. 

COMMENTi ...suggest a model of nri l«»r+--i"^ 
zoning standards be developed and 
forewarded to local communitjes for 
inclusion in local zoning ordinances, 
This may require State legistature 
support or insistance? 

Page 3   EXCERPTi 

COMMENT; 

Page 4  EXCERPT; 

Because of budgetary limitations and the 
need to keep workloads to manageable 
levels, the AICUZ concept would be im- 
plemented on an incremental basis: 

1. but hopefully within a time frame 

2. Could each local airport authority 
and each local plan commission 
be advised of the problem as it 
may exist in their area - this 
immediate information might 
forestall further earoachment?? 

Generally, the following factors in- 
fluence the size and shape of the zone: 

Runway configuration 

etc. 

COMMENT: ...suggest that type of structures 
in area and the amount and type 
road pavement also are major factors 
in reflecting noise. 

3.,-tt 



Page  9       EXCERPTi This alternative  is the simplest as  it 
involves purchase of ristrictive ease- 
ments on or title to aii land in the 
AICUZ  area....etc. 

COMMENT; 

Page 10  EXCERPT: 

COMMENT: 

Page 11  EXCERPT: 

COMMENT s 

Page 12 EXCERPT; 

COMMENT: 

...perhaps the federal agency could 
lease these protective lands back 
to the community for specified 
purposes thus not allowing a total 
loss of these areas.  Such use might 
be recreation, certain industrial 
use, parking areas etc. 

The Exclusive Reliance on Noise Suppression 
Technicques Alternative 

...(QUESTION)  Is it necessary that 
all mililary planer he equipped 
with noise suppresion systems - or 
only those that may be in actual 
use at the base.  It would seem 
vary expensive to require that all 
military planes be so equipped. 

VI. No Irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources are involved 
in this action.  In the event an AICUZ 
was no longer required because of base 
closure or some advancement in technology 
reducing the requirement for the zone, 
the restriction on land use could be 
^removed. 

... suggest - in such cases that 
the final decision be left to the 
local planning board (where one 
exists) and the final determination 
on future use of these lands be 
made at that time. 

Complaints from individual landowners 
can be expected where they are not permitted 
by AICUZ restrictions to carry out resi- 
dential or other development plans. 

...the education program might 
also be directed to potential buyers 
or as builders this might be done 
thru public editorials etc., or as 
a part of the real estate section 
of the local newspapers. 

3-/-^ 
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STATE OF IOWA 

Office for Planning and Programming 
523 Eoi) 12th Sir»«i, D» Moinat, Iowa 50319      Ttltphon« 515 281-5974 

'OBERT D   RAY 
Gov.mor STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

5RFRT   F    TYSON 
Dir.cior PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SIGNOFF 

Date Received:   March 19. 1973 State Identification No: 730493 

Review Completed:   Apnl  16. 1973 

APPLlCANt PkOJECT tlTLE:  
 Environmental Impact Statement for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 
APPLICANT AflEMCY:   Mr. Hbward Metcalf  

Address U.S. Department of Defense 
' Room 3E763. Pentagon Washington. D.C.    20301  

PSMftAL MiöfiftAM TITLE. ArtEMCV ,. ,   Lnjirfmont nf Jf''* 
ktm rATAt/v NiiMBPD- u*s* Department of Defense AND CATALOG NUMBER. 0ff1ce of Ass1stant Secretary 

AMOUNT OP PDIR nQDBlV: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Draft environmental impact statement on a proposed Department 
of Defense policy entitled Air Installations Compatible Use 
Zones. 

Ih« State Clearinghouse aakes the following disposition concerning this application: 

/t~/ No Coment Necessary. The application must be submitted as received by 
the Clearinghouse with this form attached as evidence that the required 
review has been performed. 

/ '/ CoMwnts Are Attached. The application must be submitted with this form 
plus the attached comments as evidence that the required review has been 
performed. ^ 

rfj£***<0&% r 
Federal Funds CoorJTnitor 

State Identification No: aMM 
PLEASE RETURN THIS PORTION OF FORM TO: 

OFFICE FOR PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING 
State Capitol, Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

Application officially submitted to  on 
(Federal Agency) (Date) 

3W3 



WENDELL  H   FORD HS   MM  /■ THOMAS O. HARRIS 

GOVIRNOI. VMAB^V COMMIlllONtll 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

DEPARTMENT FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY -»oeoi 

TcuPKONt   (502>   564-33SO 

April 26, 1973 

Mr. Howard L. MeteaIf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C.  20301 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

The Environmental Impact Statement entitled "Air Installations 
Compatable Use Zones" has been reviewed by the Kentucky state 
review agencies and no inadequacies were found in its coverage 
of the possible environmental impact. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Impact 
Statement. 

Sin^rely, 

Xfö* 
(fU*^ 

Thomas 0. Harris 
COMMISSIONER 

TOH:NNH:mbf 

cc Office of Planning and Research 
State Review Agencies 

2-hti 



0ffU* cf SPiaU Mannrny and Management 

100 % mir dye  t/Lel.   gLürn 0*901 

TllttMAH   O'URIBN 
Diairroa -_ -^ AKCA    CODE    *\1 

...» «TAT. p^.«..^ »«D MA»AO.»««   C^.. « Cfi»_.j.M OA   /j JA nstn -»IT «o.» 

May 7, 197T 

Mr. Howard Metcalf 
Of/ice of the Deputy Aatiatant 
Secretary of Defense for 

Installations and Housing 
Roots 3£763 Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Re: Massachusetts Review of Draft Lnvironnental Impact Statement 
"Air Installations Compatible Use Zones" 
Massachusetts State Identifier 73030124 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

Par your letter dated March 13, 1973, and in accordance with the National 
Environaontal Policy Act, we have coordinated a review of the subject 
envirorasental impact statement on the proposed policy of compatible use 
cones at air installations with other appropriate state agencies. 

The Executive Office of Transportation and Construction concurs with -he 
basic intent of minimizing incompatible land use near DOD air installations 
provided that the creation of such compatible land use zones he judged on 
an airport by airport basis. This will allow for selecting alternative 
actions which may be more effective and appropriate. 

The Massachusetts Aeronautics Coaaisaion has submitted the following comments: 

"This is a worthy anti-noise policy which will depend for its success 
on a lot of state and local support by way of land toning. I hope DOD 
is alao working on quieter power plants and anti-noise flight pro- 
cedures—batter long-range aolutions of the problem." 

The Department of Coamunity Affairs, the state's urban renewal and housing 
agency, haa submitted the substantial comment attached. 

3-l-Cf 



Mr. Howard Metcalf 
Pkge 2 
M»y 7, 1973 

W« anticipate that the concerns of our agency revievers will be 
addressed in the evaluation of the DOD policy, and that these coooents 
will be attached to a final environoental impact statement. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas O'Brien 

PC:js 

•ttachaeut 
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CH 73030124    U.S. Department of Defense; 

Proposed Policy to Establish Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

The need for such cones around air terminals, both military and civilian 
seems to have been well established for some time.    The Department of 
Defense is here addressing Itself to this need,   specifically as It relates 
to that Department's assigned mission of providing air defer.se. 

The Department of Conmunlty Affairs finds no difficulty in approving the 
proposed policy.    In fact, the policy focused on maintaining or Improving 
airport environment for both the mission and the adjacent land uses.    Our 
concern is that the legitimate Interest and authority of the Department 
of Defense in areas around air bases may be Inadequate for the task of 
Implementation.    Ue are also concerned that DOD can legally aMress them- 
selves to only a small part of the overall problem - mllit.-y operational 
considerations.*   Ue are still further concerned that the Federal Aviation 
Administration may have even less power to influence zoning in adjacent 
areas.    The concept is one that could be developed for municipal airports 
and all airports serving common carriers. 

Instruction 4165,  part IV B.l.c. refers to State legislation as a possible 
aid by providing controls.    It appears to us that legislative action by 
states will be necessary if the establishment of compatible use zones 
is to be effective and able truly to serve the overall public Interest. 

In another area - housing - a possibly applicable precedent was recently 
established by the ruling of the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts 
that local zoning can be over-ruled in the Interest of a public need 
established through state legislation.    (Board of Appeals of Hanover 
vs Housing Appeals Committee  * Board of Appeals Concord v£ Housing Appeals 
Conmittee;  two cases handled as one, Massachusetts Supreme Judicial v.^urt, 
1973 Advance Sheets 491). 

Legislation establishing a public need for Air Installation Compatible 
Use Zones should be effective.    The blight on airport facilities and 
their contribution to the overall economic base of the regions they 
serve, on the one hand and the blight on certain land uses on the other 
which result from disadvantageous proximity are each sufficient cause 
for Governmental regulations.    Since flight paths around an airport 
normally extend over several municipalities, and the service area of the 
airport extends over an even greater number, it follows that local regu- 
lation, however enlightened, cannot effectively deal with the problems. 

These proposed policy and related instructions address the range of con- 
siderations and appears to provide a workable mechanism for developing 
methods of implementation.    The program would provide useful insights 
into the general problems, even though it is addressed only to defense 
interests.    Ue consider it to be a necessary program in its specifics 
end a valuable contribution to solving the problem« of relations between 
airport services and other development.    Ue approve the proposal. 

3-'~t7 
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CHRISTOPHER t. BOND 
GOVEHNOM 

■WUT» 

STATE OF MISSOURI 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

506 MISSOURI BOULEVARD 
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 66101 

13141 751-4114 

ALFRED C.SIKES 
DIRECTOR 

April 16, 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
Pentagon Building 
Room 3E763 
Washington, D. C.    20301 

Re:    Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense 
Department of Defense 
DOCA 73030064 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The draft environmental impact statement for the above project has been received 
and reviewed by the State Clearinghouse in accordance with Section 102 (2) (c) 
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

No state agency having an opportunity to review the draft environmental impact 
statement had comments to offer, and further review is not required by the 
State Clearinghouse. 

Sincerely, 

Terry L. Rehma 
State Clearinghouse Coordinator 

TLRxlk 
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STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

Feder«l-St«tt Program« 
Offlc« of the Governor 
510 Laoar Llf« Bldg. 

Jackson. Mlaalsalppl 39201 
Talaphona 354-7570 

):    Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installation! and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D. C.  20301 

lOJECT DESCRIPTION: Environmental Impact Statement 
»Hey on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones. 

State Clearinghouse No. 

 73032607  

Date: April 9, 1973 

Proposed Department of Defense 

c ) 

- ) 

: ) 

- ) 

t ) 

The State Clearinghouse has received notification of intent to apply for Federal 
assistance as described above. 

The State Clearinghouse has reviewed Che application(s) for Federal assistance 
described above. 

After proper notification, no State agency has expressed an Interest in confsrring 
with the applicant(s) or commenting on the proposed project. 

The proposed project la (  ) consistent (  } inconsistent with an applicable 
State Plan for Mississippi. 

Although there is no applicsble State Plan for Mississippi, ths proposed project 
appears to be (x ) consistent (  ) inconsistent with present State goals and 
policies. 

iMMENTS: This notice constitutes FINAL STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW AJs'D COMMENT. The 
lulrements of U. S. Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-93 have been met 
the State level. 

aw-*? 



> 

THOMAS L. JUDGE 
«.cuttmo« 

STATE (IF MONTANA 
leWMENl ()F INTEBHIVEBNMENTAl HFUTI0NS 
PLANNING AND ECONOMiC DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
HAIL TO CAPITOL STATION   HELENA. MT 59601 

fPA-NW^ 
406 ««-3757 

ELOPMCNT 

April 20. 1973 UP*11'" 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense 
Washington. D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The Montana Stats Clearinghouse has reviewed the draft Impact statement entitled 

Air Installations Compatible Use Zones, and offer the following comments from 

the Division of Aeronautics: 

"The Division of Aeronautics. IGR. has reviewed the proposed 
Department of Defense Policy on air Installations compatibility 
use zones, and hereby concurs In the general provisions of the 
policy. 

The proposal does not address Itself to Joint civil/military 
use airports.   Of particular concern would be those Joint air- 
ports where the military aircraft cause the major noise Impact. 
We feel that the military should address themselves to a method 
of cooperating with the civil authorities In establishing and 
funding the required 'air Installations compatibility use zones' 
In such cases. 

The composite noise rating (CNR) Is falling Into disfavor as a 
method of measuring the noise impact caused by aircraft upon 
the surrounding areas, rather, we would suggest that on site 
direct noise measurements should be used to define the compatible 
use zones." 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. 

Sincerely, 

Lloyd F. Meyer. Assistant Chief ^ 



r i 1 TÄTE OF NEBRASKA 
OFF'CE 

OF 
PLANNING 

AND 
tOGRAMMlNG 

BOX   94601.  STATE   CAPITOL  .  LINCOLN.  NEBRASKA   ••609 

Governor J. Jam« Exon                                                W. Don N«l«on 
Statt Planning Oilicar                                                                        DirMtor 

May   7,    1973 

Mr.   Edward   J.   Sheridan 
Deputy   Assistant   Secretary   of   Defense 
Office  of   the  Assistant  Secretary 

of   Defense 
Washington,   D.   C.   20301 

Dear Mr.   SherI dan: 

Project No. 73 03 19 05 

Under the provisions of 0MB Circular A-95, this agency has 
completed a state level review of the draft environmental 
impact statement entitled "Air Installations Compatable Use 
Zones." 

No comments were received concerning this statement , and the 
proposed statement does not conflict with any state level 
comprehensive plans. 

/ 

^ncare ly, 

J Im Barr 
Natural Resources Coordinator 

JB, np 
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&tatr of Nrtu Irrarg 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 

MRENCE   r.   KRAMER »•>   WEST  STATE   STREET 
COMMISSIONER M««     IS        107"^ POST   OFFICE   BOX  27H 

nml     *"'l     *■■* I J TRENTON.  N.J. M»»S 

Mr. Howard L. Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E 763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C.  20301 

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Department 
of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compatable Use Zones 

Dear Mr, Metcalf: 

In accordance with the provisions of U. S. Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-95 Revised, your Project Notification designated 
OSRC-FY-73-370 has met the Project Notification review requirements. 

We have circulated this Project Notification to appropriate State 
agencies, none of which have voiced any objections. 

Very truly yours. 

Sidney L. Willis 
State Review Coordinator 
Division of State and 

Regional Planning 

SLW:lf 
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STATf Of NtW MIXICO 

■nuct KINO 
OOVERNOn 

STATE PLANNING CffFICE 
DAVIO W.KING 

■TATI PLANNING OFf ICf" 
Statt ClMringhouM 
MOOM  403 TIL.   606427 1316 
LEGISLATIVE /EXECUTIVE •LOO. 
SANTA f E, NEW ME XICO        STMI 

TO: Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Room #3E763,   Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.     20301 

DATE:      May 16,  1973 

FROM: IV Stale Pbnnmg Offkc (State Ckarinfiioutt) 

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAI): 7^  01   OOiQ 

SUBJECT:       PROJECT REVIEW CERTIFICATION 

Project Title:        EIS:  Department of Defense Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones 

Federal FimdiM Afrncy: 
Department of Defense, Office of Sec. 

Federal Catalog Title: Installations &  Logistics 

Federal Fmdi Requeued: 

Your application for federal aaautancc has been reviewed by the State Clearinghouse and 
may now be «ubmitted to the federal funding agency. 

Please note that the above State Application Identifier (SAI) has been assigned to the 
project application. This number must be used by the Federal Funding Agency as well as by 
the Applicant on ||L correspondence under the provisions of OMB Circular A-98 and/or 
State Executive Order 72-7. 

This form and any attachments must accompany the applications upon formal submission 
to the Federal Funding Agency. 

If submission of the application to the Federal Funding Agency is delayed or terminated, 
please notify the State Planning Office at once, giving full particulars as to reasons and 
alternative course of action you propose to take. 

Following is the result of our review of this application: 

MJ        Application is supported as written. 

D 

< //re 
DCC 

Comments attached. These must be submitted to the Federal 
Funding Agency with the Application. 

A/I OmM W. Khg U 
f)       State PkmlagOflletr 3-/-7S 
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April 20, 1973 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
OASD (I & L) ID 
Room 3E763 
Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 20301 

Re:  Circular A-95, EIS-Department 
of Defense Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones 

Dear Siri 

The North Central New Mexico Economic Development 
District Staff has reviewed the Defense Department Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on Air Installations 
Compatable Use Zones.  Based on our understanding of 
the information presented, we have concluded that the 
proposed policy is consistent with our areawide plann- 
ing objectives contained directly or indirectly in the 
District Overall Economic Development Program.  No 
further comments. 

Sincerely, 

N.C.N.M.E.Q.D. 

JO T.  Murphy, Executive Director 

By; 

GTR/lv 

cc:     State Planning Office 

orgW T. 'Roybaiy Program Manager 

T   MURPMV 
R«cutiv« 0<r«Ctor 

cutiw« CommittM 
mmbt 3-'-7i 



STATt OF NfW MEXICO 

STATE PLANNING OFFICE 
OAVIOW. KINO 

ST AT I PLANNING OFF ICE N 

BRUCE KINO 
GOVENNON 

State Clearinghouse 
ROOM  403 TtL.   105-827 2315 
LEGISLATIVE / t XECUTIVE »LOG 
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO        «7501 

TO:      Northern Area Planning Organization DATE: 

RECEIVED 
APPLICANT:   As*lstaac Secretary ot Derenj«« 

Roo« 1E763,   Paatagoa APR 9    ^73 
Washington,  D.C.     20301 

N.CNJA.C.D.D. 

FROM: The State Ptannii* Office (Stale Clearinghouse) 

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAI) :    22 22 JgJJ 

SUBJECT:       TECHNICAL REVIEW A COMMENT 

Project Title: 

March 29,  1973 

EIJ-De?\RriENT Ot  aUFSSSa ALI IJJSTALLATrO^S C0MPAri3LE 
USE Z0JIE3 

Federal Funding Agency: 

CtearinghouK Staff Contact: 

ßapartiaent of Defensn, Office of Secretary 
Installations & Logistics 

'iord'in ?a3s 

A copy of the Application Summary Sheet Form MIS-1 is attached for your review and comment in 
accordance with Executive Order 72-7 and/or OMB Circular A-95. Please review the proposal as it 
affects the plans and programs of your agency and register your response below. Also indicate a 
staff contact within your agency in case further consultation is required. If this form is not 
completed and returned to this office within fifteen (151 days of the above date it will be assumed 
that vour ayencv ha» no interest or comment on this appUcation. 

[   J No interest or comment on the above project. 

1    j Project is supported as written. 

Kl Comments are attached. 

I | Additional information desired, as described in 
attachment. 

I   I Conference desired with applicant. 

«»...w A«*irv Stiff Crfnlact 

. 

MIS-3 



Southern Rio Grande Council of Governments 
1480 N Main, Suite 204. Las Cruces. N. M. 88001 
Ph. 523-7474 - State Network Number 588-5146 

May 8. 1973 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Logistics 
Pentagon Building. Room 3E763 
Washington. D.C.    20301 

Subject:   Project Review No.   73 03 0040 
Applicant Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Project Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

Dear Sir: 

The Southern Rio Grande Council of Governments (Regional Clearinghouse) 
has completed the review of the above project In accordance with the provisions 
of 0MB Circular A-95. The result of this review Is as noted below. 

The Project Is supported as written. 

Very truly yours. 

ÖeorgeAi. Miller. Jr/ 
Chairman 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

3-i~% 



Southern Rio Grande Council of Governments 
1480 N. Main, Suite 204, Las Cruces, N. M. 88001 

Pk. 523-7474 - State Network Number 588-5146 

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE 

DONA ANA. SIERRA & S0C0RR0 COUNTIES 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SIGNOFF 

The application for federal financial assistance described below has been 
reviewed by the Regional Clearinghouse. 

Project Review No. (SAI)  73 03 0040 

This number should be used by any agency contacting 
the Regional Clearinghouse with regard to this pro- 
ject. 

Applicant Project Title: EIS - Dept of Defense Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

Applicant Agency: Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Federal Program Title: N/A 

Federal Catalog No.: N/A 

Federal Funds Requested: N/A 

The Regional Clearinghouse makes the following disposition concerning the 
review of this application: 
A. Supported as written. 

George wT Hill er, Jr. ^ Chairman 

3-/-77 
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tew York State Department of Environmental Conservation , „ r Henry L. Di»mond, 
Ibiny, N. Y. 12201 Cwwnissioncr 

May 3, 1973 

Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense 

(Installations and Logistics) 
United States Department of Defense 
Pentagon Building, Room 3E763 
Washington, D. C. 20301 

Attention: Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
QASD (I and L) ID 

Dear Sir: 

The State of New York has conpleted its review of the Draft 
Environmental Inpact Statement for the "Proposed Department of Defense 
Policy on Air Installations Conqaatible Use Zones" (AICUZ). 

The proposed policy on AICUZ recognizes the necessity of taking 
positive steps to control the adverse environmental effects, parti- 
cularly noise, resulting from aircraft operations. Such a policy is 
highly desirable and generally favored by New York State. There are a 
few points, however, which we believe are deserving of review and 
possible modification. 

The attached comnents are, for the most part, related to policy 
areas in which we feel applicability or responsibility should be 
clarified.  Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review 
this Statement. 

\- 
Terence P. Curran 
Director of Environmental Analysis 

lFC:MH:ag 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. W. Webster 
Ms. P. Hyde ^ 

3-1-78 



STATE OF NEW YORK 

COWENTS 

on the 

Draft Environmental Statement 

for the 

"Proposed Department of Defense 

Policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones" 

(AICUZ) 

1. With respect to the applicability of this directive, it is not clear how V 
it would influence National Guard operations from civil airports. One 
example is the Schenectady County Airport in Scotia, New York, which serves 
as a base for the Air National Guard and is proposed as an Army National 
Guard helicopter base. We presune there are many similar situations else- 
where. To fulfill their intended purposes such National Guard operations 
must be maintained near populated areas. This increases the likelihood of 
the development of incompatible land uses and sitsequent noise problems. 
The military, however, is not responsible for the operation of the airport 
and is only partly responsible for the noise pollution experienced by the 
public. 

2. The use of "all reasonable, econcmical and practical measures..." to reduce ■ 
noise at the source is directed. Guidelines for this action are to be pre- 
pared, but until such time as these guidelines are available it is impossible 
to judge the effectiveness^of this first and very necessary step. The 
importance of control of noise generation is also deenphasized by the 
relatively small portion of the directive devoted to this subject. 

3. In addition to these administrative questions, we also have some technical 
reservations concerning the use of Composite Noise Rating (CNR) to determine 
appropriate land uses. As originally developed, the CNR zones could be used 
to estimate the degree of response from a residential connunity. This 
response was described in terms of the nimber and vehemence of conplaints 
and the possibility of group action. It is basically a measure of public 
annoyance. There was no attenpt to relate the CNR to the degree of inter- 
ference experienced by particular activities such as education, medical 
treatment, church services, sports, etc. We are concerned with the manner 
in which the CNR will now be extended to determine compatible land uses. 

3,-/-79 



Cotnnents (continued) 

4.   For the calculation of CNR zones, reference is made   to the TriService 
Manual (AFM 86-5, IM 5-365, Nav Fac P-98) "Land Use Planning With 
Respect to Aircraft Noise."   Unfortunately, this reference appears to 
be in need of revision to include the latest aircraft types.   More 
conplete coverage of cargo aircraft and helicopters is also required. 
As a specific exanple, preparation of an environmental study for a 
proposed National Guard helicopter facility at the Schenectady County 
Airport, has been delayed by the inavailability of noise contours for 
the HU-1 series of helicopters. 

Questions 

1. How are standards to be set and agreement to be reached on such 
issues as "conpatible uses" and changes in property taxes? 

2. If existing buildings need to be sound-proofed as a result of 
AICUZ, who pays and who sets the soundproofing regulations? 
Will they font part of local building codes or be set and en- 
forced by the military? 

3. Can the military be sure of local cooperation on AICUZ?   Won't 
it tend to be a 3-way fight between the Local Authority, the 
military and the landowners? 

4. The greater the cost of land acquisition, the greater the likeli- 
hood of the military moving out; but high acquisition costs will 
be in more highly settled areas which may be dependent on the 
military for jobs and their pullout could mean economic disaster 
to a comnunity.    Besides the military's own cost/benefit analysis, 
doesn't some sort of cost/benefit standards need to be set up for 
cases of acquisition vs. pullout? 

3-/-«ö 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
•EPARTMENT OF  ADMINISTRATION 

JAKE*  E    HOLtHOUttR    JM 
GOVCMMOH 

WILLIAM  L    BONOUHANT 
•CCHITAIIT 

Rl^LV To 

CLIAIINSMOUtC  AND  iNroHMATIOM  CINTtK 
116 WI»T   JONl« «TAtCT 
MALIiaM    N    C tTCOS 
i»l»>   8J» 437! 

April 30, 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Pentagon Building, ROOB 3E7^3 
Washington, D. C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

Re: Draft Environaental Statement, Proposed 
Departaent of Defense Policy on Air 
Installations Compatible Use Zones, 
February, 1973 

The subject draft environmental statement was referred to 
appropriate State agencies on April 6, 1973, for review and comment, 
with a request for response to this office by April 27, ?973. 

We are enclosing for your consideration the coaaents of the State 
Board of Health. No other comments of State agencies have been received. 
Should we receive any substantive comments fro« other agencies, we will 
forward them to you. 

Please furnish this office three copies of your final environmental 
statement to be made available to the public at the Office of State Plan- 
ning Library and at the Regional Clearinghouses for those areas of the 
State in which military air installations are located. 

Sincerely yours, 

3LPH HEMDRICKS 
Planning Coordinator 

RK:pg 

Enclosure 

3-/-^/ 



AMI s E HoLBHOusn, JR. 
Governor 

DAVIO T    FLAMCflTV 
•CCNITANT 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

State Board of Health 

P. 0. Box 2091 Raleigh   27602 

April 2U, 1973 

JACOB KOOMtN    M D     M P M 

ftTATC  HIM TM OtMCTOM «NO 

MeWTMtV.TMAMM* 

W    BUON» JONtS   JR     M D     M P H 
AtfttSTANT  STATf  HKALTH  DlHICTOA 

Mr. Randolph Hendricks 
Planning Coordinator 
Clearinghouse and Information Center 
State Planning Division 
Department of Administration 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 

Re: File No. 31-73 
Draft Eiwironmental Statement 
Department of Defense Policy on 
Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones 

Dear Mr. Hendricks: 

This refers to your memorandum, dated April 6, 1973, requesting comments 
on the draft statement which is concerned with the environmental impact of a 
proposed policy relating to land uses in the vicinity of federally owned and 
operated air installations. 

Our staff has reviewed the draft environmental statement with respect to 
those matters for which our agency has reBponoibllity, and in this regard con- 
sider the statement acceptable as written. 

However, we note that IV. Alternatives To The Proposed Action (which 
begins on page 7) addresses itself to five mutually exclusive alternatives 
with a conclusion that each one by itself is unacceptable or unadoptable. 
Additional alternatives which consider a combination of two or more of the 
listed alternatives would appear to merit consideration as possible working 
solutions in some cases. 

Sincerely yours. 

(^ jdifir. Jdhh D. Faulkner 
^^•aa^Aiflstant Director 

Sanitary Engineering Division 

oc:    Mr, B. G. Barrett 

3-J-8i~ 
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jWimi DAKOTA STATE PLANNING DIVISION 
STATI  CAPITOL    FOURTH  FlOO*     MSMARCK    NOtTH  DAKOTA   58501 

701   774 7t\t 

May 1, 1973 

STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE "LETTER OF CLEARANCE" 
ON PROJECT REVIEW IN CONFORMANCE WITH OMB CIRCULAR NO. A-95 

TO:    Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE PROJECT NUMBER:     7303199069 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations & Housing) 
OASD (I & L) ID 
Room 3E 763 
Pentagon, Washington, D. C.     20301 

Dear Sir: 

Subject:        Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding proposed 
Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compat- 
able Use Zones. 

This draft environmental impact statement was received in 
our office on March 19, 1973. 

The only comment that was received in the A-95 process was that this was a 
"well prepared report with alternatives well defined". 

In compliance with OMB Circular No. A-95, our office has reviewed this draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, and hereby gives clearance to it without 
comment. 

Sincerely yours. 

lack Neckels 
Director 

JN:BEA:ns 

3-/-<f3 



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. Bo« 1049. 4S0 East Town Street Columbus, Ohio 43216 (614) 469-3M3 

Hay 2. 1973 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
Room 3E7Ö3, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20301 

in J Gilligan 
vernor 
Ira L. Whitman 

«^      Dear Hr. Sheridan: 

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency has been charged, by 
the Governor, with the lead agency and review coordination 
responsibilities for the State on Federal Environmental 
Impact Statements. The above referenced Draft Envlrormental 
Impact Statement was reviewed by sections of the OMo 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Ohio Department of 
Natural Resources, the Ohio Department of Transportation, 
and the Ohio Department of Economic and Comnunlty Deve1opm«it. 
The following comments constitute those received from the 
above agencies and have been coordinated under the auspices 
of the State Clearinghouse. 

For the most part, the environmental impact of this proposal 
was adequately addressed. The necessity of such compatibility 
zones is becoming Increasingly evident. There are a few 
areas which need some further Investigation. More data should 
be compiled and evaluated with reference to the feasibility of 
locating oil and gas production centers within the Immediate 
vicinity of an air Installation. Consideration should be 
given to the potential safety hazard conditions In relation 
to flight testing or other base activities. 

Another alternative to those listed In the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement could be the Initiation and enactment of 
State legislation and within that legislation regulations     IV 
limiting the land uses in the vicinity of air Installations.  / 

3-/-*/ 
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Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
May 2, 1973 
Page 2 

This would relieve potential problem areas encountered by 
local zoning boards, while It would not necessitate the 
acquisition of such lands by the federal government; thus 
removing them from the tax base. 

We appreciate this opportunity to review the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Air Installation Compatible Use 
Zones. We look forward to the receipt of the final statement. 

Very "truly yours 

/ 
• AJ/uCtpiA**- 

Ira IT. Whitman, Ph.D. 
D1rector 

ILW/jt 

cc: State Clearinghouse, 62 E. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 

3~/-?S 
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May   1,    1973 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Herman Groseclose 

SUBJECT.:  Proposed Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones 

The entire procedure proposed again shows the value that 

might be forthcoming by use of a statewide land use management 

program in which such compatible use zones would of necessity be 

integrated.  No apparent adverse air pollution effects are expected 

from this proposed policy. 

HG/mm 

3W-/4 



STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 

Department of Administration 
STATEWIDE PLANNING PROGRAM 
265 Melrose Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02907 

May 8, 1973 

Mr. Howard L. Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E 763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C,  20301 

Dear Mr, Metcalf: 

This is to advise you that this agency has reviewed the En- 
vironmental Impact Statement for Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones in accordance with 0MB Circular A-95« 

After having reviewed the proposals and having been in con- 
tact with other state agencies on the matter, we have the 
following comments: 

The Composite Noise Rating (CNR) procedure for rating air- 
craft noise in the vicinity of airports is a calculated 
rating related to an expected community response to the' 
noise. The rating is based on maximum sound pressure levels 
during aircraft operations, the frequency of occurrence, 
the time of day, and other variables. The Noise Exposure 
Forecast (NEP) procedure is also a calculated rating but 
it is related to suggested and recommended land use cate- 
gories. It is also based on maximum sound pressures, 
frequency of occurence, the time of day, and other variables 
and includes corrections for the presence of pure tone and 
deviation of peak levels within the composite of inter- 
mittent noise« Since the NEP procedure is the latest pro- 
mulgated and is already related to suggested land use 
categories, it is suggested it be used as the basis for 
this proposed policy and that all references to the CNR 
procedure be deleted. 

Regardless, both of these procedures produce only very 
approximate characterizations of aircraft noise and the 

3-hft 



Mr. Howard L. Metcalf       - 2 - May 8, 1973 

results of the application of either method to either a com- 
munity response or compatible land use criterion should be 
considered a crude estimate of the impact of aircraft noise 
on the local community and airport environs. Therefore, 
calculated ratines based on these procedures may be estab- 
lished for each installation for interim plannlnc purposes 
but they cannot be logically supported for implementation 
purposes until they are confirmed by actual measurements. 
Further, neither of these procedures establish minimum 
noise exposure standards or assess acceptable/unacceptable 
or tolerable/intolerable noise exposure ratings. Some 
form of standards or acceptability ratings will have to 
be established or at least implied in order to delineate 
and develop compatible use zones for each installation. 
It is suscested these standards and acceptability ratings 
be established on the DoD level rather than on a military 
department, major command, or separate installation level. 

As stated in the proposed policy, the establishment of 
compatible (land) use zones will promote the development 
of non-noise sensitive activities in high noise areas 
near air installations. However, in dealing with the 
local communities it will be extremely difficult in some 
cases, if not impossible, to delineate and establish 
equivalent land use zoninc. This will be evident in 
those instances where the existing zoning is not compat- 
ible and the community has been organized to react to 
the problem. In these instances, federal support of 
this proposed policy in the form of minimum noise stan- 
dards based on measured and  substantiated acceptability 
ratings will become very Important, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thlc draft. 

Yours very truly. 

Daniel W, Varin 
Chief, Statewide Planning 

DWV/TCALAZ/J1 

End, 

3-/-f* 



Regional Planning and Development 

fflounril 

• April 9,  1973 

i    HUOH   MCCUTCMLN 

I».  O. Bo«  JIO 
KlMG«T«CC.   b.   C   «Mbfifi 

CCHALD C    McKIKNCV 
ChLCUTVC   Dsicon 
p O   Da««!.» «IS 
etOMtrewM. •. C   11440 

Mr.  David  W.   Treme 
Office of the Governor 
Division of Administration 
State Clearinghouse 
Suite 203, Kittrell Center 
Columbia,  South Carolina    29204 

Dear Mr.  Treme: 

The Waccamaw Regional Council has reviewed the 
draft environmental impact statements on proposed Department 
of Defense policy on Air Installations Compatable Use Zones 
and Use of Off-Road Vehicles.     We have found them to be 
compatable with our regional requirements and have no 
objections to their implementation. 

We do reserve the right to study and comment updh 
environmental impact^ statements prepared for any specific action 
that may be taken within our region at some future date. 

Yours truly. 

S&. 
George Peters 
Environmental Engineer 

GP:la- 

3-1-89 
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April 6, 1973 

AAr. David W. Trem« 
Ot'fice of fhe Governor 
Division of Administration 
Suite 203, Kittroll Canter 
Columbia, South Carolina 

Dear Mr. Treme: 

29204 

Concerning the memorandum requesting comment on Draft "Proposed Department 
of Defense Policy on Use of Off-Road Vehicles": 

Proposal is in general accordance with sound planning.   This agency has no 
established policy, however, as representing this agency, my thoughts are 
that some Department of Defenso lands could bu used fui OiT-RuuJ Veliicle 
trails to relieve the existing pressure on other public lands.   As on all lands, 
public and private, controls and guidelines must be established and enforced. 
I could object only to Alternative V (a), "No Action," and Alternative V (c), 
"Open All Lands." 

Concc/ning the memorandum requesting comment on Draft "Proposed Department of 
Defense Policy on Air Installations Computable Use Zones": 

No objection to establishment of a policy and implementation of determined 
policy.   Agency has no comment on which policy is best.   I suggest that an 
additional control might be added that would require, by federal law, that 
a seller, lessor or rentor of any property within the determined installation 
noise or flight zones notify by writing, any purchaser, lessee or renter, that 
the property is in said zone. 

Sincerely, 

fr^o-, _ 

M. M. Way, JK 
Economist        / 
Planning and Development 

/ 
■'■•, 

^Ofr»; 0^3 
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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
DIVISION Of PLANNING COORDINATION 

OLPH BHISCv» >OJI  ,t4t,   CAWTOI. «TATIOM 

««»■111« »U »TIH . T U A« T« T I 1 

May 7, 1973 

Mr. Howard L. Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
OASD  (I4L)  ID 
Room 3E763, Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

The Office of the Governor, Division of Planning Coordination (the State 
Planning and Development Clearinghouse), and other Interested or affected 
Texas State agencies have reviewed the draft environmental Impact state- 
ment on the proposed Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones. 

The following comnents are offered: 

1. The Texas State Department of Health feels that the policy. If 
adopted, should provide the framework for compatible land use between non- 
governmental properties and adjacent military airfield Installations.    The 
noise of aircraft engines has caused adverse environmental Influences on 
residential areas near certain of these military operations.    Under the 
proposal, residential development In zores defined as undesirable because 
of aircraft noises should be minimi.    The establishment of compatible 
zones should promote the developiren? of non-noise sensitive activities In 
the high noise areas near air Installations.   Controlled land use should 
prevent undue ecological disturbance jr environmental degradation. 

2. The Texas Department of CoMnunlty Affairs expresses the following 
concerns: 

1.    It Is noted that the Department of Defense wishes to Include 
restrictions on land adjacent to air Installations In the 
State Land Use Plan when such a plan Is formulated.   All 
restrictions should be carefully analyzed at that time by 
appropriate State agencies to ensure that the Interests of      ^ 
the State are not Ignored, and that the State Land Use Plan 
not be Invalidated by such restrictions. 

3~hV 



Hr. Howard L. Metcalf 
May 7. 1973 
Page Two 

2. The proposed alternative should be conducive to the halt of 
uncontrolled urban development adjacent to air Installations. 
Emphasis should be placed on local Jurlsdlctlonal control  • 
through zoning with cooperation by the Department of Defense 
where applicable. 

3. It Is reconmended that Composite Noise Rating (CNR) data be 
made available to local governments where such data have 
already been developed. Local control with regard to 
construction In high noise zones should also be emphasized. 
Special construction standards for high noise zones could be 
Incorporated Into local building codes after review and 
approval by the local authority. These standards should be 
developed with full Input from State and local governments 
and should not be more restrictive than the nationally 
recognized, locally adopted code, where provisions have been 
made In the code for high noise conditions. 

Copies of these State agencies' comments are enclosed. " ' ' '_—  

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft environmental Impact 
statement. If we can be of further assistance or service, please contact 
us. 

Sincerely, 

Walter G. Tlbbltts III 
Acting Director 

UGT:Jab 

cc: Dr. James E. Peavy, TSDH 

Mr. B. R. Fuller, TDCA 
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DANIEL J.  mWAHB V^T^7 FRANCIS   D.  BAKI 
•eVMNO« X^^X ACTING   OiniCTOM 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
Office of the Governor 

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AOKNCY 

OLYMPIA.  WAaHIN«TOM    ••■O« 

May 2, 1973 

Mr. Howard L. Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C.  20301 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1971, following 
are our comments relating to the proposed Air Installation Compatable 
Use Zones (AICUZ). 

From this agency's perspective, we endorse and commend the Department 
of Defense In Its attempt to reduce land use conflicts adjacent to 
military air Installations. Your effort certainly coincides with the 
land use problems which occur adjacent to our major regional airports 
throughout the United States. In this vein, the Fort of Seattle and King 
County are currently conducting a large-scale study of land use conflicts 
and solutions adjacent to Seattle-Tacoma International Airport In South 
King County, Washington. 

Senator Jackson's proposed National Land Use Bill has suggested major 
regional airports as possible areas of critical concern within a state- 
wide planning context. The bill also suggests the federal dollar for 
capital improvement would be limited for those states that do not begin to 
plan for its land uses on a state-wide scale. It seems to us that your 
proposal should complement the Senator's bill from this perspective. 

The State of Washington, Aeronautics Commission, 8600 Perimeter Road, 
Boeing Field, Seattle, Washington 98108, is currently developing an over- 
all state-wide airport plan.  It would be advisable to contact the Director, 
Dixie Mays, regarding your proposal. 

One area that appears to be absent from consideration is aircraft other than 
"fixed wing" such as helicopters. This may be of particular concern in 
the Olympia--South Fuget Sound area where there are continuous helicopter 
military training flights originating from Fort Lewis - McChord Field. 
Helicopters have a distinctive "beat" or "rap" sound that may irritate 
or conflict with normal urban noises In residential areas. 
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Mr.  Howard L.   Metcalf 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Pentagon, Washington,  D.   C. 
May 2,   1973 

page  two 

These are our primary comments at this time.     Thank you for the opportunity 
to review your proposal. 

We will appreciate receiving a copy of your final draft. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald J. Clarke   •■_•-" 
Administrator 
Local Planning Assistance 

RJC:db 
cc!    Jerry Parker,  O.P.P.&F.M. 

3-f'fY 



State  of Wisconsin \    DEPARTMENT OF  NATURAL RESOURCES 
L. P. Voigt 

Stcrutory 

April 30, 1973 i0)< 490 
MAOISM, WISCONSIN S370I 

1600 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
OASD (I snd L) ID 
Room 3E763 
Pentagon, Washington D. C. 20301 

Re: Draft Envlronaantal Impact 
Statement for the Proposed 
Department of Defense Policy 
on Air Installations 
Coopatlble Use Zones 

Dear Sir: 

We have coepleted a review of the draft environmental impact statement for 
the above proposal snd have the following eoisnts to offer: 

General Comnents 

The noise Information provided Is oriented toward the iapact on humans. 
Ws suggest that the effect of noise on animals, particularly domestic 
livestock, be considered since agriculture nay be one of the more compatible 
land uses adjacent to air installations. 

Another point which needs further clarification la whether missile installations 
are Included in the proposal. 

Specific Consents 

Page 1, sentence four - Ws suggest that acquisition of fee title lands for 
establishment of conpatible use cones be coordinated with the U.S. Department 
of the Interior and State natural resources agencies.   Certain of these areaa may 
be suited to limited outdoor recreation, fish and wildlife enhsncement, or 
forest management; snd ss a result, lessen the effect of land removal on the 
tax bass. 

Pegs 5, sentence one - Screening actions on a case-by-case to determine the need 
for individual environmental Inpact statementa would be an iaportsnt consideretloi 
prior to Initiation of say proposal. 

Enclosure #1, pegs 4, item A 1 - Ws suggest that additional noiss attenuation 
msaaures such as construction of noise barriers snd baffels snd tree plantings 



Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense - April 30, 1973 2. 

and runup facilitiea may be amenable to noise control measures proposed by the 
Federal Highway Administration for highways. 

Enclosure #1, page 10, item 3b - In certain cases, oil and gas production 
and atorage or manufacturing of flamnable or hazardous materials may not be 
coapatlble with air installations. Adequate control should be retained to 
provide for public safety near potentially hasardous existing or future 
facilities in the compatible use zonea. Public safety as well as sound 
insulation should be prime considerations for coopstible land uses. 

Enclosure #1, page 11, item 4d - The right to prohibit "facilitiea attractive 
to birds" should be clarified. For exaaple, does this include drainage of 
wetlands valuable for waterfowl habitat or habitat destruction to discourage 
breeding colonies of birds? 

Enclosure #1, psgs 12, item A 4 - The statement is made that full consideration 
will be given to "joint use of air installationa by activities of sepsrste 
Military Departments." We suggsst that consideration also be given to joint 
use of air installetiona by civilian aviation activities when they ere 
coapatlble with national defenae, national security and military mission. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and cooaent on this drsft environmental 
ispact statement. 

Very truly yours, 
Bureeu of Environmental Impact 

C. D. Beaadny 
Director 

PJLAAM 

ec: John Breach - HCD      A. E. Ehly - SD 
Lowell Hansen - NW     A. A. Oehmcke - WCD 
L. A. Posekany D. F. Gebken 
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Federal Agency Comments 

The Department of the Interior 

The Department of Commerce 

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development 

The Environmental Protection Agency 

The Department of Transportation 

Enclosure 3 
Attachment 2 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, DC.    20240 

MAY 1973 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

Per your request of March 15, 1973, Me have reviewed the draft environ- 
mental Impact statement on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (ER- 
73/398) and find It satisfactory.   The Department of Defense Is to be 
commended for a program that seeks protection of the Integrity of Its 
air Installations while assuring that the public Is protected from un- 
avoidable dangers associated with the Installations.   We agree that 
Intergovernmental land use planning and controls are essential to 
achievement of Air Installations Compatible Use Zones. 

On specific sites we suggest that the Department of Defense establish 
Interagency planning assistance teams to Identify and plan for the full 
range of technical and environmental Interests.    Impact statements on    s 
specific Installations should detail land uses affected and methods     ^ 
of minimizing adversities. 

Thank you for the opportunity for this review. 

Sincerely yours. 

Auutuui ^S*cretary of 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Washington, D.C.   20301 

3-i-' 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
Washington. DC     20230 

May 1, 1973 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Room 3E763, Pentagon 
Washington, D. C.  20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The draft environmental impact statement for Proposed 
Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Com- 
patable Use Zones, which accompanied your letter of 
March 15, 1973, has been received by the Department of 
Commerce for review and comment. 

The Department of Comnerce has reviewed the draft environ- 
mental statement and has no comment to offer for your 
consideration. 

We do note, however, that several DOD bases are located In 
coastal areas. It Is strongly recommended that the base 
commander work closely with the coastal zone management 
agency of the state (or Its area designee) as the Instruc- 
tion Is Implemented. 

The Office of Coastal Zone Management, NCAA, Department of 
Commerce (R. Knecht, 656-7792) will be happy to facilitate 
any such contact. 

Sincerely, 

Sidney R. 'G&lliJ 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH    EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

OFF ICE OF   -. HL StCRETARY 

AASHiNCTCN   OC      COM 

MAY 1 8 1973 

Hr.  Edvard J.  Sheridan 
Deputy Aaaistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
Office of the Aaalstant Secretary of Defense 

!i Washingtod. D.C.    20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

Thank you for your letter of March 13, 1973, requesting coanenta 
pertaining to the draft environaental impact statement on a 
proposed Departaent of Defense policy entitled Air 
Installations Compatible Use Zones. 

i 

It is our Judgment that the OOD  proposal itself Is consistent 
with the policy ststed in the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Since this proposal, if implemented, «ill require detailed 
studies by the DOD of each of its air installations and their 
effects on adjacent coaaunlties, it contains assurance that 
any resultant recoiendations or proposals for improvement 
for specific locales will require full disclosure end review 
by all ststs and local agencies or jurisdictions. This 
should insure the examination of the potential environmental 
impact on the areas In question. We note, however, that 
an action taken pursuant to this policy is "significant in 
its effect on the local environment" (page 12). Guidelines 
or criteria should be provided for the purpose of determining 
those circumstances under which the effects of those actions 
would be significant. Several of these criteria should relate 
to changes which might occur In the delivery of besic human 
services. 
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If we may be of additional assistance at this time, please 
contact Paul Cromwell, the Acting Director of our Office of 
Environmental Affairs (202-963-M»S&). 

Sincerely youps, 

y        Robert H. Marik 
Assistant Secretary for 

Administration and Management 

j 



S'AKJI*!       DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON. 0. C.  20410 

ornci or THK AMISTANT MCMTAHV ro« <■ •«»»•* »«r«" ▼•« 
COMMUNITY PLANNINO AND MANAOIMNT 

Conmunity and Environmental Standards 

April 23, 1973 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing 
QASD (I&L) ID - ROOD 3E763 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Sir: 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed 
Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 
(AICUZ) and have the following caanents. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development actively supports efforts 
by the Department of Defense to foster land uses around air installations 
which are compatible with air operations and support the AICUZ concept. 
Our own policy with respect to development in noise exposed areas is 
contained in HUD Circular 1390.2. With respect to aircraft noise, 
Composite Noise Rating (CNR) Zone 3 is considered "unacceptable" while 
Zone 2 is considered "discretionary-normally unacceptable for new 
residential construction according to our standards. Development in 
Zone 2 is discouraged by this Department, but is allowed when exten- 
uating circumstances dictate it be in the best public interest, provided 
that noise attenuation measures are incorporated into the development. 

It is in the Zone 2 area, where discretion may permit development con- 
trary to the general objectives of policy because of extenuating consid- 
erations that particular operational and development considerations for 
the relevant air installation will become important factors in any 
decision on the part of this Department to accept or reject a proposal 
for development. The AICUZ policy can go a long way in providing defini- 
tion to these considerations and we hope to cooperate fully in efforts 
to avoid air installation/land use conflicts. The definition of AtCUZ 
as contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, however, is 
not sufficiently specific for coordination with our policy. Specifically, 
will AICUZ always contain all or part of Zone 2T If so, under what 
conditions will Zone 2 be Included, and does it depend largely on factors 
of Judgement in individual cases? 
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We have no problems with the AICUZ concept other than the lack of 
specificity concerning the applicability of AICUZ in Zone 2,  and we 
will not be in a position to incorporate and coordinate AICUZ with 
our own policy without further information and discussion.    In order 
to effectively administer the HUD policy, we will continue to require 
CNR's or Noise Exposure Forecasts  (NEF's) in order to made determina- 
tions on acceptability of sites for new residential construction. 

Sincerely, 

\ Blchard H. broun 
'►v. Acting Director 

/ 
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ISSB UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
'"'«o^ WASHINGTON. DC     20460 

Z 6 APR 1373 

OFFICE OF THE 
.  . ADMINISTRATOR 

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Installations and Housing) 
Department of Defense 
Washington, D.C.  20301 

Dear Mr. Sheridan: 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the 
draft environmental impact statement for the proposed 
Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compat- 
ible Use Zones dated March 15, 1973. We have classified 
this environmental impact statement as Category LD-1. 
Specifically, EPA suggests only minor changes in the 
proposed action. The classification and the date of EPA's 
comments will be published in the Federal Register in 
accordance with our responsibility to inform the public 
of our views on proposed Federal actions under Section 309 
of the Clean Air Act. 

We are concerned that this proposed plan might lead to 
less stringent controls over the siting, abatement equipment, 
and operational factors at DOD air installations.  It is 
recommended that more definite guidance be developed with 
regard to the factors mentioned above. 

We believe that the necessity of a "truth in selling" 
provision is evident to protect consumers from leasing, 
renting^ or buying land or facilities located in or around 
CNR zones 3 and 2. 

We will be pleased to discuss our comments with you 
or members of your staff. 

Sincerely, 

Sheldon Meyers 
Director 
Office of Federal Activities 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C.   20591 

May 16,  1973 

* • i 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Housing) 
QASD (I&L) ID 
Room 3E763 
Pentagon 
Washington,  D.  C.    20301 

Dear Sir: 

We have reviewed a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact  Statement  for 
the Proposed Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones.    We concur with the basic objectives of the Department of 
Defense of seeking compatible  land uses around air Installations.    There 
are,  however,  two points within the proposed policy which we believe are 
unwarranted and which could create undesirable precedents. 

The first point which we question Is that In which aircraft noise and 
aircraft safety are taken as Interrelated so as to permit the use of 
noise ratings to Infer something about safety.    Specifically, we refer to 
the many Instances In which the Impact statement repeatedly addresses 
"noise and hazards" as well as "noise and safety" so as to lead the reader 
to conclude that defining noise zones such as CNR Zones 2 and 3 Is 
equivalent to defining hazardous zones which are susceptible to aircraft 
accidents.    Page 7 Is particularly strong on this point by Its statement 
that the proposed policy would achieve benefits by discouraging families 
from moving Into areas where they would be exposed to Intense noise and 
safety hazards of airfield operations.    If the Department of Defense were 
to officially promote an "accident fear" motive In support of the AICUZ 
program, we are afraid that the Incompatible land use problems due to 
"safety" could be expected to Instantaneously dwarf any problems heretofore 
encountered due to noise.    Cercainly,  If the safety of people and property 
on the ground Is taken as seriously as the safety of aircraft, crewmen, 
and passengers,  then the Inmedlacy with which corrective action must be 
taken could only be satisfied through a curtailment of flight operations. 
Accordingly,  the Improper use of CNR as a safety Indicator could Jeopardize 
the existence of military and civilian air installations presently In 
place.    In contrast. It should be noted that the safety advocacy contained 
within the proposed policy statement Is not entirely consistent.    In view 
of the fact that the working population density In an Industrial area can 
exceed that of residential areas,  it appears hard to Justify that commercial 
or industrial uses are compatible with AICUZ principles. 

3-2.--? 
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The second point which we question is the selection of noise exposure 
indices such as CNR and NEF as the exclusive basis upon which major 
decisions regarding base closures or relocations would be made.  We do 
not believe either of these techniques is sufficient by itself to support 
such major decisions. In particular, since community responses depend 
as much on local circumstances and attitudes as on noise, it would seem 
more appropriate to make It mandatory that more complete noise analyses 
be made.  This would certainly Include at least conriunity attitudes and 
needs surveys, on-slte noise measurements, and the preparation of noise 
analyses understandable to a broad segment of the community as well as 
military base commanders.  In this light, the Federal Aviation Administration 
is developing an objective approach to describing aircraft noise In the 
vicinity of airports, called the "Aircraft Sound Description System" (ASDS). 
We believe this technique will Improve the Information content of any noise 
exposure analysis and will be useful in tempering and balancing any 
critical decisions you may anticipate.  Importantly, we believe that our 
common goal of communicating with local communities and land use planning 
authorities, as well as preventing excessive Federal Government Involvement 
In local affairs, will be strongly enhanced through the use of a noise 
description method which can be understood by a wide audience. We have 
enclosed a copy of Report FAA-EQ-73-3, "Aircraft Sound Description System, 
Background and Application," dated March 1973, for your consideration. 

If we can be of further assistance, please advise. 

Sincerely, 

R. P. SKÜLLY     / 
Director of Environmental Quality 

Enclosure 
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