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The Fort Ruckef Wiregrass Aredoint Land Use Study (JLUS) is a cooperative land use
planning exercisbetween Fort Rucker and surrounding eesiin Southeast Alabamahe
participating jurisdictions are listed in Table The Friends of Fort Rucker was also
instrumental in providing assistance to this process.

Table 1  JLUS Participating Jurisdictions

Barbour County Coffee County
Dale County City of Daleville
City of Dothan City of Enterprise
Geneva County Houston County
Town of Level Plains Town of Newton
Fort Rucker Alabama Dept. of Transportation
Aeronautics Bureau

The JLUS process has studied past events and development actienfrmtition of the study.
However, it is not designed to retroactively address past activiftes.JLUSis a forward

looking process thatill provide guidance to Fort Rucker and local governments to implement
objectives to increadeatureland use comattibility in the region and to strengthen the
relationship between the military and civilian communities.
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INTRODUCTION

Most military installations were planned and located away from densely populated areas, due to
noise creation and other negatdisruptions created by training exercises. However, active
military installations provide benefits that have caused areas nearby to become attractive for
development in close proximity to training areas. This development has exposed larger
populations tahe negative impacts of military training.

The Department of Defense (DOD) has developed multiple programs in the 1970s to address
these negative impacts, including the Armyos
The ONMP is a technical repoltét details the noise and accident potential levels that is created

in areas nearby training sites. The ONMP is submitted to all area local governments and other
stakeholders to use in local planning efforts.

There are other factors that are created Wiyamy training that impacts the surrounding areas
besides noise and accident potential. The DOD, through the Office of Economic Adjustment
(OEA), created a community planning assistance program called the Joint Land Use Study
(JLUS). The primary objestes of a JLUS is to encourage cooperative land use planning
between military installations and the surrounding communities so that future civilian growth
and development are compatible with the training or operational missions of the installation and
to seek ways to reduce operational impacts on adjacent land.

From the time Fort Rucker (then Camp Rucker) opened in 1942, and especially since the Army
Aviation School relocated from Fort Sill in 1954 soon after making it a permanent post, the
installationhas grown in importance as the primary provider of aviation training to the Army.

As Fort Rucker has expanded in training scope and size, the communities adjacent to Fort
Rucker has also grown. Civilian area growth has been aided by Fort Rucker, due to
opportunities for housing, retail, and other opportunities for soldiers, other employees, and
families that are locating in the area. This increased development has also created more
opportunities for operational conflicts, due to the noise and safetyetieeated by the aviation
and weapons training, and the compromise of training effectiveness that can negatively affect
quality of life in the Wiregrass.

Fort Rucker and several local government officials recognized the need to study land use
compatibilty issues around the installation and its outlying aviation facilities through
participating in the JLUS program. These interested partners engaged the Southeast Alabama
Regional Planning and Development Commission (SEARP&DC) to facilitate the study. OE
funded 90% of the study with the matching funds provided by the Friends of Fort Rucker.

TheFort Rucker Wiregrass Area JLUS intends to improve the quality of life in the surrounding
region through:

e Developing strategies to protect the health andaselbf civilian and military

populations in the Wiregrass Area;
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e Enhancing communication regarding compatible land use between Fort Rucker,
Wiregrass communities, and other regional stakeholders; and

e Protecting the viability and capabilities of Fort Ruc&ead its roles for the Wiregrass and
the United States of America.

TheFort Rucker / Wiregrass Area JLUKSnot a process to limit growth in the region, but to
facilitate future growth in a balanced way that does not jeopardize the quality of thenaviatio
training or the welfare of the residences and businesses in the civilian areas. This report is not a
binding document, but it is advisory to the partners to implement the best strategies available to
encourage compatible growth in the Wiregrass region.

The outcome from this process is a recommendation of strategies for both the civilian
communities and Fort Rucker to review and incorporate into appropriate practices to minimize
current and future incompatible development and its effects on the trearsamn of the U.S.

Army Aviation Center of Excellence and the safety and welfare of the surrounding communities.

This JLUS concentrates on the local communities that share the Wiregrass Region with Fort
Rucker, AThe Home of Army Aviation, o6 and its
located outside the installation. This process has assessed land usébdaynipethe areas that

fall within Barbour County, Coffee County, Dale County, Geneva County, and Houston County.
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STUDY BACKGROUND

Fort Rucker Background

The origins of Army Aviation and Fort Ruckean be traced back to the early months of World
War Il. During World War Il, the United States conducted a manpower mobilization
unprecedented in its history in terms of total numbers, putting more than 16,000,000 men and
333,000 women in uniformThis mobilization called for the creation of new training camps and
military bases, including Camp Rucker in Southeast Alabdna.r ik ng t he B&@8B8 006 s
tract of land in Dale and Coffee counties was purchased by the federal government, withdrawn
from cdtivation, and converted into a wildlife refuge called the Pea River Land Use Project.
Eventually an additional 30,000 acres were also purchased.

In 1941, the U.S. War Department selected the lands of the Pea River Project in Southeast
Alabama to be uskas an army infantry training cam@amp Rucker officially opened on 1

May, 1942.In September 1942, an additional 1,259 acres south of Daleville were acquired for
the construction of an airfield to support the training cathpias known as Ozark Army

Airfield until January 1959, when the name was changed to Cairns Army Airfield.

The first troops to train at Camp Rucker were those of tA¢\®illdcat) Infantry Division; the

81°' Division left Rucker for action in the Pacific Theatre in March 19%48ree other infantry
divisions received training at Camp Rucker during World War 11, tie 8 94" and the 68.

The 66" (Panther) Division left for the European Theatre in October 1@4dnp Rucker was

also used to train dozens of units of lessthivision size.These included tank, infantry

repl acement, and Womends Army Corps units.

Camp Rucker was inactiieom March 1946 to August 195(rhe principal Army unit operating
at Camp Rucker during the Korean conflict was th& lfantry Division, which trained
replacement troops for combat in Koréhe post again became inactive in June 1954, after an
armistice was signed.

Camp Rucker reopened in August 1954 when the Army Aviation School began moving to Camp
Rucker from Fort Sill, Oklahomarhe initial training class began in October 19%h February

1, 1955, the Army Aviation Center was officially established and in October 1955, the post was
given permanent status by the Army with the name change from Camp Rucker to Fort Rucker.

In 1956, the Department of Defense gave the Army control over all of its own traiGiagy. Air
Force Base and Wolters Air ForBasein Texas transferred thaiotary wingtraining activities

to Fort Rucker.Lacking adequate facilities, primary rotamng training continued at Fort

Wolters until 1973, when it was consolidated at Fort Ruckar Force rotary wing training was
moved to Fort Rucker in 1971n 1956, the Army Aviation Center began assembling and testing
weapons on helicopterd.his eventuall led to the development of armament systems for Army
helicopters.Both Army Aviation and the helicopter as a fighting gunship came oinatipe

1 9 6 Oudirgy the conflict in Southeast Asia.
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During the Vietham War, Fort Rucker played a vital roléhm training of helicopter pilots on

the UH1 Huey, CH47 Chinook, OH6 Cayuse, OFb8 Kiowa AH-1 Cobraand CH54 Tarhe.

Fort Rucker continued as the chief Army Aviationrotaty ng tr ai ning ground i
198@admgd 1 A9Y dilas were traned on the UKG0 Blackhawk, AH64 Apache and the

OH-58D Kiowa. Today,the United States Army Aviation Center of Excellence (USAACE) at

Fort Rucker trains pilots for military aviation missianmgizing the TH-67 CreekUH-60A
Blackhawk,AH-64A Apache, CH47D Chinook,OH-58D Kiowa Warrig and the AH64D

Apache Longbovhelicopters.

Today, Fort Rucker 066307#actesin aa arga kifioaroas the Wiragrassc o v e r
named for a wild grass peculiar to the regidvith the consolidation of all Armpviation flight

training at Fort Rucker in 1973, the post has becttraénome oArmy Aviation. Fort Rucker

continues to train helicopter pilots for other armed forces braches including the Air Force and

trains studentfom over sixty foreign countriesc ort Rucker 6s mi |l i tary av
mission today is critical to Army Aviation helicopter training and military readiness and to
support todayds combat aviation fighting abil
global war on terrorism.

Fort Rucker is home to thé'Aviation Brigade (Golden Hawks), consisting of ttieBhttalion,
13" Aviation Regiment; theiBattalion 14%' Aviation Regiment; and the*'Battalion, 216
Aviation Regiment. Fort Rucker is also home to thé™A®iation Brigade, consisting of thé'1
Battalion, 14" Aviation Regiment; theiBattalion, 213" Aviation Regiment; the *iBattalion,
2239 Aviation Regiment; and the Helicopter School Battalion (HSB).

Current Mission

The current mission of thdSAACEat Fort Rucker is to develop t
its worldwide mission.This includes developing concepts, doctrine, organization, training,

leader development, matesand soldier requirementd o provide resident and nonresident

aviation naintenance, logistics and leadership training support of the total force and foreign

nations for the sustainment of joint and combined aviation operatikors Rucker supports a

daytime population of about 20,000 including 9,300 military service, 7,&0@c and contract
employees, and 3,200 military family members residing on pldst. post also supports about

67,000 retirees living within 50 miles.

In the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) round several recommendations were

approved thataren t he process of being i mplemented th
mission. The Department of Defense (DoD) realigned Fort EusiigjiMa, relocating the

Aviation Logistics School and consolidating it with the Aviation Center and School at Fort

Rucker. Also, theDoD is realigning Fort Rucker by relocating the Aviation Technical Test

Center to Redstone Arsenal in Huntsvildabama,consolidating it with the Technical Test

Center there BRAC recommended the realignment of Fort Knox, Kentugkynbving the

Armor Center and School to Fort Benning, Georgia.

The 2005 BRAC recommendations negatively affecting Fort Knox were likely weighted due to
environmental and encroachment iissues around
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standng training mission for armorToday similarencroachment issues are of high concern and
are being actively voiced both Ipyilitary officials at Fort Rucker and regional private sector
stakeholderslue toland use incompatibilitissues surrounding the FEdRuckerand theaviation
training stage fieldfocatedin Southeast Alabama.and use compatibilitgoncerns are

primarily due to growing residential housing and commercial development around Fort@Racker
training facilities Identifiedconcerns pointo the justification and the need to conduct a Joint
Land Use Study (JLUS) for Fort Rucker in order to ensure compatible future land use for both
military and civilian lands surroundirte installatiorand to protecboththeregional economic
impacts ad long rangamilitary training mission at Fort Rucker.

JLUS Process

JLUS organizational meetings held in December 2006 and January 2007 received strong support
from regional local government partners and stakeholders pledging active participation and
financial support of the projecthis group assigned the Southeast Alabama Regional Planning
and Development Commission (SEARBP&) the task as facilitator to develop the JLUS

proposal. This process was undertaken during Spring 2007 and submitted to OEA. During this
time, the Policy Committee and the Technical Committee were created to represent the local
jurisdictions and to ovsee the plan development.

The Policy Committee was responsible for the overall direction of the JLUS, preparation and
approval of the study design, approval of the draft and final written reports, approval of
recommendations, and will monitor implememdatof adopted policies. Membership included
elected officials, military base leadership, and private sector leadership. Meetings were normally
held monthly or bimonthly during drafting phase.

The Technical Committee reported to the Policy Committeestudied and identified technical
issues related to the JLUS, including current operational effects on the local area and the
feasibility of implementation of recommended policies. Membership was composed of
representatives from affected jurisdictionsl amcludes planners, city clerks, county engineers,
representatives from the business community, airport officials, state officials, and Fort Rucker
employees. Meetings were normally held monthly embinthly during drafting phaseéDates

of committee metings are shown in Table 2.

A third committee, an Advisory Committee, was formed and convened in 200&Her
incorporate citizen and businestakeholders.
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Table 2

Committee Meetings

Policy Committee

Technical Committee

Advisory Committee

October 17, 2007

October 17, 2007

June 5, 2008

November 29, 2007

November 15, 2007

July 10, 2008

April 10, 2008 February 12, 2008
May 15, 2008 March 11, 2008
June 12, 2008 April 8, 2008
September 16, 2008 May 13, 2008

January 29, 2009

June 102008

February 26, 2009

September 16, 2008

September 15, 2009

November 13, 2008

September 29, 2009

December 9, 2008

January 29, 2009

February 26, 2009

September 15, 2009

September 29, 2009

The JLUS process also involved several pubNolvement meetings at three stages of the
project to give residents and business stakeholders an opportunity to comment on Fort Rucker
impacts and possible implementation tools.

Workshops were held September through November 2007 in Daleville, Ozaifkntarprise. A
second round of workshops was held June through July 2008 in the same three locations. A third
round of workshops was held in September 2009, also in those locations.

Wiregrass Region Study Area

Overall, Fort Rucker utilizes a 32,300 squarée aircraft training area that encompasses 27
counties in Alabama, Florida, and Georgia. The Fort Rucker reservation encompasses 57,772
acres in Coffee and Dale counties, while 3,626 acres are owned dhbésréservation, and

1,674 acres are leased. The U.S. Army Aviation Center for Excellence altogether uses 23
aviation facilities located in Barbour, Coffee, Dale, Geneva, and Houston counties, as well as 89
remote training sites.

The JLUS is focusingroFort Rucker and the 23 aviation facilities, which are divided into five
(5) Army basefields, one (1) Forward Arming Refuel Point (FARP), and 17 stagefields.
Basefields are facilities with a full range of maintenance and classroom facilities. The only
facility that can manage fixeding aircraft is Cairns Army Airfield located approximately five
miles south of Fort Rucker. Basefields located on Fort Rucker include Knox, Hanchey, and
Lowe Army Heliports (AHP). Shell AHP is located west of Fort RuckerarthernEnterprise.
The location and further information about these facilities are located in the Compatibility
Assessment section.

The combined population of tliee countieghat surround Fort Rucker and its training facilities
in Southeast Alabama 249,724 according to 208U.S. Census estimates5.67% increase
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from the 2000 Census population of 236,38Bre specific jurisdictionagstimates are listed in
Table 3and Fort Rucker population information is located in Table 4.
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Table 3 Study Area Population

2000 Population

2008 Population Est.

Barbour County 29,038 29,309
e Baker Hill 327 314
e Blue Springs 121 115
e Clayton 1,475 1,377
e Clio 2,206 2,210
e FEufaula 13,908 14,502
e Louisville 612 565
Coffee County 43,615 47,753
e Elba 4,185 4,164
e Enterprise (pt.) 20,993 25,112
e Kinston 602 614
e New Brockton 1,250 1,234
Dale County 49,129 48,292
e Ariton 772 748
e Clayhatchee 501 493
e Daleville 4,653 4,546
e Dothan (pt.) 650 979
e Enterprise (pt.) 185 239
e Grimes 459 453
e Level Plains 1,544 1,511
e Midland City 1,703 1,883
o Napier Field 404 396
e Newton 1,708 1,653
e Ozark 15,119 14,711
e Pinckard 667 627
Geneva County 25,764 25,882
e Black 202 208
o Coffee Springs 251 256
e Geneva 4,388 4,445
e Hartford 2,369 2,426
e Malvern 1,215 1,222
e Samson 2,071 2,029
e Slocomb 2,052 2,047
e Taylor (pt.) 10 11
Houston County 88,787 98,488
e Ashford 1,853 2,062
e Avon 466 475
e Columbia 804 841
e Cottonwood 1,170 1,202
e Cowarts 1,546 1,630
e Dothan (pt.) 57,082 65,515
e Gordon 408 419
e Kinsey 1,796 1,965
e Madrid 303 333
e Rehobeth 993 1,260
e Taylor (pt.) 1,888 1,982
e Webb 1,298 1,367
Note: Jurisdictions in bold are JLUS patrticipants
Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 4 Fort Rucker Community Population

Post Population 19,227

Total Military 6,448

Total Civilian 8,674

Military Family Members on Post 4,105

Military Family Members off Post 4,985

FMS Students (27 Different Countries) | 230 (not included in Post Population)
All Military Retirees within 50 Mile 59,570

Radius

All Military Retirees within 50 Mile 148,925

Radius,ncluding Family Members

Source: Fort Rucker

Fort Rucker comprises at least a $1 billion economic impact in the Wiregrass region. Table 5
displays the most recent economic information concerning Fort Rucker and its impact on the
surroundingarea. In addition to the information below, military retiree and annuitant pay within
a 50 mile radius also adds to at least $1 billion annually.

Table 5 Fort Rucker Economic Impact

Military Pay $272,512,153.00
Civilian Pay $186,585,997.18
Contracts $656,241,721.53
PX / Commissary / No#\ppropriated $32,018,536.81

Funds, Salaries, and Purchases

Major Construction Projects and Utilities | $58,708,290.56

Other Projects and Transactions $41,203,694.00
Total Expenditures $1,247,270,393.08
15
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COMPATIBILITY ANALYSIS

Incompatibility of land use provides conflicts between the mission sustainability of Fort Rucker

and the health and welfare of the surrounding communities. Training and other activities

facilitated at Fort Rucker may negatively impact surrounding civdr@as due to aviation

accident potential, noise, and other effects. Equally potentially harmful is civilian activities

adjacent to Fort Rucker facilities that may interfere with training. There are multiple land use
factors which account for compatilbily b et ween Fort Ruckerdés facil
communities. The following section examines the existing and potential conditions for these
compatibility factors at each facility. The compatibility factors concerning land use being

examined in th JLUS include:

(1) Safety

(2) Noise and Vibration

(3) Airspace Obstructions

(4) Infrastructure

(5) Visibility

(6) Frequency Interference

(7) Intergovernmental Coordination
(8) Airspace

(1) Safety and (2) Noise and Vibration are the two compatibility factors that are most pedinent
this JLUS study and whose effects are most studied. The other listed compatibility factors have
comparatively secondary effects to the study area and will not be noted as extensively.

The public, Technical Committee, Policy Committee, and other tiftiaials provided
information to assist in identifying existing and potential compatibility conflicts with the JLUS
study areas. The compatibility factors and the information provided regarding the land use
conflicts are representative of the areasiamibt an exhaustive assessment of compatibility
issues present.

Land use planning in the areas adjacent to military installations should incorporate the same level
of evaluation as planning around other differing types of land uses. The DepartmefansieDe

has guidelines for compatible land use standardsraltve managing safety and noise issues
located in theAppendices Varying levels of incompatible development currently exists in the

areas around Fort Rucker. Though little can be done tmamively change the impact of these
developments, familiarity with the compatibility factors can assist with developing strategies to
ensure compatible development in the future.

The Department of Defense administers programs for military installahanhgrovide

information to adjacent local governments regarding areas that are exposed to noise and potential
safety hazards. For Army installations, this program is known as the Installation Operational
Noise Management Plan (IONMP). Fort Rucker cotgaleéhe current IONMP document in

May 2006. The Fort Rucker IONMP assesses the noise and safety effects caused by operational
impacts of the installations on the surrounding areas. It studies the noise environment
concerning compatibility with land usepmmunication and education of the military and
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civilian communities, management of noise complaints, mitigation of noise and vibration effects,
and other elements, while providing recommendations to assist in promoting compatibility.

Safety

Safety compibility in the vicinity of military installations is an important operational impact to
address because of accident potential of aircraft. Though safety compatibility receives less
attention than noise and vibration issues because of the rarity oba\aatiidents, the

potentially severe impact of aircraft accidents over civilian areas deserves strong consideration.
Historical analysis of military aviation accidents have focused on determining where an accident
will likely occur and the impact area tifat accident. Areas that are adjacent to the ends of
runways have a higher potential exposure to aviation accidents than areas further away. There
are three primary safety criteria used to define accident risk: Clear Zone (CZ), Accident Potential
Zone APZ) I, and Accident Potential Zone (APZ) IlI.

Clear Zones (C2)

Clear Zones are the delineated areas that are located at the end of runways or 75 feet from rotary
wing helipads that show the highest potential for aviation accidents. There is noibampat
development, with the exception of navigational aids, within a Clear Zone.

Accident Potential Zones (APZS)

Accident Potential Zones extend beyond Clear Zones and show areas that are not as critical as
Clear Zones but still have high potential foradon accidents. The APZ | is the area closest to

the Clear Zone and the APZ Il is the area extending further out from the APZ I. In the APZ I,
compatible development includes some industrial and manufacturing uses, transportation and
communication fadities, some commercial trade, and lawensity recreation facilities. In the

APZ 11, most uses are compatible with the exception of rfafiily and other higldensity

residential development, certain industrial and manufacturing uses, restaurarmts, scadical
facilities, and arenas.

The boundaries and sizes of the Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones vary due to the type
of aircraft used and other conditions at an aviation facility. The Fort Rucker IONMP has
identified CZs and APZs for thearious airfields, basefields, and stagefields at Fort Rucker.

The Department of Defense has prepared a table of guidelines of suggested compatible land uses
for Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones. This table is included in the Appendices section

Safety conflicts for each studied military installation are specified later in this section.
Noise and Vibration
Noise (and vibration) exposure is the most discussed effect of Fort Rucker and its installations.

Noise is defined as unwanted sound.e Dperational effect of noise contributed by Fort Rucker
is not a steady source, but a variable source due to different frequencies, times of use, and other
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factors involved. There have been statistical methods developed to evaluate sound from those
variable sources in order to assess noise in a practical matter. The predominant levels of noise
from Fort Rucker are created by the following three activities:

e Aviation
e Large Caliber Weapons
e Small Caliber Weapons

Measurement of aviation noise is primarily derived using tiveefghted (dBA) daynight level

(DNL). A-weighting reflects higher frequency noises, such as those created by operating
aircraft, which are in a manner approximating the response of the hamaA simplistic

explanation of DNL is that its measurement is derived by averaging operational noise over a 24
hour period with a 10 decibel penalty assessed for noise occurring at night. Measurements of
large caliber weapons firing are derived using/€lghted DNL. Gweighting better reflects the
frequency and vibration created by large caliber weapons.

There is also a measurement to assess peak level noise. The DNL measurements do not
adequately demonstrate the impact of impulsive noise createddpons firing. The PK 15

(met) measurement is used to calculate a peak noise level that is expected to be exceeded by 15
percent of all events that might occur. Therefore, PK 15 (met) measurements are derived for
firing of large caliber weapons and dhwaliber weapons.

The IONMP program primarily utilizes four noise zones (Noise Zone Ill, Noise Zone Il, Noise
Zone |, and Land Use Planning Zone).

Noise Zone (NZ) Il

NZ Il is the area around a noise source in which theeighted DNL (ADNL) is grater than

75 decibels (dBA), the @eighted DNL (CDNL) is greater than 70 decibels (dBC), and the PK
15 (met) is greater than 104. Guidance shows that there should be neemsitiwe land uses
within the NZ 1ll, such as housing, schools, and worshipifies. Some compatible uses in NZ
[l include most industry and manufacturing (up to 85 dBA), transportation, and agricultural.

Noise Zone (NZ) I

NZ Il is the area around a noise source in which the ADNL is between 65 and 75 dBA, the
CDNL is betweer62 and 70 dBC, and the PK 15 (met) is between 87 and 104. Noise exposure
in NZ Il is considered significant and land use should be limited to compatible uses, such as
industry and manufacturing, transportation, and agricultural. Guidance does allowsahen

NZ Il with incorporation of noise level reduction techniques, including somelngity

housing, retail and services, and recreation and entertainment.

Noise Zone (N2) |
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NZ | is the area around a noise source in which the ADNL is less thdiB&5he CDNL is less
than 62 dBC, and PK 15 (met) is less than 87. Noise exposure in NZ | is not considered
significant and is usually acceptable for all types of land use activities.

Land Use Planning Zone (LUPZ)

The noise contours that identify areaside 65 ADNL and 62 CDNL represent an annual

average separating the limiting NZ Il and the fully compatible NZ I. Since the noise
environment at Fort Rucker varies daily and seasonally due to fluctuating operations, a LUPZ is
used to account for days$ lmigher than average operations and possible annoyances. The LUPZ
encompasses areas that can be affected during periods of heightened activity providing a more
comprehensive assessment of noise effects in civilian areas. The LUPZ contours are set at 57
CDNL.

The noise contours derived from studies and used in this document should be viewed as a
planning tool and not a discrete separation from affected andffextied noise areas.

The Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) has prepatgd af guidelines
of suggested compatible land uses for Noise Zones. This table is included in the Appendices
section.

Aviation
Aviation noise effects for each studied military aviation facility are specified later in this section.
Large Caliber Weapons(Figure 1)

Noise Zone lll: There are two areas within the Noise Zone 1l contour that extend outside of Fort
Rucker boundaries. One area is in unincorporated Coffee County, east of Alabama Highway 51
and northeast of Tabernacle Stagefield. This isresostly forested with an isolated residence.

The other area is in unincorporated Dale County southeast of Molinelli FARP with primarily
undeveloped forest land.

Noise Zone II: Areas within Noise Zone Il extend northeast, northwest, and southweBbftom
Rucker into unincorporated Coffee and Dale counties. In Dale County, these areas are along
County Road 36 and County Road 38. In Coffee County, these areas are along Alabama
Highway 27 (Ozark Highway), Alabama Highway 51, County Road 143, andféasunty

Road 156. These areas are predominantly forested. There are several single family residences
within the Noise Zone Il contours, especially along Alabama Highway 51, along with a few
businesses and small areas of agricultural operations.

Small Caliber Weapons(Figure 2)

Noise Zone llI: All areas within the Noise Zone Il contour are located within the Fort Rucker
boundaries.
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Noise Zone II: There are four areas within the Noise Zone Il contour that extend outside of Fort
Rucker boundaries. Tée of these areas are in unincorporated Coffee County. These areas
extend to Alabama Highway 51, County Road 143, and northeast of County Road 156. One area
is in unincorporated Dale County and encompasses the County Road 36 vicinity west of County
Road38. These areas are predominantly forested. There are several residences along Alabama
Highway 51 as well as small areas of agricultural operations.

The City of Enterprise and, to a lesser extent, the City of Ozark are growing closer to the areas
affecied by weapons training. There have been many complaints in adjacpospéireas,
especially along Alabama Highway 27, generated by the effects of nightly weapons training.
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Figure 1  Large Caliber Weapons
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Figure 2

Small Caliber Weapons
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Airspace Obstructions

Airspace obstructions are structures or other features that extend into navigable airspace. These
structures may include cell and other communication towers, buildings, and water tanks. These
structures present potential conflitdsaviation training, as they may be located along routes
creating flight navigation hazards to aviators and citizens located near those structures.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) does not have the regulatory jurisdiction to restrict
aboveground structures, such as communications towers (with the exception of approach,
horizontal, and conical areas surrounding airfields). The FAA has the ability to determine
whether a structure is an obstruction to air navigation and can require lighdimgeakings on

the structures, but the responsibility to regulate above ground structures are state and local
governments.

Fort Rucker has a higher threshold for reporting vertical obstructions than does the FAA. Fort
Rucker maintains a Digital Vertic@lbstacle Library (DVOL) that alerts aviators about airspace
obstruction locations and allows for reporting and commenting on those hazards. Fort Rucker,
similar to the FAA, does not have regulatory authority on above ground structusée aff

their pooperty.

Figures3 through5 display airspace corridors through Coffee, Dale, Geneva, and Houston
counties. Air traffic is routed through these corridoghich are 1,000 meters wide and located
to minimize noise effects on underlying populations.
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Figure 3  Airspace Corridors i Coffee County
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