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1 The other groups are the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, the American College of Emergency 
Physicians, Bluewater Network, the Center for 
Injury Research and Policy, the Danny Foundation 
for Crib and Child Product Safety, Kids in Danger, 
National Association of Orthopaedic Nurses, and 
U.S. PIRG.

Commission solicits written comments 
concerning the petition.
DATES: The Office of the Secretary must 
receive comments on the petition by 
December 17, 2002.
ADDRESSES: Comments, preferably in 
five copies, on the petition should be 
mailed to the Office of the Secretary, 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
Washington, DC 20207, telephone (301) 
504–0800, or delivered to the Office of 
the Secretary, Room 501, 4330 East-
West Highway, Bethesda, Maryland 
20814. Comments may also be filed by 
telefacsimile to (301) 504–0127 or by 
email to cpsc-os@cpsc.gov. Comments 
should be captioned ‘‘Petition CP–02–4/
HP–02–1, Petition on ATVs.’’ A copy of 
the petition is available for inspection at 
the Commission’s Public Reading Room, 
Room 419, 4330 East-West Highway, 
Bethesda, Maryland.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rockelle Hammond, Office of the 
Secretary, Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, Washington, DC 20207; 
telephone (301) 504–0800, ext. 1232.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Commission has received 
correspondence from Consumer 
Federation of America (‘‘CFA’’) and 
other groups 1 requesting that the 
Commission take several actions 
concerning all-terrain vehicles 
(‘‘ATVs’’). The Commission is docketing 
their request for a ban of the sale of 
adult-size four wheel ATVs sold for the 
use of children under 16 as a petition 
under the Consumer Product Safety Act, 
15 U.S.C. 2057, and the Federal 
Hazardous Substances Act, 15 U.S.C. 
1261(q)(1)(A). The petitioners assert that 
ATVs pose an unreasonable risk of 
injury and death to children. They cite 
Commission data that between 1982 and 
2001 there were reports of 4,541 ATV-
related deaths, and that 1,714 (or 38%) 
of those deaths were children under 16 
years old. They also note that in the year 
2001, there were 111,700 people taken 
to emergency rooms for ATV-related 
injuries, of which 34,800 were under 16 
years old. They argue that there is no 
feasible standard that would address the 
risks ATVs pose to children.

Interested parties may obtain a copy 
of the petition by writing or calling the 
Office of the Secretary, Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, 
Washington, DC 20207; telephone (301) 
504–0800. Copies of the petition are also 

available for inspection from 8:30 a.m. 
to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, in 
the Commission’s Public Reading Room, 
Room 419, 4330 East-West Highway, 
Bethesda, Maryland.

Dated: October 10, 2002. 
Todd Stevenson, 
Secretary, Consumer Product Safety 
Commission.
[FR Doc. 02–26458 Filed 10–17–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6355–01–P

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY 
COMMISSION 

Sunshine Act Meeting

TIME AND DATE: Thursday, October 24, 
2002, 10 a.m.
LOCATION: Room 420, East West Towers, 
4330 East West Highway, Bethesda, 
Maryland.
STATUS: Open to the public.
MATTER TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Petition HP 99–1 Polyvinyl Chloride 
(PV)

The staff will brief the Commission on 
Petition HP 99–1 requesting a ban of 
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) in all toys and 
other products intended for children 
five years of age and under. 

For a recorded message containing the 
latest agenda information, call (301) 
504–0709.
CONTACT PERSON FOR ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION: Todd A. Stevenson, Office 
of the Secretary, 4330 East West 
Highway, Bethesda, MD 20207 (301) 
504–0800.

Dated: October 15, 2002. 
Todd A. Stevenson, 
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 02–26730 Filed 10–16–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6355–01–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Air Force 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Proposed Aircraft Conversion at 
Martinsburg, WV 

Pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended (42 United States 
Code 4321, et seq.), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations for implementing the 
procedural provisions of NEPA (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 
1500–1508), and Air Force policy and 
procedures (32 CFR part 989), This 
announcement provides notice that the 

Air Force proposes a conversion of C–
130 aircraft to C–5 aircraft along with 
associated actions to meet strategic 
airlift requirements of the U.S. Air Force 
and Air National Guard. This action 
requires a unique mix of facilities and 
support capabilities associated with the 
C–5, the largest cargo aircraft in the 
Department of Defense inventory. The 
eventual receiving location would 
maintain and operate an inventory of 10 
C–5 aircraft. 

The Air National Guard is preparing 
an EIS to assess potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed 
conversion from C–130 to C–5 aircraft at 
the 167th Airlift Wing (167 AW), 
Martinsburg, WV. The 167th AW action 
would consist of three primary 
components: (1) Conversion from C–130 
to C–5 aircraft; (2) acquisition of land 
through lease; from the Eastern West 
Virginia Airport and (3) construction of 
both ANG and the Eastern West Virginia 
Regional Airport facilities on existing 
and acquired parcels. The EIS will 
address alternatives to the proposed 
action, including alternative facilities 
development scenarios, reduced airfield 
expansion, and the No Action 
Alternative. 

The ANG will initiate a public 
scoping process to facilitate 
identification of the relevant scope of 
environmental issues to be addressed in 
the EIS. The public will be invited to 
participate in scoping meetings and 
review the Draft EIS. Notification of the 
meeting locations and time will be made 
in the local area and will be announced 
via local news media. Information 
gathered during the public scoping will 
be used in the development of the Draft 
EIS. 

For Further Information Contact: 
ANG/CEVP, Martinsburg EIS, Attention: 
Lt Col TJ Mitnik, 3500 Fetchet Avenue, 
Andrews Air Force Base, MD 20762.

Pamela D. Fitzgerald, 
Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 02–26604 Filed 10–17–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–05–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Office of Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy 

Biomass Research and Development 
Technical Advisory Committee

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces an 
open meeting of the Biomass Research 
and Development Technical Advisory 
Committee under the Biomass Research 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 
[ER-FRL-6647-8] 
 
  
Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability 
 
    Responsible Agency: Office of Federal Activities, General  
Information (202) 260-5073 or (202) 260-5075. 
 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact Statements 
Filed January 19, 2004, through January 23, 2004 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
 
EIS No. 040033, DRAFT EIS, UAF, WV, Aircraft Conversion for the 167th  
Air Wing (167 AW) of the West Virginia Air National Guard, Converting  
C-13OH Transport Aircraft to the Larges C-5 Transport Aircraft,  
Acquisition of Land via Lease, and Construction of Facilities on  
existing and acquired Parcel, Berkely County, WV, Comment Period Ends:  
March 15, 2004, Contact: Lt. Col. Tammy Mitwik (301) 836-8636. 
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IICEP Distribution List
West Virginia Air National Guard
Environmental Impact Statement

Berkeley County Historical Society
P.O. Box 1624
Martinsburg, WV 25402

Steve Teufel
President of County Commission
119 West King Street, Meeting Room #7
Martinsburg, WV 25401

Berkeley County Development
Authority
Bob Crawford, Director
110 West Burke Street
P.O. Box 2448
Martinsburg, WV 25402

Berkeley County Farmland Protection
Board
P.O. Box 1243
Martinsburg, WV 25402

John Overington
54th District House of Delegates
491 Hoffman Road
Martinsburg, WV 25401

West Virginia Air Quality Board
1615 Washington Street East, Suite 301
Charleston, WV 25311-2126

West Virginia Division of Culture and
History
The Cultural Center Capitol Complex
1900 Kanawha Boulevard East
Charleston, WV 25305-0300

West Virginia Board of Architects
P.O. Box 589
Huntington, WV 25710-0589

West Virginia Bureau of Commerce
90 MacCorkle Avenue South West
Charleston, WV 25303

West Virginia Division of Forestry
1900 Kanawha Boulevard
East Charleston, WV 253035-0180

West Virginia Department of Geological
and Economic Survey
P.O. Box 879
Morgantown, WV 26507-0879

West Virginia Division of Natural
Resources
State Capitol Complex, Building 3
Room 669
1900 Kanawha Boulevard
Charleston, WV 25305-0060

West Virginia Water Development
Authority
180 Association Drive
Charleston, WV 25311-1217

Senator Robert C. Byrd
311 Hart Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Senator Robert C. Byrd
300 Virginia Street, Suite 2630
Charleston, WV 25301

Senator Jay Rockefeller
225 West King Street, Suite 307
Martinsburg, WV 25401

Senator Jay Rockefeller
531 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington D.C., 20510

The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito
1431 Longworth House Office Building
Washington D.C., 20515

The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito
222 West John Street
Martinsburg, WV 25401



IICEP Distribution List
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West Virginia Division of Air Quality
7012 MacCorkle Avenue, South East
Charleston, WV 25304

Allyn Turner, Director
Division of Water Resources
1201 Greenbrier Street
Charleston, WV 25311-1088

West Virginia Environmental Quality
Board
1615 Washington Street East, Suite 301
Charleston, WV 25311-2126

Fred Vankirk, P.E.
Secretary/Commissioner
West Virginia Dept of Transportation
Building 5
1900 Kanawha Boulevard E
Charleston, WV 25305

Governor Bob Wise
1900 Kanawha Boulevard, East
Charleston, WV 25305

West Virginia Division of Natural
Resources
State Capitol, Building 3 Room 812
Charleston, WV 25305

West Virginia Division of Natural
Resources
Wildlife, District 2
1 Depot Street
Romney, WV 26757-1400

West Virginia Soil Conservation Agency
Eastern Panhandle Conservation District
1450-1 Edwin Miller Boulevard
Martinsburg, WV 25401

Natural Resources Conservation
Services
Attention:  Conservation
Communications Staff
P.O. Box 2890
Washington, D.C. 20013

Natural Resources Conservation Service
1450 Edwin Miller Boulevard
Martinsburg, WV 25401-3739

Federal Highway Administration
West Virginia Division
700 Washington Street, East
Charleston, WV 25301

US EPA Region 3
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

US Fish and Wildlife Service
West Virginia Field Office
694 Beverly Pike
Elkins, WV 26241

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Northeast Region
300 Westgate Center Drive
Hadley, MA 01035-9589

George H. Rodriguez
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development
West Virginia Field Office
405 Capitol Street, Suite708
Charleston, WV 25301-1795

Federal Emergency Management
Agency
Region III
615 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19106



IICEP Distribution List
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Pittsburgh District
1000 Liberty Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15222-4186

William E. Walkup, Airport Manager
Eastern West Virginia Regional Airport
180 Aviation Way, Suite A
Martinsburg, WV 25401

Larry Clark
Federal Aviation Administration
Beckley Airports District Office
176 Airport Circle, Room 101
Beaver, WV 25813

Daisy Mather
Federal Aviation Administration
Eastern Region Airports Division,
AEA-610
One Aviation Plaza
Jamaica, NY 11434

Sue Ann Morgan
Planning Director
Berkeley County Planning Commission
126 W. King Street
Martinsburg W. Va. 25401

Mike Keller
Bowles Rice McDavid Graff & Love
PLLC, 105 W Burke Street,
Martinsburg WV 25401

Senator Herb Snyder
PO Box 400
Shenandoah Junction, WV 25442

Senator John R. Unger, II
PO Box 2415
Martinsburg WV 25402

Honorable Charles S. Trump, IV
Member House of Delegates
171 South Washington Street
Berkeley Springs WV 25441

Honorable Craig P. Blair
Member House of Delegates
167 Wasser Drive
Martinsburg WV 25401

Honorable Larry V. Faircloth
8274 Winchester Avenue
Inwood WV 25428
Member House of Delegates

Honorable John Overington
Member House of Delegates
491 Hoffman Road
Martinsburg WV 25401

Honorable John Doyle
Member House of Delegates
127 Sandpiper Lane
Shepherdstown WV 25443

Honorable Dale Manuel
Member House of Delegates
 104 Porter Way
Charles Town WV 25414

Honorable Walter E. Duke
Member House of Delegates
112 Tavern Road
Martinsburg WV 25401

Honorable Robert C. Tabb
Member House of Delegates
1870 Darke Lane
Kearneysville WV 25430
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From: daisy.mather@faa.gov [mailto:daisy.mather@faa.gov]
Sent: Saturday, March 13, 2004 10:27 AM
To: Mitnik Tammy Jo Lt Col ANG/CEVP
Cc: Larry.Clark@faa.gov; tom.felix@faa.gov;
brunhilda.sanders-lane@faa.gov; ralph.thompson@faa.gov
Subject: Martinsburg DEIS Comments

Dear Tammy:

Please accept this message as our official correspondence tramsitting
the FAA Eastern Region's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Proposed Aircraft Conversion of the 167th Airlift Wing,
West Virginia Air
National Guard, Eastern West Virginia Region Airport, Martinsburg, West
Virginia, January 2004.

My  compliments to you and your EIS preparers.  The DEIS was easy to
read, well organized and concise, which assited us in completing our
review in a timely manner.

Thank you for addressing the issues FAA raised during its review of the
preliminary draft EIS, particularly the Section 4(f) requirements.  We
continue to have concerns regarding the noise impacts assicated with the
proposed project, and would prefer to have more specific committments to
abate incompatible noise as part of the EIS and the Record of Decision
(ROD).  However, we acknowledge the ANG's limited role in conducting
noise abatement and accept the committment by the airport sponsor and
the government of West Virginia to address, and hopefully rectify, the
noise imcompatibility issues as soon as possible after the EIS is
completed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Sincerely,

Daisy Mather
FAA Eastern Region
Airports Division, AEA-610
1 Aviation Plaza
Jamaica, NY 11434
(718) 553-2511
(718) 995-5694 (fax)
daisy.mather@faa.gov
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APPENDIX C 
REGISTERED ATTENDEES – DRAFT EIS HEARINGS 

 

Date Last Name 
First 
Name Position Represents Comments 

EIS 
format

02/19/04 Ayers Roger Owner Ayers & Ayers 
Holding LLC 

-- -- 

02/17/04 Baker Floyd Private -- Public, 
perhaps 

-- 

02/17/04 Bartley Ray Private -- Public -- 
02/19/04 Boell Ray Private -- Public Printed
02/19/04 Boell Rita Private -- Public -- 
02/17/04 Bright James E. President Grant Acres Estate -- Printed
02/19/04 Collins John Government 

Analyst- 
Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association 

-- Printed

02/19/04 Curtis Ross Private -- -- Web 
02/17/04 Custer Harold E. Private -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Davis P. Brian -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 DeVome  Evonne Deputy Director Starbase 

Martinsburg 
Public Web 

02/17/04 Feltner Tim Private -- -- Printed
02/17/04 Funk Ralph O. -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Gavin Paul K.. Director Pike View West 

Homeowners Assoc. 
-- CD 

02/17/04 Hamburg 
Hunley 

Dr. Phyllis Private -- -- CD 

02/17/04 Heckler Toni G. Private -- -- Printed
02/17/04 Hill Andrew T. -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Houck David -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Mellott Gary -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 O’Hara Lois -- -- -- -- 
02/17/04 Parker Mitchell -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Pointner Raymond -- -- Written -- 
02/19/04 Porterfield Ron Private -- Public  
02/19/04 Queen Dr. Bill Private; Elected 

Official 
-- Public -- 

02/17/04 Rauch Roscoe Private Public  -- 
02/17/04 Regalia Robert -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Seifas 

(illegible) 
Mike -- -- Written -- 

02/19/04 Sanders David H. Elected Official – 
Circuit Judge 

Chief Circuit Judge 
23rd Circuit WV 

Written/ 
Private 

-- 

02/17/04 Shade Skip -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Smith Bradley C. -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Smith Stephen M. -- -- Written -- 
02/17/04 Snyder Robert Private -- -- -- 
02/19/04 Townsend C. Vincent Private -- Public -- 
02/17/04 Ware Ronald L. Private -- Private  -- 
02/17/04 Whitacre Patrick N. Private -- -- Printed
02/19/04 Wilkins Jeff Circuit Court Bailiff Circuit Court 

Berkeley County 
Written/ 
Private 

-- 

02/17/04 Woods Rodney Private -- Public/ 
Written 

Web 
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APPENDIX D 
REGULATORY SETTING 

 
The following is a partial list of laws, general policies, and regulations that govern each 
specific resource areas addressed in the EIS.  This regulatory framework also provides 
guidelines and management practices to mitigate or prevent adverse impacts on these 
resources. 
 
D.1 AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT 
 
The Federal Aviation Administration oversees and regulates airspace rules and policies 
applicable to the Air National Guard.  Airspace safety is the primary objective and 
purpose of these policies and regulations. The applicable regulations regarding airspace 
include: 
 
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 11-206 prescribes general flight rules which govern the 
operation of aircraft flown by the U.S. Air Force (USAF), to include the Air National 
Guard (ANG).  
 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 7610.4 specifies procedures for air traffic 
control planning, coordination, and services during activities and special military 
operations conducted in airspace controlled by or under the jurisdiction of the FAA.  
 
FAA Order 7400.2D prescribes policy, criteria, and procedures applicable to rulemaking 
and non-rulemaking actions associated with airspace allocation and utilization, 
obstruction evaluation and marking, airport airspace analyses, and the establishment of 
air navigation aids.  
 
FAA Order 7400.6 provides a compilation of regulations containing current airspace 
designations and pending amendments to those designations that are issued by the 
FAA.  This order is published annually for the benefit of the public, since airspace 
designations are not carried in the Code of Federal Regulations or the Federal Aviation 
Regulations.  
 
Federal Aviation Act (1958) created the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and 
charged the FAA Administrator with ensuring the safety of aircraft and the efficient 
utilization of the National Airspace System, within the jurisdiction of the United States. 
 
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 71 (1975) delineates the designation of Federal 
airways, area low routes, controlled airspace, and navigational reporting points. 
 
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 73 (1975) defines special use airspace and prescribes 
the requirements for the use of that airspace. 
 
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 91 (1990) describes the rules governing the operation 
of aircraft within the United States. 
 
FAA Handbook 7400.2C (1992) prescribes policy, criteria, and procedures applicable to 
rule-making and non-rule-making actions associated with airspace allocation and 
utilization, obstruction evaluation and marking, airport airspace analysis, and the 
establishment of air navigation aids. 
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FAA Order EA 1100.46A outlines procedures and approvals necessary to convert or 
close an active runway.  An airport layout plan identifies facilities that can be phased 
out, and depicts their eventual disposition.   Airport Division Offices (ADOs) have the 
authority to approve airport layout plans that show eventual conversion or closing of 
facilities.  However, if the airport is subject to any Federal agreement, the actual closing 
of a runway no longer needed for civil aviation must be approved by the FAA via a 
process separate from approval of the layout plan.  Ultimate FAA consent to effect a 
release from terms or conditions of an airport agreement rests with the Chief, Airports 
Division.  Formal notification of any such plans is required by FAA Part 157. 
 
When a runway is proposed for closure, it is typically kept in operation until such time 
that the area occupied by the runway is needed for other development (e.g., as shown 
on an Airport Layout Plan).  All requests concerning closing a runway require multiple 
steps, including 1) submittal of Form 7480-1, addressing airspace implications; 2) public 
notification, including local pilots; and 3) preparation of an environmental assessment or 
EIS. 
 
FAA Handbook 7110.65 (1989) prescribes air traffic control procedures and phraseology 
for use by personnel providing air traffic control services in the United States. 
 
D.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
National and State air quality standards and regulations have been established for the 
protection of public health. Local agencies maintain the responsibility of administering 
and enforcing these regulations.  The applicable laws and regulations regarding air 
quality include: 
 
The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970.  This act, with its subsequent amendments of 1977 
and 1990, set forth National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone (O3), 
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter 
less than ten microns in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb), which must not be exceeded 
more than once per year.  The Act requires individual states to adopt standards which 
set acceptable pollutant concentrations equal to, or less than, the Federal standards.   
 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Regulations, 40 CFR 52.21.  These 
regulations apply to major stationary sources located in areas which are in attainment of 
NAAQS.  The regulations establish limits, or allowable increments, of increase in SO2, 
NO2, and total suspended particulate (TSP) concentrations resulting from a new major 
source or major source modification.  More stringent increments have been established 
for Class I areas, which include national parks and wilderness lands, than for Class II 
areas, which encompass the rest of the United States.  Major sources (those which emit 
more than 250 tons per year of criteria pollutants for a period greater than two years) 
located within 100 kilometers of a Class I area must address potential air quality impacts 
on the area. 
 
State Implementation Plan (SIP).  In areas that exceed the NAAQS (nonattainment 
areas), the Clean Air Act (40 CFR 51) requires the state to adopt a SIP, outlining a 
policy by which affected areas can reduce emissions, improve air quality, and regain 
attainment status.  States, in turn, require affected counties to develop air quality 
attainment or maintenance plans.  This process involves the adoption of specific 
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emission-reduction strategies to enable counties that are in nonattainment to show 
reasonable further progress toward attainment of the applicable air pollution standards.  
These plans generally contain new source review (NSR) rules; require Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT), emission offsets, and ambient air monitoring; and may 
include mobile emissions limitations. 
 
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 established new deadlines for 
achievement of the NAAQS depending on the severity of nonattainment.  The CAAA of 
1990 also require states to develop an operating permit program that requires all major 
sources of pollutants to obtain an air permit, and contains programs designed to reduce 
mobile source emissions and control emissions of hazardous air pollutants through 
establishing control technology guidelines for various classes of sources. 
 
Clean Air Conformity Act.  Major Federal actions are required under section 176(c) of 
the Clean Air Act to demonstrate conformance to the appropriate SIP or Federal 
Implementation Plan before they can be implemented.  Federal actions must not 1) 
cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in the area; 2) interfere with 
provisions in the application SIP for maintenance or attainment of air quality standards; 
3) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard; or 
4) delay timely attainment of any standard, any interim emission reductions, or other 
milestones included in the SIP for air quality.   
 
D.3 NOISE 
 
National, state and local regulations and policies regarding noise impacts have been 
established to protect the general public. Specific thresholds are set to determine 
potentially harmful noise levels and are used as planning guidelines. The applicable 
regulations and procedures regarding noise include: 
 
Noise Control Act of 1972.   The Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) established a 
national policy "to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that 
jeopardizes their public health and welfare."  The Act provides for a division of powers 
between the Federal, state, and local government, in which the primary Federal 
responsibility is for noise source emission control, with the states and other agencies 
retaining the rights to control noise sources and the level of noise within their 
communities and jurisdiction. 
 
The Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON).  FICON was formed in 1990 to 
review policies that govern the assessment of airport noise impacts.  FICON consisted 
of representatives of governmental agencies that have responsibilities for airport noise.  
These agencies included the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Military 
Services.   FICON reviewed the body of science associated with methodologies and 
metrics for assessing airport noise impacts, Federal policies governing the assessment 
of airport impacts, and the legal aspects of current and proposed Federal policies for 
assessing airport noise. 
 
Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation, Title 14 – Aeronautics 
and Space, Chapter I (14 CFR, Chapter I – Part 150).  The FAA addressed the issue of 
controlling noise sensitive land uses around airports in a series of orders and advisory 
circulars, including FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. 
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Air Force manual 19-10 describes tools to aid in the development of acceptable noise 
environments.  
 
Executive Order 12088 requires the head of each executive agency to be responsible 
for ensuring that all necessary actions are taken for the prevention, control, and 
abatement of environmental pollution, including noise pollution, with respect to Federal 
facilities and activities under the control of the agency.  
 
D.4 LAND USE  
 
National and state resource management plans, local plans and zoning regulations, and 
other policies that pertain to land use, provide a guideline for development in these 
areas.  Other pertinent Federal laws include: 
 
Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management.  This order directs Federal agencies 
to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support 
of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. 
 
Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands.  This order states that Federal 
agencies are to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term impacts 
associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct and 
indirect support of new construction in wetlands whenever a practicable alternative 
exists. 
 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program.  The Department of Defense 
initiated the Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) program to protect the 
public's health, safety, and welfare, and to prevent civilian encroachment from degrading 
the operational capability of military air installations.  The AICUZ program recommends 
land uses that will be compatible with noise levels, accident potential, and flight 
clearance requirements associated with military airfield operations.   
 
Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation, Title 14 – Aeronautics 
and Space, Chapter I (14 CFR, Chapter I – Part 150).  The FAA addressed the issue of 
controlling noise sensitive land uses around airports in a series of orders and advisory 
circulars, including FAR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. 
 
D.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Laws and policies have been established to protect geological and soil resources from 
potential adverse impacts.  New development has the potential to displace, disrupt, or 
disturb geological features and soils. The applicable regulations and procedures 
regarding geology and soils include:  
 
Executive Order 11207.  This order promotes coordination of Federal programs 
affecting agricultural and rural area development and promotes cooperation among 
Federal departments and agencies to achieve consistent administration programs 
affecting agricultural and rural area development. 
 
Federal Soil Conservation Law (16 United States Geological Survey [USGS] 590a).  
This law "provides permanently for the control and prevention of soil erosion by 
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preventive measures, including engineering operations, methods of cultivation, growing 
of vegetation, and changes in land use." 
 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act (7 USGS 128).  This Act mandates 
Congress to "conserve national resources, preventing the wasteful use of soil fertility . . . 
(and) preserving and maintaining the farm and ranch land resources in the national 
public interest." 
 
Other applicable regulations include Federal and state laws protecting mineral rights and 
state and local laws regarding protection of geologic resources (considered on a 
case-by-case basis). 
 
D.6 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Statutes, regulations, and executive orders enacted to protect water resources form the 
basis for policy guidelines and management practices relating to water resources.  They 
include: 
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 
1980.  This is the primary law which regulates remediation of environmental 
contamination.  
 
Executive Order 11988-Floodplain Management.  This order directs Federal agencies to 
avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with 
occupancy and modification of floodplains.  
 
Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands (United States Code [USC] 1221, 
1226).  This order directs Federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- 
and short-term adverse impacts associated with destruction or modification of wetlands.  
 
Federal Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC 1251 et seq.).  This act is the primary law 
regulating water pollution.  Relevant sections include:  
 
 • Section 208 requiring that states develop programs to identify and control 

non-point sources of pollution, including runoff.  
 
 • Section 313(a), requiring that Federal agencies observe state and local water 

quality regulations. 
 
 • Section 401(a)(1) requiring any applicant for a Federal permit (i.e., 404) to 

provide certification from the State in which the discharge originates that 
such discharge will comply with applicable water quality provisions.   

 
 • Section 402, requiring the EPA Administrator to develop the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to issue permits for 
pollutant discharges to waters of the Untied States. 

 
 • Section 404, requiring an Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) permit for work 

in waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
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Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 19).  This act requires owners and operators of facilities 
which could cause substantial harm to the environment to prepare and submit plans for 
responding to worst-case discharges of oil and hazardous substances. 
 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976.  This act is the primary law 
regulating the handling of hazardous waste, which includes wastes generated during 
environmental clean-up.  
 
Safe Drinking Water Act (40 USC 100 et seq.).  This act sets limits on concentrations of 
contaminants in drinking water sources and established the Underground Injection 
Control program to protect underground sources of drinking water. 
 
D.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
Local, state and Federal laws and policies have been created to protect threatened and 
endangered species, wildlife habitat, and sensitive biological resources such as 
wetlands.   Any development occurring near sensitive biological resources should be 
managed and actions should be in compliance with these protective laws and policies. 
The applicable laws and regulations regarding biological resources include: 
 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (50 CFR Part 402), as amended.  This act protects 
proposed and listed threatened or endangered species.  Formal consultation with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required under Section 7 of the Act 
for all Federal projects and other projects requiring Federal permits that could adversely 
affect any proposed or listed species.  Pursuant to Section 402.12 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, the lead Federal agency of a proposed action that could adversely 
affect a listed species is required to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA).  The BA is 
the initial step in a formal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS.  The USFWS then 
prepares a biological opinion, which includes a determination of whether or not the 
Federal action in question would jeopardize the continued existence of the species in 
question is the end-product of a formal consultation.   
 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management.  This order requires that governmental 
agencies, in carrying out their responsibilities, provide leadership and take action to 
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  This order 
requires each Federal agency to determine whether a proposed action must occur in a 
floodplain, or if impacts on flood storage capacity would result, and to consider 
practicable alternatives.  If no practical alternative can be demonstrated, the executive 
order requires minimizing harm and notifying the public through the A-95 state 
clearinghouse process why the project must be located in the floodplain.  
 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (16 USC 1221-1226).  This order 
requires that governmental agencies, in carrying out their responsibilities, provide 
leadership and "take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of 
wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands."  
Each agency is to consider factors relevant to a potential impacts on the survival and 
quality of the wetlands by maintenance of natural systems, including conservation and 
long-term productivity of existing flora and fauna, species and habitat diversity and 
stability, hydrologic utility, fish, and wildlife.  If no practical alternative can be 
demonstrated, agencies are required to provide for early public review of any plans or 
proposals for new construction in wetlands.  
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 USC Sections 703-711).  This act protects all 
migratory birds with the exception of the English Sparrow, the Rock Pigeon, and 
European Starling by limiting the transportation, importation, killing, or possession of 
these birds. 
 
Public Law (PL) 86-797, Fish and Wildlife Conservation on Military Reservations (Sikes 
Act), as amended by PL 90-465.  This law applies to all commands and personnel and 
covers installations and facilities located in the United States that contain land and water 
areas suitable for conservation and management of fish and wildlife resources.  Fish 
and wildlife management should be integrated with other natural resource activities into 
a balanced multiple-use program.  The law requires cooperative management plans with 
state and Federal fish and wildlife conservation agencies.  The amendment addresses 
outdoor recreation programs on military lands. 
 
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended (33 CFR Part 320-330).    This 
section requires an NPDES permit for all discharges to reduce pollution that could affect 
any form of life.  
 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 CFR Part 320-330).  This section regulates the 
filling or discharge of fill materials into wetlands and "waters of the U.S."  Projects that 
include such activities must be reviewed by the ACOE and receive technical input from 
the EPA and USFWS, and other agencies.  Certain activities in wetlands or "waters" are 
granted a general permit, which allows the filling of wetlands when aggregate impacts 
do not exceed one acre.  The ACOE assumes discretionary jurisdiction over proposed 
impacts on one to ten acres (i.e., ACOE may issue a nationwide permit or require an 
individual permit), and assumes mandatory jurisdiction over proposed impacts on ten or 
more acres of wetlands (i.e., an individual permit would be required).  In circumstances 
where the placement of fill in a wetland requires a 404 permit from the ACOE, an 
alternative analysis is required by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  This 
alternatives analysis must determine that the proposed fill is unavoidable and there are 
no reasonable alternatives. 
 
D.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Numerous Federal laws and regulations require Federal agencies such as the Air 
National Guard to consider the effects of a proposed action on cultural resources.  The 
most pertinent laws and regulations concerning the protection and treatment of cultural 
resources include: 
 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).  On November 16, 
1990, President George Bush signed into law the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act.  The Act addresses the rights of lineal descendants and members 
of Indian Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations to certain Native American human 
remains and cultural items with which they are affiliated. 
 
Antiquities Act of 1906 (34 Stat. 225; 16 USC 431).  This act provides for the protection 
of historic or prehistoric remains or any object of antiquity on Federal lands; establishes 
criminal penalties for unauthorized destruction or appropriation of antiquities; and 
authorizes scientific investigation of antiquities on Federal lands, subject to permit and 
regulations.  Paleontological resources also are considered to be under the authority of 
this act. 
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Historic Sites Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 USC 461-467).  This act authorizes the 
establishment of national historic sites and the preservation of historic sites and 
archaeological properties of national significance; provides the basis for the designation 
of national historic landmarks; establishes criminal penalties for violation of regulations 
pursuant to the act; and authorizes interagency, intergovernmental, and interdisciplinary 
efforts for the preservation of cultural resources. 
 
National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 60).  This regulation, promulgated by the 
Department of the Interior, establishes the National Register and outlines the process 
for nominating properties to it. 
 
Determination of Eligibility for Inclusion in the National Register for Historic Places 
(36 CFR 63).  This regulation codifies the process by which Federal agencies determine 
a property's eligibility for inclusion in the National Register to implement Executive 
Order 11593 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (80 Stat. 915; 16 USC 470).  This act 
declares historic preservation as a national policy and defines it as the protection, 
rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, or culture, including 
the encouragement of preservation at state, local, and private levels.  The law also 
directs the expansion of the National Register to include cultural resources of state and 
local significance, in addition to those of national significance; authorizes matching 
Federal grants to states and the National Trust for the Historic Preservation for 
acquisition and rehabilitation of National Register properties; establishes an Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); and in Section 106 provides direction for 
Federal agencies in the event an undertaking affects a property eligible for or included in 
the National Register.  As amended (PL 94-458, 90 Stat. 1942), the act authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior to withhold from disclosure to the public the location of National 
Register listings "whenever…the disclosure of specific information would create a risk of 
destruction or harm to such sites or objects."   
 
Findings and Policy of National Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 2987).  This 
act amends the Historic Preservation Act of 1966 to continue the National Register of 
Historic Places for properties of national, state, and local significance; directs the 
Secretary of the Interior to establish guidelines for nationally significant properties, 
curation of artifacts, documentation of historic properties, and preservation of federally 
owned historic properties prior to alteration; designates a preservation officer in each 
Federal agency; authorizes the inclusion of historic preservation, inventory, and 
evaluation costs in project planning costs; authorizes the inclusion of historic inventory, 
evaluation, and data recovery in Federal licenses and permits; and authorizes 
withholding sensitive data on historic properties when necessary. 
 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 469; 42 USC 1996).  This act 
establishes as U.S. policy protection and preservation for American Indians of their 
inherent right to freely believe, express, and practice their traditional religions.  It also 
directs Federal agencies to consult with native traditional religious leaders to determine 
appropriate policy for protecting and preserving the religious and cultural rights and 
practices of American Indians. 
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Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (93 Stat. 721; 16 USC 470).  
This act clarifies and defines archaeological resources; prohibits the removal, sale, 
receipt, and interstate transport of illegally obtained archaeological resources from 
public or Indian lands; provides substantial criminal and civil penalties for those who 
violate the terms of the act; authorizes confidentiality of site-location information; and 
authorizes permit procedures to enable qualified individuals to study archaeological 
resources on public and Indian lands.  The act supplements the Antiquities Act of 1906. 
 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, Final Uniform Regulation 
(32 CFR 229, 6 January 1984).  This act was promulgated by the Departments of the 
Interior, Agriculture, and Defense, and the Tennessee Valley Authority and establishes 
uniform procedures for implementing provisions of the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979.  These regulations enable Federal land managers to protect 
archaeological resources on public and Indian lands. 
 
Criteria for Comprehensive Statewide Historic Surveys and Plans (36 CFR 62).  This 
regulation, promulgated by the Department of the Interior, describes the designation, 
responsibilities, and professional qualifications of the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and staff; the comprehensive statewide survey process; the state historic 
preservation plan; and protection of historic properties. 
 
National Historic Landmarks Program (36 CFR 65).  This regulation, promulgated by the 
Department of the Interior, sets forth the Secretary of the Interior's criteria for national 
significance and the process used to identify, designate, recognize, and monitor the 
integrity of national historic landmarks. 
 
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties (36 CFR 800).  This regulation, 
promulgated by the ACHP, describes Federal agency and SHPO responsibilities for 
protecting historic and cultural properties. 
 
Executive Order 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 
(13 May 1971).  This order asserts that the Federal government shall provide leadership 
in preserving, restoring, and maintaining the historic and cultural environment of the 
nation.  It also directs Federal agencies to ensure preservation of cultural resources 
under Federal ownership and directs Federal plans and programs to contribute to the 
preservation and enhancement of non federally owned sites; directs Federal agencies to 
locate, inventory, and nominate to the National Register properties under their control or 
jurisdiction that meet the criteria for nomination; directs Federal agencies to exercise 
caution during the interim period to ensure that cultural resources under their control are 
not inadvertently damaged, destroyed, or transferred before the completion of 
inventories and evaluations of properties worthy of nomination to the National Register; 
and directs the Secretary of the Interior to undertake certain advisory responsibilities in 
compliance with the order. 
 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior's Standards and 
Guidelines (29 September 1983).  These guidelines provide Federal agency personnel 
and others with standards and technical advice about archaeological and historic 
preservation activities and methods. 
 
Treatment of Archaeological Properties; A Handbook (5 November 1980).  This 
handbook is the advisory Council on Historic Preservation's guide to principles, 
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procedures, and methods for treating archaeological properties to assist Federal 
agencies and SHPOs in meeting their responsibilities pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 
 
D.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
Economic growth in the ROI depends, in part, on state, county, and community 
regulations and policies regarding housing and land use.  These include regulations for 
residential construction, zoning ordinances, and related regulations.  Standards for 
housing and Department of Defense housing programs (Section 801, build-lease, and 
Section 802, rental guarantee) may affect the development and allocation of housing for 
in-migrants.   
 
The Secretary of Defense has been directed to encourage the use of solar energy or 
other forms of renewable energy for all types of military construction projects.  The 
design of all new facilities is required to consider renewable energy when it has the 
potential for significant savings of energy derived from fossil fuels or is considered cost 
effective.  Implementation is required when the renewable resource is found practical 
and economically feasible. 
 
D.10 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations.  This order directs Federal agencies to 
address and consider the impacts on environmental and human health conditions in 
minority and low-income communities from Federal actions.  The general purposes of 
this Executive Order are: 
 

• To focus the attention of Federal agencies on human health and environmental 
conditions in minority communities and low-income communities with the goal of 
achieving environmental justice.  

 
• To foster non-discrimination in Federal programs that substantially affect human 

health of the environment. 
 
• To give minority communities and low-income communities greater opportunities 

for public participation in, and access to public information on, matters relating to 
human health and the environment.   

 
Executive Order 13045 - Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks.  This order was introduced in 1997 and requires Federal agencies’ 
policies, programs, activities, and standards address environmental health risks and 
safety risks to children.  Federal agencies are also required to make it a high priority to 
identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children.  
 
D.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES 
 
Federal and state laws, policies, and regulations apply to activities involving hazardous 
materials.  This regulatory framework provides the guidelines and management 
practices to minimize adverse impacts resulting from hazardous materials utilization.  
They include:  
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 
1980.  This act provides for liability, compensation, clean-up, and emergency response 
for hazardous substances released into the environment and the clean-up of inactive 
hazardous waste disposal sites. 
 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984.  These amendments prohibit the 
land disposal of hazardous wastes beyond specific dates.  As of 8 May 1990, all 
hazardous wastes are prohibited from land disposal unless they first meet the Best 
Demonstrated Available Technology (BDAT) treatment standards. 
 
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) and the Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Uniform Safety Act (HMTUSA).  HMTA, and its 1990 amendments, and 
HMTUSA govern the transportation of hazardous materials.  The Department of 
Transportation (DOT) administers these laws which govern packing, handling, spill 
reporting, routing, and transport container manufacturing.  The 1990 amendments clarify 
and expand the Federal government's preemptive responsibility for regulating 
hazardous materials transport to include routing standards, registration, and permitting 
requirements, and financial responsibility requirements. 
 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1984.  This act regulates storage, 
transport, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste that could have an adverse effect 
on the environment. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (SWDA) and Amendments of 1980.  This act amends RCRA 
with additional regulation of energy and materials conservation and the establishment of 
a National Advisory Council. 
 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976.  This act specifies that all agencies of 
the Federal government must fully comply with its requirements.  TSCA provides 
authority to require testing and regulation of chemical substances so as to protect 
human health and the environment from exposure to chemicals about which little is 
known. 
 
D.12 SAFETY 
 
The Air National Guard operates under an extensive set of regulations and procedures 
aimed at ensuring the safety of the public as well as Air National Guard personnel, 
facilities, and equipment.  The regulations, procedures, plans and agreements most 
pertinent to the proposed action include: 
 
Department of Defense Flight Information Publication (FLIP) indicates locations of 
potential hazards (e.g., bird aggregations, obstructions) and noise sensitive locations 
under military airspace and defines horizontal and/or vertical avoidance measures.  The 
FLIP is updated monthly to present current conditions. 
 
Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) arcs have been developed for all military 
bases.  ESQD arcs are established to regulate activity related to storage of ordnance; 
the arcs prohibit placement of habitable buildings in unsafe proximity to ordnance 
storage facilities.  Unauthorized public access is strictly prohibited at the base and 
regulated by military police at established checkpoints located at each paved road 
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providing access to the base; however, due to the extensive boundary, total protection 
from trespass is impossible. 
 
D.13 SECTION 4(F) 
 
Federal law 23 U.S.C. Section 138, commonly known as Section 4(f), prohibits the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) from approving a project that uses land from a 
publicly owned park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site.   
Exceptions are possible if 1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
the land and 2) if the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
property.  If a feasible and prudent alternative that avoids such use is available, it must 
be selected.  If such use is unavoidable, then measures must be identified that minimize 
and mitigate for direct and indirect harm to the property. 
 
Section 4(f) establishes a mandate to make special efforts to "preserve the natural 
beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites."  The special efforts include a Section 4(f) Evaluation, which 
entails a detailed description of affected resources, discussion of direct (acquisition) and 
indirect impacts on resources, identification and evaluation of alternatives that avoid 
impacts, and mitigation measures to minimize unavoidable adverse effects.  Indirect 
impacts occur when the proposed project does not use land from a Section 4(f) 
property, but the project's proximity impacts (e.g., traffic noise) are severe enough that 
the protected attributes are substantially impaired according to 23 CFR 771.135(p)(2).  
Indirect impacts of this nature are referred to as a "constructive use." 
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C.1 NOISE 

C.1.1 General 

Noise, often defined as unwanted sound, is one of the most common environmental issues 

associated with aircraft operations. Of course, aircraft are not the only sources of noise in an 

urban or suburban surrounding, where interstate and local roadway traffic, rail, industrial, 

and neighborhood sources also intrude on the everyday quality of life. Nevertheless, aircraft 

are readily identifiable to those affected by their noise and are typically singled out for special 

attention and criticism. Consequently, aircraft noise problems often dominate analyses of 

environmental impacts. 

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations which travel through a 

medium, such as air, and are sensed by the human ear. Whether that sound is interpreted as 

pleasant (for example, music) or unpleasant (for example, aircraft noise) depends largely on 

the listener's current activity, past experience, and attitude toward the source of that sound. 

It is often true that one person's music is another person's noise. 

The measurement and human perception of sound involves two basic physical 

characteristics _ intensity and frequency. Intensity is a measure of the acoustic energy of the 

sound vibrations and is expressed in terms of sound pressure. The higher the sound pressure, 

the more energy carried by the sound and the louder the perception of that sound. The 

second important physical characteristic is sound frequency which is the number of times per 

second the air vibrates or oscillates. Low-frequency sounds are characterized as rumbles or 

roars, while high-frequency sounds are typified by sirens or screeches. 

The loudest sounds which can be detected comfortably by the human ear have intensities 

which are 1,000,000,000,000 times larger than those of sounds which can just be detected. 

Because of this vast range, any attempt to represent the intensity of sound using a linear 

scale becomes very unwieldy. As a result, a logarithmic unit known as the decibel 

(abbreviated dB) is used to represent the intensity of a sound. Such a representation is called 

a sound level. 

A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the threshold of human hearing and is barely audible 

under extremely quiet listening conditions. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 

60 dB. Sound levels above about 120 dB begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort 

and eventually pain at still higher levels. 

Because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel unit, sound levels cannot be added or 

subtracted directly and are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically. However, some 

simple rules of thumb are useful in dealing with sound levels. First, if a sound's intensity is 
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doubled, the sound level increases by 3 dB, regardless of the initial sound level. Thus, for 

example: 

 60 dB + 60 dB = 63 dB, and 

 80 dB + 80 dB = 83 dB. 

The total sound level produced by two sounds of different levels is usually only slightly more 

than the higher of the two. For example: 

 60.0 dB + 70.0 dB = 70.4 dB. 

Because the addition of sound levels behaves differently than that of ordinary numbers, such 

addition is often referred to as "decibel addition" or "energy addition". The latter term arises 

from the fact that what we are really doing when we add decibel values is first converting 

each decibel value to its corresponding acoustic energy, then adding the energies using the 

normal rules of addition, and finally converting the total energy back to its decibel equivalent. 

An important facet of decibel addition arises later when the concept of time-average sound 

levels is introduced to explain Day-Night Average Sound Level. Because of the logarithmic 

units, the time-average sound level is dominated by the louder levels which occur during the 

averaging period. As a simple example, consider a sound level which is 100 dB and lasts for 

30 seconds, followed by a sound level of 50 dB which also lasts for 30 seconds. The time-

average sound level over the total 60-second period is 97 dB, not 75 dB. 

The minimum change in the sound level of individual events which an average human ear can 

detect is about 3 dB. A change in sound level of about 10 dB is usually perceived by the 

average person as a doubling (or halving) of the sound's loudness, and this relation holds 

true for loud sounds and for quieter sounds. A decrease in sound level of 10 dB actually 

represents a 90 percent decrease in sound intensity but only a 50 percent decrease in 

perceived loudness because of the nonlinear response of the human ear (similar to most 

human senses). 

Sound frequency is measured in terms of cycles per second (cps), or hertz (Hz), which is the 

preferred scientific unit for cps. The normal human ear can detect sounds which range in 

frequency from about 20 Hz to about 15,000 Hz. All sounds in this wide range of frequencies, 

however, are not heard equally well by the human ear, which is most sensitive to frequencies 

in the 1000 to 4000 Hz range. In measuring community noise, this frequency dependence is 

taken into account by adjusting the very high and very low frequencies to approximate the 

human ear's lower sensitivity to those frequencies. This is called "A-weighting" and is 

commonly used in measurements of community environmental noise. 
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Sound levels measured using A-weighting are most properly called A-weighted sound levels 

while sound levels measured without any frequency weighting are most properly called sound 

levels. However, since most environmental impact analysis documents deal only with A-

weighted sound levels, the adjective "A-weighted" is often omitted, and A-weighted sound 

levels are referred to simply as sound levels. In some instances, the author will indicate that 

the levels have been A-weighted by using the abbreviation dBA or dB(A), rather than the 

abbreviation dB, for decibel. As long as the use of A-weighting is understood to be used, 

there is no difference implied by the terms "sound level" and "A-weighted sound level" or by 

the units dB, dBA, and dB(A). 

In this document all sound levels are A-weighted sound levels and the adjective "A-weighted" 

has been omitted. 

Sound levels do not represent instantaneous measurements but rather averages over short 

periods of time. Two measurement time periods are most common _ one second and one-

eighth of a second. A measured sound level averaged over one second is called a slow 

response sound level; one averaged over one-eighth of a second is called a fast response 

sound level. Most environmental noise studies use slow response measurements, and the 

adjective "slow response" is usually omitted. It is easy to understand why the proper 

descriptor "slow response A-weighted sound level" is usually shortened to "sound level" in 

environmental impact analysis documents. 

C.1.2 Noise Metrics 

A "metric" is defined as something "of, involving, or used in measurement." As used in 

environmental noise analyses, a metric refers to the unit or quantity which quantitatively 

measures the effect of noise on the environment. Noise studies have typically involved a 

confusing proliferation of noise metrics as individual researchers have attempted to 

understand and represent the effects of noise. As a result, past literature describing 

environmental noise or environmental noise abatement has included many different metrics. 

Recently, however, various federal agencies involved in environmental noise mitigation have 

agreed on common metrics for environmental impact analysis documents, and both the 

Department of Defense and the Federal Aviation Administration have specified those which 

should be used for federal aviation noise assessments. These metrics are as follows. 
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C.1.2.1 Maximum Sound Level 

The highest A-weighted sound level measured during a single event in which the sound level 

changes value as time goes on (e.g., an aircraft overflight) is called the maximum A-weighted 

sound level or maximum sound level, for short. It is usually abbreviated by ALM, Lmax or 

LAmax . 

The maximum sound levels of typical events are shown in Figure C-1. The maximum sound 

level is important in judging the interference caused by a noise event with conversation, TV 

or radio listening, sleep, or other common activities. 

C.1.2.2 Sound Exposure Level 

Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics _ a sound level which 

changes throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is heard. Although 

the maximum sound level, described above, provides some measure of the intrusiveness of 

the event, it alone does not completely describe the total event. The period of time during 

which the sound is heard is also significant. The Sound Exposure Level (abbreviated SEL or 

LAE ) combines both of these characteristics into a single metric. 

Sound Exposure Level is a logarithmic measure of the total acoustic energy transmitted to the 

listener during the event. Mathematically, it represents the sound level of the constant sound 

that would, in one second, generate the same acoustic energy as did the actual time-varying 

noise event. Since aircraft overflights usually last longer than one second, the Sound 

Exposure Level of an overflight is usually greater than the maximum sound level of the 

overflight. 

Note that sound exposure level is a composite metric which represents both the intensity of a 

sound and its duration. It does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time, 

but rather provides a measure of the net impact of the entire acoustic event. It has been well 

established in the scientific community that Sound Exposure Level measures this impact 

much more reliably than just the maximum sound level. 

Because the Sound Exposure Level and the maximum sound level are both A-weighted sound 

levels expressed in decibels, there is sometimes confusion between the two, so the specific 

metric used should be clearly stated.



DRAFT 
WR 03-19 Aircraft Noise Study – Eastern WV Regional Airport/Shepherd Field, WV October 2003 

 
C-6

 
 COMMON SOUND LEVEL LOUDNESS 

  SOUNDS dB – Compared to 70 dB – 
 
  —  130 
 
 Oxygen Torch —  120 UNCOMFORTABLE —— 32 Times as Loud 
 
 Discotheque —  110  —— 16 Times as Loud 
 Textile Mill 
  —  100 VERY LOUD 
 
  —  90  —— 4 Times as Loud 
 Heavy Truck at 50 Feet 
 Garbage Disposal —  80 
   MODERATE 
 Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Feet —  70 
 Automobile at 100 Feet 
 Air Conditioner at 100 Feet —  60 
 
 Quiet Urban Daytime —  50  —— 1/4 as Loud 
   QUIET 
 Quiet Urban Nighttime —  40 
 
 Bedroom at Night —  30  ___ 1/16 as Loud 
 Recording Studio  
  —  20 
 
 
                      Just Audible  —  10  
 
 Threshold of Hearing —  0  
 

 
Source:  Handbook of Noise Control, C.M. Harris, Editor, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1979, and Ref. A5. 

 
Figure C-1. Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Sounds. 

 

C.1.2.3 Day-Night Average Sound Level 

Time-average sound levels are measurements of sound levels which are averaged over a 

specified length of time. These levels provide a measure of the average sound energy during 

the measurement period. 

For the evaluation of community noise effects, and particularly aircraft noise effects, the Day-

Night Average Sound Level (abbreviated DNL or Ldn ) is used. Day-Night Average Sound 

Level averages aircraft sound levels at a location over a complete 24-hour period, with a 10-

• 
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decibel adjustment added to those noise events which take place between 10:00 p.m. and 

7:00 a.m. (local time) the following morning. This 10-decibel "penalty" represents the added 

intrusiveness of sounds which occur during normal sleeping hours, both because of the 

increased sensitivity to noise during those hours and because ambient sound levels during 

nighttime are typically about 10 dB lower than during daytime hours. 

Ignoring the 10-decibel nighttime adjustment for the moment, Day-Night Average Sound 

Level may be thought of as the continuous A-weighted Sound Level which would be present if 

all of the variations in sound level which occur over a 24-hour period were smoothed out so 

as to contain the same total sound energy. 

Day-Night Average Sound Level provides a single measure of overall noise impact, but does 

not provide specific information on the number of noise events or the individual sound levels 

which occur during the day. For example, a Day-Night Average Sound Level of 65 dB could 

result from a very few noisy events, or a large number of quieter events. 

As noted earlier for Sound Exposure Level, Day-Night Average Sound Level does not 

represent the sound level heard at any particular time, but rather represents the total sound 

exposure. Scientific studies and social surveys which have been conducted to appraise 

community annoyance to all types of environmental noise have found the Day-Night Average 

Sound Level to be the best measure of that annoyance. Its use is endorsed by the scientific 

community (References A1 through A5). 

There is, in fact, a remarkable consistency in the results of attitudinal surveys about aircraft 

noise conducted in different countries to find the percentages of groups of people who express 

various degrees of annoyance when exposed to different levels of Day-Night Average Sound 

Level. This is illustrated in Figure C-2, which summarizes the results of a large number of 

social surveys relating community responses to various types of noises, measured in Day-

Night Average Sound Level. 

Reference A6, from which Figure C-2 was taken, was published in 1978. A more recent study 

has reaffirmed this relationship (Reference A7). In general, correlation coefficients of 0.85 to 

0.95 are found between the percentages of groups of people highly annoyed and the level of 

average noise exposure. The correlation coefficients for the annoyance of individuals are 

relatively low, however, on the order of 0.5 or less. This is not surprising, considering the 

varying personal factors which influence the manner in which individuals react to noise. 

Nevertheless, findings substantiate that community annoyance to aircraft noise is represented 

quite reliably using Day-Night Average Sound Level. 
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Figure C-2. Community Surveys of Noise Annoyance (Schulz, 1978) 

This relation between community annoyance and time-average sound level has been 

confirmed, even for infrequent aircraft noise events. Reference A8 reported the reactions of 

individuals in a community to daily helicopter overflights, ranging from one to 32 per day. 

The stated reactions to infrequent helicopter overflights correlated quite well with the daily 

time-average sound levels over this range of numbers of daily noise events. 

The use of Day-Night Average Sound Level has been criticized recently as not accurately 

representing community annoyance and land-use compatibility with aircraft noise. Much of 

that criticism stems from a lack of understanding of the basis for the measurement or 

calculation of Ldn . One frequent criticism is based on the inherent feeling that people react 

more to single noise events and not as much to "meaningless" time-average sound levels. 

In fact, a time-average noise metric, such as Ldn , takes into account both the noise levels of 

all individual events which occur during a 24-hour period and the number of times those 
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events occur. As described briefly above, the logarithmic nature of the decibel unit causes the 

noise levels of the loudest events to control the 24-hour average. 

As a simple example of this characteristic, consider a case in which only one aircraft overflight 

occurs in daytime during a 24-hour period, creating a sound level of 100 dB for 30 seconds. 

During the remaining 23 hours, 59 minutes, and 30 seconds of the day, the ambient sound 

level is 50 dB. The Day-Night Average Sound Level for this 24-hour period is 65.5 dB. 

Assume, as a second example, that ten such 30-second overflights occur in daytime hours 

during the next 24-hour period, with the same ambient sound level of 50 dB during the 

remaining 23 hours and 55 minutes of the day. The Day-Night Average Sound Level for this 

24-hour period is 75.4 dB. Clearly, the averaging of noise over a 24-hour period does not 

ignore the louder single events and tends to emphasize both the sound levels and number of 

those events. This is the basic concept of a time-average sound metric, and specifically the 

Day-Night Average Sound Level. 

C.1.2.4 Onset-Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level 

Aircraft operations along low-altitude Military Training Routes (MTRs) and in Military 

Operating Areas (MOAs) and Restricted Areas/Ranges generate a noise environment different 

from other community noise environments. Overflights can be highly sporadic, ranging from 

many (e.g., ten per hour) to few (less than one per week). This situation differs from most 

community noise environments in which noise tends to be continuous or patterned. 

Individual military overflight events also differ from typical community noise events, because 

of the low-altitude and high-airspeed characteristics of military aircraft. These characteristics 

result in aircraft that exhibit a rate of increase in sound level (onset rate) of up to 30 dB per 

second. The Day-Night Average Sound Level metric is adjusted to account for the “surprise” 

effect of the onset rate of aircraft noise on humans with an adjustment ranging up to 11 dB 

added to the normal Sound Exposure Level (Reference A9). Onset rates between 15 to 150 dB 

per second require an adjustment of from 0 to 11 dB, while onset rates below 15 dB per 

second require no adjustment. The adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level is designated as 

Onset-Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level (abbreviated Ldnr ). Because of the 

sporadic occurrences of aircraft overflights along MTRs, in MOAs and Restricted Areas/Ranges, 

the number of average daily operations is determined from the calendar month with the 

highest number of operations in each area. This monthly average is denoted Ldnmr . 
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C.2 NOISE EFFECTS 

C.2.1 Hearing Loss 

Noise-induced hearing loss is probably the best defined of the potential effects of human 

exposure to excessive noise. Federal workplace standards for protection from hearing loss 

allow a time-average level of 90 dB over an 8-hour work period, or 85 dB averaged over a 

16-hour period. Even the most protective criterion (no measurable hearing loss for the most 

sensitive portion of the population at the ear's most sensitive frequency, 4000 Hz, after a 40-

year exposure) suggests a time-average sound level of 70 dB over a 24-hour period. Since it 

is unlikely that airport neighbors will remain outside their homes 24 hours per day for 

extended periods of time, there is little possibility of hearing loss below a Day-Night Average 

Sound Level of 75 dB, and this level is extremely conservative. 

 

C.2.2 Nonauditory Health Effects 

Nonauditory health effects of long-term noise exposure, where noise may act as a risk factor, 

have never been found to occur at levels below those protective against noise-induced 

hearing loss, described above. Most studies attempting to clarify such health effects have 

found that noise exposure levels established for hearing protection will also protect against 

any potential nonauditory health effects, at least in workplace conditions. The best scientific 

summary of these findings is contained in the lead paper at the National Institutes of Health 

Conference on Noise and Hearing Loss, held on 22–24 January 1990 in Washington, D.C.: 

"The nonauditory effects of chronic noise exposure, when noise is suspected to 
act as one of the risk factors in the development of hypertension, cardiovascular 
disease, and other nervous disorders, have never been proven to occur as 
chronic manifestations at levels below these criteria (an average of 75 dBA for 
complete protection against hearing loss for an eight-hour day). At the 1988 
International Congress on Noise as a Public Health Problem, most studies 
attempting to clarify such health effects did not find them at levels below the 
criteria protective of noise-induced hearing loss, and even above these criteria, 
results regarding such health effects were ambiguous. Consequently, one comes 
to the conclusion that establishing and enforcing exposure levels protecting 
against noise-induced hearing loss would not only solve the noise-induced 
hearing loss problem but also any potential nonauditory health effects in the 
work place." (Reference A10; parenthetical wording added for clarification.) 

Although these findings were directed specifically at noise effects in the work place, they are 

equally applicable to aircraft noise effects in the community environment. Research studies 

regarding the nonauditory health effects of aircraft noise are ambiguous, at best, and often 
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contradictory. Yet, even those studies which purport to find such health effects use time-

average noise levels of 75 dB and higher for their research. 

For example, in an often-quoted paper, two UCLA researchers apparently found a relation 

between aircraft noise levels under the approach path to Los Angeles International Airport 

(LAX) and increased mortality rates among the exposed residents by using an average noise 

exposure level greater than 75 dB for the "noise-exposed" population (Reference A11). 

Nevertheless, three other UCLA professors analyzed those same data and found no relation 

between noise exposure and mortality rates (Reference A12). 

As a second example, two other UCLA researchers used this same population near LAX to 

show a higher rate of birth defects in 1970–1972 when compared with a control group 

residing away from the airport (Reference A13). Based on this report, a separate group at the 

U.S. Centers for Disease Control performed a more thorough study of populations near 

Atlanta's Hartsfield International Airport (ATL) for 1970–1972 and found no relation in their 

study of 17 identified categories of birth defects to aircraft noise levels above 65 dB 

(Reference A14). 

In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health effects exist for 

aircraft time-average sound levels below 75 dB. 

 

C.2.3 Annoyance 

The primary effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is one of annoyance. Noise 

annoyance is defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as any negative subjective 

reaction on the part of an individual or group (Reference A3). As noted in the discussion of 

Day-Night Average Sound Level above, community annoyance is best measured by 

that metric. 

It is often suggested that a lower Day-Night Average Sound Level, such as 60 or 55 dB, be 

adopted as the threshold of community noise annoyance for airport environmental analysis 

documents. While there is no technical reason why a lower level cannot be measured or 

calculated for comparison purposes, a Day-Night Average Sound Level of 65 dB: 
 
1. provides a valid basis for comparing and assessing community noise effects, 

2. represents a noise exposure level which is normally dominated by aircraft 
noise and not other community or nearby highway noise sources, and  

3. reflects the FAA's threshold for grant-in-aid funding of airport noise 
mitigation projects. 
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The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development also established a Day-Night 

Average Sound Level standard of 65 dB for eligibility for federally guaranteed home loans. 

For this environmental study, levels of Day-Night Average Sound Level equal to and greater 

than 65 dB were used for assessing community noise impact. 

 

C.2.4 Speech Interference 

Speech interference associated with aircraft noise is a primary cause of annoyance to 

individuals on the ground. The disruption of routine activities such as radio or television 

listening, telephone use, or family conversation gives rise to frustration and agravation. The 

quality of speech communication is also important in classrooms, offices, and industrial 

settings and can cause fatigue and vocal strain in those who attempt to communicate over 

the noise. Research has shown that "whenever intrusive noise exceeds approximately 60 dB 

indoors, there will be interference with speech communication" (Reference A5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure C-3. Normal Voice Sentence Intelligibility as a Function of the  
Steady Background Sound Level in an Outdoor Situation (Reference A3) 

Indoor speech interference, per Reference A3, can be expressed as a percentage of sentence 

intelligibility among two people speaking in relaxed conversation approximately 1 meter apart 
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in a typical* living room or bedroom. The percentage of sentence intelligibility is a non-linear 

function of the (steady) indoor background A-weighted sound level as shown in Figure C-3. 

Sentence intelligibility is greater than 99 percent for background levels below 54 dB and less 

than 10 percent for background levels above 73 dB. Note that the function is especially 

sensitive to changes in sound level between 65 dB and 75 dB. As an example of the 

sensitivity, a 1 dB increase in background sound level from 70 dB to 71 dB yields a 14 

percent decrease in sentence intelligibility. 

 

C.2.5 Sleep Disturbance 

Sleep disturbance is another source of annoyance associated with aircraft noise. This is 

especially true because of the intermittent nature and content of aircraft noise, which is more 

disturbing than continuous noise of equal energy and neutral meaning. 

Sleep disturbance can be measured in either of two ways. “Arousal” represents awakening 

from sleep, while a change in “sleep stage” represents a shift from one of four sleep stages to 

another stage of lighter sleep without awakening. In general, arousal requires a higher noise 

level than does a change in sleep stage. 

In terms of average daily noise levels, some guidance is available to judge sleep disturbance. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency identified an indoor DNL of 45 dB as necessary to 

protect against sleep interference (Reference A3). Assuming a conservative structural noise 

insulation of 20 dB for typical dwellings, 45 dB corresponds to an outdoor DNL of 65 dB as 

minimizing sleep interference. 

In June 1997, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) reviewed the 

sleep disturbance issue and presented a sleep disturbance dose-response prediction curve 

(Reference A15), which was based on data from field studies in References A16 through A19, 

as the recommended tool for analysis of potential sleep disturbance for residential areas. 

Figure C-4 shows this curve which, for an indoor Sound Exposure Level of 60 dB, predicts that 

a maximum of approximately 5 percent of the residential populaton exposed are expected to 

be behaviourally awakened. FICAN cautions that this curve should only be applied to long-

term adult residents. 

 

                                                           
* “Typical” is defined as a room with about 300 sabins of sound absorption which, according to Reference A3, is 

representative of living rooms and bedrooms. 
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Figure C-4. Sleep-disturbance Dose-response Relationship 

 

C.2.6 Noise Effects on Domestic Animals and Wildlife 

Animal species differ greatly in their responses to noise. Each species has adapted, physically 

and behaviorally, to fill its ecological role in nature, and its hearing ability usually reflects that 

role. Animals rely on their hearing to avoid predators, obtain food, and communicate with and 

attract other members of their species. Aircraft noise may mask or interfere with these 

functions. Secondary effects may include nonauditory effects similar to those exhibited by 

humans – stress, hypertension, and other nervous disorders. Tertiary effects may include 

interference with mating and resultant population declines. 

There are available many scientific studies regarding the effects of noise on wildlife and some 

anecdotal reports of wildlife "flight" due to noise. Few of these studies or reports include any 

reliable measures of the actual noise levels involved. 
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In the absence of definitive data on the effect of noise on animals, the Committee on Hearing, 

Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics of the National Research Council has proposed that protective 

noise criteria for animals be taken to be the same as for humans (Reference A16). 

 

C.2.7 Effects on Noise-Induced Vibration Structures and Humans 

The sound from an aircraft overflight travels from the exterior to the interior of the house in 

one of two ways: through the solid structural elements and directly through the air. 

Figure C-5 illustrates the sound transmission through a wall constructed with a brick exterior, 

stud framing, interior finish wall, and absorbent material in the cavity. The sound 

transmission starts with noise impinging on the wall exterior. Some of this sound energy will 

be reflected away and some will make the wall vibrate. The vibrating wall radiates sound into 

the airspace, which in turn sets the interior finish surface vibrating, with some energy lost in 

the airspace. This surface then radiates sound into the dwelling interior. As the figure shows, 

vibrational energy also bypasses the air cavity by traveling through the studs and 

edge connections. 

Normally, the most sensitive components of a structure to airborne noise are the windows 

and, infrequently, the plastered walls and ceilings. An evaluation of the peak sound pressures 

impinging on the structure is normally sufficient to determine the possibility of damage. In 

general, at sound levels above 130 dB, there is the possibility of structural damage. While 

certain frequencies (such as 30 hertz for window breakage) may be of more concern than 

other frequencies, conservatively, only sounds lasting more than one second above a sound 

level of 130 dB are potentially damaging to structural components (Reference A20). In terms 

of average acceleration of wall or ceiling vibration, the thresholds for structural damage 

(Reference A21) are: 

• 0.5 m/s/s – is the threshold of risk of damage to sensitive structures (i.e., ancient 
monuments, etc.),  

• 1.0 m/s/s – is the threshold of risk of damage to normal dwellings (i.e., houses with 
plaster ceiling and walls). 

Noise-induced structural vibration may also cause annoyance to dwelling occupants because 

of induced secondary vibrations, or "rattle", of objects within the dwelling – hanging pictures, 

dishes, plaques, and bric-a-brac. Loose window panes may also vibrate noticeably when 

exposed to high levels of airborne noise, causing homeowners to fear breakage. 
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Figure C-5. Pictorial Representation of Sound Transmission  

Through Built Construction 
 

In general, such noise-induced vibrations occur at sound levels above those considered 

normally compatible with residential land use. Thus assessments of noise exposure levels for 

compatible land use should also be protective of noise-induced secondary vibrations. 

In the assessment of vibration on humans, the following factors determine if a person will 

perceive and possibly react to building vibrations: 

1. Type of excitation: steady state, intermittent, or impulsive vibration, 
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2. Frequency of the excitation. ISO 2631-2 (Reference A21) recommends a frequency range 

of 1 to 80 Hz for the assessment of vibration on humans, 

3. Orientation of the body with respect to the vibration, 

4. The use of the occupied space (i.e., residential, workshop, hospital), and 

5. Time of day. 

Table C-1 lists the whole-body vibration criteria from Reference A21 for one-third octave 

frequency bands from 1 to 80 Hz. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C.2.8 Noise Effects on Terrain 

It has been suggested that noise levels associated with low-flying aircraft may affect the 

terrain under the flight path by disturbing fragile soil or snow structures, especially in 

mountainous areas, causing landslides or avalanches. There are no known instances of such 

 Table C-1. 

 Vibration Criteria for the Evaluation of Human Exposure 
 to Whole-Body Vibration 

  RMS Acceleration (m/s/s) 
 Frequency Combined Criteria Residential Residential 
 (Hz) Base Curve Night Day 

     1 0.0036 0.0050 0.0072 
     1.25 0.0036 0.0050 0.0072 
     1.6 0.0036 0.0050 0.0072 
     2 0.0036 0.0050 0.0072 
     2.5 0.0037 0.0052 0.0074 
     3.15 0.0039 0.0054 0.0077 
     4 0.0041 0.0057 0.0081 
     5 0.0043 0.0060 0.0086 
     6.3 0.0046 0.0064 0.0092 
     8 0.0050 0.0070 0.0100 
    10 0.0063 0.0088 0.0126 
    12.5 0.0078 0.0109 0.0156 
    16 0.0100 0.0140 0.0200 
    20 0.0125 0.0175 0.0250 
    25 0.0156 0.0218 0.0312 
    31.5 0.0197 0.0276 0.0394 
    40 0.0250 0.0350 0.0500 
    50 0.0313 0.0438 0.0626 
    63 0.0394 0.0552 0.0788 
    80 0.0500 0.0700 0.1000 
 Source: Reference A21. 
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effects, and it is considered improbable that such effects will result from routine, subsonic 

aircraft operations. 

 

C.2.9 Noise Effects on Historical and Archaeological Sites 

Because of the potential for increased fragility of structural components of historical buildings 

and other historical sites, aircraft noise may affect such sites more severely than newer, 

modern structures. Again, there are few scientific studies of such effects to provide guidance 

for their assessment. 

One study involved the measurements of sound levels and structural vibration levels in a 

superbly restored plantation house, originally built in 1795, and now situated approximately 

1,500 feet from the centerline at the departure end of Runway 19L at Washington Dulles 

International Airport (IAD). These measurements were made in connection with the proposed 

scheduled operation of the supersonic Concorde airplane at Dulles (Reference A22). There 

was special concern for the building's windows, since roughly half of the 324 panes were 

original. No instances of structural damage were found. Interestingly, despite the high levels 

of noise during Concorde takeoffs, the induced structural vibration levels were actually less 

than those induced by touring groups and vacuum cleaning. 

As noted above for the noise effects of noise-induced vibrations of normal structures, 

assessments of noise exposure levels for normally compatible land uses should also be 

protective of historic and archaeological sites. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In November, 2002, AMEC Earth & Environmental Inc. was requested by the Air
National Guard Readiness Center to address cultural resources issues as part of the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) relative to proposed
undertakings at the Eastern West Virginia Regional Airport, Martinsburg, West Virginia
(WV). Of particular concern was resolution of ongoing debate on the eligibility status of
two structures for listing to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  These two
structures, known as Building 2, the Administration Building, and the Operations (Civil
Aeronautics Authority [CAA]) Building, were previously investigated by H. C. Nutting
Company under contract to Chapman Technical Group Ltd. H. C. Nutting prepared
information relative to these structures, and requested concurrence from the WV
Division of Culture and History with their assessment of the structures’ NRHP status.
Following several requests for additional information and a subsequent reversal of an
initial ruling that the Administration Building was NRHP eligible, the WV Division of
Culture and History provided an opinion that neither structure was eligible for listing to
the NRHP (Appendix A). Continuing concern on several fronts, however, prompted one
last look at the salient issues to ensure no further regulatory requirements were needed
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966.

AMEC has thoroughly reviewed all background materials provided on this matter. These
include excerpts from the Environmental Assessment prepared by Chapman Technical
Groups, Ltd., various exchanges of correspondence between H. C. Nutting and the WV
Division of Culture and History, digital photographs, and maps. Additionally, AMEC
obtained relevant information via telephone interviews and conducted additional
independent research on the structures. Telephone interviews included the following
individuals: Mr. Jeff Bubar, Chapman Technical Group, Ltd.; Mr. Jim Byers, Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA); Mr. Bill Walkup, Eastern WV Regional Airport Authority;
Mr. Bart Rogers, Historian of Shepherd Field and member of the Experimental Aircraft
Association; Ms. Dru Null, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); and Ms.
Robin Fisher, Historian, WV Division of Culture and History. In addition, AMEC
contacted Mr. Richard Atkinson, Manager of Yeager Airport in Charlestown, WV and Ms.
Carolyn Strock, Manager of Wood County Airport/Walter L. Bill Hart Field in
Parkersburg, WV to ascertain the presence of comparable early aviation structures at
these facilities which might provide data towards developing a regional context within
which to interpret the structures at Martinsburg. Appendix B contains records of the
more informative telephone conversations.

Based on the review of background materials and additional investigation, AMEC
concludes there has been adequate agency review and evaluation of the structures in
question, and that neither of the two buildings is eligible for listing to the NRHP. The
following sections provide the rationale for this conclusion.
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2.0 NRHP Eligibility

Potentially, the two structures could have met NRHP eligibility requirements based on
any of several criteria specified in 36 CFR Part 60.4. These include Criterion A,
association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; Criterion B, associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; and
Criterion C, referring to architecture that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values. Criterion D encompasses other, more general factors of
eligibility as they relate to the ability of the resource to contribute to an understanding of
history or prehistory.  Archaeological concerns are typically considered under Criterion
D. In addition, however, it is important that the property retain some measure of its
original integrity; that is, structures in a poor state of repair or that have been remodeled
may not qualify for listing to the NRHP.

2.1 Building 2: The Administration Building

According to correspondence dated April 30, 2002 from Susan Pierce, Deputy State
Historic Preservation Officer, WV Division of Culture and History, Building 2, the
Administration Building, was initially considered eligible for listing to the NRHP. This
determination was based on the presumption the building was built during the 1940s (as
stated on the WV Historic Property Inventory Form prepared by H. C. Nutting), and the
presumption it was associated with a dramatic expansion of the aviation industry in
connection with World War II. Furthermore, the WV Division of Culture and History ruled
the structure, though “a simply designed building”, was architecturally significant since it
represented an “early part” of WV’s aviation history.

However, on May 6, 2002, H. C. Nutting Company provided the WV Division of Culture
and History additional documentation in the form of photographs and correspondence
stating the 1940s construction date for the building was in error, and in fact, the structure
dated no earlier than 1957. Based on this documentation and a site visit by their staff,
the WV Division of Culture and History reversed their opinion, and on May 7, 2002
changed their determination of NRHP eligibility to “not eligible” (Appendix A).

The change in determination was not due solely to the correction of the construction
date, since structures that are less than fifty years of age can achieve NRHP eligibility
based on criteria other than age, notably through association with a particular historical
event or important personages. The change in opinion was rather predicated on the fact
that the construction date post-dated the end of World War II by some twelve years, and
therefore, could not have been associated with this event, an association that was
critical in the original determination of eligibility. AMEC’s research has found no evidence
this structure was important in any other, more recent events of national or local
significance, including the Cold War. Therefore, the determination that the Administration
Building is ineligible for listing to the NRHP under Criteria A and B, the association with
important events or personages by the WV Division of Culture and History appears to be
appropriate.

Correspondence from the WV Division of Culture and History stated the building was
architecturally important due to its association with the “early part” of WV aviation history
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(Appendix A). However, the late 1950s construction date of the building can no longer
be considered “early”, considering aviation at this location had its roots in the 1920s.

Finally, a comment in the May 6, 2002, letter from H. C. Nutting to the WV Division of
Culture and History, states "the Airport Authority believes that reuse of this building is not
economically viable, taking into consideration its current state of disrepair”. While the
building may retain some features of its original fabric, the structure does not appear to
retain sufficient integrity to warrant eligibility status based on its architectural elements.

2.2 The Operations (CAA) Building

Often referred to in the documentation as “the ruins” or the “rubble pile”, the remnants of
this small building have been determined ineligible for listing to the NRHP by the WV
Division of Culture and History (correspondence dated April 26, 2002 and July 2, 2002-
Appendix A). The building was originally used as the Operations Building for the
Maryland Guard in the 1920s. Later, the building was used as the first office at Shepherd
Field of the Civil Aeronautical Authority (CAA), established in 1938. The CAA, seated in
the Department of Commerce, encompassed both the Civil Aeronautics Board and the
Civil Aeronautics Administration; the two entities shared responsibility for safety (Preston
1998: xii). The CAA was to become the Federal Aviation Agency in 1958, and later, in
1967, the FAA. The function of the building after its use as the CAA office has not been
determined by the current level of research.

Built in conjunction with the development of the original airfield in 1927 (although it is
stated to have been built circa 1923 in a draft Environmental Assessment prepared by H.
C. Nutting Company), the Operations Building is touted to be the first at Shepherd Field
to be dedicated to aviation. It is said to be the “hub of aviation” at the field that “anchored
the[se] early beginnings of flight” at the airport (Rogers n.d.).

2.2.1 Criterion A

Significant advances in aviation and government involvement and regulation had their
roots in the 1920s. These initiatives included air traffic control, intercity airmail, civil
(commercial) air transportation and safety, and expansion of the aviation manufacturing
industry stemming from World War I. The beginnings of these initiatives coincided with
the 1920s construction date of the former Operations (CAA) building at Martinsburg
(Preston 1998). Shepherd Flying Field may have developed due to its proximity to
Washington D.C. However, no direct association with any particular event or initiative
has surfaced as a result of AMEC’s investigation. AMEC has uncovered no evidence this
building was the first - or the only - CAA office nationally. The facility at Martinsburg is
not depicted on a 1939 regional map of the CAA regional headquarters; a facility at
Newark is the closest regional office of seven nationwide (Preston 1998:263). AMEC’s
research has found no evidence to support the notion this building played any
contributory role in the historical development of any initiatives important to aviation at a
national level.

According to guidance prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service, (Milbrooke et al. 1998), the significance of aviation development in the 1920s
relates more to the advancement of aircraft rather than the development of airfields. The
various themes for which previous airfields have received NRHP nominations have
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included the origins of manned flight, development of military air power, airmail,
commercial airline development, air exploration, aerial photography and mapping,
aviation employment during the Depression, air power during wartime,
scientific/engineering research, trans-oceanic flights, races, and local development.
While the Operations Building may have some local significance related to the
beginnings of Shepherd Flying Field. AMEC’s research has uncovered no indications
that the Shepherd Flying Field was a major contributor to any of these initiatives.
Furthermore, since there is no external or internal structural integrity of the building, it is
difficult to picture how the building was arranged internally or how it functioned within the
overall operation of the airfield.

2.2.2 Criterion B

Mr. Bart Rogers, Shepherd Field Historian, provided AMEC with documents and
photographs “linking” a number of American aviation pioneers with the early days of
Shepherd Field. He has provided a photograph dating to 1928 showing a group of
aviators at Shepherd Field. AMEC’s research substantiates the local and national stature
of these individuals, represented by such personages as General Billy Mitchell (the
“Father” of the Air Force); Captain St. Clair Streett; General Mason M. Patrick; Colonel
William Tipton; General Tooey Spatz; General James Fechet; General Clayton Bissell;
Sargeant Hooe; A. H. Kreider; Alex B. Parks; Norman Rintoul; and Thornton Perry.
However, the association of these individuals to the airport appears to be restricted to
visits, with the airmen flying in and out of the airfield on various occasions. No evidence
has been found to indicate they occupied, utilized, or were otherwise associated with the
Operations Building itself for any extended period of time. There is no definitive
information that the famous persons associated with the airfield played any role in its
design, construction, promotion, or development. Nor has research conducted by AMEC
has failed to produce evidence any of these individuals, with one possible exception,
participated with the airport in any role that contributed significantly to the development
of aviation at a national level. The possible exception relates to Norman Rintoul, the first
fixed-based operator at Shepherd Field. Rintoul later became the Chief Pilot of All
American Aviation and reportedly pioneered the AirMail Pick-up routes and first human
pick-up. Some of these routes may have included Shepherd Field. While Norman Rintoul
organized the AirMail Pick-up routes, unless it occurred at this site, his role is minimal in
the significance of the site.

Coordination undertaken by AMEC with the WV Division of Culture and History on this
matter did not influence their previous ruling of the structure’s NRHP eligibility. It remains
the position of that agency that the current level of documentation is inadequate to
support a significant association of these individuals with Shepherd Flying Field.

2.2.3 Criterion C

In accordance with prevailing practices and terminology, the Operations Building should
perhaps be classified as a site, rather than a building, since it has lost most of its basic
structural elements. The building has suffered from years of neglect. Except for a roof,
this structure was relatively intact until eighteen months ago, when a corner of the
building was "accidentally knocked down" by a bulldozer operator who was "cleaning up
the airfield." (Personal communication from Bart Rogers of the Experimental Aircraft
Association).
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Although the structure was unimpressive from the time of its construction, constituting
neither distinctiveness, high artistic qualities, or representing the work of a master
architect, it could be argued that it embodied “the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction” of the time.

Certainly, the architecture of many of the airport operations buildings constructed late in
World War II and for some years after, appear to be models of unadorned architecture,
geared to handling utilitarian military and commercial traffic, not demanding civilian
passengers. Traffic was also relatively low, especially when compared to high volume of
modern air travel, which was undreamed of in that era. Such architecture, designed to
suit the needs and uses of the day, is very unprepossessing and as such is dismissed as
being, in the words of a May 6, 2002, letter from H. C. Nutting, "very simply designed
structure without any known or observed architecturally significant details...."

If the building were intact, this criterion might have provided a basis for NRHP eligibility.
Due to the lack of external and internal integrity, however, none of the architectural
features can be defined and no cohesive statement can be made on this “look” for
aviation development. The current poor state of the building negates any architectural
significance the building may once have had. AMEC is in agreement with the WV
Division of Culture and History that this structure does not meet NRHP eligibility based
on Criterion C.

2.2.4 Criterion D

Archaeological considerations of NRHP eligibility are typically subsumed under Criterion
D. While no archaeological investigation has been performed in the immediate area, a
qualified archaeologist from the WV Division of Culture and History visited the site and
found there was no potential for intact sub-surface archaeological deposits. This was
based upon the degree of ground disturbance evident in the immediate vicinity of the
structure, a fact further corroborated by Mr. Bart Rogers who reported backhoe activity in
the area that demolished a corner of the building. The uneven ground surface indicative
of grading and soil movement is evident even in the photographs of the site.

Aside from this, however, it would be difficult to frame expectations of the nature of
below-ground archaeological deposits associated with the use and occupation of such a
building. Such expectations associated with use of the building as an office, however,
would likely be low.

On January 13, 2003, AMEC staff contacted Ms. Joanna Wilson, archaeologist for the
WV Division of Culture and History. Inquiries regarding prior archaeological assessment
of the building site, its archaeological potential, and the need to conduct systematic
archaeological investigations were addressed to Ms. Wilson at that time. Ms. Wilson
relayed her impressions of the site based on her remembrances of the circumstances of
the case. She stated that existing disturbance to the area precluded the need for any
archaeological investigation, but said she would review the files and provide additional
information. The next day, Ms. Rachel Black of the WV Division of Culture and History
telephoned AMEC and confirmed the information provided by Ms. Wilson the day before
(Appendix B). The WV Division of Culture and History reaffirmed their opinion that there
was no need for any archaeological investigation of the site. In summary, there appears
to be no basis for establishing NRHP eligibility based on archaeological significance of
the site.
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3.0 CONCLUSIONS

3.1 NRHP Eligibility

AMEC is in concurrence with the WV Division of Culture and History that neither of the
two structures is eligible for listing to the NRHP.

While the structures are not considered NHRP eligible, the Operations Building is
recognized by some as having local significance relating to the development of
Shepherd Flying Field. As such, recommendations have been made that a portion of the
ruin be salvaged and incorporated as a display in the new proposed terminal building.
While the WV Division of Culture and History is of the opinion this idea has merit, it
should not be perceived as a regulatory requirement or a prerequisite to their
concurrence with the proposed airport development or approval of the EIS.

While these structures are NRHP ineligible on an individual basis, it has been suggested
that a comprehensive, thematic historic context be prepared focusing on American
aviation history at a broader level, encompassing resources at other small airfields in the
state and region. This idea was originally offered by the WV Division of Culture and
History. In a letter dated April 30, 2002 from the WV Division of Culture and History to H.
C. Nutting (Appendix A), an excerpt, found at a website concerning the FAA funding of
airport expansion was mentioned.  It reads as follows:

in a March 19, 1999, letter to the FAA, the ACHP noted the World War II sparked
dramatic expansion in the aviation industry, resulting in the development of many
airport structures and complexes that have just reached or are approaching fifty
years of age. Reuse of such properties can be dramatically successful as in the
case of Washington's historic National Airport Terminal (Appendix A).

The ACHP letter further stated "that it is unclear to what extent local airport operators
recognize either the potential historic significance and reuse potential of this group of
resources." This observation was supported by several regional airport managers
contacted by AMEC (Appendix B), who made comments about the architecture and the
functionality -- and by extension the perceived value -- of a variety of architectural
resources at their and other airfields.

3.2 Additional NHPA / Section 106 Compliance

AMEC is in agreement with statements in regard to NHPA Section 106 compliance
requirements made by H. C. Nutting Company in a letter to Mr. Jeff Bubar of Chapman
Technical Group, Ltd. dated May 8, 2002 (Appendix A). In this letter, H. C. Nutting
points out that the NHPA, Section 106 process is required only for “significant”
properties, i.e, properties listed to, or considered eligible for listing to, the NRHP. Since
neither of the two structures in question are considered NRHP eligible, the Section 106
process is not appropriate.  Under the NHPA, Section 110 calls for Federal agencies to
inventory their facilities for sites that may be considered NRHP eligible, to then evaluate
these structures against eligibility criteria to determine their status with regard to the
NRHP, and, if appropriate, to nominate these properties to the NRHP. The inventory and
evaluation process that has occurred to date in relation to these two structures falls
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entirely within the Section 110 mandate. Only when the Section 110 evaluation finds a
structure or site to be NRHP eligible does the Section 106 process become applicable.
In this case, since neither site is considered significant, there is no requirement to
complete the Section 106 process.

There are no further Federal compliance requirements that need to be met in regard to
the proposed impacts to the two structures at the Eastern West Virginia Regional Airport.
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Telephone Log

Date: December 9, 2002

Parties Involved: Bart Rogers, local aviation historian and member of the
Experimental Aircraft Association
Jan Jennemann, AMEC architectural historian

Re: Background information for use in preparing an opinion on
National Register eligibility for the Martinsburg / CAA project

Background Information and Purpose of Call:

Mr. Rogers was contacted by phone in order to obtain additional information regarding
the proposed facility upgrade at the Martinsburg airport. In the past, he has expressed
an interest on behalf of the local chapter of the Experimental Aircraft Association (EAA)
in repairing the original operations building at Shepherd’s Field (now known as Eastern
West Virginia Regional Airport) at Martinsburg. Mr. Rogers has provided information on
the early days of aviation in the state (as well as on the national scene) in response to
inquiries from individuals with both the West Virginia Division of Culture and History and
H. C. Nutting Co.

Information Provided:

In our phone conversation Mr. Rogers discussed the events leading up to the current
situation, noting that his involvement essentially began in the summer of 2000, when the
EAA asked the airport management for permission to repair and reroof the original
airport operations building, which sits to the south of the current main runways. At that
time, the walls and fenestration openings of the structure were essentially intact, and
stabilizing the building would not, according to Mr. Rogers, have been that big a project.

He received a green light from the airport management, but was told he probably also
needed a go-ahead from the FAA, which he requested. Appended is a copy of the letter
subsequently received by Mr. Rogers (and Cc’d to the airport manager, Beckley AFO,
and HARADO) and included in the material FAXed to me by Robin Fisher of the SHPO’s
office. In addition to giving permission to proceed, the FAA advised that the building may
lay in the path of future airport expansion, and also recommended that the SHPO be
contacted for that office’s input. At some later time, Mr. Rogers said, the more specific
issue of construction of a parallel runway, and other airport infrastructure improvements
complicated the original issue of simply repairing the roof.

Mr. Rogers also related an anecdotal story of how all four walls of the building were still
essentially complete and standing, when a bulldozer sent out by the Airport Authority to
do some clean up “got too close” and took down a good bit of the building.

Mr. Rogers offered the names and some of the accomplishments of early aviators who
had some form of association with Shepherd’s Field in the early days. Additionally, Mr.
Rogers said he had scanned a large number of photographs and other materials



pertaining to the airport and local aviation in general and the operations building in
particular, and that he would email information to me. Additional photos that he said
would arrive in the mail.

Follow-Up Action:

Emailed material received 12/9/02.

Received:

1. Text titled “Historic Shepherd Flying Field Airport Operations Building. (3 pages)

2. Photograph: Dated June 1928. General Billy Mitchell (retired), visited Shepherd Field
and was joined by other aviation pioneers. From left to right: Berkeley County
aviation pioneer Alex B. Parks, Thornton Perry (aviator in WWI and WW II), Colonel
William D. Tipton, General Billy Mitchell, Colonel (?) Clifford, and Richard Feller, one
of the builders of the airfield.

3. Photograph: Dated 1928. Members of the Maryland Guard gather at the Shepherd
Field operations building prior to flying training missions.



Telephone Log

Date: December 9, 2002

Parties Involved: Robin Fisher, Historian for Review & Compliance / Section 106
review of highway projects and others for the West Virginia
Division of Culture and History (SHPO)
Jan Jennemann, AMEC Architectural Historian

Re: Case background for use in preparing an opinion on National
Register eligibility for the Martinsburg / CAA project

Background Information and Purpose of Call:

Ms. Fisher was contacted by phone in order to obtain additional information regarding
the proposed facility upgrade at the Martinsburg airport.

Information Provided:

Ms. Fisher said she was not entirely familiar with the case, but would be happy to FAX
several documents she felt would be helpful.

Follow-Up Action:

FAXed material received 12/9/02

Received:

Letter dated September 7, 2000, from (unknown) Environmental Protection Specialist, at
the FAA office in Camp Hill, PA. (2 pages)

West Virginia Historic Property Inventory Form, dated 4/16/2002, for the original airport
operations building (also known as the CAA building or “the ruin”), prepared by Galina
Fet and John Blair of H. C. Nutting Co. (4 pages)



Telephone Log

Date: January 5, 2003  

Parties Involved: Carolyn Strock, Manager of Wood County Airport / Walter L. Bill
Hart Field in Parkersburg, West Virginia
Jan Jennemann, AMEC Architectural Historian

Re: Comparative architectural information for use in preparing an
opinion on National Register eligibility for the Martinsburg / CAA
project

Background Information and Purpose of Call:

Ms. Strock was contacted by phone regarding the existence at her airport of older
buildings which might help prepare an historic context for the historic resources at the
Martinsburg facility.

Information Provided:

Ms. Strock stated that the airport terminal / operations center presently in use was
constructed in about 1972. The previous building, dubbed the “Old Terminal,” was
completed in 1952 and is presently used by the Civil Air Patrol. She stated the Old
Terminal was renovated in 1982.

Ms. Strock also noted that about a year ago she had given a presentation to the Waverly
Lions Club at their clubhouse about four miles from the airport, At that time, she said she
was told the concrete block building used as the clubhouse was the “original terminal
building for the airport.” She had no other details about the building or how it may have
come to be moved to the new location.

Follow-Up Action:

None at this time.



Telephone Log

Date: January 5, 2003  

Parties Involved: Richard Atkinson, Manager of Yeager Airport in Charleston, West
Virginia
Jan Jennemann, AMEC Architectural Historian

Re: Comparative architectural information for use in preparing an
opinion on National Register eligibility for the Martinsburg / CAA
project

Background Information and Purpose of Call:

Mr. Atkinson was contacted by phone regarding the existence at his airport of older
buildings which might help prepare an historic context for the historic resources at the
Martinsburg facility.

Information Provided:

Mr. Atkinson stated that the airport terminal / operations center presently in use was
constructed in about 1951. He said the architecture was in his opinion rather
unimpressive.

This building was completed about 1951, as part of what was until 1985 Kanawha
Airport. The present airport in the second to be constructed in the general area. Its
predecessor, Wertz Field, was opened nearby in 1929 (operations building there
completed 1930 – not known if building still exists) and operated until 1942. Present
airport dedicated 1947 after what was at that time the largest earth-moving construction
project in history.

Mr. Atkinson is something of an airport architecture buff and provided anecdotal
information about terminal / operations buildings at several other airports:
Raleigh County Memorial Airport, Beckley: c. 1972
Harrison / Marion Regional Airport, Clarksburg: “plain 1950s box”
Robert Newlon Field Airport, Huntington: “cornerstone says 1960”
Greenbrier Valley Airport, Lewisburg: 1970s
Morgantown Municipal Airport / Walter L. Bill Hart Field: “late 1950s, early 1960s”
Wood County Airport / Gill Robb Wilson Field: “new” 1970s

He noted that Wheeling Ohio County Airport in Wheeling, West Virginia, has a wonderful
building that dates to about 1930. It is still in use, and has a museum of West Virginia (?)
aviation history located in the building. Manager of that airport is Tom Tominack 304-
234-3865.

Follow-Up Action:

None at this time.



Telephone Log

Date: January 13, 2003

Parties Involved: Ms. Robin Fisher, Historian for Review & Compliance / Section
106 review of highway projects and others for the West Virginia
Division of Culture and History (SHPO)

Ms. Anne Bader, Senior Archaeologist and Cultural Resources
Manager, AMEC Earth & Environmental, Louisville, KY

Re: Eligibility of “rubble pile” at Eastern West Virginia Regional Airport

Background Information and Purpose of Call: Ms. Fisher was contacted to consult on
the potential for NRHP eligibility of the ruins at the airfield in light of additional
information provided by Mr. Bart Rogers.  Mr. Rogers provided AMEC with photographs
dating to 1928, and with the names of pioneer aviators who utilized and visited Shepherd
Flying Field.  These were faxed to Ms. Fisher. Ms. Fisher was specifically asked to
comment on the potential eligibility of the ruins on criteria other than architecture; i.e,
association with a particular event or persons of note.

Information Provided: Ms. Fisher said she would consult with her supervisor on the
matter after reading the material. She returned the call the same afternoon.  She stated
the opinion of the West Virginia Division of Culture and History on this matter would not
change.  In the opinion of that office, the additional information was not sufficient to
establish that the ruins or Shepherd Flying Field were significantly involved in the early
initiatives of aviation history.  Nor was there adequate documentation to demonstrate a
significant association between any of these aviation pioneers and Shepherd Flying
Field.  The structure in question remains NRHP ineligible in the opinion of the WV
Division of Culture and History.

Ms. Fisher relayed the comment of her supervisor that if the FAA or other involved/lead
Federal agency was not satisfied with the WV Division of Culture and History, the matter
could be addressed to the Keeper of the Register for an opinion.  However, she
seriously doubted the case was strong enough to warrant serious consideration.

Follow-Up Action: None



Telephone Log

Date: January 13, 2003

Parties Involved: Ms. Joanna Wilson, Archaeologist, West Virginia Department of
Culture and History

Ms. Anne Bader, Senior Archaeologist, AMEC Earth &
Environmental, Louisville, Kentucky

Re: Archaeological Potential of “Ruins” at Eastern West Virginia
Regional Airport

Background Information and Purpose of Call: To inquire about the degree of prior
archaeological investigation in the area associated with the ruins, and the potential for
additional investigation in this area.

Information Provided: Ms. Wilson relayed that she was familiar with the project, but
wanted to review the files and correspondence before fully addressing my questions.
She relayed a little of the history. Her impressions were that the area in which the ruins
were located has been disturbed by previous earthmoving in the area.  She also noted
that the archaeological expectations for such a structure functioning as an office would
likely be low.

Follow-Up Action: None



Telephone Log

Date: January 14, 2003

Parties Involved: Ms. Rachel Black, West Virginia Department of Culture and
History

Ms. Anne Bader, Senior Archaeologist and Cultural Resources
Manager, AMEC, Louisville, Kentucky

Re: Return call regarding questions posed to Ms. Joanna Wilson on
January 13, 2003

Background Information and Purpose of Call: Ms. Black, after reviewing the files,
called AMEC to confirm the information provided by Ms. Joanna Wilson of the same
office of the day before.

Information Provided: The WV Division of Culture and History reaffirmed their opinion
that there was no need for any archaeological investigation of the “ruins” site.  We spoke
of the matter in terms of archaeology, but also in general. The site appeared to be too
disturbed to warrant any archaeological investigation. Ms. Black repeated the same
opinion of others in her office that there was not enough supporting documentation to
warrant a determination of NRHP eligibility for the “ruins” according to any criterion.

Follow-Up Action: None
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