The second stage of this study applies the airfield criteria discusSedtion 1.4 to the existing
conditions around Malmstrom AFB. By overlaying several hypotheticat@irfionfiguration scenarios,
the study analyzes the potential built and unbuilt incompatibilities agsoadth the different
scenarios. The study then summarizes several tools used by otheoiralraties to control and
prevent incompatible land uses.

There are several different scenarios that would apply to differeme runway users. If the Great Falls
and Cascade County community makes the decision to protect the runwayewittiniate goal of
attracting certain types of runway operations to Malmstrom AFB, ithailk to choose which type of
runway operations to attract. This decision will be influenced by manyr¢adiut will need to balance
the cost of compensating landowners for the lost potential of their landtabaitgpes of operations
that will be attracted or discouraged by different land use protecticarmtt

This scenario applies if the runway remains unde ' $
Air Force control, and a mission involving small ¢
occasional aircraft is housed at the Base. The
aircraft designated for Class A runways are liste(
in Table 2-1. This scenario represents the
minimum US Air Force runway influence #o# !
footprint.

This scenario addresses the possibility of a full

Force mission being located at the Base. It wot
apply to any permanent or transient support of s
Force fighter, bomber, or transport aircraft. The
aircraft designated for Class B runways are liste
in Table 2-1. This scenario represents the |
maximum size of a potential mission’s footprint. '




/ Table 2-1: DoD Aircraft Type Categorized by Runway Classification

A-4
A-6
EA-6B
A-10
AV-8
B-1
B-2
B-52
C-5
C-9
KC-10
C-17
C-130
C-135
C-137

C-141
E-3
E-4
E-6
E-8
R/F-4
F-5
F-14
F-15
F-16
F/IA-18
F-22
FB-111
F-117
P-3

1. Only symbols for basic mission aircraft or basission aircraft plus type are used. Designatiepsesent
entire series. Runway classes in this table areafetied to aircraft approach categories, airavafght,

2. These are examples of aircraft which fall ifitese classifications, and may not be all inclusive.

Class A Runway
C-1 Ov-1
C-2 OVv-10
C-12 T-3
C-20 T-28
C-21 T-34
C-22 T-41
C-23 T-43
C-26 T-44
C-32 U-21
C-37 uv-18
C-38 V-22
E-1 DASH-7
E-2 DASH-8
Notes:
aircraft wingspan, or to pavement design classéges.
3. Rotary aircraft are not addressed in this table.
Data Source: UFC 3-260-0Airfield and Heliport Planning and Desig22 Sept 2006 draft.

Class B Runway

RQ-1
S-3

SR-71

T-1

T-2

T-6

T-37

T-38

T-39

T-42

T-43

T-45

TR-1

U-2

VC-25
JSF (F-35)
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The FAA Category | scenario would require a
transfer of runway ownership from the Air Force
to the FAA, and assumes a minimal aircraft load
A Category | runway could support only small
airplanes. This scenario represents the minimur
FAA runway land use footprint.
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An FAA Category Il runway would also require
transfer of ownership from the Air Force to the
FAA, but would support all types of aircraft
defined by the FAA regulations. This scenario
would cover most possible uses of the runway tk - t##
would fall under FAA control. $
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Different land areas around MAFB would be
relevant under different airfield configuration .
scenarios. Within the zones defined by land use I
compatibility standardsthere are some areas at # # #
the ends of the runway that are protected by # $ #$ /
existing restrictive easements owned by the Air

Force or by local zoning restrictions. Some

parcels are also essentially protected because they have existilugpdere or approved planned
development that is compatible and unlikely to change over time. The Eaxithat are truly important
to this analysis are those that, under the current Cascade County zonmgrubgeactices, could still
be developed in an incompatible manner. All of the relevant parcels anstiguizeated in
unincorporated Cascade County. Although the parcels may have the potdmialgedinnexed to the
City, thereby losing their County zoning status, this study bases the futuregatemtlopment on the
current county zoning. The current County zoning classification for all unincorgqrateels in the
study area is A2 Agricultural (applies to parcels greater than or egR@lecres).

If the runway at MAFB were to be reactivated, the maps on the followirgspagegorize the land areas
that would be affected by land use compatibility standards. The land areaseg@ized into the
following groups:

Compatible Development- These areas represent developed or protected parcels that are
compatible with applicable land use recommendations in their cutatet s

Incompatible Development— These areas represent developed parcels that are incompatible in
their current state.

Potentially Incompatible Development— These undeveloped areas may be susceptible to
incompatible development in the future because of their current zoning statu

! See Section 1.4.3
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As the figures in Section 2.2

show, the US Air Force runway / Table 2-2: Compatibility Analysis Summary

scenarios have an impact on moré Potentially

land area than the FAA scenarios Incompatible Incompatible

In general, the potential # Parcels # Parcels
incompatibilities associated with Affected Acres Affected Acres
the FAA scenarios are minor. On South 25 427.21 3 18.53
:)hoet :ri?;rlsggrﬁgégimg‘g?r’e USAF Class B North 14 351.93 0 0
contained within the existing Total 39 779.14 3 18.53
restrictive easement, and on the South 3 57.12 3 5.95
north end of the runway, any land USAF Class A North 3 45.16 0 0
use protection strategies Total 6 102.28 3 5.95
implemented would not affect South 0 0 3 9.53
large tracts of land. Table 2-2 FAA Cat Il North 0 0 0 0
summarizes the extent of the land Total 0 0 3 9.53
area myolved with the different South 0 0 0 0
scenarios. FAA Cat | North 0 0 0 0
Regarding the USAF scenarios, Total 0 0 0 0/

the Clear Zone and APZ |

represent the most critical areas for potentially incompatitdeldpment in the future. The zoning of
these areas allows for residential development, which is explit#touraged by US Air Force land use
standards and would represent a serious incompatibility. In the A& Iiturrent County zoning of the
land is compatible with land use standards. There are a few spdhatsaetallowed by the zoning
code that are not strictly compatible with US Air Force criteria, saaharches and daycare centers.
Because this type of development would not be widespread, and could possilodrbked at the level
of permit approval, it was not shown on the graphics as a serious inconyatibile most secure way
to protect this area would be to establish an airfield overlay zone tificgicdisallow those specific
uses.

Also worth noting is the potential impact of the Lewis and Clark PortagéeRand the potential

alignment of the Great Falls South Arterial, both shown on the figures. The aediClark Portage

Routé runs through the center of MAFB and through nearby neighborhoods. Although it doessnot pas
through the area impacted by the airfield criteria examined in this, stuslyan important historical

feature in the area. The proximity to this trail may offer some pahipeagreements with historical
conservation groups seeking to limit the extent of development near taggor

The Great Falls South Arterfas a planned extension of 'gtreet that will bend around the southern
edge of the City of Great Falls. The specific alignment of thisiarteas not be determined, but the
extent of the four proposed alignments is shown on the figures. Any of teatbuproposed
alignments will be compatible with all of this study’s runway configoraicenarios.

“Mapping and other data provided by the US ForestiGeLewis and Clark Interpretive Center

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/lewisclark/Icic/)
® Montana Department of Transportation, “Great Fatisith Arterial Alignment Study”. Available at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/greatfalls/doc#gt_falls _southern_arterial.pdf



If it is the interest and intent of the Great Falls and Cascade Caxmtyunity to protect the land
around the MAFB runway in hopes of having the runway reactivated, thesienaraber of methods to
consider. The ultimate goal would be to ensure that residential, coramigrustrial, and agricultural
land uses are arranged in a manner that their existence does not iog@ngée airfield’s ability to
fulfill its mission, and that the airfield, in turn, does not affect tgbts of private property owners and
the well-being of community members that could be impacted by safety, namesamnce concerns.
These strategies are intended to create a “win-win” situation wieakdevelopment and airfield
operations are able to make stable contributions to the area’s ecatmralopment.

Zoning is a tool used by local governments to divide their jurisdictiordistdacts within which
permissible uses are prescribed. In Montana the overall future land eseisviskpressed in the county
Growth Policy, which is essentially a land use Master Plan for theycdaweloped through an official
public process and used as a general guide for development decisions. TteRailmy is a guiding
document, and is not regulatory in nature. It expresses the community'd gbhateand preferences
and serves as the legal basis for zoning principles and practices. niltaMearequires that zoning and
development permit regulations conform to an adopted plan.

The purpose of zoning is to protect public health, safety, and welfare, while atisctipg property
rights and promoting community economic development. Because the zoning ordimatecused to
specify the use, type, bulk, height, density, and location of structures omaggieel, it is usually the
primary tool used by local planners to protect the land surrounding mii¢asgs from incompatible
uses, and to protect sensitive land use types such as residential or cahuses from the negative
safety, noise, and nuisance impacts of an installation. There are rffargndizoning strategies, but the
most common include the following:

Comprehensive Zoning Map AmendmentThe primary way that zoning can be used to
protect relevant land is through amendments to the local Zoning Map. ahhgetthe stage for
a comprehensive zoning, usually done in connection with a general plan or Growth Policy
update, that would put into place restrictions on development that are initindemilitary’s
land use standards.

Overlay Zone Classification Another zoning method that is widely used is the overlay zone, in
which underlying zoning classifications are not changed, but speciattiessior requirements
are added to affect the density, use, or construction type of structureoietfay area.

Zoning has been used extensively in the protection of civilian land outsidétafymnstallations, and

an overwhelming legal basis has been built for this use of zoning danis properly. However, the
case of MAFB is unique, in that the land being restricted is not ingbagtany current active flying
mission but rather desired future flying missions. In this situatioetfa basis for the use of zoning to

* Information for Section 2.3 has been adapted fifeerfollowing resources:

Office of Economic AdjustmenBractical Guide to Compatible Civilian Developmétar Military Installations
July 2005.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Stateadifornia, California Advisory Handbook for Community
and Military Compatibility PlanningFebruary 2006.



protect the public health, safety, and welfare is not as well-defined andensapject to legal
challenges.
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One obvious method to control the use of
certain areas of land is the outright purchase of
the land through Fee Simple Acquisition. The
land can be purchased directly by the
installation, by a local authority such as the
state, county, or city, or most commonly by a
third party community group or land trust. This
method is the most expensive option, and
typically, the cost is more than what is
justifiable to provide the level of required
protection. However, in areas of particularly
high accident potential, airfield users may be
motivated to buy the land to completely control
its access and use. Because of this, it is Air
Force and FAA policy to own their runways’
respective Clear Zones and Runway Protection
Zones whenever possible.

One example of this approach is Tinker AFB, in
Oklahoma. In 1973, county bond funds were
used to purchase and clear 836 single-family
homes, 32 vacant lots, and an elementary school
from 262 acres located within the runway’s

Clear Zone and APZ I. After this land was
purchased and cleared, the county donated it to
the US Air Force. While this is an extreme
example, it illustrates the commitment of that

community and the extent to which it was V=& <
willing to go.
P < # ' 14 # 1

An alternative to the purchase of land is the purchase of developngstfrgm the landowner. This is
a way for an interested party to partially purchase the land, basicallyagurg a guarantee that certain
types of development will never be allowed. This purchased set-adatelao$ called an easement, and
can cover the entire property or only a portion of the property. The transactigntary on the part

of the owner, who could either donate the easement or be paid fair markevaheerfghts that are
purchased. The value of the purchased rights is roughly equal to the filedamd without

restrictions minus the value with restrictions.

Easements have been used extensively in conservation and militarynigugfiéorts, and the conditions
of the easement can be tailored to specifically match the guidancdequidoyi Air Force or FAA land
use standards. In many examples, the DoD has partnered with States, latahgate and
conservation-based nonprofit organizations to purchase easementffithatdual role of preserving

® Association of Central Oklahoma Governments (ACQIGYS Application2007. Available at:
http://acogok.org/Newsroom/Downloads07/Project.pdf



habitat and open space while providing airfield operations an open-spacehmtffasulates them from
the effects of incompatible development nearby.

In the case of the MAFB runway area, the local community could enter inttnanship with a
conservation-based entity such as the Nature Conservancy or the TRugibliorLand to purchase
easements from the current landowners.

The US Air Force currently owns restrictive easements on lands imtelgdidjoining both the
southern and northern ends of the former runway. These easements waasquliitithe 1950s to
prevent development within the Clear Zone as defined under the regulatioadiate. These
easements are illustrated on Figures 2-1 and 2-2.
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Easements can be granted for a number of years or in perpetuity. A tempozargraaalso called a
purchase of delayed development rights, would require that the landowtriet deselopment of the
land for a certain period of time specified by the agreement. At the ¢ne périod an option can be
added to allow the purchaser to either abandon the easement or purchaseial gagernent. The cost
of a temporary easement is less than the cost of a permanentioestfictevelopment rights, and it can
be a cost-effective way to set a time limit for the restriction eékbgpment.

.D = #
Transfer of Development Rights is a concept that can reduce the finandiakshagsociated with the
purchase of development rights. In essence, rather than compensating thedarfishancially, the
public agency exchanges the development rights on the relevant land fpdhesien or intensification
of development rights in another area. In this type of situation, a more insmseuld be permitted
on specific land outside of the critical area (the “receiving” aa] restrictions would reduce the
intensity of use permitted in the critical land area (the “sending).atethe landowner does not own
the “receiving” area, compensation is paid to the “sending” landowner Byettedving” landowner.
This type of arrangement, which is voluntary, can be a way to balance thetiproté critical areas
while still responding to market forces in a community. In this scenadal, public agencies would be
responsible for designating “sending” and “receiving” areas, locatitiggrbuyers and sellers, and
acting as a broker to administer the program.

This concept has been well-tested in the protection of land for environpiestiarical, or agricultural
reasons, and could be a good alternative for protection of land for safetyroundyneconomic
development reasons as well.

® American Farmland TrusEarmland Information Center Fact Sheet: TransfeDevelopment Rightdanuary
2001.
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The question of whether or not the MAFB runway
should be protected will not be answered by this
study, but will be debated in, and ultimately solved
by, the Great Falls community. The chief goal of S
this study is to inform the future decisions of the #
Great Falls and Cascade County community. The o+
study started by distilling the complex DoD and FA
land use standards down to the relevant and esser
elements for the study area. By providing clear and

definitive descriptions of the derivation, dimensions, and application ofl#fa® Zone, Accident
Potential Zones, and the Runway Protection Zones, this study starts to fowitdlation for future
decisions.

Once the clearance zones were defined, the study applied them to the eaigditigres near MAFB.
In Figures 2-1 through 2-8, the zones were analyzed for any potential incompegitilit may exist
should the runway reopen. Overall, the study finds that up to approximately 89@nagine be
impacted by the safety zones, depending on the airfield configuration option.

Finally, the study examined and described several common strategiesiuiifizommunities seeking to
channel compatible development around airfields. These strategies, mdhicteizoning, the purchase
of property or development rights, the temporary purchase of restrictemeas, and the transfer of
development rights, will hopefully provide decision makers with a toolbofirfding a solution to the
critical question of how the community should treat the land near MAFB.



