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SUMMARY SHEET
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and

Logistics), Room 3E763, Pentagon, Washington, D. 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 compatibie 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

- e et

of restrictive easements by the Federal Government, to the acquisition
of title by the Federal Government in certain cases.

Environmental Impact. Estcblishment of compatible use zones would

promote the development of land use activities which are compatible with

C TR Sw T S . A G

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/departure zones and i

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.
2. Rely completely on iocal 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 l

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 ol JUN 1973
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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

General

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 zonus are the areas in the vicinity

of air installations from which it is generally desirable to exclude certain 1
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 fursther 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
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l installations. The development of high performance aircraft and the

" increased role of air power in defense made these factors apparent

[ during the 1950's, 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's, 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 Jater 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's and extending into the 1960'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 basec-community
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relations, and the dissemination of a great deal of public information, the
hazarcds 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
develop:nent organizations sometimes seize upon the opportunity to utilize
the adjacent land areas without sufficient congideration of the health and
comfort of the subsequent owners and tenants.

Missions /Operations

Incompatible urban development continues unrestricted for the most
part,’and this phenomenon threatens the opesration 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 ie 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 accidvnts. This area is




called the Air Installations Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 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

E Forecast about 40) or, in some cases, Composite Noise Rating Zone
l ['f 2 (a Noise Exposure Forecast of 30 to 40), and land areas having a
! high potential for aircratt 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
j zone:
Runway configuration
L Local weather patterns and prevailing winds
Type and number of aircraft and flights
f‘ 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 I

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.

1L, 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 neighbox:s. | 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.

III, 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.
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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-

meant. 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"
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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 thce 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 alternative 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 iand 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: 'rily 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
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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 1
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 mahy situations; and since it involves the Federal Government exces - 1
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 Activitiées 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 T

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 iioise reduction. Other techniques
in use include remote siting of noisy activities and modification of flight
paths and altitudes to avid 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 implementaﬁon of this proposal, whether by means 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 iikely -- that lands within AICUZ will
increase in value as demand for land use compatible with airfield opera-

tions increases.

10
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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 coinmitments 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 ‘..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 Environmen:al 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 ..ction,
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Deparlmenl of Defense Instruction

Air Installations Compatible Use Zones

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

(b) 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 (Ses Section
III of this Instruction for approval of amendments)

(c) Dspartment 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)

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

(e) Department of the Army Technical Manual, TM 5-803-4,
"Planning of Army Aviation Facilities, '' March 1970 (See
Section 1V, C, of this Instruction for approval of amendments)

(f) DoD Directive 6050,1, "Environmental Considerations in DoD
Actions, " August 9, 1971

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

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

(i} 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 implemeanted P. L. 91-646 of January 2, 197!

(j) 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 opsrational
capability of the DoD active military airfields (subject in each case
to the availability of required authorizations and appropriations).

APPLICABILITY

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

possessions.

CRITERIA

A, 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
comi)atible 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 Defsnse (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 exposurec and
intensity of noise is such as to almost certainly produce
difficulties in relation to some other possible uses of the

- ey

e et e et it v,

area, particularly where the use or proposed uss may be
residential. CNR Zone 2 is a larger area in which similar

12
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probleams 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. 1/

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 with the following:

l. As a first priority step, all reasonable, economical, and
practical mecasures 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.

1/ Equivalent Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) values, computed by
ostablished 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 be 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.

Compatible Use Land

To maximize compatible uses in the AICUZ, 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 usecs 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 rnay approach the cost of
fee title., Therefore, whenever possible and within the
framework of OMB Circular A-95 (refcrence (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,

a. Local zoning regulatione 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.
Neovertheless, 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
sclected as the mothod 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,
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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.

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
AICUZ 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.

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.

In situations where 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.

a.

b.

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 beon thoroughly
considered.

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

Es




et —

changes should be accomplished as soon as budgetary con-
siderations will permit,

3. Nothing in this criteria shall be used to justify solely for ths
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 requ.red interssts
approaches closely the cost of fee title, consideration
should be given to whether fee title would be to thas
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" (NavFa: P-272) (reference (d)). Proposed changes to these
g

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

G-

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

A above Manual will be coordinated with the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Installations and L.ogistics) prior to publication,

e e P st

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, rcpair 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,

o it

e. 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 systerns or navigational equipment,

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

e. The erection of permanent structures unless they comply
with the clearance, smoke, light and electronic emission
. requiremecnts 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 staternents 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

A. The Secretaries of the Military Departments will develop and
implement a plan to investigate and study all air installations in

1-8




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.

2.

5.

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.

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

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

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

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.

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 installation AICUZ pro-
gram.

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,

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

19
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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.

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

1.

2,

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,

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.

Responsibilities for the acquisition, management, and disposal of
real property are defined in DoD Directive 4165.5 (reference

(a)).

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Housing), Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations
and Logistics), will examine the program d-veloped pursuant to
this Instruction, and from time to time rev..w the progress there-
under to assure conformance with policy.

1-10
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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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Composite Noise Ratings (CNR) result from a combination of total

Simplified Computations of Composite Noise Ratings

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

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

et 2

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
£ 2 -5 -5
10 - 30 6 - 15 0
31 - 100 16 - 50 + 5
More than 100 More than 50 +10

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. i
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 indic ates

Enclosure 2
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| 22
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 2 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 scale. The contours are set up for utéaight 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.

-
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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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TABLE 1-1: CLASSIFICATION OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT FOR TAKEOFF OPERATIONS

PUGHT GROUP 1 FLIGNT GROUP §
B-58 afterburner Z2A+5 F-100 military 2B
— F-101 o
FLIGHT GROUP 2 F-10? o
— F-105 o
F-100 afterburner 2A F-3 &
F-10 - ¥6
F-102 - F=
F-104 - F-1
F-105 - A3
F-106 “ A-5 .
F-4B,C * F-86K, L afterburner
F-6 “ F-89 -
F-8 - F-94 X
F-11 T-38 B
A-5 g — -
B-58 military PLIGNT GROUP ¢
PUCHT OROUP 3 | F-80 military 2B -5
- e F-WF .
F-104 military 2A-5 F-84G “
F-108 F-86E, F, H g
F-4B,C © F-86% . .
i F-8¢ "
PLIGHT GROUP 4 F-¢ “
- B-87 “
F-3 afterburner 2B+5 f'f“ ':
F-9 o
A4 X
T-33 e
T-37 “
T-38 0
T-39 00
C-140 U0

Navy jet trainers

I FLIGHT GROVUP 7

B-52H military
' C/KC-1354

FLIONT GROUP 9
ZC‘IO ]

:
%

C-135B military

PLIGHT GROUP 10

B—47 military 2D

Enclosure #2
Attachment 1
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Discusgsion of Comments Timely Received on the Draft AICUZ Statement

The State of New York questioned 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 i

ety

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
L 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 documaent.
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 the 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 regaraing the use
{ . of Componité 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

A

and will also adequately cover helicopter noise.

; Enclosure 3
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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 conflict- between the varying interests will occasionally arise and
Section V, C. ] 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 instal\lation.

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.

B
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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

L fT TR
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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
Prote stion 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 policy.

The Department of Commerce recommends coordination with

coastal zone management agencies for installations in coastal areas.




205
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 for the full range of technical and environmental
interestsin specific cases. 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 CNR 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 severai 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 Jure 21-22, 1973 meeting
in Seattle, Washington,

The State of Illinois suggests a redefinition of the boundaries 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 find 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
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.

Attachments - 2



Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kentucky

Massachusetts

Missouri

State and Territory Comments

Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Texas
Washington

Wisconsin

Enclosure 3
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STATE OF ALASKA / =~~~

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR |

STATE PLANNING AND RESEARCH / r POUCH AD — JUNEAU 99801
/ PHONE 586-5386

April 30, 1973

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Installations and Housing

Room 3E763, Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

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 Borough

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




Mr. Edward J. Sheridan -2 April 30, 1973

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 described in the enclosure would have

a definite benefit to the environment 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 regulations, 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 Anchorage 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.



e

RS R
b ol
>

r e i e . T v ey e— e e ————

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan -3- April 30, 1973

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 hesalth 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
sones 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 #3, 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
grals and objectives. Therefore, this letter will satisfy the teview requirements
of the Office of Management and Budger Circular A-905.

Sinoerely,

Vo
ﬁ MM( r ﬂw
d W. Estess
State-Federal Coordinator

Shar ‘—".‘-.-b\vdomw e — o - :
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Central Arizma Assucialion ol Luvernments

Cila COUNTY
PHONE 608-830-2188
\
DATE: April 18, 1973 i ® Glste
TO:  Department of Defense
Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense PP
Pentagon Bldg., Rm. 3E763 ® Cosn Grende
Washington, D.C. 20301 olny Memmem o
FINAL COUNTY
e

FROM: Regional Clearinghouse (A-95)

SUBJECT: Project Notification and Review

Applicant: pepartment of Defense

l Project Title: Proposed Department of Defense Policy on
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones
State Application Identifier: 73-80-0016

i Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Terry Schutten, Executive Director

A copy of Notice of Intent Form SCli-] is attached for your review and
comment in accordance with OMB Circular A-95 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,

I =

“~

No interest or comment on the sbove project.

S~

Proposal is supported as written.

Comments are attached.

Additional information desired, as described in attachment.

IR

Conference desired with applicant.

o o (oo am——
! Review Agency Staff Cmtw

orize eView

Agency Signature
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RIZONA DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE °* SUITE 1704 + PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 - (602) 271-5371
MEMORAMBIL
T Mr. Terry Schutten, Executive Director
Region V - Central Arizona Association of Governments
316 East Fourth Street
Casa Grande, AZ 85222
TR0 Arizona Stnte Cleavinglhiovse (4295

Cleavinghouase Stafl Curwazt: M:s. Constance LaMorica
SUBJIECT: Project Nucification
Applicant: Depactiv v of 2ofense
Project Tillt: Proposed itope ehmoent ef Sulenss Dolic; on
Lir Diaail=tlons Covrparilie Use CToaes

S.ate Appiriation ideraitize t5-3u-(hic

APR 1973
RECEIveD
Central Av.2na
mlﬂnn of Gu.crnments |
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Central Arizuna Assuciation ol Governments

816 CAST FOURTH STRILY
CASA GRANDL. ARE. Sist3

T . 2\
R N S ¥

GILA COUNTY

DATE: Apfil la, 1973 * 9 Cisle
TO:  Department of Defense |

Office of the Assistant

Secretary of Defense o T wnn

Pentagon Bldg., Rm, 3D 171 & Cime Grass

Washington, D.C. 20301 — 1

PFINAL COUNTY

FROM: Regional Clearinghouse (A-95)
SUBJECT: Project Notification and Review
Applicant: Department of Defense

Project Title: Proposed Department of Defense Policy
on lise of Off-Road Vehicles
State Application Identifier: 73-80-001S

Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Terry Schutten, Executive Director

A copy of Notice of Intcent Form SCli-1 is attached for your review and
comment in accordunce with OHB Circular A-95 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 furthcr consultation is required,

/ No intcrest or comment on the sbove project.

I\

@ Proposal is supported as written.

("] Comments are attached.

1:/ Additi nal information desired, as described in attachment.
/__?_/ Conference desired with applicant.

B

Review Agency Staff Contact

Ruthorl zed Review
Agency Signature

3=t-7
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DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

| 3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 * PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 ¢+ (602) 271-5371

MEMOANDU

TO: Mr. Terry Schutten, Executive Director
Region V - Central Arizona Association of
Governments
316 East Fourth Street
Casa Grande, AZ 85222

VRO, Aricara Siats Clearinzhoune (A .Q8)
Clei rinpluvee Stadf Comact; Mra, Censtance LaMonica

SUPryFCr;  Progect Hlotilication

Leplicin’s Department of Defense

Proposed Department of Defense Policy
on Use of Off -Road Vehicles

Prosect Tate:

A AR O et ——

State Apechiestion faonalicer: 73-80-0015
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DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 + PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 + (602) 271-J§l§} 5005

ARIZONA

o
L

s

May 17, 1973

¢ i

' . 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 Ariona with
the opportunity to comment upon this proposal,

Sinceytly yours,
/e
: nnis A. Davis, Chief
: Planning Section

DAD:if
encl

otaliilie: R

3-7-7




?f ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT
{ 2222 Whst Jrumway Road ~ Plowin, Augma 85023 942-300

April 11, 1973

Mrs. Constance LaMonica
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

i 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,
Sincerely,

] ‘ Robert A, Jantzen, Director

e ;/%// |

; By: William Silvey
‘ Land Project Officer
WS:iw
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RIZONA "»'/'- r'-n\‘ DEPARTMENT OF

ECcoNOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

e T WNZMCRP.

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 + PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 ¢ (602) 271.5371
Date: April 5, i

TO: Dr. M. H. Goodwin Jr., Director
lHealth FPlanning Authority
2980 Grand Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85017

FRON: Clearinghovse 3+ Contact: Mrs, Constance LaMom -

SUBJECT: Zavironmental Stalcment Review

Applicant: Departimnent of Defense
Projcect Title: Proposed Depa:tment of Cefense Folicy on
Air Instellatic:s Cumpatibla Use Zones

State Application Identificr 73-80-0016

Acopyrofa Draft Lucivenmental Sr. toement is attachced for your revicw ¢ rd

zomment fa accaraance aith requiretnonts of CGME Cirevlar A-95, Plecse

review the proepoend as ib ariects .hn. ninne aud vrograme of vour aganey aad

register your response below. Alsc note o sialf contact within yoor ascencey

in case further consnitation i '.":'.-:xi:'ed. Please weturn this cornpleicd
Lo s '\f ihis recuest,

L P l-'?a E @ E ﬂ w E @

APR 111973

RESEARCH & PLANNING
DEPARTMENT OF ECCNOMIC
PLANNING & DEVELC PMENT

//m No c it on the ahouve proeject.

r] Propoeal iy suiorten as written,

' ] Coramentia L wtincnetd,

Clen s ¢amnat e Clirrizhouse s 2ald jon desive tarther iy m.thm.
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NZONA ~ \ DEPARTMENT OF

- 3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 « PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 - (602) 271-5371

W Date: April 5, 19473
10 ﬁ Wesley E. Steiner, State Water Engineer
t

-0t e Water Commission
e 34 West Monroe Street, Suite 707
I Phoenix, AZ 85003
* e
2 -'o:‘.c!’/
oS e
AV )

FROM!: ,,w('.ﬁ:r inghiovse Siair Contact: Mrcy, Constance LaMcenica
e SUBSIJECT: Envirenmental Statement Roview
Applicant: Departmaent of Defense

Projcct Title:  Proposed l.epartment of Defense Pelicy on
Air Installations Comnpratibie Use Zeones

)
State A pnlicetion Identificr: 73-80-0016 "—é)/{l

™

rcmmcnt in accordance with requireinenrs of QMR Circuler A-95, F
reviaw the propesal os it affests the plans and programs of your agengy AR
repinter your cospensce helow, Also noss 2 swefi coutact wit‘nn u{ - ""m"
fn vase further consujiation is r\.,un'm.. Ficage rewurn thic ghrQ e G\
form geitlia £ Orp i Vi r roceing Lfl -._.'..Q_\_:est_.“/,‘

A cosvy of a Dral* Cuvirormertal Statome nt is attached for your re- iﬂw%@
8

- . . Q- N ?} i
CJ I'ropesal .8 supporic: as "-'.".ftcn.# _dz’ \\3\5’. & v

H T e o M v
|y Comm en's are aitochod, //s"‘ﬁ o* /

Flanse cantact the Crearinglhionse show'd you desirve Juriher inforsnation, or
nead additionsd tiee s for roview,

Roview Agendy Siulf Contact _M ___. o=
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I UIZONA -\ DEPARTMENT OF
, %fj Economic PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
A28 27 4100 L. AR5 - S e
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE « SUITE 1704 » PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 - (602) 271-5371
Date: April 5, 1973
{ TO: Mr. Roland H. Sharer, State Liaison Officer
Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission
4433 North 10th Avenue, Suite 203
Phoenix, AZ 85015
FROM: Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Mrs. Constance LaMonica
SUBIECT: Euvironmcen.al Statcment Review
Applicant: Department of Defense
|
Project Titie:  Proposed Departrent of Defensc Policy on
Air Installations Corapatible Use Zones
State Application Identifier: 13-80-0016
A couny of a Dralt Environmental Siatemeon! is attached for your review and
comraent in accordance Wwith. requirements of ONB Circular A-93, Pleace
review the proposal as it ~lf2cts the pliins and nrograms of your agency and
repistesv youar response belnw,  lso note o staff contact within your agency
in case h.'-".l..*x- consultaticn is required, Plca_r.c rcturn this conrietid
.!'1_r'n AR sl il SR r—."‘(‘-q-’--r.‘ l"“\' 3 Of_th_i-':_i‘:‘_ﬂ’_'_ﬂ- .
x No coremeri 21 the Whove peojent, f
¢

= . 9
Loy Preposolis wuppoitoa na woiieen.

] l Commezats 2re .05 ed,
Please contact the Tlex rivchoves sheentd you desice further information, or-

. need additicsal time for seview,
Povlew Apooey 50070 Cleeriae ” :
.
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MZONA : - -\ DEPARTMENT OF

&%/ ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

et RN M AY O

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 = PHOENIX, ARIZONA R5012 - (602) 271-5371
Date: April5, 1973

TO: Mr. Les Ormsby, Acting Administrator

Arizona Power Authority
1810 West Adams Street
Phoenix, AZ 85005

FRONi: Clearinphouse Staff Conract: Mrs, Constance LaMonica

SOBJECT: Euvironmentat Statemeat Review

A

Applicant: Departmicnt of Defense
Project Title:  Propored Depsctiment of Defense Policy on |
Air Instellations Compatible Use Zones

State Anplicating [dentifier: 73-8n-0010

copy of @ Druafi Environriental Statement i #ttoched for your review and

cominent in accor: aacwe with vrequircments of OM 3 Circular A-95, Pleace

rr

re
in

view the proposii as it affects the plans and vrograms of vour sgency and
pister your reanonse below., Also no'n a starf contact within your agency
case further consullaiion is required. Please reiurn this comnpleted

fovr satiin il eat o) s of vour receipt cf thi. recuest.

2

___ %
g' No conment o {he above proicct, m E @ E ﬂ WE@
D Froposel Sr supparied as weitton, APR 1% 1973
. ) STATE CLEARINGHOUS
D Cumnvonts are aten ched, DEPARTMENT ' ECONO::MC

PLANNING & OEVELOPMENT

cace contaet the Clan v caeuse should you davire further inforrmation, or

need aldiiional time for review,

Wby "‘ A :l/;. o oo
R R T R B L r 4. 7M
Wi, 5 AL (oms

Review Aoency Joff Contact
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] ; < L 5

A Bh e Agency Sfare 3-/-1Y f
/",I. I 3

e
1)
vEm
v‘%
v g M‘a%'wmm TSN T e | ——— -t v o st |
e v I IR o v Al Ay



=

N PAR YD P WU S O Ry PR T r's

‘e

TR
I

HZONA '~ DEPARTMENT OF

V&% ECONOMIC PLANNING AND BDEVELOPMENT

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 « PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 ¢+ (602) 271-5371
Date: Apri) 5, 1973
TO: Dr. Louis C. Kossuth, Commissioner
Department of Health

1624 West Adams Street, Third Floor B E ‘U [g, \J [ @
AP

Phoenix, Arizona 85007
APR 91973

, STATE DEPT. OF £ *' 7!
TROM: learingaovuse Staif Contact: Mr3. Conwanue l@Menitaco ., =

SUBJECT: Encironmeontal Stzteront Review
Apglicant: Nepartment of Dafense

Project Title:  roposed Department of Netense Policy on
Air Insaallations Competible Use Zonce

State A,.pication {dentificr: 73-40-0016

A copy of a Draft Favircnriontai Statement {v atiached for your review and
cammeint in accordance wirn requir amenes of OMB Ciceular A-95, Ploase

revicvotne proposai ar it #f™cts the plans and programs of your ugency ard
register vour reeponze helow, Also note & slatf contact within your ageuey
in cise fusither consnliation i reguired, Pleawe retnen this completed

X

form ygebin qfepcn t3 e of ot receint of this coguest,

-
‘. ) Nocencoent aothe gt oes preies

Bt o e, ECEIVE

l: Conunen s oace avteck e, APR 13 1973

RESEARCH & PLANNING
Plevse contael the Clearin Louge phanld vou l'" mﬁﬁ"l‘ EN{ &Evéfg;‘mog“g o

nead additic sl tinne for roveoevw,

[ g

[Coviow A& poucy St Coalacy

o VS

e o g v A e
.,', e VXA Avtiiorized Review I-r=45
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TO:
. Department of Land

Capitol Annex East, Fourth Floor
85007

Phoenix, AZ

Clearing

.

SURTECT: ¥
Applicane

Freject Titie:
]

3
o ® Lo v [
S e ) . ‘t)) v
. Esastt : aly e
caringhiccae Sall Unnlact: Mrg, Constance LaMenica e 3y + F. 2
PO
- I /e
A view :
o I
-’1/;. "< '3
Departricnt of Defensc 3 PR G|
. (Y
Sty
Proposed Deparinient of Defensc Polcy ca § ! 62
A o g = b AT 8 4
Arr Instaiiations {cinpatible Usc Zones v
43

-
(23

Siate Appiic
[

Aocopy ol a Diafl Daviroraventai Statement ir at
comiaore inaccoycance ith requirements of LD Civeular A4,

Teview the nrosaLal te it aliects the plnng aad progroras of your fgeitey and

regisicr your rern@nse belev,
in ciae furthe

-

forn st gugie . ~g 1o e o]

Mo ocomitneat ot tive ALy maseat,
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.!!t Pronosal 1 Lennasts
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Mr, Andrew L. Bettwy, Commissioner

cprornvents | Ctaterient

ioen Identifier:

Also rotr a ofalf zontact witiin your arcacy
Taenaulinticn is tequited,

.\
PRSP

il ol

] Covrneintg adce adlochod,

| DEPARTMENT OF
‘Q&Qﬁ ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 « PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 * (602) 271-5371

Date: April5, 1973

73-80-00C16

[N
-

ched for vour review pad

Plerce

Plerse refurn this cornpletod

ne J
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DEPARTMENT OF
Economic PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

ATl SRR AR
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 - PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 - (602) 271-5371
' Date: apr.! 5, 1973

TO: Mr. Bill Stephenson ¢

Department of Economic Planning

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

r(),./
e
M

SROM: Clearinphouse Staff Contact: Mrs, Constance LaMonica |

-

SUBJECT: Euvironmental Staiemient Review

Applicant: evartiment of Defensc 0‘}/
\
Project Titie.  Propo:ad Pepartinent o1 Defensc Fulicy «an J
Air {Lutallaticas Compatibls Uce Zeres

State Apnlization [denlifier: 2.80-0016

A copy of 8 Drait Favircamental Strrement is attachedd for your review and
conimient v accordance with requiraacate of OV Circuler A-95, FPlease
reviex the proposni as {t alincts the plans and nreprams of veur aganey wnd
register your reepornse Lielow,  Also note a staff centact within your agancey
n \uo urtier ccn'v‘ta.non iz required. Plear2 retuen thie comuolered
form g LIOTAL c. rour ncci.;t ot “nm recucst,

l J' No commea:t on the above project,
N Proposa: is cnpentted as written,

[ ! Comrre ivg are w4acked,

Decsr reatnet t Clerginchicuse chould your desire furths , or

oo adaitraral e o e ey,

Auview Spensy Sdd ot C(/ ) ¢ Y ey

20 & 50 , o

« ) .
e ' . }'_' .-
0y ¢ 1 —me me e oo e - -
fele 3 A alt: PR R PR I Errars ey
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DEPARTMENT OF
%% ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

¥ e * o SRR LN S VIR 7 et YRS MNP 3
3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 « PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 - (602) 271-5371
Date: May 4, 1973

TO: Mr. James Vercellino, Director
Department of Aeronautics
3000 Sky Harbor Boulevard
Phoenix, Arizona 85034

sedd bqu', v
{_/ﬁl‘,'. AL
Cri1392

Mrs, Constancze LaMMonica

FROM: Ciearinghouse Staff Contact:
SUBJECT: Eavironmeonta! Statement Review

Applicant: Department of Defease
Proposed Department of Defense Policy on

Projecs Title
Air Installations Compatible Use Zones

State Application Identifior: 73-80-0016

A copy of a Dreflt Environrmiertal Sizremrem i3 astacied for vour review and
comment i accordance with requivernents ¢f ON B Circular A-95, Please

review the propcral as it affects che vlans and v-oprams of your agency and
Algo rote a start conuact wi-hin ysur apency

register your response elov,
Dlearss ;eturn Lhis completed

in caace furthror cons:ltuiion is required.
form llin Siffe o oY Jasg ov venr reseipt of this recueat.

[:] No comment on the above profect.
w Proposal ir sunported as written,

I l Corunents are attached,

Picate contact the Clcaringliovse should you desire further informaticn, or
need additiosal time for raview, ’

e o >

=3

Revicw Agoncy Staff Cony

SR | ey Au!horhui zvicw
7w e
Agency Signaturc

3-/-/8
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IZONA \ DEPARTMENT OF
\Q&'i/d/ ECcONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

3003 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE * SUITE 1704 » PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 « (602) 271-5371
Date: April5, 1973
TO: Mr. Justin Herman, Director
Department of Highways
206 South ! 7th Avenue
Phoenix, Arizon. 85007

FROM: Clervinghnuase Jtudf Cantect: Mra, Corstance LeMonica

.

SUBILCT: Eavirearacutal Startewnic.r Dovdaw
Anplicant: Departrient of Defenae
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DALE BUMPERS
SOVERNOR

Sanme -

ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
CAPITOL HILL BUILDING

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

AREA CoDE 801 371.1211 / 3711301 CHARLES T. CROW
omgcroR

April 2, 1973

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 Compatable
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 1if
relocation took the form of combining military and civilian oper-
ations in one location when interests of national security were
rnot at stake,

The Exclusjve Reliance on Local Zoning, Alternative

ot N - n
il i S e e, o Ee g "

It i{s agreed that no land would be removed from local tax rolls

but certain situations could be just as economically disasterous.
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
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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 simpliest in
the long run but public resentment in some areas could result
in delays of many years for provising Compatable Use Zones.

The Abandonment of Flying Activities Alternative

This is 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,

1f we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to
let us know,

Sincerely,

(“mwa liv/dlt“"(

Armand De Laurell
Director
State Planning & Development
Clearinghouse
AD/vkk
cc: John Harrington - Metroplan
Henry P, Jones, III - East Arkansas PDD
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STATE OF ARKANSAS /DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS
D"i'.vﬂ‘.'.:"' SUITE B14. 1818 BUINLDING ¢ LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 73202
BDDIE HOLLAND, ABuiNIOTRATOR
REQGE'YVED
March 23, 1973
MAR 231973
AR

Mr. Ken Guertin

State Planning & Development Clearinghouse
Capitol Hil) 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 zon'n? 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 Unitcd States afrports.

This Afrport Zoning Act would permit the Department of Defense, with

local governing body cooperation, to implement their proposed Air Installa-
tions Compatable Use Zones policy at Little Rock Afr Force Base and
Blytheville Air Force Base.

Sin

Eddie Holland
Administrator

EH/ab
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OFFICE OF FEB E 1973 1

- ..%e Jjﬂoﬁneg/ genezal A ensmadon '
an Guy Tucker . JUSTICE ALILDING '
4 January 29, 1973 Lottle Rock, Sokansas i

ATPOBYRY OR¥ERAL

Mr. Charles T. Crow
Director

Arkansas Department of Planning
Capitol Hill Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Dear Mr. Crow:

This is in respopse to your letter wherein you aaked the
follovwing questions:

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

(2) Can a county legally adopt zoning 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. §§74-301-
74-319 (Repl. 1957) which suctions deal with Airport
Zoning. We have been unable to find any 1947 Arkansas
Airport Zoning Act. However, we feel sure that you refer
to the 1941 Airport Zoning Enabling Act. (Acts of 1941

No. 116, p. 272) which is now annotated as Ark. Stat. Ann.
§§74-301 - 74-308 (Repl. 1957) and includad in the attached

material.

Your question number 2 is answered by Ark. Stat. Ann.
§74-314 (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 fret of a United States airport which is

not within the limits of a city or town. Provided, - |1
hovever, that zoning regulations promulgated for
the benefit of United States zirports shall con- |
form to and be consistant with the United States !
Air Force standards and specifications and such i
waivers of same may be made by the United States 2

Government. .
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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 [§§74-313 - 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 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 (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 thrcugh 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
heve any further questions concerning this matter, you
will feel free to get in touch with us.

Yours very truly,

JIM GUY TUCKER
Attorney General

By:

IE
Assistant Attorney General

LP:1m
cc: p,; John S. Harrington

3-s-2Y

PatTye R & '3 Sjasii 3
Rt Lo “&M}ﬁmmmm R ST - e o 9 : gads- 44
s + . . -



T ST [ s e o e W A RN AT ST N bacabS ol

Mr. John S. Harrington -2- January 29, 1973

Your question No. 2 is answered by Ark. Stat. Ann. §74-314
(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 he 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 requlations granted by this
Act([S§S 74-313 - 74-319] 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(D). :

Therefore, it appears that a county can legally zone that
portion of the county lying in an area within 50,000 feat 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.
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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

Assistant Attorney General

LP:1m

Mr. Charles T. Crow

Director

Arkansas Dept. of Planning
Capitol Hill Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
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32521 AIKPORT ZONING 74-301
| {
:Emcrgency. able to do so, could provide such airporis [
Scetion 3 of Aets 1939, No. §0 read: And thereby add to the safety of the lives ‘

“It is ascertiined and hereby declared
that the number of airports in this ¢ tate
< wholly insufficient for the safcty of
-hose traveling by air; that more piaces
where airplanes can larnd without danger
are essential to the public safety; that
‘or the public sufety it is neccssary to
facilitate their construction; that by the
passage of this act many citics and towns
in Arkansas in close proximity to each
vther, which are otherwise financially un-

of the inhabitants of the State. There-
fore an emergency is hereby declared to
exist, and this act being necessary for
the Ereservation of the public peace,
health and safety, shall be in full force
and cffect immediately on its passage.”
Approved February 14, 1939,

Cross-Reference.
Municipality may purchase, rent or let
realty or personalty for, § 19-2310.

74-208. Airports of state educational institutions—Cooperation with
civil aeronautics administration.—~The Boards of Trustees of the Uni-
versity of Arkansas, Agricultural, Mechanical and Normal College, State
Teackers College (Conway), Henderson State Teachers College (Ar-
kacelphia), Arkansas State College (Jonesboro), Arkansas Polytechnic
College (Russellville), Agricultural and Mechanical College, Third Dis-
trict, Arkansas Agricultural and Mechanical College (Monticello) [South-
ern State College], Junior Agricultural College [Arkansas State College,
Deebe 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. 623; 1947, No. 291, § 2, p. 641; 1947, No. 811,

2, p. 693; 1947, No. 314, § 2. p. 699; 1947, No. 315, § 2, p. 702; 1947,

Vo. 317, § 3, p. 705; 1947, No. 377, § 4, p. 851.]

Compiler’s Notes.

This section is a combination of the
acts cited in the history line. The sec-
tion sppeared in the appropriation act
for each of the institutions nam

The bracketed words “Southern State
College” and “Arkansas State College,
Beebe Branch” were fnserted by the
compiler because of a change in name of
;xlx:)z: institutions. See §§ 80-3106.1, 80-

CHAPTER 3
AIRPORT ZONING

SECTION. SECTION, .
74-301. Definitions. 74-311. Removal of wires from ap-
74-302. Power to promulgate and en- roach zone.

force airport zoning regula- 74-312. Violation of act—Penalty.

tions. 74-313. Regulations for benefit of
74-303. Permits and variances. nited States airports—Defi-
74-304. Power to lower or remove law- nitions.

ful nonconforming uses. 74-314, Counties and cities empowered
74-305. Notice of hearing of applications to enforce sirport zoning

for permits and variances — regulations.

Introduction of evidence. 74-315. Permits and variances.
74-2.2  Judicial review. 74-8316. Power to lowar or remove law-
74-307. Penalties and remedies for zon- ful nonconforming uses, -

. ing n‘ulauou violations, 74-317. ure,

74-308. Short title. 74-318. Judicial review.
74-309. APproaeh sones—Definitions. 74-319. Penalty for violation.
74-310. Wires—Construction, operation

and-maintenance prohibited.

74-301. Definitions.—As used in this Act '[§§ 74-301—74-308], unless

the context otherwise requires:

(1)
taking-off of airplanes.

(2) A city is “served” by an airport if such ai

“Airport” means any area of land usable for the landing and

rt is used for

private flying or otherwise as a point of arrival or departure by air
by persons residing or having their place of business in such city.

-
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. political subdivision.

74-302 AERONAUTICS 32
(3) An airport is of the “public utility class” if it is available 1.
the general public for private flying or otherwise as a point of arriv;!
or departure by air.
(4) “Person” means any individual, firm, copartnership, public «r
rivate corporation, company, association, joint stock association -
y politic, and includes any trustee, receiver, assignee or other simil;r
representative thercof. )
(8) ‘Structure” means any object constructed or installed by marn
including, but without limitation, buildings, towers, smokestacks, and
overhead transmission lines. [Acts 1941, No. 116, § 1, p. 272.] :

Section to Section References. Idasho. Code 1947, §§ 21-501—21-512.
This act (§§74-301—74-30S) is re- “l;}' Rev. Stat. 1935, ch. 18%, §§481.

ferred to in § 74-510.

i= 74-304. La. Rev. Stat. 1950, 2:381 et seq.
Thiz section la referred to In §74-304. oA (0¥ 0" 1053, 15 44-2-1— 182,10,

Comparative Le:lshﬂon, Alrport zon- Tenn. Code Ann., §§ 42-401—42-415,
g: D
Aziz. Rev. Stat,, §$ 2-321—2-331,

74-302. Power to promulzate and enforce airport zoning regulations,
—In order to protect airport ap})roaches against obstruction, to protect
the life and property of users of airports of the public utility class and

of occupiers of land in their vicinity, to encourage and foster the use:

of such airports, to safeguard the public investment therein, and t«
promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, all cities. of
whatever class, are hereby given the power to promulgate, administer.
and enforce, in the manner and upon the conditions hereinafter pre.
scribed, zoning regulations with respect to any airports :)dy 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 limiting
the height of all existi:g and future structures and objects of natural
growth therein; provided, that where such an airport serves more th:
one city, this poweér shall be vested in the Commission vested witi:
control and administration of the port as now presently or may b
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 [§$ 74-8301—74-308], the city, or agency thereof, promulgating such
regulations shall prescribe such zone and height limits as it considers
reasonably necessary and calculated to insure airport approaches aml
turning srace adequate for all flying operations ted to be conducted
at the airport in question; provided, that such limits shall not i
more exacting than is justified taking into account among other con-
siderations, the terrain in the vicinity of the airport, the height of
existing structures and objects of natural growth above the level of
the airport, and the possibility of lowering or removing existirg obstruc-
tions; further, that the area zones shall in no case extend
more than five [5) miles from the airport; provided further, that the
zone and height limits shall in no case be more exacting than is ncces-
sary to conform to the current airport approach and turning space stand.
ards of the Civil Aeronautics Authority, or such other agency of tk:
Federal tGi';:'vermmnt as may be concerned with the development of civil
aeronau

Any city upon which this power is conferred may promulgate, admin-

. ister, and enforce airport zoning regulations even though all or a purt

of the airport in question, or all or a part of the area to be zoncd, i
located outside its cor?orate limits and within the territory of another

n all such cases, the political subdivision havine
within its territorial limits all or a portion cf an afrport or all or a wr-
tion of its zones but riot vested with this power shall not promulgate an¥

3-/-29
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oo AIRPORT ZONING

74-303

repulations of any kind that would ccnflict or interfere with the airport
~ning regulations promulgated by the city authorized by this Section
: »to do, or in any way hinder or interfere with the enforcement of such

r.",:ulaﬁon.
The governing body of any city may delegate

the power to promul-

rate, administer, and enfoice airport zoning regulations granted by
+iris Act to any zoning board or planning commission under its jurisdic-
tion, and may, if it so desires, authorize one agency to determine and
remulgate the regulations and another to administer and enforce them.

{.\ets 1941, No. 116, § 2, p. 272.]
sectiza td Section Refercnce. Collateral Refe

rence.

< iiis section Is referred to in §§ 74-204 Alrports and airport sites, zoning rég-.
1305, i " ulations as affecting. 161 A. L. R. 123,

71-303. Permits and variances.—(a) Permits for continuance of
nonconforming uses. The cwner of any structure or object of natural
yrowth existing at the time of the adoption of airport zoning regula-
tions under authority of this Act [§$ 74-301—74-208] which does not
conform to said regulations, shall be granted a pcrmit authorizing con-
tinuance of such nonconforming use upon application therefor made by
kim to the board, commission or agency authorized to administer and
cnforce the regulations; provided that, if such application is not made
within 90 days of the effective date of the regulazions in question, such
loard, commission or agency shall by appropriate action compel the
owner of the nonconforming structure or ob'ejct of natural growth, at

hiz own , to lower or remove such
sary to conform to the regulations.

ect to the extent neces-

(b) Permits for change and repair of nonconforming uses. Before
any existing nonconforming structure or object of natural growth for

which a permit has been issued in accordance with

subsection (a) hereof

may be altered or repaired, rebuilt, allowed to grow higher, or replanted,

a permit must be secured from the board, commission,

or agency author-

ized to administer and inforce Ecnfore.] the regulations, authorizing

such change or repair. No suc

permit shall be granted that would

permit the structure or object of natural growth in question to be made
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 the structure or object of natural growth has been more than

¢ torn down or destroyed, whether voluntarily, by act of God, or
«therwise, or has become more than 50% deteriorated or

ermit that would said structure of loboct
{ermit shall be granted tha peérmit bd:htllm,l't [or jb'

«( natural growth to exceed the

a
the zoning regulations; instead, in all such cases of 50% destruction,

t!cmhnnt’oa. or , Whether application is

hpair or not, the said board or agency shall by .

E
:
.

e
compel the owner of the nonconforming structure or object of natural
#rowth, at his own expense, to lower or remove such object to the extent
tvceasary to conform to the said height limit, Except as indicated, all
applications for permits for changs or repair of nonconforming uses

shall be granted.

(¢) Permits for-all uses. Where advisable to facilitate the enforce-
rient of zoning regulations adoﬁted pursuant to this Act, a system for
a

*Lie granting of its for
area may be established.

uses and structures within the zoned

(d) Variances. Any person desiring to erect any structare or in-

trease the height of any structure or permit the

growth of any object

ethad vl nnblianite
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74-304 AERONALUTICS 3N

to consider such applications, for a variance from the zoning reguliti.n.
in question. Such variances shall be allowed upon a showing of practic..!
difliculty or unnecessary hindship together with a showing that (k.
structure or object of naturzl growth in question will not constitute un
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 agency authorized to do so, may, if it dcems such actior
advisable to cffectuate the purposes of this Act, so condition such pcr.
mit or variance as to require the owner of the structure or object «{
natural growth in question to install and maintain obstruction marking
or lighting.

(I Exhaustion of remedies. No person desiring to continue a nop-
coriorming use, to change or repair a nonconforming use, to take aun: -,
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 \)y
this section. [Acts 1941, No. 116, § 3, p. 272.]

Compller's Notes. The word “voluntarily” in the twelfth
The bracketed words “enforce” and line of subdivision (b) was “voluntairly™
“or” were inserted by the compiler. in the 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 utilitf class, to improve and make safcr
such airports, and to permit public use of the obstructed air space

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 regulationsa
rsuant to the Act [§$74-201—74-308), which does not conform to
height limitations of said regulations and for which a permit haz
been granted 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 uccnur{ 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
as are necessary to remove said danger, and a hearing shall thereafter
be held to determine what compensation, if any, should be made to
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 variances
—Introduction of evidence.—~In all cuses of applications for permits and
variances as ided for in Section 2 (§ 74-392]) hereof, a public notice
shall be published in the manner prescribed by law for publication of
of a public hearing u the application In question; a
hearing shall be held at which any person having an interest in
proceedings shall have an 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
:ﬁency authorized to consider such application, based upon the evidence

ered at the public hearing. [Acts 1941, No. 116, § 5, p. 272.]

74-306. Judicial review.—Any person aggrieved by any zoning regu-
lations ed .pursuant to this Act [§§74-301-—74-308) or by any
order or ruling upon an application for a permit or variance, may, within
30 days thereof, appeal from to the Circuit Court of the county
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325 AIRPORT ZONING 74-309

within which the structure or 2hject of natural growth in qucstion is
located, after such notice as such court shali cdirvect to the parties
interested, including all politicad <ubdivisions served by the airport
affected and the city promulgating the zoning regulations in question,
a hearing may be had Lefore such court at an carly and convenient
time and place fixed by it, and said court may, by its decrce, annul,
affirm, or alter the regulations, orvder or ruling complained of, if it
finds that the applicable rules of luw so require; provided that, in all
cases, any findings of fact that may have heen made by the board,
commission or agency authorized by substantial evidence, shall be
accepted 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 und effect. [Acts 1941,

No. 116, § 6, p. 272.]

74-307. DPcnalties 'and remedies for zoning regulation violations.—
Penaities of fines and imprisonment for violations of any regulation,
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 promulgated 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 regzulations, 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 case, 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, §17,
p. 272.

Compiler's Notes. The bracketed word “competent” was

The words “which may be mandatory” inserted by the complier.
;ml'c enclosed in parentheses in the orig-
nal act.

74-308. Short title.—This Act [§§ 74-301—74-308] skall be known
and may be cited as “The Airport Zoning Enabling Act.”” [Acts 1941,
No. 116, § 10, p. 272.)

Separability.

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

Repealing Clause. .
Section 9 of Acts 1941, No. 116 re-
aled all acts or parts of acts inconsis-

ent therewith,

Emergency.

Section 11 of Acts 1941, No. 116 read:
“It is ascertained and declared that air-
ports in all sections of the State are
nceded In connection with the National
Defense Program and that the use of
said airports is and has been handicapped
by lack of proper gzoning of property
adjacent thereto; and that an emergency
exists; and the existence of this emerg-
enecJ is hereby declared, and for the im-
mediate preservation of the public peace,
henlth and safety, this Act shall be in
full force and effect immediately upon its
passage and approval.” Approved March

74-309. Approach zones—Definitions.—As used in this Act [$$ 74-

309—74-312): “Airport” means any area of Jand or water designed
and set aside for the landing and taking-off of aireraft and available to
and utilized by the gencral public for private or commercial landing
and taking-oft of aircraft.
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74-310 AERONAUTICS g

“Approach zone” means any arca of liund or waler, according ty o
current airport apvroach and tuvaing space standards promaleated + -
the Civil Acrenaatics Authority, which is required for the flivhy .
aireroft in landing or tuking-ofl at any airport. [Acts 1949, No. o+,
§1, p. 852.]

Comparative Legislation. Airport ap- Mich. Acts 1950 (Ex. Sess.), No. o
proach zones: p. 31.

Cal. Decring’s Codes, Government I'a. Purdon’s Stat, tit. 2. §;114..
Code, §§ 50465-30183.14. 1459.

74-310. \Wires—Construction, operation and maintenance prohibited,
—Hereafter, no wires of any kind or description including but not limii- .
to those over which electricity or messuges are transmitted shall be ¢....
structed, operated or maintained within the approach zone of any uir.
port in this State. [Acts 1949, No. 285, § 2, p. 852.)

74-311. Removal of wires from approach zone.~—~Every person, con.
pany, firm or corporation which now owns, operatez, manages or c.-.
rols any wire of any kind or description including but not limited ¢..
those over which electricity or messages are transmitted located withis:
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 aprroach zone of any such airport, provided, however, th.:
such removal shall not be required until the owner or operator of th.
airport affected shall request such removal in writing, specifying tl.
wires to be removed. cnd shall have either paid to the person requiru!
by this Act [§$ 74-309—74-312) to remove such wires, or executc!
good and sufticient bond with corporate surety thereon as security
for such payment, a sum of money sufficient to pay all the actual cu-:
of removing such wires, together with the poles, crossarms and other
equipment connected thereto, and the actual cost of: (1) constructin:
undergrourid conduits and the construction of such wires and equij-
ment in such conduits, or (2) rerouting such wires, together with ti-
poles, crossarms and other equipment connected thereto together with
the cost, if any, of new right-of-way made necessary by such reroutir:.
In the event that the parties are unable to agree upon the amoun:
of such costs, the Public Service Commission shall determine the amount
of such costs. Appeal from such determination by the Public Service
Commission shall be had in the manner now provided by law. [Acts
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), or
failing or refusing to remove any such lines now established within (¢
approach zone of any airport shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upe::
conviction thereof be fined in any sum not less than one thousand d::-
Jars ($1,000.00) nor more than ten thousand dollars ($10,000.00). [Aci¢
1949, No. 285, § 4, p. 852.)

74-313. Regulations for benefit of United States airporis—Dcfini
tions—As used in this act [$§ 74-313—74-319], unless the context oti:-
erwise requires:

(1) “United States Al " means any United States airport owni)
or operated by the United States Government, any part of which i-
Jocated 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 50,00
feet from any United States airport.

" Stk e s one o
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may be altered or repaired, rebuilt, allowed to grow higher, or replantc.,
a permit must be sccured from the board, commizzion, or ageney .
thorized to administer ard cnforce the regulations, authorizing sus
change or repair. No such permit shull be granted that would perms:
the structure or object of natvral growth in question to be made hizl.r
or become a greater hazavd to air navigation than it was whean ti.
permit for its continuance was granted under subsection (a) hereor:
and, where the structure or object of natural growth has been mer.
than 50% torn down or destroyed, whether voiuntarily, by act of (i,
or otherwise, or has become more than 50%¢ deteriorated or decayved. r.
permit shall be granted that would permit said structure or object o
natural growth to exceed the applicabie height limit prescribed by th.
zoning regulations; instead, in all such cases of 50¢ destruction, deter:.
oration, or decay, whether applicativn is made for a permit for repair
or not, the said board or agency shall by appropriate action compel the,
cwner of the nonconforming structure or object of natural growth t.
lower or remove sufh ohject to the extent necessary to conform to the
said height limit. Except as indicated, all anlications for permits for
change or repair of noncoriforming uses shall be granted.

(¢) 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 authorired
to consider such applications, for a variance from the zoning reguia-
tions in question. Such variances shall be allowed upon a showing of
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship together with a showiny
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 agpllcation
for any it or variance in accordance with this Section, the board.
commission, or cgency authorized to do so, may, if it deems such activn
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 natura!
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 take any
other action covered by this section, shall initiate any action in the
courts unless and until he has exhausted the remedies provided by this
section. [Acts 1955, No. 401, § 8,.p. 1050.)

74-316. Power to lower or remove lawful nonconforming uscs.—In
order to eliminate or mitigate existing hazards to landing and taking-
off at United States airports, to improve and make safer such airports.
and to permit use of the obstructed air space needed, all counties, citiv+.
towns, or any agency thereof, granted the power to promulgate and cn-
force airport zoning regulations are hereby empowered to acquire, by
purchase, grant or condemnation, such estate or interest in any struc-
ture or object of natural growth, existing at the time of adoption «f
zoning regulations pursuunt to this act [{§ 74-313—74-319] which duvs
not conform to the hei:cht linitations of the regulations and for whic®
no permit has been granted in eecordance with Section 8 (a) [$°)
315(a)] hereof, as iz neces=ary to permit lowering or removal of suc:




5 AIRPORT 20NING 74-315
3 “Persen” means any individual, firm, copartnership, public or
~Jate corporation, company, association, joint stock association or
v pelitie, and includes any irustee, receiver, assignee or other similar
e <cntative thereof,
vt UStructure” means any object constructed or installed by man

. tading, but without limitation. buildings, towers, smoukestacks, and
~rhead transmission lines. [Acts 1953, No. 401, § 1, p. 1050.]

i toamble. United States airports: and
Avis 1935, No. 401 contained n pre- Whereas, the unregulatsi use of Jand

. ote which 1cad: “Whereas, flizht jn the vicinity of the United States air-
..l constitute a danger to the lives pornts cn\pcrifn the utility of such air-
{ property of persons living near ports.”

71.%11. Counties and citics empowered to enforce airport zoning
o sulations.—All counties and cities of any class and towns are em-
- aered to promulgate 21d enforce zoning regulations with respect to
15.51ed States airports in the manrer hereafter provided by dividing
-+ yrea surrounding such airports into zones and limiting the height of
... uxisting and future structures and objects of natural growth therein.

Cities end towns within 50,000 feet of a United States airport are
cupowered to promulgate and enforce zoning regulations within their
s spective city limits only. ’

Cutinties are empowered to promulgate and enforce zoning regula-
.- ns in the area thereof within 50,000 feet of a United States airport

hich is not within the limits of a city or town. Provided however,

:t.at zoning regulations promulgated for the beneiit of United States

arports shall conform to and be consistent with United States Air

Yurce standards and specifications and such waivers of same as may be
tiinde 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
cranted by this act [$8 74-318—74-319] to any zoning board or planning
evmimission under its jurisdiction, and it may authorize one agency to
p-remulgate such regulations and another to administer and enforce them.

In counties now having a county planning board, such board shall
romulgate the regulations contemplated herein in gccordance with the
;rovedure prescribed by Ark. Stats. (1947) Section 17-1103. Provided
Cirther, in counties not hav a county planning board, the county
swhee, along with four (4) residents of the county to be selected by the
cilve shall compose & board to be known as “The County Airport
I“anning Board.” This board shall ulgate the regulations con-
*mplated herein in accordance with the procedure prescribed in Ark.
Stats, (1947) Section 17-1103 (D). [Acts 1985, No. 401, § 2, p. 1050.)

71-315. Permits and variances.—(a) Permits for continuance of
ronconforming uses. The owner of any structure or object of natural
“rowth existing at the time of the adoption of ai zoning regulations
'.';m!cr authority of this act [ézu-sxs—u.m which does not con-
-rin to said regulations, may be granted a permit authorizing continu-
a:ce of such nonconforming use upon application therefor made by him
e the board, commission or agency authorized to administer and en-
: tce the regulations; fded that, if such application is not made
~ithin 90 days of the effective date of the regulations in question, such
*- ard, commission or agency may by appropriste action compel the
sner of the nonconforming structure or object of natural growth to
r"-"';' ::‘r remove such object to the extent necessary to conform to the
“»rilations.

._{b) TPermits for change and repair of nonconforming uses. Before
3a¥ existing nonconforming structure or object of matural growth for
“hich a permit has been issued in accordance with subsection (a) hereof

3-/-35
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cructure or ohjcct of naturil growth to the extent nccessary to con-
¢.uin ta the height limits.

{n eases of imminent danger to the health, safety and general iwvel-
¢ 4o of the public, the county, city or town iz empowered to take such
«_nwliate steps as are necessary to remove the danger, and a hearing
i thereafter be held to determine what compensation, if any, should
1o made to the owner of the structure or object of natural growth caus-

g the danger.  (Acts 1955, No. 401, § 4, p. 1050.)

51-317. DProcedure.—~In all cases of applications for permits and vari-
~wes as provided for in Section 3 [§ 74-315] hereof. a public notice
*.ail be published in the manner prescribed Ly law for publication of
“t,:al notices, of a public hearing upon the application in question; a
wablic hearing shall be held at which any person haviug an interest in
++¢ proceedings shall have an opportunity to offer evidence for or in
. poweition to the application in question; and written findings of fact
a0 concluzions of law shall be made by the hoard, commissivn or agency
.uthorized to consider such applization, based upon the evid.:nce offcred
«: the public hearing. [Acts 1935, No. 401, § §, p. 1050.)

71-318. Judicial review.~Any person aggrieved by any zoning regu-
l.tions 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
duvs thereof, appeal therefrom to the circuit court of the county with-
i which the structure or object of natural growth in question is located.
After such notice as the court shall direct to the ties interested
including all political subdivisions affected, a hearing shall he held
Infore such court at a time and place fixed by it, and the court may,
Wy its decree, annul, affirm, or alter the regulations, order or ruling
complained of, if it finds that the a&pllcable rules of law so require;
provided that, in all cases, any findings of fact that may have been
ruule by the board, commission or agency founded upon substantial
*villence, shall be accepted by the courts as conclusive. [Acts 1955,
Ne, 401, § 6, p. 1050.)

74-319. Penalty for violation.—Any person who violates a provision
of this act sguléls—ﬂdls] or a regulation promulgated pursuant
thereto shal fined in any sum not less than twenty-five dollars
1325.00) nor more than one thousand dollars (8$1,000.00). Each day a
vielation continues is a separate offense. The county, city or town is
*ntitled to the remedy of either affirmalive or negative injunction to
- flaree its regulations. [Acts 1935, No. 401, § 7, p. 1050.)

separability,

S.etion 8 of Acts 1985, No. 401 read:
It uny of the provisions of this act or
¢ » application thereof to any person or
- 2mdance is held invalid, such In-
sty «hall mot affeet other portions
° 2pplications of the set which ean be
¢ -+ rofivet without the invalid provision
t application™ .

§ mreeeney. .

. tion 9 of Acts 1055, No, 401 read:
.** 13 leen found and Is declared by
" tencral Assembly of the State of

Arkansas that flight hazards exist which
are a constant danger to occupants near
United States airports, and that the
utility of the airports is impaired by
mmforml:“ structures and that the
enactment the foregoing provisions
will preclude the existing conditions.
Therefore, an emergency is declared to
exist, and this act ng necessary for
the :nurntha of the public pe
health and safety, shall take effect m
be in force from the date of its apprev-
al” Approved March 29, 1958,

.
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April 24, 1973

Mr. Robert L. Gilliat
Office of General Counsel!
Department of Defense

The Pentagon, Room 3E 977
Washington, D. C. 2030t

Dear Mr, Gilliat:

The Association of Bay Area Govermments 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 alrport/community problems existed for both civil and
military airports.

The actions finally adopted by the Assoclation Included this
specific language with respect to aircraft noise: "The noise
criteria used to govern civilian airport planning will be stated
to the milltary with the clear expectation tha: parallel millitary
actions will take place".

This letter is written In support of the proposed DD rule naking

placed in the Federal Register, Vol. 38, No. 61 of March 30, 1973,

We believe the proposed DOD action will help provide parallel
actions between civil airports and military airports and commu-
nities adjacent to those airports,

o 40

Dcn F. Dillon
President

Assoclation of Bay Area Governments

BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS

MOTEL CLAREMONT, BERXELEY CALIFORNIA 94708 ¢« 841.9730

3~/-37
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STATE OF FLORIDA

Bepartment of Administration

Division of State Planning

Reubin O'D. Askew

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH covianos
TALLAHASSEE
:lﬂ%lft‘:::f; 32000 L. K. Ireland. Jr.

SECRETARY OF AOMINISTRATION
(904) L88-2401

May 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 Managemen. and Budget Circular A-95, we have
reviewed the following draft envirommental impact statement:

Department of Defence - Proposed Policy on Air Installations
Compatable Use Zones. SAI Nunbder 73~1046-E.

During our review wve referred the environmental impact statement to
the following agencies, which we identified as 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 Commerce; Department of Community
Affairs; Department of Education; Game and Fresh Water Fish Commisrion;
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services; Department of Natural

Resources; Department of Pollution Control; and Department of Transpor-
tation.

Agencies vere requested to review the statement and comment on pos-
sible effects that actions contemplated could have on matters of their
concern. Letters of comment on the statement are 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 Commerce; Department of Education;
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission; 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 vith 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 U. §. Office

25526 3-1-38

i T I “re




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,

o7

Acting Ciief
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

EEM/wWdp

Enclosures

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

3-/-39
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STATE OF FLORIDA APR 1 v ;373
Bepartment of Administration

Division of State Planning

Reubin O'D. Askew

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH =
TALLAHASSEE
I M. Starnes 2304 L. K. Ireland. Jr.
PLANNING DIRECTOR 3 SECRETARY OF ADMINISTRATION
(904) 488-2401
To: Honorable Doyle Conner DATE: APR 1 3 1973
. r . K3 A - ——————— —— = . -
Commissioner of Agriculture -
The Capitol pur parr: MAY 1 1973

Tallahassee, Florida 32304

FROM: Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

suBjEcT: sal: 78 -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 Yr. Estus Whitfield at (904) 488-2401. Please
check the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your agency'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
correspondence please refer to the above SAL number.

Sincerely,

¢ & Marwnees

Chief
Bureau of Intergovgrnmental Relations

Enclosure c¢c: Charles Logan
i***********************t*****************************************************

TO: Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

FROI{:
SUBJECT: DEIS Review and Corments
o Comments

[:] Comments Attached .

Reviewing Agency"7/ /. /[/

Signature: £y / Yy 744 X Tl
-

Title:‘

o
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STATE or FLORIDA

Bepartment of Adminisfration
Division of Stare Planning

Reubin O'D. Askew

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH e
TALLAHASSEE

‘1 M. Starnes 22308 .. K. Ireland. Jr.

£ PLANNING DIRECTOR SECRETARY OF ADWINISTRATION
C904) 488-2401

T0: Mrloigetn: BavTs 7 EHIEFNG parz;__Mpril 13, 1973
. Buleau of iand $lanning
Depatrtment: 6f Adm1nis“£ra§ion pur patc: My 1, 1973

04

Ta lahas.j.&_&. fForjda 32
FROM: Bufeau of Intergovernmengal Xelations

SUBJECT: SAls,, uo 73704

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 have on matters
of concern to your agency.

If you feel that a conference is needed for discussion of the
project or resolution of conilicts, or if you have questions concerning
the statement, please call Yr, Estus Whitfield at (904) 488-2401. Please
checik the appropriate box below, attach any comments on your agency'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,

EE 737Ww7~‘

Chief

Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

Enclosure
ARARRARARRARATRARRKRARAKAARARRAR AR R s AR KRR R I AeTeok A Ak kAo ek Ak A Aok Ao sk ok de e e ek e ok

TO: Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

FROM: 'bwm Led ]
SUBJECT: DEIS Review and Cormente

M No Comments
[:] Comments Attached

Reviewing Agenc
Sig\'mtv.n'e:Q =5 ?-”UV‘_-—- Date:_ T I
Title: Q«a{ 3-4-¥/
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STATE OF FLORIDA
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND
ELLIOT BUILDING —  TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32304

Jos! Kuperberg TELEPHONE 480-8123
Exscutive Director

May 11, 1973 ——— . '
DIVIS.ON OF snaml i
Bireay Of
B intergs - T et R-Iations
Mr. E. E, Maroney, Chief M
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations “AY 15 1913
Department of Administration NECiveD
Division of State Plannin & -
725 South Bronough g SAl NO. —9-3;&%&4’

Tallahacsee, 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:

l. 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 ~/
another 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.

Singerely,

Kuperbetg
JK/wng Exécutive Direct
Reudin O°D. Askew Richacd {Dick) Stone Robert L. Shevin Fred O. Dickinson,
Governor Secretary of State Attorney Genersl Comotrolier §'/' y&

L %



STATE OF FLORIDA

Bepartment of Administration
Division of State Planning

Reubin O'D. Askew

725 SOUTH BRONOUGH Soviinei
TALLABASSEE
£l M. Starnes L. K. Ireland. Jr.
TE PLANNING DIRECTOR ‘ 32304 SUCRETARY OF ADMINISTRATION
(906) 488-2401
to: Mr. Don L. Spicer, Secretary DATEC : APR 13 1973
Department of Commerce e
Collins Building Ut oatc: MAY 1 1973

Tallahassee, Florida 32304
FRUM: Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations

78-1046

SURJECT: SAI:

Pledase 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 have on matters
of concern to your agency.

If you feel that a conference is needed for discussion of the
project or resolution of contlicts, 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 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. 1In both telephone and written
correspondence piease reier to the above SAI number.

Sincerely,

;;.457:}7 AN
¢

Chief
Dureau of Intergowernmental Relations

Fnclasure ¢C: My, Samue]l Achdown
Fodk e v o g e o e s ok ok o ok gt ok o ol o v okt e 9 e okt ok 7k o sk e ok ol ok o o e ok e ok e e vk o e v o 7 3 ol o o ok o ok ol o o ok ok ok o ok ol ok ok e ok e e Sk e ke e e o

TO: Bureau of Tntergovernmental Relations
) FRO}M:
SUBJECT: DEIS Review and Corments

. E’N’o Comments

D Comments Attached -

o~ I _” '
Revieuing;\gcpc_&:‘;/{ .,/{_'_'d' ,_A_;' Loy, /,, 17 P 2
Slgmturé:——-‘. YRRy . P Date: /1 wvoi® [.D . A
, i 7 L 9 X PR
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Wen_ CECIL GOLOEN
TALLAMASSEE 32304 shadp e Y

PLANNING AND COONDINATION

May 3, 1973

DIVISION OF L il PLANMING,
Beivag
Imvtsegove; - =1 Mangy

MAY 7 191

EIVED
BAl NO. -

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Edgar Maroney
FRM:  (harles B. Reed@/ﬂbgé ﬁo/

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

BEnclosed for your information is a copy of a letter received today
from Mr. John E. Jarvis, Director, University Campus Plamning,
University of West Florida., Mr, Jarvis' letter is in response to
the proposed Department of Defense environmental impact 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
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WEST FLORIDA
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 32504

OFFIiCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE AFFAIRS

— e ——————— - -

N X Froney Dedatment ¢t l;\. .
2 May 1973 . *

CATNING & CQTTO eI

Dr. Charles 8. Reed

Department of Education

Room 125, Miles-Johnson Build’ g
Tallahassee, Florida 32304

RE: "Alr installations (ompatible-Use Zones'
Dr. Reed:

This Is In response to Forrest Kelley's letter dated 24 April 1973, refer-
encing your request, dated 20 April 1973, for review and comments as regards
the subject proposed Department of Defense environmental impact policles.

The University of West Florida has been directly concerned with less-than-
ideal, existing conditions, as regards compatlble-use zoning in general,
and military air installations in particular; I.e. Ellyson Field (Navy
hellicopter training base) has been our ''neighbor'' from our inception --
and is included in what is called ""The University of Wast Flarida tand-lice
Regulations District' (an area of some ten-square-miles surrounding the
University of West Florida).

There has been considerabie attention given, to environmentai impact, in

the make-up of said land-use requlations -- and, in fact, a rather extensive,
comprehensive amendment to said land-use regulations has just been put into
effect, in this regard.

Whether corcllary action, by the millitary, was: Because of such action,
Influenced by such action (or other, more subtle, public pressures), or if
there waos just o blt of screndlplty Involved -- the declsion has been made,
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 onc more compatible -- even complimentary, to the area; i.e. to
house varying Navy education units (as part of a concept of consollidating

a major portion of the ''educational' services to the Pensacola area).

As stated, Pages 5 and 6, of sald proposal (underlines by this writer), “'The
goai_of the prcsosed instruction is to foster land use planning in the hiagh
noise and ris~ areas surrounding Mmilitaly aif _inslailalions consistent with
the health, safety and comfort of the users of these areas. The end result

3-/)~¥5
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Dr. Charles B. Reed
2 May 1973
Page 2

should be the continued functioning of the essential military installations
in harmony with its neighbors. The net effect on man's relation with his
environment is conseauently seen as beneficial.

“The intent is not to interfere unduly with existing uses but to assure that
future develosmant in these sensitive areas is compatible with the mission

of the neighboring installation, Development of the land in these areas will
occur In any cvent to thc cxtcnt not alrcady occurring. The intent is to
assure, through the various means mentioned elsewhere in this paper, that
such future developrment is orderly, with types of uses suitable to the noise
levels cond safety foctors prevalling at cach alr iInstallation involved., Scme
land uses especially sensitive to noise (such as residential, schools and
churches) cre zcmzotisle 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 skort, the Instruction, by providing overall guidance and direction 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 accompiished pursuant to the instruction at parti-
cular inctallations must be examined in the licht of their own relevent
factors to determine the environmental Impact in any particular case, and
the instruction conteaplales Lhe preparalion of environmental impact state-
ments as appropriate before action Is taken to implement those plans, on

a case by case basis.'

The main Import, of thls institution's response, to your request is to cite,
to others, a specific 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.

Sincerely,
| {f?

John t. Jarvig, ﬁirector
versity Campus Planning

— S i—

le
cc: John G, Martin, Vice President
for Administrative Affalrs, The
University of West Florida

Forrest M. Kelley, Jr. Physical
Planning Officer, State University
Sys tem :
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

TALLANASSEE 32304 W, CECIL GOLDEN

ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONE
May 1, 1973

PLANNING AND COORDINAY

»

Mr. E. E. Maroney, Chief

Bureau of Intergovernmental Relations
Division of State Planning
Department of Administration
Tallahassee, I'lorida 32304

Dear Mr. Maroney:

We have reviewed SAI #73-1046, Environmental Impact Statcment,
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 proposcd environmental impact policies-should be beneficial
to schools located near Department of Defense installations,

Sincerely, '

arles B. Reed
Associate for Planning
and Coordination

CBR/hw

Enclosurc

S Mine CoiaNGelden
Division Dircctors

Dr. Charles E. Chick
Mr. Forrest M. Kelley, Jr.
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FLoriIDA GAME AND FResH WATER FisH CoMMISSION

ARD ODOM, Chairrnan OGDEN M, PHIPPS, Vice Chaitman E. P. "Sonny" BURNETT O. L. PEACOCK, JR. JAMES 8. WINDHAM
Mariannas Miami Tampa Ft. Pierce Jacksonvilie

FARRIS BRYANT BUILDING
620 South Meridian Street
Tattanasses, Fior

DR. O. E. FRYE, JR,, Director
H. E. WALLACE, Assistant Director

May 3, 1973

Mr., E, E. Maroney, Chief
Bureau of Intergovernmental Relat{ions
Department of Administration
725 South Bronough
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 timely 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
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STATE OF FLORIDA

tme of Administration

gElyv
—{ EC DIVQI n of State Planning
APR 16 1973 745 SOUTH BRONOUGH N s T

tor
£ xecutive Direc
Depentmwiit ot arural iwesources

I.. K. lreland. Jr.
SECALTARY OF ADAINISTRATION

i M. Starnes

PLANNING DIRECTOR

(904) L88-2401

ro: Mr Dh;azﬁsf’rr'ﬂ,";aa‘a?.“'f"-. oir, oxrz;_APR13 1973
Department, of Natural..Refources e e
La ‘S(‘).IEQBH o DUL DATL: MAY 1 1973
Tallahassaey, ﬂ?oi‘]’dh 32304 (—mr
FROM: Buleau of Intergovernmenfal Relations I T e e L TS
RICOIVE L A R
SUBJECT: SAJ3M M0.Q a 1"_’} _G I oy {
: I AER b2 g ’

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 haV‘?ﬂrTmtfe:s_;_~____
of concern to your agency.

If you feel that a conference is needed for discussion of the
project or resclution 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 IGR ur 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,

; £ 74@/" Nl

e

Chief
Bureau of lntergovernmental Relations

Enclosure c¢¢: Mr. William Beckham
RARRKERRARKRREAKARERERAFRACASATARIIAAKARARRAR A AR AR RATARAR AR R AR A ARk hddddddd

TO: Bureau of Interguvernmental Relations

FROM:
SUDJECT: DEIS Revicy and Corments

m Comments

D Counents Attached

I Bomitl e - 23

inistrative Assistant 3-/1-49

teviewing Age

Signature:

Title:

————— T ————— T r R R
. .ME&“"!-A,‘IQ}}' ;wv."i A, 2 g el B G




ETER P. BALJET
EXECUTIVE DIAECTOR May 11, 1973

STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL
2562 EXECUTIVE CENTER CIRCLE, EAST
MONTGOMERY BUILDING, TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301

Draft Environmental
Impact. Statement

Air Installations
Compatable Use Zones
Department of Defense
SAI1 73-1046

Mr, K, F. Maroney, Chief

DIVISION T4 o
Bureau of Intergovernmental ON OF STATE PLANNING,

Burasu Ut

Relations R e 1 1| AP
Department of Administration i Tons
Division of State Planning MAY 15 1813

725 South Bronough Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32304 EGEIVED
: SAI NO. _LuAQ&_

Dear Mr. Maroney:

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

1., EIS Section IV, page 7 to page 10--There appear to be additional
alternatives that should be considered. The first is a possible
combination(s) of ‘the land use zoning, purchase of restrictive ease-
ments and land acquisition alternatives. In other words, there may
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 installiation changes its mission type or
aireraft mix sco that the change impacte upon an existing hospital,
school, etc.

2. DOD Instruction No. 4165.xx, page 5, enclosure 1--It is stated
under Section B-1, page 5 tHat "attempts should be made to work with
1ceal geverning bodics, planning cocmmissions (local and regional),
zoning boards and similar bodies to alleviate the problems through
means other than ~cauisition". It is suggested that these not be

3-/-§0
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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 include (hie publicaition and dissemination
of an informational brochure on what CNR zones are, what they mean
tu various Lypes and densjiies ol inhabited areas (either existing
or plonned), how they are measured and updated, etc,

3. DOD Iusiruclional, enclosure 1, Section V-C--In addition to pro-
viding for aircraft flight and ground operational noise abatement

in and around air installations, some consideration should be given
to controlling the noise generated as a result of truck and heavy
vehicln 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 cnhancc the public relations of each installation with the
surrounding communities.

4. PFinally, consideration should be given to including public safety
iin the zonlug strategy. TFor eaamwple, ihdustries wilh lurge aund bhigh
densities of personnel should be discouraged from locating in flight

- paths.
ncerely,
570 é) 7 ;
Donald P Schiesswohl
Chief, Bureau of FEnvironmental
Planning and Evaluation
DPS:sdm :
{
TR ;
. 1
, =!
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Florida 4 Department of Transportation
Hoydon Burns Building, 606 Suwennes Street, Tallshasses, Floride 32304, Telephone (904) 4888772
REUBIN O'D. AL."EW WALTEN L. REVELL RAY G. L'AMOREAUX, DIRECTOR
QOVERNOR SECRETARY DIVISION OF PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING

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 regulaticns 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 lcss noisy than
military ajrcraft so the noisc impact may be less significant.
tlowever, the regular usage of military aircraft at a pre-

. dominately civilian airport such as the Air National Guard
training on weekends create a significant noise problem.

Some mention of joint uce cperations appear Lu be perti-
*

The opportunity to comment on this statement is appreciated.
Very truly yours,

HAY G. L' REAUX, DIRECTOR

wﬁm AND PROGRAMMING

DIV
M I:O/Oﬂ P E.

Chief, Burq;u of Planning

WNL: RFK/bp

cc: Mr., Bill Fowler
Mr. Warren Merrill
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Gffice of Planning and Budget

Executive Bepartmtent

James T. McIntyre, Jr.
Director

May 25, 1973

Mr., Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Installations and Housing)

Office 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
Impact Statement) Georgia State
Clearinghouse Control Number:
73-04-02-05

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

The Georgia State Cleam.nghouse has coordinated a review by
several appmpmate State Agencies of the above-referenced document.
No State Agency in Georgia objected to the substance of the document.

The Georgia Department of Transportation commended the Department
of Defense for this timely proposal and stated: "Reliance on local
zoning ordinances around airport facilities has 1ot resulted in the
protection of the general public from excessive noise exposure. To
alleviate this condition it is recommended that the Federal Purchase
Altermnative be adopted. This 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
emissians of air contaminants from the landings and takeoffs of

3-1-$3
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Mr. Edward J. Sheridan
May 25, 1973
Page 2

such military 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 development 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 crucial in helping the Department
of Defense to determine the optimum 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 compatibility of air installa-
tions and surrounding land use; and simultaneously to achieve
certain desirable community goals. Such goals include provision of
parkland and open space, control of flood hazard areas, securing of
sites for local governmental 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 commended on this
farsighted policy."

The opportunity to review and comment on this document is ap-

preciated.
Sincerely,
John Robins
, State Clearinghouse Administrator
JR:bb

3-/-5Y
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DEPARTMENT OF LAND MANAGEMENT

GOVERNMENT OF GUAM
AGANA, GUAM 96910

LTAPN Y/

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 is8 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
estublishment 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 recommend
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.
rd

Sincerely yours,

G AT

GERALD S. A. PEREZ
Director




DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

! o

)

i P. O. BOX 2390 * HONOLULU, HAWAII 96804 JOMN A. BURNS

\ Geverner
STATE OF

5 HAWAII April 16, 1973 SHELLEY Mirestor

EOWARD J. GREANEY, JR.
Deputy Directer

. Ref. No. 8622

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:

Subject: Draft EIS for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones

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

In revieving this draft, we find that the guidelines proposed for
Compatible 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 & mile to "several miles" beyond the
end of a runway, and from 1/2 to 2 miles laterally. While this restrictive
use zone 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 Oshu.

wwwever, the following policy guideline of the proposed plan {is
noted as being particularly applicable to Hewaii: Section A-4 (page 12) states
that "full consideration be given to joint use of air installations by acti-
vities of separate Military Departments whenever such use will result in
maintaining operational capabilities while reducing noise, real estate and
construction requirements.” Since Oshu {s very limited in termss of available
land areas, joint uses of existing military installations would certainly be

encouraged.

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

Sincerely,

' e e
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GLENN W. NICHOLS
DIRECTOR

CECIL D. ANDRUS
GOVERNOR

STATE OF IDAHO

STATE PLANNING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AGENCY
BOISE, IDAHO 83707

April 27, 1973

Edward J. Sherican

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
washington, D, C, 20301

Dear Mr, Sheridans

The 1daho 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 besen notified and 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,

g ol

Karl Tueller
Associate Director of
Intergovernmental Coordination

KT:mj

3-/-87
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y STATE OF ILLINOIS

; NATURAL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT BOARD

\ CHAIRMAN TECHNICAL SECRETARY
'f RAOCKDEMMAIE Ot MM X J.R. Webb, Chief, Div. of Water

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

222 South Coliege Street
! Springfeeid, Illinois 62708
1217) 8256138

May 14, 1973

Gowvernor

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Installations and Housing

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Washington, D. C. 2030l

" 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 qof only 10 dB, an outdoor CNR of 80
would be permlulble.2

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

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

Sincerely,

D~

ames R, Webb, Chairman
i Natural Resource Development
Board

FEw: i 3-1-5¥F
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INDIANAPOLIS, 46204

o
Lieutenant Governor
= ROBERT D. ORR

Director

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
336 STATE HOUSE

March 2°, 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: AICQUZ Review and Corments
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, commend 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 information 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.
%ly yours, ?
tllaseern
William W. Warren
Associate Director
DIVISION OF PLANNING
WWW:c
Enclosure

3-1-59
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SUGGESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Page ii EXCERPT:

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 I-465 and
I-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:

COMMENT :

Page 1 EXCERPT:

COMMENT :

[ peo=re

5

*2.

*3.

*4.

5.
6.

No actien
Rely {partically) on local zoning
actions.

Purchasgd by Pederal 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
vitem 6.

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

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

3-/-6




Page 3

Page 3

rage 3

Page‘4

EXCERPT:

COMMENT :

EXCERPT:

COMMENT :

EXCERPT:

COMMENT :

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.

...for without regard of the affects
upon the existing needs and require-
ments of the air enstallation.

This will be acheived through zoning
by local governing body when appropriate
its..

...suggest a model of nrilertive
zoning standards be deveioped and
forewarded to local communities for

inclusion in local zoning ordinances.

This may require State legistature
support or insistance?

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 ajrport authority

and each local plan commission
be advised of the problem as it
may exist in their area - this
immediate informatign might

forestall further efiroachment??

Generally, the following factors in-

fluence the size and shape of the zone:
Runway configuration

etc.

.. .8uggest that type of structures
in area and the amount and type

road pavement also are major factors

in reflecting noise.

3-/-6/




Page 9

Page 10

Page 11

Page 12

EXCERPT: This alternative is the simplest as it
involves purchase of ristrictive ease-
ments on or title to ali land in the
AICUZ area....etc.

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.

EXCERPT: The Exclusive Reliance on Noise Suppression
Technicques Alternative

COMMENT : ... (QUESTION) 1Is it necessary that
all mililary planer be equipped
with noise suppresion systems - or
only those that may be in actual
use at the base, It would seem
very expensive to require that all
military planes be so equipped.

EXCERPT: 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.

COMMENT : ... 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.

EXCERPT: Complaints from individual landowners
can be expected where they are not permitted
by AICUZ restrictions to carry out resi-
dential or other development plans.

COMMENT : ...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/-4>
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STATE OF IOWA

Office for Planning and Programming :

523 East 12th Street, Des Moines, lowa 50319  Telephone 515 281-5974

‘OBERT D. RAY
Governor STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

JBERT F. TYSON
Director

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SIGNOFF

Date Received: March 19, 1973 State Identification No: 730493

Review Completed: April 16, 1973

APPLICANT PROJECT TITLE:

Environmental Impact Statement for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones
APPLICANT AGENCY: Mr. Howard Metcalf

Address U.S. Department of Defense
’ Room 3E763, Pentagon Washington, D.C. 20301

» MERCY U.S. Bepartment of Defense
Office of Assistant Secretary

AND CATALOG NUMBER:

AMOUNT OF FUNDS REQUESTED:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Draft environmental impact statement on a proposed Depa.rtment
of Defense policy entitled Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones.

The State Clearinghouse makes the following disposition concerning this application:

&:/ No Cosment Necessary. The application must be submitted as received by
the Clearinghouse with this form attached as evidence that the required
review has been performed.

[~/ Comments Are Attached. The application must be submitted with this form
plus the attached comments as evidence that the required review has been 1)

formed.
e //W
~ Federal Funds Coordinltor

State Identification No:_ 230493

PLEASE RETURN THIS PORTION OF FORM TO:

OFFICE FOR PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING
State Capitol, Des Moines, Iowa 50319

‘Application officislly submitted to on
(Federal Agency) (Date)

I-/-63




WENDELL H. FORD

TrHOMAS O. HARRIS

GovemNOR COomMMISSIONER

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
DEPARTMENT FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 4060I

TELEPHONE (502) 564-3350

April 26, 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:

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.
Sincerely, \
\g’éiw“ 0. Nacus
Thomas O. Harris
COMMISSIONER
TOH:NNH:mbf

cc Office of Planning and Research
State Review Agencies

3-/-6Y
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May 7, 1973

Mr. Howard Metcalf

Office of the Deputy Assietant

Secretary of Defense for
Installations and Housing

Roow 3E763 Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301

Re: Massachusetts Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statewment
"Air Installations Compatible Use Zones"
Massachusetts State Identifier 73030124

Dear Mr. Metcalf:

Per your letter dated March 15, 1973, and in accordance with the National
Environmcntal Policy Act, we have coordinated & review of the subject
environmental imwpact statewent on the proposed policy of compatible use
zones at air installations with other appropriate state agencies,

The Executive Office of Transportation and Construction concurs with .he
basic intent of winiwizing incowpatible land use near DOD air installations
provided that the creation of such compatible land use zones be judged on
an airport by airport basis. This will allow for selecting alternative
actions which way be more effective and sppropriate,

The Massachusettis Aeronautics Commission has subwmitted the following comments:
"This is & worthy anti-noise policy which will depend for its success
on & lot of siate and local support by way of land zoning. I hope DOD
is also vorking on quieter power plants and anti-noise flight pro-
cedures--better long-range solutions of the problem.”

The Departwent of Community Affairs, the state's urban renewal and housing
agency, has submitted the substantial comment attached.

3-1-¢8
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Mr. Howard Metcalf
Page 2

We anticipate that the concerns of our agency reviewers will be
addressed in the evaluation of the DOD pelicy, and that these cowments
wvill be attached to a final environwental iwpact statement.

Sincerely,

S
.-/ /
i e L .lf""fl'.\. 71

Thowas O'Brien

PC: js

attachmeut

3-/-¢C
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CH 73030124 U,S. Department of Defense;

Proposed Policy to Establish Air Installations Compatible Use Zones

The need for such zones around air terminals, both military and civilian
seems to have been well established for some time., The Department of
Defense 1s here addressing itself to this nced, specifically as it relates
to that Department's assigned mission of providing air deferse.

The Department of Community Affairs finds no difficulty in approving the
proposed policy. In fact, the policy focused on maintaining or improving
afrport 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
{mplementation., We are also concerned that DOD can legally a'‘dress them-
selves to only a small part of the overall problem - milit-.y operational
considerations. We are still further concerned that the Federal Aviation
Administration may have even less power to {nfluence zoning in adjacent
areas. The concept is one that could be developed for municipal airports
and all airporte 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 1f the establishment of compatible use zones

is to be effective and able truly to serve the overall public interest.

In another ares - housing - a possibly applicable precedent was recently
establighed 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 Appeala of Hanover

vs Housing Appeals Committee + Board of Appeals Concord vs Housing Appeals
Committee; two cases handled as one, Massachusetts Supreme Judicial vourt,
1973 Advance Sheets 491).

Legislation establishing a public need for Afr 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
wvhich 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. We consider it to be a necessary program in its specifice
and a valuable contribution to sclving the problems of relations between
airport services and other development. We approve the proposal.

3/-¢7



STATE OF MISSOURI
CHRISTOPHER 8. BOND DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS ALFRED C. SIKES

RNOR
SC Dl 506 MISSOUR| BOULEVARD OIRECTOR

JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOUR| 65101
1314) 7814114

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,

‘.l-ﬂ'!-ﬂ-ﬂnn..,‘_

Terry L. Rehma
State Clearinghouse Coordinator

T —

TLR:clk
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE FOR FEDERAL PROGRANMS

Federal-State Programs
Office of the Governor
510 Lamar Life Bldg.
Jackson, Mississippi 39201
Telephone 354-7570

State Clearinghouse No.

73032607

Date: April 9, 1973

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Washington, D. C. 20301

10JECT DESCRIPTION: Environmental Impact Statement -- Proposed Department of Defense
slicy on Afr Installations Compatible Use Zones.

1. The State Clearinghouse has received notification of intent to apply for Federal
assistance as described above.

2. The State Clearinghouse has reviewed the application(s) for Federal assistance
described above.

3. After proper notification, no State agency has expressed an interest in conferring
with the applicant(s) or commenting on the proposed project.

4. The proposed project is ( ) coneistent ( ) inconsistent with an upplicable
State Plan for Missisasippi.

5. Although there is no applicable State Plan for Mississippi, the proposed project
appears to be (x ) consistent ( ) inconsistent with present State goals and
policies.

IMMENTS: This notice constitutes FINAL STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW AND COMMENT. The
juirements of U. S, Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-95 have been met
the State level.

o
52— : &7 /%[ cﬁ{,}é_f
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) - |STATE OF MONTANA
e = [DEPARTMENT OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

4 PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DIVISION LD OFFICES AT:
MAIL TO CAPITOL STATION. HELENA. MT 59601 TioN.
]

THOMAS L. JUDGE

GOVERNOR f&‘a‘)ﬂ'&?y’ Rﬁ'!l-ontm

406/449-37%

EC U v MENT
PR aLvess
April 20, 1973 '.o‘;‘i..rﬁ

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 State 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
\;undin,g' the required ‘air installations compatibility use zones'
n 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,

AL Ve
Lioyd F. Meyer, A%Tsunt Chief 3-1=70




TATE OF NEBRACKA

BOX 94601¢ STATE CAPITOL ¢« LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 68509

OF
PLAIA\I:‘VING
D Governor J. James Exon W. Don Nelson
IOGRAMMING State Planning Oiticer Director
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. Sherldan:
Project No. 73 03 19 05

Under the provisions of OMB Circular A-95, this agency has
compldted 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.

.ﬁﬂncerel;, ///
\“./{:,‘\ / -" P

Jim Barr

Natural Resources Coordinator

JB.np

3-/-74
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State of New Jersey
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

NRENCE F. KRAMER 163 WEST STATE STREET
tONER POST OFFICE BOX 27638
comMISSIONE M.y 15' 1973 TRENTON, N.J, 08625

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,
M?o “AA,
Sidney L. Willis

State Review Coordinator

Division of State and
Regional Planning

SLW:1£

3-1-7%
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

STATE PLANNING OFFICE

DAVIO W. KING State Clesringhouse
STYATE PLANNING OFFICER AOOM 403 TEL. 5080827-2318
LEGISLATIVE / EXECUYIVE BLDOG.
SRUCE KING SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87801
GOVERNOR
. Assistant Secretary of Defense .
TO: Room #3E763, Pentagon DATE: = ‘May 16} 1973
Washington, D.C. 20301
FROM: The State Planning Office (State Clearinghouse)

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAl): 7303 0040
SUBJECT:  PROJECT REVIEW CERTIFICATION

Project Title: EIS: Department of Defense Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones

9 Fsding Aoy Department of Defense, Office of Sec.
Federal Catalog Title: Installations & Logistics
Federal Funds Requested: ==

Your application for federal assistance has been reviewed by the State Clearinghouse and
may now be submitted to the federal funding agency.

Please note that the above State Application Identificr (SAI) has been assigned to the
project application. This number ML used by the Federal Funding Agency as well as by
the Agplicant on all 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:

B Application is supported as written.
Comments attached. These must be submitted to the Federal ,

D Funding Agency with the Application.
AT ﬁ\)

e ! %'"‘ wwmu 3-1-78
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P.O. BOX 4248 - SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501

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 Sir:

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.

7Fo T. Murphy, Executive Dijyector
A}

f f_J4 1o, T ﬁt z—
By: eor%/ Ty Sy&bhl Program Manager
GTR/1lv

cc: State Planning Office

3-/-7



STATE OF NEw MExiICQ ~ °

STATE PLANNING OFFICE

SRUCE KING
GOVEANOR

DAVIO W. KING State Clearinghouse

STATE PLANNING OFFICER ROOM 403 TEL. 5088272318
LEGISLATIVE / EXECUTIVE BLDG.
SANTA FE,NEW MEXICO 97801

TO: Northern Area Planning Organization DATE:

RECEIVED
APPLICANT: .Asaistant 3Sacretary of Dafense
Room 2E763, 2antagon APR9 1973 Mareh 29, 1973
Washington, L.C. 20301
N.CNME.DD.
FROM: The State Planning Office (State Clearinghouse)
STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAl) : 71 07 an4)
SUBIJECT: TECHNICAL REVIEW & COMMENT
Project Title: EIS=DI2\RTUENT OF ORFENSE AIR INSTALLATIONS COMPAIIZLE
USE ZONES
Federal Funding Agency: Departnent of Dafense, Office of Secretary

Installations & Logistics

Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Gordon Pag:

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 congultation is required. l[_[hu_[m,m_u_nm

No interest or comment on the above project.
Project is supported as written.
Comments are attached.

Additional information desired, as described in
attachment.

Conference desired with applicant.

vl
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SRG/COG

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: Pro{cct 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 (Regfonal Clearinghouse)

has completed the review of the above project in accordance with the provisions
of OMB Circular A-95. The result of this review is as noted below.

The Project is supported as written.
Very truly yours,
,x?coat o MC&*) /

eorge™W. Miller, Jr.
Chairman

cc: State Clearinghouse

3-1-7%
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SRG/COG

Southern Rio Grande Council of Governments
1480 N. Main, Suite 204, Las Cruces, N. M. 88001

Ph. 523-7474 — State Network Number 588-5146
REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE
DONA ANA, SIERRA & SOCORRO 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.

3-1-77
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lew York State Department of Environmental Conservation iy L. Ol
Ibany, N. Y. 12201 Commissioner

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)
OASD (I and L) ID

Dear Sir:

The State of New York has completed its review of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the '"Proposed Department of Defense
Policy on Air Installations Compatible 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 comments 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.
Ve y "
f)
= —r i:-’“""“* —

\
Terence P. Curran
Director of Environmental Analysis

TPC:RSH:ng
Enclosure

cc: MM; g NH;g:ter
3-1-78



STATE OF NEW YORK
COMMENTS
or. the
Draft Environmental Statement
for the
"Proposed Department of Defense
Policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones"
(AICUZ)

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 Coumty 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 presume 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 subsequent noise problems.
The military, however, is not responsible for the operation of the airport
arlill@s only partly responsible for the noise pollution experienced by the
public.

The use of 'all reasonable, economical 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 ste The
importance of control of noise generation is also deemphasized y the
relatively small portion of the directive devoted to this subject.

In addition to these administrative questions, we also have some technical
reservations concerning the use of Composite Noise Rating (ONR) to determine
appropriate land uses. As originally developed, the CNR zones could be used
to estimate the degree of response from a residential comunity. This
response was described in terms of the number and vehemence of complaints
and the possibility of group action. It is basically a measure of public
annoyance. There was no attempt 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 O\NR will now be extended to determine compatible land uses.

3-/-77



Comments (continued) -2 -

4, For the calculation of CNR zones, reference is made to the TriService
Manual (AFM 86-5, ™M 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
complete coverage of cargo aircraft and helicopters is also required.
As a specific example, 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 sct and agreement to be reached on such
issues as "compatible 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 form 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 comunity. 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-/~-§0
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James E HOLSHOUSER UR
GoveanOR

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
'EPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

WiLLiaM L BONDURANT
secnErany

RePLY TO
CLEARINGHOUSE AND INFORMATION CENTER
116 WESTY Jones STaesY

RaLzion N C 27603
{919) 829.4378

Mr., Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Pentagon Building, Room 3E763

Washington, D. C. 20301

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

Re: Draft Environsental Statement, Proposed
Department 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, 1973.

We are enclosing for your consideration the comments of the State
Board of Health. No other comments of State agencies have been received.
Should we receive any substantive comments from other agencies, we will
forward thea 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 vhich military air installations are located.

Sincerely yours,

Planning Coordinator

RH:pg
Enclosure

3~/-8/




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

ames E. Housnouses, Ju. JACOB KOOMEN. M D . MP KW

Gevernor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES STATE MEALTH DIRECTOR AND
SICRETARY. TREASURER
DAVID T FLAMERTY State Board of Health W BURNS JONES. JR MD MPH
SECRETARY ASSISTANT STATE HEALTM DingcTOR
P. O. Box 2091 Raleigh 27602

Mr. Randolph Hendricks

Planning Coordinator

Clearinghouse and Information Center
State Planning Division

Department of Administration
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Re: File No, 31-73
Draf't Environmental 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 responsibility, 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,

R Fnuikner
stant Director
Sanitary Engineering Division
cc: Mr, B, G, Barrett

3-/-82-
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NORTH DAKOTA STATE PLANNING DIVISION

STATE CAPITOL—FOURTH FLOOR— BISMARCK. NORTH DAKOTA 58501
700 224-2818

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 recejved 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 witk. OMB Circular No. A-95, our office has reviewed this draft
Environmental Impact Statement, and hereby gives clearance to it without
comment,

Sincerely yours,

A oo
1 by [‘u.f.‘-le.‘-ﬁ i
ack Neckels

Director

JN:BEA:ns
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Ira L. Whitman

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Box 1049, 450 East Town Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216 (614) 469-3543

May 2, 1973

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Afr Installations Compatible Use Zones

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Installations and Housing

Room 3E763, Pentagon

Washington, D. C. 20301

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

The Ohfo Environmental Protection Agency has been charged, by
the Governor, with the lead agency and review cocrdination
responsibi1ities for the State on Federal Environmental
Impact Statements. The above referenced Draft Envirormental
Impact Statement was reviewed by sections of the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency, the Ohio Department of
Natural Resources, the Ohio Department of Transportation,

and the Ohio Department of Economic and Community Development.
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 1s 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 011 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 1isted in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement could be the initiation and enactment of

State legislation and within that legislation regulations )}
1imiting the land uses 1in the vici:fty of air installations. /

3-1-8Y




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.

/

A

Ira L. Whitman, Ph.D.
Director

Very ?ruly yours,

ILW/jt
cc: State Clearinghouse, 62 E. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio
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M. LEROY CAAPENTER, M.O.

N.E. '0Oth 8 Seonewel, Okishorme Cry, Okishome 708

May 1, 1973

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT.:

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

Herman Groseclose

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

3-/-8%6




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 1s to advise you that this agency has reviewed the En-
vironmental Impact Statement for Alr Installations Compatible
Use Zones in accordance with OMB 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 nolse in the vicinity of alrports 1s & calculated
rating related to an expected community response to the
noise, The rating is based on maximum soung pressure levels
during aircraft operations, the frequency of occurrence,
the time of day, and other variables, The Noise Exposure
Forecast (NEF) procedure is also a calculated rating but
it is related to suggested and recommende and use cate-
gories. It is also based on maximum sound pressures,
requency 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 NEF procedure is the latest pro-
mulgated and is already related to suggested land use
categories, it 1is 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
approxinate cﬁaracterizations of aircraft noise and the

3-1-£7




Mr, Howard L, Metcalf -2 - May 8, 1973

results of the application of either method to elther a com-
munity response or compatible land use criterion should be
consicdered a crude estimate of the impect of alrcraft noilse
on the local community and alrport environs. Therefore,
calculated ratings based on these procedures may be estab-
lished for each installation for interim planning purposes
but they cannot be loglcally 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 susgested these standards and acceptability ratings
be established on the DoD level rather than on a military
department, najor command, or separate installation level.

As stated in the proposed policy, the establishment of
compatible (land) use zones will promcte the development
of non-noise sensitive activities in high nolse 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 zoning, This will be evident in
those instances where the existing 2zoning 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 thic draft,

Yours very truly,

Daniel W, Varin
Chief, Statewlde Planning

DWV/TC/KLAZ/J1
Encl,

3-/-§8
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- April 9, 1973

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

J HUGH MCCUTCHMLN
CranMaN

». O. Box 330
KinGeTREE. b. L. avwll6

GERALD C. McKINNEY
EaLcurve D.accros

P O Daawca 419
GuonesTown, 6. C. 20440

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 upch

environmental impact, statements prepared for any specific
that may be taken within our region at some future date.

Yours truly,

7
George Peters
Environmental Engineer

[}

GP:la-

action
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April 6, 1973

Mr, David W. Treme

Oifice of the Governor

Division of Administration

Suvite 203, Kittrell Center
Columbia, South Carolina 29204

Dear Mr. Treme:

Conceraing the memorandum requesting comment oa 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 Defense lands could bu used fur Clf=Ruud 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.
| could object only to Alternative V (a), “No Action,* and Alternative V (c),
*Open All Lands. *

Concerning the memorandum requesting comment on Draft “Proposed Department of
Defense Policy on Air Installations Compatable Use Zones*:

No objection to establishment of a policy and implementation of determined
policy. Agency has no comment on which policy is best, | suggest that an
additional contro! might be added that would require, by federal law, that
a soller, 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,
[ e TR —
) L : .. "...:," "-""'{l -
M. M. Way, Jt. L N
Economist AFR 5 91073
Planning and Development L SION oF
' A N s‘.,' Ui
MAW: Ji/jsb ISIRATION
'/" 3-1-90"




ExecuTivE DEPARTMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING COORDINATION
OLPH BRISCOE BOX 18428, CAPITOL OTATION
SOVERNeS AUSTIN, TERAS 76710
PHONE 812 478-2487

May 7, 1973

Mr. Howard L. Metcalf

Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense

(Installations and Housing)

OASD (I&L) 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 comments 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 zories defined as undesirable because
of aircraft noises should be mirimai. The establishment of compatible
zones should promote the developaent of non-noise sensitive activities in
the high noise areas near air instaliations. Controlled land use should
prevent undue ecological disturbance »r environmental degradation.

2. The Texas Department of Community Affairs expresses the following
concerns:

1. It is noted that the Department of Defense wishes to include
réstrictions 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 v
the State are not ignored, and that the State Land Use Plan
not be invalidated by such restrictions.

3-/-9/




Mr. 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 jurisdictional control v
through zoring with cooperation by the Department of Defense
where applicable.

3. It is recommended 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.

./(c‘; x

/ .l
Copies of these State agencies' comments are enclosed. MTZ . /—Ko-f——-——-‘"'

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. Tibbitts III
Acting Director

WGT:jan
cc: Dr. James E. Peavy, TSDH
Mr. 8. R. Fuller, TDCA
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FRANCIS D. BAKE

DANIEL J. EVANS
ACTING DIRECTOR

GOVERNO®R
STATE OF WASHINGTON
Office of the Governor
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AGENCY
OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 983504
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 Port 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 Naticnal Land Use Bill has supgested 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 helicgopters. This may be of particular concern in

the Olympia-~South Puget 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.

3—/-93




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.

Sincerelxbm
: .
'/Q'/.. poe AT “ . .
[} ’ .“ -fa‘.’.".A‘ ‘ T \‘ }“ 0' e *
. Ronald J. Clarke Sl
Administrator o

Local Planning Assistance

RJC:db
cc: Jerry Parker, O.P.P.&F.M,

g A S
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

L. P. Voigt
Secretary

April 30, 1973 s0x 450

MADISON, WISCONSIN $S3701

IN REPLY REFER TO: 2608

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Installations and BHousing

OASD (I and L) ID

Room 3E763

Pentagon, Washington D. C. 20301

Re: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed
Department of Defense Policy
on Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones

Dear Sir:

We have completed a reviev of the draft environmental impact statement for
the above proposal and have the following comments to offer:

General Comments

The noise information provided is oriented toward the impact on humans.

We suggest that the effect of noise on animals, particularly domestic
1livestock, be considered since agriculture may be one of tho more compatible
land uses adjacent to air installations. . WP

Another point which needs further clarification is vhether missile installations
are included in the proposal.

Specific Comments

Page 1, sentence four - We suggest that acquisition of fee title lands for
establishment of compatible use zones be coordinated with the U. §. Departmentc
of the Interior and State natural resources agencies. Certain of these areas may
be suited to limited outdoor recreation, fish and wildlife enhancemsnt, or

_ forest management; and as a result, lessen the effect of land removal on the

tax base.

Page 5, sentence one - Screening actions on a case-by-case to determine the need
for individual environmsantal impact statemsnts would be an important consideratio

prior to initiation of any proposal.
3-/-RS

Enclosure f1, page 4, item A 1 - Ve ruggest that additional noise attenuation
msasures such u coutructtou of noiu batrioro and baffels and tree plantings

ha cavallecas .o




e

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense - April 30, 1973 2.

and runup facilities 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 storage or manuiacturing of flammable or hazardous materials may not be
compatible with air installations. Adequate control should be retained to
provide for public safety near potentially hazardous existing or future
facilities in the compatible use zones. Public safety as well as sound
insulation should be prime considerations for compatible land uses.

Enclosure #1, page 11, item 4d - The right to prohibit "facilities attractive
to birds" should be clarified. For example, does this include drainage of
wetlands valusble for waterfowl habitat or habitat destruction to discourage
breeding colonies of birds?

Enclosure #1, page 12, item A 4 - The statement is made that full consideration
will be given to "joint use of air installations by activities of separate
Military Departments.' We suggest that consideration also be given to joint
use of air installations by civilian aviation activities vhen they are
compatible with national defense, national security and military mission.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft environmental
impact statement.

Very truly yours,
Bureau of Environmental Impact

c. Sﬂ?:‘%léa&j

Director

cc: John Brasch - NCD A. E. Ehly - SD
Lowell Hansen - NWD A. A, Oshmcke - 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, D.C. 20240

pay s B3

s ——

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

Per your request of March 15, 1973, we have reviewed the draft environ-
mental impact statement on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (ER-
73/398) and find 1t 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 sug?est 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 /
specific installations should detail land uses affected and methods

of minimizing adversities.

Thank you for the opportunity for this review.
Sincerely yours,

Fa —

/
2
'Ll Clgpe
Anislum%éc"t‘ry of t
Mr. Edward J. Sheridan [/
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Washington, D.C. 20301
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
Washington, 0.C. 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 Dem rtment of
Commerce for review and comment,

The Department of Commerce 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 ciosely 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, NOAA, Department of
Commerce (R. Knecht, 656-7792) will be happy to facilitate
any such contact,

Sincerely,

Sicn ;Gell

ey R,
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Y TRy gl



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. ZDUCATION., AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF T HL SECRETARY
WASHINGTCON DC 20200

MAY 1381973

Mr. Edward J. Sheridan

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
Washingtoa, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

Thank you for your letter of March 13, 1973, requesting cosments
pertaining to the draft environmental impact statement on a
proposed Department of Defense policy entitled Alr

Installations Compatible Use Zones.

It 1is our judgment that the DOD proposal itself is consistent
with the policy atated in the National Envirommental Policy Act.
Since this proposal, if implemented, will require detailed
studies by the DOD of each of its air installations and their
effects on adjacent communities, it contains assurance that
any resultant recommendations or proposals for improvement

for specific locales will require full disclosure and review
by all state and local agencies or jurisdictions. This

should insure the examination of the potential envirommental
impact on the areas in question. We note, however, that

an action taken pursuant to this policy is “significent in

its effect on the local environment” (page 12). Guidelines

or criteria should be provided for the purpose of determining
those circumstances under vhich the effects of those actions
would be significant. Several of these criteria should relate
to changes vhich might occur in the delivery of basic human
services.

3-2-Y
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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 (202-963-445§).

Siocerely yours,
LY

/ '/'v-_ ,’/////v/"/\
Robert H. Marik

Assistant Secretary for
Administration and Management

3-2-5
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:t"t} DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR N REPLY REFER YO,

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND MANAGEMENTY

Community and Envirommental Standards

td

April 23, 1973

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Installations and Housing

OASD (I&L) ID - Room 3ET763
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement on the proposed
Department of Defense Policy on Air Installations Compatible Use Zones
(AICUZ) and have the following comments.

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 & 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 AICUZ
as contained in the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement, however, is
not sufficiently specific for coordination with our policy. Specifically,
will AICUZ alvays contain all or part of Zone 2? If so, under vhal
conditions will Zone 2 be included, and does it dspend largely on fuctors
of judgement in individual cases?

3-2-6
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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'BS in order to made determina-
tions on acceptability of sites for new residential construction.

Sincerely,

Qn’n‘_, ‘)’).)b- (( :

’ chard H. Broun
."vo - ‘Acting Director

3-2-7
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§ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

9 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 LO-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 cortrols 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,

)f )&ﬁ'eécw“h“‘*' -

Sheldon Meyers
Director
Office of Federal Activities

3-2-§




-y T ——

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20591
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May 16, 1973

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

OASD (I&L) ID

Room 3E763

Pentagon

Washington, D. C. 20301

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed a copy of tte 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 aircrafc
accidents, Page 7 {s 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., 1f 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 immediacy 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. 1In 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 asppears hard to justify that commercial
or industrial uses are compatible with AICUZ principles.
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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. 1In particular, since community responses depend

as much on local circumstances and attitudes as on noise, it would seem
more appropriate to wmake it mandatory that more cumplete noise analyses

be made. This would certainly include at least community attitudes and
needs surveys, on-site noise measurements, and the preparation of noise
analyses understandable to a broad segment of the community as well as
military base commanders. 1In 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,
/ 4
-/
, A
R. P. SKULLY :
Director of Envir ntal Quality
Enclosure
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