
DOCUMENT REStE

07022 - [B23674261

Environmental Effects of Airport Development: Better Assessment

Needed. CED-78-156; B-164497(1). August 22, 118. 24 pp. +

appendix (6 pp.).

Report to Secretary, Department of IransFortation; by Baltas E.

Birkle (for denry Eschwege, Director, Community and Ecccic

Development Div.).

Issue Area: Transportation Systems and Pclicies: Domestic Air

Carrier System (2'113); Environmental Protection Programs:

Effectiveness of Regulatory Strategies (2208).

Contact: Community and Economic Development Div.

Budqet Function: Commerce and Transportation: Air Transportation
(405); Natural Resources, Environment, and Energy (00).

Orqanization Concerned: Federal Aviaticn dministration.

Conqressional Relevance: House Committee on interstate and

Foreign Commerce; Senate Committef on Environment and Public

Works.
Authority: ational Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.

4321). Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 (49 U,S.C.

1701). =40 C.F.R. 1500. 40 Fed. Reg. 25230. Town of ewv

Windsor v. Ronan, 13 Avi. 17 (S.L.N.Y. 1974). Friends cf the

Earth v. Coleman, 518 F.2d 323 (9th CIR. 1975). Boston v.

Coleman, 397 F. Supp. 698 (D. ass. 1975).

Airports are having difficulty gaining acceptance by

neighboring communities because of environmental impacts such as

noise, air quality, displacement of people and businesses, and

disruption of communities. The National Environmental Policy 
Act

of 1969 requires Federal agencies to prepare environmental
impact statements on proposals for major Federal actions which

aff et the environment. Findings/Ccnclusicns: The Federal

Avia,tion Administration (FAA) has a broad definition of what
constitutes a mafor federal action and does not require an

environmental findinq for an airport's total Flanned

development. Instead, it allows projects ir airport plans to be

assessed individually. Such a requirement would further

environmental objectives, assure that consideration is given to

alternatives available to minimize adverse environmental
effects, provide a forum for public ccmments, and eliminate the

need for most extensive environmental reviews for followon
airport projects. FAA makes grants to finance airport master

plans and airport development projects. However, in approving

qrants, FAA has not always followed its instructions which

require consideration of the overall effects of major airport

projects and subsequent projects. Becommendations: FAA should:

require an environmental finding for airport plans, remind its

staff that they are responsible for obtaining envircnmental

findings which consider the cumulative effect cf present

projects and the consequences of subsequent prcjects, and

provide the necessary staff to assure compliance with its



environmental instructions. (HTI)
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Airports have problems being accepted by
neighboring communities because of their
noise and other environmental effects, but
this acceptance is vital to the growth of avia-
tion.

The Federal Aviation Administration could
help rectify this problem by requiring envi-
ronmental findings for an airport's planned
development. This would facilitate com-
munity acceptance and reduce the cost and
time spent complying later with the National
Environmental Policy Act.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTUN, D.C. 20548

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

B-164497(1)

The Honorable
The Secretary of Transportation

Dear Mr. Secretary'

This report summarizes the results ;, our review of Federal Aviati.nAdministration policies and pDr-¢tces i.or assessing environmental effectswhen it administers airport development assistance programs authorized bythe Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, as amended.

This report contains recommendatio,,s to you on pages 13 and 24. Asyou know, Section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 19T7requires the head of a Federal agency to submit a written statement ofactions taken on our recommendations t the Senate Comittee on Govern-mental Affairs and te House Committee on Government Operations not laterthan 60 days after the date of the report and to the House and SenateCommittees on Appropriations with the agency'. first request for appropri-ations made more t;lan 60 days after the date of the report.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office ofManagement and Budget; the Chairman, Council of Environmental Quality;
the Senate Cnmmittees on Appropriations; Commerce, Science and Transpor-tation; Environment and Public Works; and Governmental Affairs; the House
Committees on Appropriation; Government Operations; Interstate andForeign Commerce; and Public Works and Transportation; interested membersof the Congress; and other interested parties.

Sincerely yours,

aft Henry Eschwege
Di rector



GENERAL ACCOUNTINC OFFiCF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTSREPORT TO THE SECRETARY O OF AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT:TRANSPORTATION 
BETTER ASSESSMENT NEEDED

D IGEST

Environmental impacts--noise, air quality,displacement of people and businesses, anddisruption of established communities--are
leading to community aversion of airportseven though airport development is vital.o the community economy.

The Federal Aviation Administration could
ease this problem by requiring environ-mental findings for airport plans.

The Federal Aviation Administration,
however, does not require an environmentalfinding--impact statement or negativedeclaration--for an airport's total plan-ned development as provided for in airportmaster and layout plans and, as a matterof convenience, allows projects in airportplans to be assessed individually.

Such a requirement would:

-- Further environmental objectives con-
sistent with te recognition given bythe Aviation Administration, the Councilof Environmental Quality, and the Courtsto the importance of assessing the totaldevelopment of airports.

-- Assure that consideration is given to thebroader alternatives available to minimizeadverse environmental effects, thus enhanc-ing decisionmaking.

-- Provide a forum for public comments on theeffects of total planned development, thuspossibly facilitating community acceptance.
--Eliminate, with certain exceptions, theneed for extensive environmental reviewsfor follow on airport projects and thusreduce the cost and time required tocomply with environmental requirements.

(See p. 6.)

TeaI 5S . Upon removal, the reportcover date should be noted hereon. 
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Under the Airport and Airway Developrent
Act of 1970, the Aviation Administration
makes grants to finance airport master
plans and airport development projects
to provide for the orderly and systematic
development of the U.S. airport system.
As of September 1977 about $2.3 billion
in grants had been made for such projects---
land acquisition, and runway and terminal
construction--and also for airport systems
and master plans.

Airport sponsors must have an agency-
approved airport layout plan to obtain
development grants. A layout plan provides
a graphic presentation or blueprint of the
existing airport and the proposed projects
necessary for its development. Airport
master plans provide the documentation for
the development and may include the devel-
opment of an airport layout plan. Many
layout plans, however, have been develope]
without a master plan; thus the development
projects may be uncertain.

GAO found that the Aviation Administra-
tion had not alwav followed its instruc-
tions in approving grants for airport
development. These instructions require
consideration of the overall effects of
major airport projects and the consequences
of subsequent projects. As a result:

--Full and meaningful public participation
was not obtained as early as possible,
nor were all alternatives explored to
assure that any adverse environmental
effects would be minimized.

-- Public investments in airport development
were jeopardized and delays were invited
in approving grants for future projects
because of uncertainity over the eco-
logical effects and community acceptance
of future projects. (See p. 14.)

The Federal Aviation Administration should:

--Require an environmental finding for air-
port plans. (See p. 13.)
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-- Remind its staff that they are reponsible
for obtaining environmental findings which
consider the cumulative effect of present
projects and the consequences of subequent
projects.

-- Provide the necessary staff to assure
compliance with its environmental
instructions. (See p. 24.)

Federal Aviation Administration officials
believe too much paperwork, red tape, and
expense would result from processing an
environmental finding for airport develop-
ment that is planned beyond 5 or 6 years.
The Council of Environmental Quality ro-
posed environmental regulations for rg,
agencies should minimize this problem. (See
p. 13.)

Aviation Administration officials also stated
that (1) the Aviation Administration was not
opposed to reminding its staff to consider
the cumulative effect of present projects and
the consequences of subsequent projects and
(2) both the House and Senate had authorized
additional positions for environmentalists in
the Aviation Administration's proposed budget
for fiscal year 1979. GAO believes the agency
should make sure that these new positions are
sufficient, and assigned to minimize delays and
assure compliance. (See p. 24.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Airports a:e having difficulty gaining environmentalacceptance by neighboring communities, but communityacceptance is vi:al to the growth of aviation.

The Department of Transportation's Federal AviationAdministration (FAA) faces a major challenge in developingnew or expanding existing airports in a manner compatiblewith the environment and surrounding community.

Noise is the most important environmental effect fromairports. The jet engine and its widespread use has in-creased noise levels near airports. Other effects includeair quality, water quality, and social effects such asdisplacement of people and business and disruption ofestablished communities.

Oppositin to further expansion has become vocal andwell organized, resulting in the creation of new legislation,regulations, and procedures designed to protect the environ-ment and community interests. It appears that such protec-tions could become more, rather than less numerous in thefuture.

ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION

The primary environmental legislation affecting airportdevelopment is the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

NEPA was passed to improve the environment; to ac-complish this goal, NEPA requires Federal agencies to
--direct, to the fullest possible extent, theirpolicies, plans, and programs to protect and enhanceenvironmental quality;

-- prepare environmental impact statements for allrecommendations and reports on proposals for majorFederal actions th. significantly affect theenvironment;

-- integrate the natural and social sciences and heenvironmental design arts in the planning anddecisionmaking stages of any proposed major Federalaction;



-- give environmental factors appropriate consideration
in decisionmaking along with economic and technical
factors; and

-- explore and evaluate the environmental effects of

all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.

NEPA does not specifically define a proposed major

Federal action; it left this determination to the agencies.

NEPA established the Council of Environmental Quality

(CEQ) to appraise Federal programs and activities from the

NEPA perspective. To help agencies implement NEPA, CEQ

established guidelines (40 CRF. 1500 et seq.) for preparing

environmental impact statements. These guidelines provide

for assessing, as early as possible and in detail, the

potential environmental affects of proposed maior Federal

actions, preferably when technical and economic studies are

conducted.

The guidelines state that the statutory clause that

delineates proposed major Federal actions should be inter-

preted with a view to the overall, cumulative effect of the

proposed action, related Federal actions and projects in

the area, and further contemplated actions. This was con-

sidered important because the environmental effects of

many Federal decisions about a project or complex of pro-

jects can be limited individually, but cumulatively they

can be considerable--for example, when one decision is

precedent for a much larger case or represents a decision

in principle about a future major course of action.

The guidelines also state that agencies should use

environmental impact statements to explore alternative

actions to avoid or minimize adverse effects.

In May 1977 the President authorized CEQ to issue

regulations for implementing NEPA. The CEQ proposed

regulations which would replace CEQ guidelines were

published on June 9, 1978 (43 F.R. 25230 (DI)). The

proposed regulations aim to reduce paperwork and delays

and produce better decisions. Among other things, the

pcoposed regulations would require Federal agencies to

--integrate the NEPA process with other planning at

the earliest possible time to assure that planning
reflects environmental values, avoids delays later,

and head off potential conflicts;

2



--consider the cumulative environmental effect which
results from the action when the effect is added toother past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal
or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions and

-- adupt procedures to supplement the regulation within
8 months of its effective date.

AIRPORT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The FAA grant-in-aid program was authorized by theAirport and Airway Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1701).
Under this program, public airports are eligible for Federal
grants for a wide variety of projects to improve their
safety and capacity. Projects eligible for Federal grantsinclude land acquisition; runway, apron, and taxiway con-
struction; airport lighting; the nonrevenue-producing partsof terminal buildings; airport roads; and electronic andvisual approach aids. The Federal share of project costsranges from 50 to 90 percent, depending on the project andclass of airport. As of September 1977 FAA had approvedabout $2.2 billion for airport development projects.

To promote the orderly development of airports, the
Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 also directed
the Secretary of Transportation to prepare and periodically
publish a National Airport System Plan that set forth, forat least 10 years, the airport development considered
necessary to meet civil aviation needs, national defenserequirements, and postal needs. The plan as revised by
FAA in January 1978 contains 3,603 U.S. airpocts (mostly
public airports) that are considered essential to the U.S.air transportation system.

As a condition for eligibility for airport development
grants an airport must be included in the National AirportSystem Plan and have an FAA approved airport layout plan.
An airport layout plan, in general, is a graphic presenta-
tion or blueprint of an airport's existing and proprsed
facilities.

The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 alsoauthorizes FAA to make planning grants to public agencies
for airport master plans. Airport master plans presentthe research and logic from which an airport layout plan
can be developed. Master plans consist of aviation demand
forecasts, capacity analysis, land use planning, terminal
area plans, airport access plans, financial feasibility
studies, analysis of feedback from public hearings, and
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environmental assessments. As of September 1977 about
1,250 grants totaling $42 million had been made to prepare
airport master plans.

FAA ENVIRONMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS

FAA has a rather broad and comprehensive definit.on of
what constitute a proposed major Federal action (see pra.
20 of app. I) for which an environmental impact statement
is required. At a minimum, an environmental assessment and
finding--approval of either an environmental impact statement
or a negative declaration--is required for all major Federal
projects such as new airport site selections and development,
new runways, major runway extensions, runway strengthening
which permits jets for the first time or larger or noiser
jets, major new construction or expansion of passenger hand-
ing or parking facilities, and land acquisitions for any of
these projects.

The environmental impact assessment, which is generally
prepared by the project sponsor, analyzes the environmental
effects of the proposed project for which Federal financial
assistance is being requested. In preparing the assessment,
sponsors are required to describe the project and its stated
purpose; describt and appraise its probable effects on the
environment; evaluate thoroughly and objectively the environ-
mental effects of all reasonable alternatives, particularly
those that would mitigate environmental effects including
analysis of the environmental benefits, costs, and risks to
show that an alternative that might enhance environmental
quality or have a less deterimental effect has not been
prematurely rejected or foreclosed; specify the actions
taken to minimize unavoidable adverse effects; and document
the environmental issues raised from citizen involvement
such as public hearings and meetings. The opportunity for
public hearings is required for environmental assessments
on new airport locations, new runways and runway extensions.

Although prepared by the sponsor, the nvironmental
impact assessment is the primary basis for an environmental
impact statement or negative declaration. In deciding
whether an environmental impact statement is required, FAA
instructions state hat it is necessary to consider not
only the irect and indirect effects of the proposed pro-
ject but lso the overall, cumulative effect of the pro-
posed project and the consequences of subsequent actions.

A negative declaration is an FAA evaluation that the
proposed project will not significantly alter the airport's
effect on the environment and is not highly controversial
on environmental grounds. However, if significant adverse
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impacts are contemplated or if the proposed project is
highly controversial, FAA will draft and process an environ-
mental impact statement.

The draft statement is sent to other Federal agencies
and CEQ for review and coordination, and public notices
are issued to solict comments on the environmental effect
of the proposed project. All substantive comments received
on the proposal are to be included Fnd addressed in the
final impact statement.

The final environmental impact statement consists of
the draft statement (as revised or rewritten to integrate
comments on the draft) and a decision memorandum and Fed-
eral Finding (which signifies approval or disapproval of
the final environmental impact statement). Approval does
not constitute a decision to proceed with the project--
that decision occurs when the appropriate FAA official
reviews all project requirements including the final impact
statement and determines that a grant for the proje t
should be approved.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The objective of our review was to evaluate the
adequacy of the FAA environmental instructions and to assess
FAA regional offices compliance with these instructions.

We reviewed FAA environmental instructions and practices,
interviewed FAA officials, and reviewed their airport develop-
pment and environmental files. We also interviewed the CEQ
official responsible for providing environmental guidance to
the Department of Transportation. Our review was made at FAA
headquarters in Washington, D.C., and at the agency's central
and western regions.

5



CHAPTER 2

AIRPORT PLANS SHOULD BE COVERED BY
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS

FAA does not require an environmental finding--impact
statement or negative declaration--for an airport's total
planned develo)ment as set forth in airport master and lay-
out plan and ar a matter of convenience allows separate
projects to be assessed individually.

Requiring an environmental finding for the total
planned development would:

-- Further environmental objectives consistent with the
recognition given by FAA, CEQ, and the Courts to the
importance of assessing total planned development.

-- Assure consideration of a broader range of alterna-
tives available for minimizing adverse environmental
impacts, thus enhancing the decisionmaking process.

--Provide a forum for obtaining and considering public
comments on the effects of total planned development,
thus possibly facilitating community acceptance.

--Eliminate, with certain exceptions, the need for
extensive environmental reviews for succeeding air-
port development projects, thus reducing the cost and
time required to comply with environmental require-
ments.

AIRPORT SPONSORS ADDRESS
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES PIECEMEAL

FAA has extensive environmental instruction for airport
development (see app. 1.), but these instructions do not
require a environmental finding for an airport's total
planned development as contained in airport master and lay-
out plans. The instructions o allow and encourage sponsors
to assess the total planned, and if their plans are accepta-
ble FAA will even process and approve an environmental find-
ing. Because the instructions are permissive rather than
mandatory, FAA has allowed projects in airport plans to be
assessed individual3y.

FAA officials said that it was often easier to get community
acceptance of airport development on a project-by-project
basis rather than presenting the overall development plan
to the public. An example is the FAA experience in processing
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an environmental impact statement on the 1974 master planfor the 20-year development o the Cedar Rapids MunicipalAirport, Iowa.

The 1974 master plan for the Cedar Rapids airportincluded a wide variety of alternatives, four proposed lay-out plans, consideration of the adequacy of the presentairport location, and an environmental assessment coveringthe overall 20-year development recommended in the plan.In May 1974 FAA prepared a draft environmental impactstatement on the 20-year p'anned development, circulated itto various Federal and State agencies and presented it inpubilic hearings. A number of citizens from the surroundingcommunities objected to the plan for environmental reasons.Based on the environmental controversy that arose, FAA andthe Cedar Rapids airport manager agreed to withdraw thedraft statement and to proceed on a project-by-projectbasis. The Cedar Rapids airport manager acknowledged thatit was easier to get community acceptance on a project-by-project basis.

FINDINGS FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES

The importance of requiring an environmental findingon an airport's total plan has been recognized in FAAinstructions, CEQ guidelines, and in the Courts.

FAA instructions

FAA instructions and advisory circulars recognizethat NEPA requires the preparation of detailed environ-mental impact statements for all major airport developmentwhich significantly affects the environment; often, themaster plan is the basis for these development actions.From this perspective the instructions state that the idealplanning process (1) should include a comprehensiveanalysis that identifies and considers all importantsocial, economic, and environmental issues, and the futureeffects of the plan and (2) dictates full community know-ledge of the plan's need, content, and objectives andseeks a reasonable degree of long-term community supportfor its appropriate and timely implementation. Whenappropriate, this process should culminate in the pre-paration of an environmental impact assessment report andpublic hearings to enable the community to consider theplan's potential economic, social, and environmentaleffects.

According to FAA instructions F id advisory circulars,an environmental impact assessment and public hearings are
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generally required, as a matter of policy, for new airports
whenever it is apparent that a request for Federal approval
of the new airport site or a request for FAA grants will
follow within 5 years. For plans on an existing airport,
applicants are encouraged to include an environmental impact
assessment and hold hearings if there is an early need for
significant airport development such as an expanded or new
runway. However, this assessment need not cover the air-
port's total planned development; it can cover stages in-
stead.

When an environmental impact assessment is included in
the plan, FAA will normally develop, process, and approve an
environmental finding, provided FAA endorses or approves
the plan. Also, in approving the resulting layout plan FAA
will denote that its approval includes Federal environmental
approval under NEPA.

FAA instructions specify that it will not approve a new
airport layout plan, or a revised one which contains new
projects (such as runway expansion) that will have environ-
mental effects, unless an environmental finding has been pro-
cessed. (See para. 19, app. I for a listing of projects
known to have environmental effects.) However, plans con-
taining projects with known environmental effects but not
covered by an environmental finding can be conditionally
approved provided that such projects will not be undertaken
before environmental approval by FAA. With a conditionally
approved plan the airport can obtain, without conducting an
environmental assessment, FAA development grants for any
project not (1) requiring prior FAA environmental approval
or (2) considered a major Federal action.

According to FAA officials, many master plans contain
environmental assessments that cover the significant
development projects presented in the plan. FAA officials
also said that they encourage airport sponsors to prepare
environmental assessments for the overall development
presented in airport layout plans which are the products
of a master plan. Howc,. , complete environmental asses-
smnents were usually not encouraged for airport layout plans
that were not part of a master plan because such plans may
be merely blueprints of the present and proposed airport
layout with little documented support for such projects.

CEQ guidelines

CEQ guidelines for implementing NEPA (see p. 2) state
that Federal agencies should remember when defining proposed
major Federal actions that the effect of many decisions about
complex projects presented in a plan can be individually
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limited so that they will not have much effect on the human
environment; however, when the plan is assessed in total,
the environmental effect may be significant. Further,
Federal agencies were to also give careful attention to
identifying and defining the purpose and scope of the action,
which would most appropriately be the subject of the environ-
mental study. According to CEQ broad program statements in
many cases will be required to assess (1) the environmental
effects of many individual actions on a given area, or (2)
the environmental effects that are common to a series of
agency actions, or (3) the overall effect of a large-scale
program or chain of contemplated projects.

The Courts

Federal Courts have not yielded clear and consistent
criteria about what constitutes a proposed major Federal
action for which an environmental impact statement is re-
quired. One court held that the award of an FAA airport
master planning grant did not require an impact statement;l/
another similarly held that FAA approval of an airport lay-
out plan did not require an impact statement.2/ Another
court, however, indicated that approval of an airport layout
plan could require an impact statement.3/

One of the ore recent cases in this area, Environmental
Defense Fund, Inc. v. Adams, held that an environmental
impact statement was required for revisions to the National
Airport System Plan. (See p. 3.) In reaching this con-
clusion, the court applied a two-part test: (1) there must
be a proposal--that is a goal towards which the responsible
Federal official intends to direct his energies--and (2) the
proposal must have sufficiently defined geographic, temporal,
and subject matter limits to address the NEPA requirements.

Like the National Airport System Plan, airport master
plans and airport layout plans provide a goal toward which ~
airport officials, with FAA help, intend to direct their ¥
energies and have sufficiently defined geographic, temporal,
and subject matter limits. FAA also uses airport master
plans to help develop and revise the National Airport System
Plan.

1/ Town of New Windsor v. Ronan, 13 Avi. 17 (S.D.N.Y. 1974).
2/ Friends of the Earth v. Coleman, 518 F.2d 323 (9th CIR.

1975).
3/ Boston v. Coleman, 397 F. Supp. 698 (D. Mass. 1975).
4/ No. 74-340 (D.D.C.), filed June 21, 1977).
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According to FAA instructions and circulars, an airport
master plan is to

-- provide an effective graphic presentation of the
ultimate development of the airport and anticipated
adjacent land uses,

-- establish a schedule of priorities and phasing for
various improvements proposed in the plan,

--present pertinent backup information and data (such
as aviation forecast, demand capacity analysis, and
economic feasibility studies) which are essential
to the plan's development,

-- describe the various concepts -1 alternatives which
were considered in establishingr, he proposed plan,
and

-- provide a concise and descriptive report so chat the
effect and logic of the plans' recommendations can
be clearly understood.

FAA instructions and circulars state that master plans
are used by sponsors to provide a focal point for discussion
and decisionmaking, provide input into local comprehensive
planning activities, inform the public of the need for air-
port development, afford the public the opportunity to ex-
press their views and choices between the achievement of
socioeconomic benefits and potential environmental con-
sequences, and to establish priorities. FAA instructions
and circulars state that a master plan should be implemented
after it is adopted.

FAA uses master plans to provide input into its National
Airport System Plan and for planning air traffic control
facilities and services. Airport layout plans and environ-
mental impact statements developed, processed, and approved
by FAA for the master plan and public hearings thereon are
used by FAA to approve grants for specific airport projects.

Under FAA regulations, an FAA-approved airport layout
plan is a prerequisite to FAA approval of an initial develop-
ment grant. Further, uoon receipt of a development grant,
FAA requires the airpor, sponsor, as an obligatiot of the
grant, to maintain an up-dated plan; obtain FAA approval for
each amendment, revision, or modification; and conform to
the plan so as not to adversely affect airport safety,
utility, or efficiency.
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FIeiDINGS BROADEN ALTERNATIVES AND ASSURE
THAT PUBLIC COMMENTS ARE CONSIDERED

The available alternatives for consideration in anenvironmental impact statement on a plan are broader andmore meaningful than those available for a single project.For example, the environmental impact statement for re-locating the levee at Omaha's Eppley Airfield included onlytwo serious alternatives--relocation of the levee or abandon-ment of the project. (See p. 22.) At Reno Airport thealternatives to purchasing the land were not to buy or avariation in the boundaries of land acquisition. (See p. 15.)In comparison, the draft environmental impact statement onthe Cedar Rapids Airport master plan contained four alterna-tive development schemes in addition to the alternative ofno development. (See p. 7.)

Further, processing an environmental impact statementon the total planned development of an airport assures thatpublic comments will be obtained and considered in preparingthe final environmental impact statement. (See p. 5.) Atthe Cedar Rapids Airport, public comments were obtained, butunfortunately FAA and airport officials chose to not proceedwith a final environmental impact statement and therebyavoided the issues raised by the public.

FINDINGS REDUCE COST AND THE TIME FOR COMPLYINGWITH ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

The preparation and approval of an environmental impactstatement for the overall development of an airport canreduce the cost and time required to comply with environ-mental requirements for succeeding projects.

According to FAA instructions, project,- that arecovered by a previously approved environmental impact state-ment and that have no substantial changes to the project orits environmental effects

-- need not be subjected to any additional environmentalrequirements if undertaken with 2 years or

-- need only be supported by a prior finding affirmationwhich validates the previous environmental determina-tion if it is undertaken within 2 to 5 years.

Projects undertaken after 5 years also can be supported bya prior finding affirmation, but generally a new environ-mental impact assessment/statement is required.
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The Wichita Muncipal Airport in Kansas shows the cost
and time that can be saved by covering succeeding projectswith an approved environmental impact statement on the
airport's master plan. In March 1973 FAA completed a com-prehensive environmental impact statement on the Wichita
Airport master plan which 'overed development through 1990.Since then, the airport has submitted four projects for FAAdevelopment grants; two of the projects submitted (one inSeptember 1976 and the other in September 1977) were forextension of a major rnway, which are required by FAAinstructions to have an environmental finding. However,FAA did not have tuo prepare a finding because both projects
had already been assessed in the environmental impact state-ment on the airport master plan. FAA officials said, as aresult, the time required to process the two projects wassignificantly reduced and the preparation of a costly
environmental impact statement was avoided.

FAA officials estimated that a separate environmental
impact statement for runway extension at the Wichita Airportwould have cost at least $15,000. In comparison, FAA was
able to issue a prior finding affirmation at little cost.FAA officials also estimated that the total cost attributedto the environmental impact statement on the airport masterplan was only about $4,800. They said the costs to processa statement on a master plan were low in many cases because
much of the data needed for the statement was similar tothe data needed and gathered to support the master plan.

CONCLUSIONS

An environmental finding should be required for an
airport's total planned development. Allowing airport
sponsors to assess the environmental impacts of developmentprojects individually or on a piecemeal basis serves onlyto defer or postpone environmental issues which are likely
to surface later as planned development unfolds.

In some cases airports may need projects which willnot, either individually or combined, greatly affect theenvironment; requiring an environmental findin. for suchplans would not be cost effective. However, in such
cases a negative declaration could be prepared. (See p. 4.)According to FAA instructions, a negative declaration canconsist of a simple factual statement that no significantenvironmental effects are anticipated or take the form andcontent required for an environmental impact statement.

Our roposal would not assure that getting an environ-mental impact statement approved for an airport plan wouldnot be delayed or that subsequent projects would not be
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challenged on environmental grounds. But we believe it isbetter to give appropriate attention to environmentalfactors as well as economic and technical ones as early aspracticable, before investments are made which tend to lockthe sponsor and FAA into a limited course of action.
RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Transportation, tofurther environmental objectives, direct the FAA Admin-istrator to

-- eliminate FAA conditional approval of airport layoutplans and

--require an environmental finding on an airport'sdevelopment contained in airport master and layoutplans that are acceptable to FAA. This action couldbe best accomplished when preparing supplementalprocedures to implement the regulations being pro-mulgated by CEQ. (See p. 2.)

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

FAA officials said our proposal would require too muchpaperwork, red tape, and cost to process an environmentalfinding for development planned beyond 5 or 6 years. Theyalso said that there was less piecemealing now than 2 yearsago.

The tiering concept contained in the CEQ proposedregulations for implementing NEPA should help minimize thisproblem. The CEQ proposed regulations aim to reduce delay,and the tiering concept is one way to accomplish this objec-tive. Under this concept a broad environmental impactstatement could be prepared on an airport's total develop-ment and a subsequent narrower statement could be preparedfor development planned within 5 or 6 years. Further, itshould be remembered that FAA instructions allow an environ-mental finding to be processed on an airport's totaldevelopment; an action FAA attempted to carry out for themaster plan for the Cedar Rapids Municipal Airport. (Seep. 7.)
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CHAPTER 3

FAA ENVIRONMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS NOT FOLLOWED

FAA has not always followed its environmental
instructions, which require it to consider the overall
environmental effects of major airport projects and the
consequerncs of subsequent related actions (see p. 4),
when approving grants to acquire or reclaim land needed
for future airport expansion.

As a result

-- Full and meaeaningful public participation was not
obtained as early as possible, nor were all alterna-
tives explored in an effort to find reasonable
solutions.

-- Public investments in airport development were
jeopardized and delays were invited in approving
grants for future projects because of uncertainty
over the ecological effect and community acceptance
of future projects.

FAA had not always followed its instructions because
(1) some projects were believed to have separate independent
utility, (2) FAA officials were under pressure to make
grants on a timely basis and (3) enough FAA environmenta-
lists may not have been available to help expedite proces-
sing grant applications. Examples of FAA noncompliance withits instructions follow.

RENO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

In fiscal year 1977 FAA approved a $3.8 million grant
to allow Nevada's Reno International Airport to acquire
about 70 acres of land. In its grant request, the airportsponsors said the land was needed to assure compatible
land use with current airport operations and to provide
land for a new runway in 6 to 10 years as provided for inits airport layout plan which follows.
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FAA treated the acquisition as only a change in owner-ship, with no adverse environmental impact, and issued anegative declaration. The environmental impact assessmenton which the negative declaration was issued did not assessthe environmental effect of the proposed new runway asrequired by FAA instructions.

An FAA official stated that if the project can bejustified on its benefits to current airport operations,the environmental consequences of subsequent projects madepossible by the new runway need not be addressed. Thiscurrent utility theory, however, is contrary to FAAinstructions.

Also, the range of alternatives considered in theenvironmental assessment were so narrow that its value inplanning airport expansion was negligible. The environ-mental assessment report stated "The principle alternativesto the proposed action would be no acquisition of the pro-perty or a variation in the limits of the parcel to beacquired."
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According to FAA, an environmental statement will be
required before any Federal funding for the construction of
the runway can be approved. At that time, public hearings
will be held and alternatives to the proposed runway will
be assessid--including the alternative of no runway con-
struction. Also at that time the proposed runway could be
rejected ,Jr a better alternative found.

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIRPORT

FAA approved two grants totaling about $2.5 million
to finance land purchase at the Sacramento Metropolitan
Airport in California. The first project grant for $1.4
million was made during fiscal year 1972 to reimburse the
airport for the cost of 1,089 acres of land it had acquired
for a clear zone area and future development. In its
request, the Sacramento Airport sponsors stated tnat the
land needed for future airport development was needed for
both the existing runway and proposed runways included in
its airport layout plan, which follows.
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FAA viewed the project as merely a reimbursement for
land which had already bean acquired and issued a negative
declaration. FAA did not address the environmental effect
of the proposed runway and other development as required
by its environmental instructions because the development
was not planned for the immediate future.

The second grant for $1.1 million was made in
September 1976--to reimburse the airport for the cost of
about 321 acres of land it had acquired to square off
airport property and to assure compatible land use with
airport operations. FAA concluded that the reimbursement
for land costs would not alter the airport's effect on its
surrounding environment and isJued a negative declaration.

Although the airport layout plan in effect when the
project was approved showed no development on this land,
in 1973 the Sacramento Airport started an extensive study
for a new airport layout plan. The most important change
recommended by the plan was a new 12,000-foot jet runway
located on the land financed by the September 1976 and
1977 grant. (bee plan on p. 17.) Sacramento Airport of-
ficials advised FAA of the proposed airport layout changes
in 1973; the plan had been approved by the Sacramento
Airport in June 1976 and had been submitted for FAA approval
13 days before the September 1977 grant was approved. The
FAA January 1978 National Airport System Plan showed that
this runway would be needed within 5 years.

An FAA regional official stated that FAA considered
only the environmental effect of the airport layout plan
on file when a development grant was considered. Because
the approved airport layout plan on file did not show the
proposed runway, the environmental effect of the runway was
not assessed even though the regional office knew it was
included in the new airport layout plan that was awaiting
approval.

Two local organizations expressed concern about the
planned expansion of the airport. The Sutter County Board
of Supervisors passed the following resolution:

"That this Board strongly opposes the proposed expansion
of the Sacramento Metro Airport and that every legal
avenue possible be taken to enjoin the expansion of
said airport to prevent the creation of a public
nuisance injurious to the interest of the County of
Sutter."
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The Sacramento Regional Area Planning organization alsoquestioned the expansion and received the following responsefrom FAA:

"The Federal Aviation Administration believes theproposed land acquisition would protect the existingrunway from incompatible development and does notcomit or initiate a commitment to build a plannedparallel runway.* * * 

EPPLEY AIRFIELD

In 1974, FAA approved a $2.5 million grant to constructa new levee and remove the existing one at Eppley Airfieldin Omaha, Nebraska. According to the draft environmentalimpact statement, the new levee would allow the airport toreclaim about 610 acres of land for future airport expansionand development, such as extension of existing runways,construction of new runways, and addition of a new generalaviation area. A diagram of the airport layout plan follows.
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The draft environmental impact statement did not assessthe effect of development made possible by the new levee, asrequired by FAA environmental instructions. Officials othe Department of Interior, Environmental Protection Agency,and the FAA Environmental Law Branch uestioned the adequacyof the draft statement. The Chief of the Environmental LawBranch refused to give legal clearance to the draft because,in his opinion, the environmental effects of planned use ofthe reclaimed land could be so adverse that such developmentmight not be undertaken--thus removing the need to relocatethe levee.

FAA subsequently changed the stated purpose of the leveeproject in the environmental statement to read:

"Relocation of the Missouri River Levee will providemany benefits to the further improvement of safety,efficiency, environmental compatibiility and utiliza-tion of the airport facility."

Although the stated purpose of the levee project waschanged, the final environmental impact statement alsostated that levee relocation was needed for separatingoperations and expanding general aviation as soon as pos-sible and that levee relocation would provide for possiblefuture runway expansion, although there was no evidence thatsuch expansion would be required in the immediate future.

After FAA changed the stated purpose of the leveeproject, the Department of the Interior and the Environ-mental Protection Agency removed their objections to theproject. The FAA Environmental Law Branch and Office ofChief Counsel determined that the final environmental impactstatement demonstrated that there was sufficient independentutility for the proposed project. The final environmentalimpact statement was approved on June 20, 1974.

FAA officials have stated that no future expansionmade possible by the new levee would be initiated until anenvironmental impact assessment has been made.

The FAA Office of Chief Counsel conclusion that thelevee could be justified by its benefit to current opera-tions ignored FAA environmental instructions which requirethat the cumulative effects and consequences of subsequentprojects to be considered.

This situation at Eppley Airfield was discussed in ourreport to Senator Dick Clark, "Eppley Airfield, Nebraska:Problems Caused In Council Bluffs, Iowa" (CED-77-73,
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May 27, 1977). In that report, we concluded that the
citizens in Council Bluffs, Iowa, (which is adjacent to
the airport) were denied the opportunity at the time the
levee proiect was considered to provide input on the
potentia inges in aircraft traffic over Council Bluffs
that mighc v caused by subsequent projects. We believe
FAA avoided assessing the environmental effect of the
extensive airport development made possible by the new
levee to avoid a possible confrontation with Council Bluffs
citizens who were already sensitive to the noise from
existing airport operations. In turn, we believe that this
contributed to the isunderstandings and mistrust that
existed among all parties concerned.

As in the preceeding Reno International Airport ex-
ample, the range of alternatives considered in the environ-
mental statement on the levee project was so narrow that
its value in planning airport expansion in light of environ-
mental considerations was negligible. The environmental
statement stated:

"It is evident there are only two alternatives that
deserve serious consideration, relocation of the
Eppley Airfield riverhend levee * * * or abandonment
of the project."

REASONS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE

Avoiding delays in approving grants for airport de-
velopment projects and possible shortages in FAA environ-
mental staff were two reasons FAA had not always complied
with its instructions.

Major delays have been experienced in preparing envi-
ronmental impact studies for individual projects. For
example, the environmental impact study to acquire land for
a new runway for the Brackett Field in La Verne, California,
was started in 1971 but not approved until January 1977.
Similarly, the environmental impact satement to acquire
land for a runway extension at Ontario International Airport
(California) was started in 1971 but was still pending
approval as of March 1978. In addition, in testimony before
the Subcommittee on Transportation, House Committee on
Appropriations, on the FAA fiscal year 10/9 budget request,
the Airport Operators Council International, which repre-
sents the principal airports served by scheduled airlines,
said the overall environmental approval process usually
took from 2 to 2 1/2 years, and many projects, due to
complexity or controversy, took much longer.

22



FAA officials stated that they are under pressure to
make grants on a timely basis. They said that to do this
in many cases, they must cloose between delaying a project
to complete a proper, well-documented environmental impact
statement which assesses cumulative effects or issuing a
timely grant to the detriment of the environmental study.

Although cumulative effects were not always considered
to avoid project delay, the Airport Operators Council also
testified that most delays in processing environmental
studies occurred in FAA regional and district offices where,
with only three exceptions, no full-time environmental staff
was provided. The Council belived 25 full-time environ-
mentalists were needed to avoid excessive delays.

CONCLUSIONS

All environmental issues associated with a major pro-
ject should be raised as early as possible so that full and
meaningful public participation can be obtained, alternatives
explored, and reasonable solutions found so that needed
development can proceed without undue delays. Little public
benefit is derived by doing otherwise.

When FAA fails to consider the cumulative nvironmental
effects of projects and the consequences of subsequent pro-
jects, it risks the public investment by gambling on eco-
logical uncertainty and community acceptance of future pro-
jects. As total expansion unfolds and the public is able
to comprehend the environmental implications of this expans-
ion, opposition could be raised on environmental grounds and
the project could be delayed for several years, or a current
reassessment could surface an alternative too late to avoid
unnecessary investments of Federal and local funds. In
addition, these prior investments prejudice any future
alternatives that are surfaced by making them less financial-
ly attractive.

Delays in approving grants for airport development
projects, although parLly attributable to the preparation
of well-documented environmental impact statements and
possible shortages in staffing, are also attributed to the
environmental controversy and opposition surrounding pro-
posed projects. We believe that delays for these reasons
could be minimized if total planned development (see ch. 2)
was subject to NEPA environmental requirements when master
plans are prepared or layout plans are approved.
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Because environmental impact statements on airport masteror layout plans are generally valid for only 5 years, FAA willstill need to assess, in the absence of new plans, the cumula-tive effects of projects undertaken beyond the 5-year periodand the consequences of any subsequent projects. To assurecompliance with this requirement, FAA needs to remind thoseresponsible for developing, reviewing, and approving environ-mental findings for airport development projects that theyare to consider, especially for projects involving theacquisition or reclamation of land, the cumulative effectsand consequences of any subsequent projects. And to minimizerelated delays FAA also needs to assure that it has suf-ficient staff to develop and process complete and well-documented environmental findings.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Transportation
direct the FAA Administrator to:

-- Remind its staff that they are responsible for ob-taining environmental findings on airport development
projects which consider the cumulative impact andconsequences of any subsequent projects,

-- Assess whether FAA has sufficient environmentalists
to properly carry out its environmental instructionsand to do so in a manner that minimizes delays inapproving grants for airport development projects.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

FAA officials said that the House and Senate Appropria-tions Committees had provided for additional environmentalistpositions in the proposed FAA fiscal year 1979 budget--10 newpositions in the House bill and 25 new positions in theSenate version. Although the House and Senate conferees
agreed in June 1978 to provide 25 new environmentalist posit-ions for FAA, we believe FAA should assure that these newpositions are sufficient and assigned to minimize delays andassure compliance with its environmental instructions, in-cluding the changes recommended in chapter 2 of this report.

An FAA official said that FAA would not oppose remindingits staff to consider the cumulative effect and consequencesof subsequent projects, but that it must also be recognizedthat projects do have independent utility. Although werecognize that projects may be justified on their own meritand therefore have independent utility, this is no basisunder either FAA instructions or CEQ guidelines for ignoringthe consequences of any contemplated subsequent projects.
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APPENDIX I 
APPENDIX I

EXCERPTS FROM FAA ENVIRONMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS

Paragraph

1. "DEFINITIONS

a. Major Federal Action Significantly Affecting theQuality of the Human Environment. This is anyFederal action falling within the scope ofparagraph 20 of this appendix. These actionsrequire the preparation of an environmental
impact statement."

19. "GENERAL

a. All proposed Federal actions involving thefollowing categories of airport developmentactions (including development shown on theairport layout plan) must be supported by anenvironmental assessment and resultant finding:

(1) New airport site selection and development.

(2) New runway.

(3) Major runway extension.

(4) Runway strengthening which would permit firsttime jet use or use by larger or noisier typeaircraft.

(5) Major new construction or expansion of pas-senger handling or parking facilities withFederal funding.

(6) Land acquisition associated with all theabove items plus any land acquisition whichcauses relocation of residential or businessactivities or involves land covered underSection 4(f) of the Department of Transporta-tion Act.

(7) Establishment or relocation of instrumentlanding system (ILS), approach lightingsystem (ALS), or runway and identificationlights (REILS) (when airport development aidfunds are used).
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Paragraph

(8) Any airport development action that falls
within the scope of paragraph 20 or which
involves any of the following, as more
particularly described in paragraph 44:
(a) Use of any Department of Transportation

Act Section 4(f) land.

(b) Effect on property included in or eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places or other property of state
or local historical, architectural,
archaeological, or cultural significance.

(c) Wetlands or coastal zones.

(d) Endangered or threatened species.

b. The actions identified in subparagraph a. above
must be supported through one of the following
action choices:

(1) Fully coordinated environmental impact
statements (paragraph 20).

(2) Negative declaration actions:

(a) As a result of changing a draft environ-
mental impact statement (paragraph 21);

(b) Requiring limited coordination per
Section 16(c)(4) of the Airport Act
(paragraph 22); or

(c) Requiring limited assessment (paragraph
23).

(3) Actions affirming prior findings (paragraph
24)."

20. "FULLY COORDINATED NEPA SECTION 102(2)(C) ACTIONS.

a. An environmental impact statement shall be pre-
pared for the following proposed Federal action:

(1) Any action that has an effect that is not
minimal on properties protected under
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act or Section 106
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Paragraph

of the Historic Preservation Act.

(2) Any action that is likely to he highlycontroversial on environmental grounds.
(3) Any action that is likely to have asignificant impact on natural, ecological,cultural, or scenic resources of national,state, or local significance, including

endangered species and wetlands.

(4) Any action that is likely to be highlycontroversial with respect to the availa-bility of adequate relocation housing.

(5) Any action that:

(a) Causes substantial division or dis-ruption of an established community,
or disrupts orderly, planned develop-
ment, or is determined to be not
reasonably consistent with plans orgoals that have been adopted by thecommunity in which the project islocated; or

(b) Causes a significant increase insurface traffic congestion.

(6) Any action that:

(a) Has a significant impact on noiselevels of noise sensitive areas;

(b) Has a significant impact on airquality or violates the standards
for air quality of an affected
locality, the state, or the Environ-mental Protection Agency;

(c) Has a significant impact on waterquality or may contaminate a public
water supply system; or

(d) Is determined to be inconsistent withany Federal, state, or local law oradministrative determination relating
to the environment.
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Paragraph

(7) Other action that directly or indirectly affects
human beings by creating a significant impact on
the environment.

b. In determining whether an environmental impact
stCtement is required for a proposed Federal
action, it is necessary to consider the overall,
cumulative impact of the proposed action and the
consequences of subsequent related actions. This
is important because the effect of a number of
decisions about a complex of projects can be
individually limited to the extent that a negative
declaration would appear to be appropriate for each
project; however, when considered together, the
projects may have a considerable cumulative impact.
If an action would permit further contemplated
actions (either by the FAA, another agency, or the
sponsor), than in determining whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement, the impacts of the
further contemplated actions, as well as the impacts
of the proposed action, must be considered. If an
environmental statement is required, it must be
processed before a commitment is iaade that would
enable the further contemplated action or foreclose
or narrow the consideration of alternatives to such
contemplated action.

c. A proposed Federal action is considered highly
controversial when the action is opposed by a Fed-
eral, state, or local government agency or by a
substantial number of the persons affected by such
action on environmental grounds. If the responsible
official has any doubt as to whether a given number
of opposing persons is "substantial," that doubt
should be resolved by processing the action as a
highly controversial one. In an action involving
relocation of persons or businesses, a controversy
over the amount of the acquisition or relocation
payments is not considered to be a controversy with
respect to availability of adequate relocation
housing."

32. "AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN APPROVALS.

a. Applicability. This paragraph applies only to
items of development approved for the first time
by FAA, shown on a new or revised airport layout
plan (ALP).
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Paragraph

b. General. Proposals to construct new runways,
runways, runway extensions, terminal buildings
or other major and supportive development are
shown on an ALP. Inclusion on the plan signifies
only that the proposed development has been
identified by public sponsors for planning
purposes. It does not represent a commitment by
the sponsor to implement the indicated develop
ment. FAA reviews the planned development with
respect to safety, efficiency, and utility.
FAA's action does not represent a ommitment to
provide financial assistance to implement the
proposed plan.

c. Approval.

(1) When all items of development covered by
paragraph 19a of this appendix have been
the subject of environmental findings
pursuant to the provisions of this order,
then the ALP may be approved uncondition-
ally.

(2) When such environmental action has not
been completed, the ALP may be approved
subject to the following condition which
shall be included in the ALP approval
letter:

"The approval indicated by my
signature is given subject to the
condition that the proposed airport
development identified by item here-
in as requiring environmental po-
cessing may not be undertaken with-
out prior written environmental
approval by the FAA."

(3) The approval letter will identify, by
item, those items shown on the ALP which
are covered by paragraph 19a and have not
yet been environmentally approved by FAA.

(4) The FAA approval of an ALP shall be
indicated as follows:
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Paragraph

(a) The FAA unconditional approval shall
be shown on the face of the ALP by
the use of the term "approved."

(b) The FAA conditional approval shall be
shown on the face of the ALP by use of
the term conditionally approved and
cross-referencing the ALP approval
letter."

33. "MASTER PLANNING GRANTS. Master planning grants are
not considered major Federal actions for purposes of
Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA; and, therefore, an environ-
mental impact assessment report or statement is not
required for issuance of the grant. Preparation of an
environmental impact assessment report is usually in-
cluded as one of the elements of the master plan, as
is the preparation of a new or revised airport layout
plan. The airport layout plan is the vehicle through
which FAA acts with respect to airport planning and
which is subject to the requirements in paragraph 32
of this appendix. The environmental impact assessment
report may be submitted as a separate document or as
an element of the master planning document. Assess-
ment reports may be prepared to cover either the
ultimate plan as developed by the study or stages of
such development, depending on the independent utility
of each stage and the certainty of ultimate develop-
ment."
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